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perception (6). This emphasis in‘normal® perception led para-
psychologists to explore the same factors in extrasensory perception.
Dr

r

éidler, who was a student of one of the “new look'

hy, has done the lion’s share uf

ég%’ lief that ESP is either

affects their E scoringlevel (5). Her results, which show remark-
able consisténgy throughout 20 ‘vears of research, indicate that
believers (sheep) score higher in ESP tests.than disbelievers (goats),
and that disbelievers exhibit /an avoidance“pattern; that is, they

¥ ofgists, Dr,Gardner Mu
s k_coh
sullj

‘% score below chance expectation. The disbélievers® fesults are in line

Q

4

ith so-called ““negative perception” fifidings in neral psychology.
Hﬂi:l Schmeidler’s work, this diﬁt:gnt’if:gmg;ﬁg ag;grd;ng gfn
belief categories applied only to well-adjusted gubjects {as judged
the Munroe Inspection Technique), whil€ the scoring of malad-
d subjects was less predictable (4). The ESP scores of persons
“owi asstrong interest in theoretical problems (as tested by the
Aﬂggg-vﬁnm Study of Values) were more predictable than those
of persons having little interest in theory (5).
The essential features of Schmeidler's experiments enjoyed a
number of replications by other researchers (1, 2, 5, 7). Generally
concurring results emerged in seven out of nine experiments (Table
1), but the need for an improved technitue to ascertain subjects’

So.. . Tanre | doid ' [ Ca,,
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b-e.limfswnmﬁﬂedhjr ral authors (2, 8, 9). Thus, the scales
on which belief is iﬁﬁaﬁr}f’ﬂ we : ] .
i ‘ C“Pil'. Eﬂht“, thﬂ,

four- and /fiye- scales by’ Bevan,
Bchmudlm%ﬁ‘; lér,yg”rﬁj};,., an’ de Castle and White, and
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tk_conéerningcconative factors in ESP. She found that
' ssible or impossible strongly-
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others. The criteria of belief included (a) belief in the existence
of ESP, (b) belief in the adequacy of the particular ESP test, and
(c) belief in personal ESP. A detailed discussiofi-of the problem
of separating subjects into attitudinal ‘categories can-be found in
Schmeidler and McConnell (5, Ch. %), Mangan (2), and>Van de
Castle (7)77 | | > |

Dr. Robert 1, Van de Castle developed anincomplete sentence
questionnaire 27] for determining attitude toward ESP, rather than
relying on_ self-ratings op ratings by the experimenterq From the
results of his/pilot study he realized that he did not merely have
a scale from more to less bélief: the middle group seeméd to
represent a conflict between belief and disbelief which, of course,
is a qualitatively different motivational situation. He postulated
that the ESP scores of the conflict group would be more erratic
(the same subjects scoring high oft’ some runs and low on others)
and would therefore give higher !'within subject” variance® than
scores of subjects whose beliefs were more homogeneous. The
disbelievers were grouped with the conflict subjects after Van de
Castle found that they performed similarly in hiscpilot studies.
He suggested thav disbelievers also have a conflict between a
conviction that "ESP isthe bunk" and social obligations toward the
experimenter. The' confliét; subjects are faced with an internal
conflict rélatively independent of the testing situation; the dis-
believers’' conflict is thought to arise solely in the experimental
setting and is theréfore situationally labile.

Van de Castle’s predictions’ (9) were confirined in six repetitions
(7) of similarly designed experiments (P’ = < .01). He also found
certain consistent patterns in‘the levels of /‘hetween subjects”
variance for the different belief categoriés), Thestrong believers
(high sheép) and indecisives (conflict) had mtch higher variance
than the moderate believers (sheep) and disbelievers (goats). Five
out of six F ratios resulting from a comparison of between subjects
variance for the belief groups were statistically significant at a level
ranging from .05 to .001.

The main problems investigated in the present study aré the
relationship between ESP scoring level and attitude toward ESP
(Schmeidler’s findings) and the differences in variance levels
within subject and between Subjects (Van de Castle's findings). In
regard to belief criteria, we found criterion (a), belief in the existence
of ESP, to be the most thoroughly explored/and effective. It was
adopted for the present experiment. {’Ve’alsn used E. belief in
personal ESP, as a purely exploratory fueasure; We discarded (b),

" Far a discussion ofthe application of the analysis of varighce to this problem
e Van de Castle (1, pp. S6-58). SO

£
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belief in the adequacy of the particular ESP test, because it seems
to be a concept under which too many theoretical, technical,
situational, and Kfocinlugin] variables can be subsumed.
iy, s,

Or. ,
o, ﬁuajycrﬁ.m ExreriMENTAL PROCEDURE

Tﬁgsadﬁaﬁuhju& jwere ‘persons attending a series of  eight
lectures (with. accompanying slides) devoted to various aspects of
ESP research, given in‘1959-60 by the authors.* Those participating
in three of the eight sessions wete, members of women’s clubs,

s R three were church groups, one an educatiohal group, and one a
ST\ ;

] e college class. Miss 8. Van Steenburgh.assisted in the

9 Ve, iments, Whereas Van de Castle talked to his subjects on the

05, topic'of ESP for only about five minutes, we found this an inade-
Sl i _compensation for their patience during a long test and we
/4, increased, our lecture time to 40 minutes. We did  not "discuss
%/ Van' de .gasllc’s work in the lectures, nor the shéep-goat work in
G%}lt Gy,
el the Van de Castle-White method of testing ‘ESP in
grné.lga (9). Each'subject was given a concealed list of four columns
of ESP card symbols (100 in all) in random order (Van de Castle-
White used eight columns). The stimulus symbols were randomized
e mmg the million-digit compilation of the Rapd Corporation, A
e " %ﬂﬁﬂﬂ Random Digits. The random order of the ESP symbols
W different for each subject. Each list was énclosed in an opaque
N émnﬂiyczwlu]fe between two sheets-of black construction paper.
; o5, T#grgnc rd sheets with carbon paper inserted between them were
. (s, ‘stapled on the'putside of the envelope exactly overthe target list
| de, letting the blank columns precisely match the-columns
%&mc inside the envelope. The experimentérs tested the
opaqueness ‘in. lighting considerably above the normal. It was
i foolproof in the given conditions of lighting and supervision.
Immediately after ‘the lecture the target envelopes were dis-
tributed to the subjects, together with a mimeographed instruction
sheet. The experimenter read the instructions aloud and answered
questions. The subjects were supervised by two persons. Upon
completion of the ESP tests, the envelopes were collected and the
questionnaires (see Appendix) ascertainifig attitude toward ESP
were distributed. They consisted of Van de Castle’s incomplete
sentence questionnaire (e.g., "I believe that hunches often 1)
and two fivespointself-rating scales ranging from strong conviction
£

/
2 J t wad' originally- planned with K.O. as the only experimenter.
This d to hechmuuf after he hecame ill for several montha, during which
time D). D. tool over hix lecture commitments. This change modified the design
of the experiment by introducing s sécond experimenter as another variable,
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about the existence of ESP (high ah&p];;p complete disbelief in
it (extreme goat). Scale A rated the:subject’ s behcf in ESP in
general and Scale B the subject’s hl;lu:f ﬂb):,u’&m; pmumi] ESP

'nhih . The incomplete sentence, questionnair e was administered

h%faﬁer the completion of the ESE est;-then the uuh were
364 td aurn the page and fill in u’ﬁ’-(mtfp  scales”, md B.5

' Scoring of ‘the ESP tests was done by an wmnﬁ d rechecked

by a‘nuthl:r p-v;rmﬁé The incomplete sentence ghies guﬁﬁmu Were
inde ﬁ'degtl dgr.ﬂ’ by, three persons: K.O., D. d Van de

Castle, All L‘!‘ir, judging wils’ d?nc as a blind pmccdurn, i ﬁ‘ Awithout

the Ir.nmﬂbdge of tht ﬂubjﬂéﬁ/« names or ESP test scores: An
effort was made to follow “as dnaely, as possible Van de Castle's
original checking ‘procedure, wﬁf;g,l; he has described as follows :

i N

0
The method of uvn]ﬂntn n 1{nﬁ bﬂ@d upon an over-all clinical
impression of the subject tudc./ | the individual subject’s
responses were first rud over m ﬂ:} tu’fmm & pﬂ:lmunnr!r impres-
sion and then read again in order ‘to, uncdver any discre m::ﬁ
between individual ltumn and total i 1mpmum g en individual
items lhriﬁnul ves, Subjects were eventually placed info. one of four
attitudi p;.m:gﬁnga. high sheep, sheep, conflict, or goat.
In arder to be rfii;dernd a h:gh sheep, the subject had to display
a mllj'mmen@ a uf moderate belief on all items or else display
A hlgﬁdqu.l ul"d): ﬁn most of the items with the remaining m:mn
containingneutral n:nmn;u of upmmn
IhuWhm a luh_fézt in Ezl:gi;ﬁu-demte}tl:lhef on most of the items with
remaining itemy ¥ containin hew L‘:pmuns of opinion, he
was classified as a * nﬁ . Sy %
Two different put:rnu ufw;upn se8 w:wmcluﬂad in the conflict
ﬁfrj’ If a mul: indicates ESP6n somé of the items
ttmc he indicated SF;HE dnuhl:n -and" suspicion
ESP on other items, a rather éuﬂﬂ:r:t \m:zntl of was
p t and such a subject was labelled nwﬁrrj)n ly</Th
of response pattern which was considered as mptﬁentlﬁga au
. wh posseséed a conflicting attitude toward ESP was s0 apparent,

““T'his subject might also be called an evasive one, for"he would

refriin, from"making any decisive commitment thruughuut al) ten
items hf/qgm g such camouflaging nses as “‘is interesting,"" *is
strange, not well understood,” etc. Other clues which were
considered as evidence of conflict were excessive erasures or crossed-
out responses, not completing items, stereotyped use of the same
adjective or its antonym, completely :rmkvmi“tupum, or long

~qp / 5 'q//@
H
it Edmdnﬂmm'rtim the subjects’ hcil;'_.f:l Eﬁ?tﬂli.n
rﬁ‘d&([ﬁhﬂﬂ@]ﬂd ics of attitude factors active.: nllﬂ#l
'HE'HHEII-G was. t that if beliefs and atti ‘were

h
"ﬂ;l{gnﬁﬁh!lnnﬁm/ they mig llu:nm:nfthdrlﬂﬂn;

8 mmzu(pupu'ﬁull and clearly nnnmui
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Th%?wrmﬁé studies summarized in Table | led us tnv‘ﬂpecl:
&ﬂ any extracharice results occurring in the sheep or goat cite-
pooled totals: in other words,
tive scores of believers might be cancelled out by the
‘negative scores of disbelievers. As later aralyses will ahnw, this
: ﬁindud the case. The total deviation of the 183 subjects whose
were mu:lm:la:l in the analyses wns/vgqr
CR = .68, P = .50).
db ion of the data according tﬂ:xp&n;'.ne
ﬁihe/rﬁtmg reaﬁ K.O.'s subjects scored
ﬁ’{CR 218, P = .03), while Dnrmgu%
—

might be obséured in the

eres 3

is associa
K.O.’s subjects
above or at and bélow change
S90, 1:°df, P = .05,
quite differently to the le
and D.D., although both experimente
outline, slides, and test instructions,

3 k4 R4 /' A
J F v ! 5

expmt;ﬂu
hité below smean chance ex R
F= Qﬂnﬂ? ifference between scores of the two expe

téd with’a chi square 6f 5.6, 1 d.f, P = .02, D.D.sand
tpk:if'aa n°’ﬁ‘h1t (24¢ 2 table of subjects scoring
n) yielded a chi square of
t the subjects responded
al‘u:l testing procedures of K.O.
used the same lecture
tﬁw;y:r. it was not our
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involved u:phnauum to items” llu)l Wﬁnlq contain anywhere from
ave indications of a

were those whu
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t in the latter case the remaining items w;qg:

Az %

Pr;@ﬂ A7, pp. 46-47).
In five uﬁu Sthiors was complete
judge. Since there s
to come to an a
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nter uestionnaire.* Tn, some, evaluati
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%

63 % "-'./W’m ,_.lm o chance [[‘_‘,R o

d» -
n;,d-;pm#,,en Mh

ResuLTS

expectatio
ﬁ't mﬂpme%a

data of those IuE'
mpl
. 54).
an
trials
ificant

trials were rounded out
the number nf

29, an cbviously insign

disagreement among the’ (b,r
no app ortanity for a judging conference
ﬁg. the' data of these five subjects were
:vu]unhﬁnh n:ilatl ng to the incomplete
ons/of the data we

w
ote
this

ce judges
e&cd hy

\’n,ﬂ

Vf

. (.\, 4

a@m tu Liu;nn chance

hm ymded
lu&r above/mean

ters

ho failed

the ESP

basis we
The scores

100-trial

missing. 4

change.



[&

164 Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research

intention to test the differences in sheer scoring levels; our primary
concern was with the various kinds of interaction between the
subjects’ belief and ESP scoring level. Our problem, in a nutshell,
was to relate three aspects of ES ‘resylts (averagé scores, within
subject variance, and between subjects variance) to two experi-
mental measures of belief in ESP and to one, explaratory cbelief
. As, d befare, this experiment was largely a repetition of
the work of other investigators; we therefore had to use some of
their qqalﬁmnn ‘methods in order to permit comparions, eg,,
analyses'cof variance as they were applied in Van de Castle’s
experiments’ (7). Our statistical consultant considered multiple
regression analyses more appropriate and safer, e.g., not involving
the assumption of homogeneity of variance; we therefore performed
multiple regressions in order to ‘obtain'more reliable and adequate
information about our data.’ Although we feel that the multiple
regression analyses arz the main- weight, they should be inter-
preted in context with the other evaluations. These various
evaluation methods basically deal with the same ‘trends; therefore
the results, particularly the P values, are often not additive.
Customary caution in,interpreting P values of multiple measure-
ments 18 necessary. 3
 We will present our results in the following order: (1) ESP scores
in relation to belief categories, (2) within subject variance and
belief categories, and (3) bétween Subjects variance and belief
categories.

Ancomplete Sentence Questionnatre

In ‘accordance with the results”of the/ incomplete ‘sentence
questionnaire, we classified the subjects of both expefimenters as
“follows: high sheep (strong belief in ESP), sheep (belief in’ ESP),
m:iflict (indications of conflict or evasiveness), and goat (disbelief
in ESP).’All three judges agreed on the classification of 47 of K.0,’s
subjects and 53 of D.D.’s; two judges agreed on the classification
of an additional 40 of K.O.’s subjects and 38 of D.D.'s.” We
decided to pool the three- and two-judge agreement classifications
because of the small number of subjects in the high sheep and the
goat classifications (Table 2). This seemed to be justified since
the scores in the three- and two-judge classifications showed

/

roughly the same pattern. 2
% ¢ / | - -
/7 As stated aboye, the data of five subjects on Whose claddification il thie
plete sentence quistionnaire. e e
s
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The patterns of average scoresin the four belief classifications
are ul.t%) : t for the two experimenters (Table 2 and Figure
1). EJQ.': high sheep scored highest; then the sheep and conflict

TO ,Mindthé;gmtﬁ lowest, whose scores were considerably
] " chancé expectation. The average scores of D.,D.’s
scores of the high sheep were below chance expectation; |
sheep and conflict subjects at the chance level; while goats scored

% far below chance expectation.
%S _Tama 2
,79 Q’C/, Avenace ESP Emnnﬁmnﬂmm B ﬂm
: | Experi. | Hieh Shep | Shew é‘m T Gaats | Bxtreme Goats
.-om, AR s et =Y i
. — _
Cq, 1 KO 9 565 | 25 531 | 47 52| &) 458 [Oj— - ~—
ire| DD 1 4T7 | 77 504 | & 301 | 3G | =, =
weiag "/Eg M oses| @ 3| 8 an| s seif/ 47 ae
; A r07 77 4| 37 308 | 16 509 4 519 & 4l
Sell-rating | KO 19 963 | 37 507 | 16 S535| 12 512 2 Camy
9 Scals B DD M 485 | 37 3505| 9 48| 16 517 9 447
64 —

In order to assess the consistency of thesé scoring trends, we
) classified subjects into those who' scored, above mean chance
e tion and those who scored at or below. There was a different
- ution between K.O.’s and D.D:'s subjects who scored above
_@s,.l:_hﬁﬁ:; expectation and those who scored at or bélow in'the pooled
sheep and sheep category, with at least two judges agreecing

Ux* =4.72, 1 d.f., P'= ,03), but a similar distribution in the conflict
and goat“categories. Twenty-three subjects in K.O"s combined
sheep category scored above chance expectation and 11 at 6r below;
One goat scored ‘sbove chance ‘expectation and five at or below.
This difference in proportions as assessed by the Fisher exact
bability test was significant at the three per cent level. The same

ind of test of D.D.'s data yielded a non-significant result.

In correspondence Van de Castle commented that it would be
~ interesting to see the results of the subjects where all three judges
J Iﬁ that he was either a high sheep or d sheep; in other words,
¢/ . whether he was a believer in ESP, regardless of the intensity of
the belief. Accordingly, such an analysis was performed. K.O.'s
eligible combined sheep (25) had an average score of 5.42. D.D.'s
eligible combined sheep:(32) had an average score of 4.97, which is
very close to mean chance expectation. In both experimenters’ data
combined sheep scored ‘higher than goats: for K.O., 5.42 versus
4.58; for D.D{, 4.97 versus 442. /¢, :

)
eS@r | @Q/.(‘ yi

3‘5 ve a slight curvilinear pattern. Curiously enou h, ﬂ-';ef
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ing scale ﬁ
¥ (Table 2 and Figure 2). Dutﬂhutiun of ESP scores

ﬁ?nted the subjects in an even more

uhmua:l by tl:us measure was similar to t!ult the incomplete

l;mc:: quuunnnnm: classifications. The of K.O.'s sub-
¢ again in a nearly linear relationship to, the belief cate-
gbl;l %gh.lghuhmphadn&ﬁi: !hmgheﬁzvi.zﬂ,
‘cconflict grotp 4.87; goats 5.05, and the e im; (Iowest self-
;:’Hp rﬂrq@ﬁz. The scores of Dﬂ'ﬂcmbj ccts alsd /
.mugh‘ljr/ﬂ!: ﬁma Ihietm'e as when separated by the in ,n;gle
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gave y* = .64, which is insignificant. It appears that separating
subjects by self-rating scale A reveals slightly more differentiated
scoring patterns than separating them by the incomplete sentence
questionnaire.  Figures | and, 2 accentuate, the experimenter
lifferer A, IR TN pir 904;

‘These two belief measures (incomplete sentence questionnaire
and self-rating scale A) were evaluated joifitly in'relation to ESP
scores by rpegfamqg an analysis of multiple regression. (Self-
‘rating ‘scale B)was ‘an exp in this
analysis.) The regression was  positive in K.O.'s data. The regression

cient reldted to ‘the incomplete sentence questionnaire, was
B = .8365 ‘and refated to self-rating scale A was f = 1.2024.
The hypothesis” that “f; =By =0 was rejected (F = 10.26;
n, =2, n, =81 df, P =< .005). The hypothesis that §, =0
was confirmed (F = .29); but f#, was found to be significantly
different from 0 (F =7.56; my, =1, ny =81 d.f., P = < .01).
Apparently there is a significant multiple re ion of ESP scores
on the two belief measures in K.O.'s data, with the self-rating
scale A differentiation contributing the lion's share,

The same kind of ion coefficients in D.D.’s data are
By = .2409 and B, % — .7201. Neither the multiple regression as
a whole nor the separate regressions f#, and f, are significantly
differént-from’ 0; Apparently D.D.'s subjects did not show a sig-
nificant linear relationship between ESP scoring level and belief
in ESP as measured in'this experiment:

We also tested the hypothesis that the two regressions were
identical for the two experimenters; that is, we wanted to see
whether the error variance “was significantly, reduced by fitting
regression lines separately for KiO.'s and D.D.'s data. The test
reached significance. " »,

s,
Self-Rating Scale B 3
Belf-rating scale B was designed to measure subjects’ confidence
in their own ESP ability. The distribution of ESP scores in‘ relation
to scale B'is different for the two experimenters (Table 2 and
Figure 3). K.O.’s subjects had two ESP score peaks: one in the
highest belief rating (highsheep), CR = 2.75; the other in the
middle rating (conflict group), CR =2.21./Jf these measures
indicate anything more than a chance distribution, as they well
might, we may be dealing with a different dimension of belief
mﬁf;ﬁiyjﬂwh:ﬂ with the personality factor of self-confidence.
n we' the combined sheep-from the conflict group
and combined’goats according to scores above and at or below
mean’ chance, expectation and performed chi-square tests similar

£

loratory measure and not

\

Qe

C 1
. F1o.73 Comipacison’ of scorédshetween the two expe
different htﬁq{,ninﬁm?"u. s d;ur%"ﬁm% by seclf-rating scale B,

two experimenters separated.

and the subject’s avera ‘
and summ : al? these differences”” (7, p. 53). The same technique
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Within Subject Variance A
Van de Castle compared scoring variarice (note; not the means)

between the eight runs of 25 trials by obtaining an individual sum
of squares for each subject. According to Van de Castle, “It

involves taking each riin score, finding the difference between it
ritnscore, then squaring this difference

w

was followed in the f:r&:_nt experiment in four-run blocks.

1
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The main measure was the within sukjcgt variance in the pooled

data of both enters, comp “cambined sheep versus
conflict and goats. Only those st Jm:iﬂ tré’u.s;d whose belief
classification (incomplete sentence ql.fhuunnuw Wils upon
by at Jeast two judges (Table 3, litie. un?]f ﬂn 'L’rm ;.la ere at
“/’"/ “'/c Tante 3 C?r.v | o,’ Y
* Mﬂwﬁqu.u% oF Wit Suspect VAmaNcn ov ﬁﬂmﬂu A
",/ i il Amnlmumﬂnmrﬂnmm:-‘ Obf F e
: T ’o%m'—@——
xperimefit | , Conflict | Goats | L"'
a2y | 2o ey oo | oo | e,
KO-DD 3.14 5 351(‘ T2 l 4.61 3,25 4.37
VandeCastle | 378 1339 | /3549 481 471 4.77

PFnut;uhumthmuE[ED-Dﬂdlu] Fﬂhlﬂ n, = 318, my = 216 d.1,,

* Beliefl determi
i 7nn¢d by incomplete sentence’/ qmﬂnmu,m: at Jeast two judges
o, 4
least two judges d an .05 level of significance was barely
reached {Fh_izal,falsdmd 216 d.f.). We also computed the
variance of the thréesjudge’ ment subjects, which reached
the .05 level nfmgruﬁmcﬂ (Fo= 1.40, 204 and 96 d.f.). The
results of K.O.’¢ subjeets where the judges agreed were also
significant at the .05 level. Huwﬂer,,ugniﬁmnct vanished for his
aul:um:ts when the mu-]udge and three-judge subjects were pooled.
D.D.'s results were not sign t for subjects where three judges
agreed, but for subjects where at, leastotwo judges sl,g;:ecd they
reached the .05 level (Table 4).
Vin de Castle suggested that we also wérk nutﬂ'p%mﬂ!im subject
vmanm on data whcra all three judges agréed that ithe subject
hou d‘,h: as some kind of shi:cp. r:gn:dl:s’.! of mtea),my of
ef, or shpuld be placed in the combined conflict and goat grunp,
w:thnutail,m ction between them. The within subject variange
subjects separated in this manner did not reach significance bcc‘&“u.sc
of a slightly smaller F/value and fewer degrees of freedom (F =
1.21, 234 and 171 d.f.). ©
We n:umpamd the average within subjéct; variance per run
between the two experimenters and Van de Lastle’s original data
re 4.) This figure suggests that l';ﬂ 's subjects followed Van
{ de ﬁ;u original pattern more closely tliﬁn dld K,0.'¢, In the
tion neither D.D.'s nor Ksﬂ " gubj eﬁtslfrfullﬂqud
‘Van de Castle’s pattern, but there were onl ‘“19; ubjécts classed as
gmm in, nuf‘/gruupf/(‘Thm lack of similarity in scﬁring level in ‘the
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¢ Q
Tanti 4 a3
M:tm aq;:um oF WiTnin Susject VamiaNce orF ESP, AccornpiNg
W, » Eﬂmmm_ AND Pooren Brriy CaTeconies* ©
J’, TN l'ch High S Conflict Fav)’
o Eﬁc- ), !ﬁm | -.tr' Shupw +c$n F
il e e, ms ar. | M8 | e,
o s BTN -
7)i KO 3 S 42 z.ﬂ ) 99 4.58 1.60
] KO 2051 S60 427 “H, 60 3.40 1.26
2 KO 3+ 26 102 ,| 360, |TCrs | a4 | 112
‘Qf (1@ 7
DD 3 s4 217, 77405 | 1484 1.28
"9 /DD 2 60 P 3057, 34, ‘344._ 1.36
} DD, 342 | 14 37 159 9. 4607 | 136
0 . |
1 4 DD 3 | 95 | 338°) w8 45w Mu--
1 SoDD 2 120 3.66 1A 3,:': } 4
;r- no 342 216 3.52 38 A | izaee
A /) /X
*gﬂq;l:fﬁéﬁ,mun:d by incomplete sentence questionnaire, at leadt ';sm fmlgu
i Eiﬂ:nlﬁl:lnl: at ﬂm ﬂ!'r level of confidence. (
96 g
i 2 t category is not ﬂurprmmg Van de leﬂe s own goat suhjei:tn
ors ad variances fluctuating more widely from series to series than
1 the sheep or conflict subjects. It is cw_;ltnl* that the patterns of
e £.0.’s and D D.’s subjects are more !y;u!af n, the within subject

ﬁmﬁ(m comparisons than in cnmpg.psuns,nf mun nml:ea in the
L tbelief categories.

‘o In order to_see whether our mmpmﬁwgl;f nﬁght suecess m
m’?ﬁo@ the ‘.imhin subject variance could l:uA- éxpl,gmrﬂ iﬂ

in judgﬁ, we computed the respective F ratios for
thré¢’judgés. They were t identical: Van de Enstf: ¥ = 122,
D.D, f" » 118y K.O5/F = 1,22. Apparently the cumbmntmn nf
increased the F rmluhghtlr 9v¢r the single judge approach,,

Tt is clear that the pg:uént expeérimenters were able to use Van de
Castle’s incomplete sentence r?umtunnmrc technique with an
efficiency equal to that of the original experimenter.

The F ratio measure Van dt,«f.aﬁle used was marginally signif-
icant in our data. However, he ‘sayw a ‘possible loophole in the

measure and used an alternative evaluation’ uq;ulluws
©

As 4 :um::l carlier, however, the mean ﬁn h: heavil
mﬂu &% :r.-:llv high or low scores, and since this

ratio n’uul ‘rafio of nw mean sums of squares, it is possible

is ﬂgmﬁ:nnmg vahie is due to a few atypically scoring subjects.

In order to chiéck updn the consistency of these scoring patterns, | thn
g chi-square 'u;chmqn; wits’ @nph?@d The over-all mean sum’ of
C \.)\;‘ ) '
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squares of all 194 subjects was com uwd;md found to be 29.787,
and the number of subjects having nF scores above and

below this over-all mean was tallied ... /A it/@tthlﬂ was set up
Oc - containing the number of subjects qunng"ﬁlhg\f and below the

%
¢/
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nv;r-n]l mean for the combined gi-q\mu % p83). . o
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74
Fio. 4- thhtn bject variance in Van de Canmtle's experiment in the
present i:nu, je':"udcm'mnnd by incomplete sentence Wﬁﬂ!l&?‘t
two judges -smmn- 4

In the present experiment we computed a 2 x 2 table of llthjﬂ'l.‘."lﬂ
whose variance was above and at or below the | mean for the experi-

ment, with high sheep and sheep cumbmed ‘%d cﬁﬂfhfm and goats

',cn‘rﬁblsncd The results were very tion

=17, 1 df.). Therefore, thc F €®;|th|n

i 5uﬁfd:t variance must be interpreted ﬁio gfut :ﬂugunc ’Huwc\itt

Van de Mﬂﬁmmcﬂt does not apply to uurtsgrmmn Ilw.'l,yae.u

[&

9[ r
g
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- Within subject variance was a]suwmpﬁtcd on subjects separated
according to self-rating scale A (Table 5). Wé combined the data
of high sheep and sheep, and those of the conflict and goat cate-
gories. The results of both K.0.'s and D.D.’s subjects when pooled

wg/vm},\clm to change expectation (mean square for :umhmu:&
/

Q - .:1)/; VG‘M F (‘ / )
e 0 “TFLI 5 9,
sw'r Vartance or ESP Sconrs

Mian’ TF Wi
Eqmm i &:uu ﬂ.tmumm‘

.&cmmynn

\.. S

T — y

ay | @n) e | e, (o8 F ratio
Q imenter | High | S /Gon Goats ;| Extreme| between 1 -+ 2
fcg,mr Sheep L'P JM % ﬁﬂi,ﬁ“%g+4+s
| I 154
10 1.28

~

9. KO 45 | 417 | 28 "'l 2789 2m
£, DD 276 | 451 | 475 | S27 | 429
Of x 'h{_)» ,O/" f!'

e R
Q/ * Ra erermi £ Q
" ’%,ngilﬁqm lﬁhdchyﬂ?iivr:lngrgﬁl‘:m
((«,
nhup 4.05; mieatl square for combined conflict-goat group, 3 “ifﬁ}
er, when we séparated the subjects according to ex r-
imenters, the variance of D.D.’s subjeéts, roughly fo owed
de Castle's pattern, with the mean squares m<the five belief c:ntc-
) gories being 2.76, 4.51, 4.75, 5.7, and)4.29 (not statistically
cant au:urd.mg to Van de (,'lutlu/',g m:thutj of .analysis of
[ ﬂnnné;;. K.0.'s subjects revealed just thé opposite, pattern from
5 the ‘one obtained with the incomplete sénten qpﬁuﬁm}gnﬂ and
*'was significant’gt the .05 level. The meari/squares in'the five
r.hﬁf’ categories—4.59, 4.17, 2.83, 2.78, and 7?—5‘“1’9? mére
“with more Bthﬁ% a pattern which is co to our
m:peciiuum s, baﬁtd on Van de Castle’s findings. This zeversal
of the variance pattern cin K/0/s subjects might reflect subtle
differences in ‘the mmeﬁv of ’h::hr,-f the incomplete sentence
uestionnaire and self-rating %‘lrtht have measured different
ensions of belief. ’Bi;;:;uua;f el of statistical certainty
P = d&ﬁ} the chance upﬂingu/unfaf thm’ unpredicted trend is not
We evaluated the within nuhjuc’F ianee i An joint consideration
'mth the incomplete sentence quumrﬁmﬂ. rés Its and the self-
" rating scale Acscores by performing multiple regréssmn analyses.
The varian nf‘%@l subject’s four runs in relation’to his own
mean was, e”’d%pendc;;lt variable ¥. The incomplete sentence
“ score (where at least two j ) was the independent
variable X; ; and the :clf(-nudg scale A score was the independent
variable X, ‘o ”"O, J/Of [y ,<
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The regressions went in opposite tons in K.O.'s data. The
regression coefficient related ll::l:hl: tiﬁmm pléte sentence question-
~naire was f, = —1.9665; but the/mﬂicien;r réﬁlu{ to ull'—raung
mﬁmﬂ — 4-2.4500. />, %04

An'Ftest of the hypothesis that f; — ﬂ£c=6!ﬁn¢ mmc,e
gave nofissignificant results. The hypothesis /that t]l
"rq[:ctedY at I:hu BS confidence level (F = f-%,, n{ o l, n,,q- El
rd.f. 2‘ &B the joint consideration of the two bﬁlﬂ:ﬁm
incK,0."5 data’ dgd nntatmnfnrm to the patterns predmcd on the
basis of Var‘de Castle’s findings

In D.D/s datf’hn}h rtg;'eu-aiﬁm went in the predicted dtr:ﬁ’ﬁun.
The rugrmtfn,' :anﬁ:jmm related/to the incomplete sentence
questionnaire was A, = “2:1912/and related to self-rating scale A
was fB, = —2.3270. As in K.O.'sdata the B, cnr.lﬁ:ient was
numerically larger than ﬂl, but unlike K.0.'s data it went in the
direction ex from Van dt\Cnsﬂa*q( hypothesis.

An F test of the hypothesis that f#; = By 0 came close to the
05 cﬂnﬂdence I:w:l (F =3.00; n,"%2, ng~=85 df, when

Fe = 3:11). humthntﬂ = () was accépted (F = .02).
TheFmﬁJt i-.'! hﬁmthntﬂ,—ﬂngmngwemf*‘vﬂuc
close to the .05 leye I Blmnﬁdcm:c{l" =386;m =1,n, -ESdf

when Ey; =é3,96 . On the, whole, the muluple regressions per-
formed o D, D% da Y/ w: h:sulu somewhat similar to Van du
Castle’s findings.

As in the case dfemulﬁplp rtgma.smm on ESP scores and I:lr.hcf
variables, we also tested the’ hypothesis that the two regressions
were identical for the two ex erimenters lhlt’l 18, we wanted to see
-ﬁrhcthu the error variance Was, mg‘mﬁl;anlﬂp mdxmed by fitting
regression lines separately for K.Os nndV,D D3s dnti. The test
réached significance at the .05 confidence. ltvel {«F R.E,ﬂ ni(-q-

m =16 d.f) |
sarinl]

»Bmﬁﬁm S{ﬁﬁjﬂ:ﬂ Variance i £ Sor

\’aﬂ. @c Cﬁs;,h: found certain differential patterns tJri’> bg);-vé:ﬁ
subjects v ceéowithin the sheep-goat classifications. In
experiment it was a“surprise to find that the between subj ects©
variance was mgmﬁﬂnﬂ}*'d[ﬂmnt in K.0.'s and D.D."s subj u'ts
with the variance of D.D.’s subjects about ‘one-third h:gher than

¢, K.0.s (F =1.60; 87 and 83 d.f; P%gg'qﬂmm of the
nppmnt dissimilarity of variance, l.hc b;tw]ecrb ﬂ’tﬂa variance

uilcd separately for the sub_]gcu.ng both P:ﬁg;g:nttm
mﬂ also computed six F ratios g'nrtm;h txpmmt r s

v \) / 6
Ny rﬂ quike (MB) of Table 6 (which represéiits yard ﬁ
I:iel:;:f:l % lher:’p,s" therp, conflict, and wltﬁ compared Wlm
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v
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subjects (TasLE 6A). One of thr: F/valuessin each experimenter’s |
data reached the .05 level of significance wf:ich is quite close to |
nhnnuﬁ@ﬂpmuun ' ©
//-, J’ff\ /?R A,
g, | e ey TanLz 6 e
Aﬂnl.uji or ¥ %:me Tante fon Evarvative DiFFenENces nETWERN El.m;rﬁ:m ry e
M-Emm WITHIN DIFI".I'I:I':E'IT BeLier CaTecomes® e W
=~ v - re VN
¥ “ac |y ﬁo ol l DD ‘e 1
ntegory e e & 3 /
s, (9%, | /M5 }% S5 | df | Ms 24 [/7‘98*
High Sheep 11.56 0.8 ¥ F 2200140 10 | 2200 %
/) She 3253 | 4 | ’i’?mz 28541 ‘.26 | 10.98 I
. Conflict 447.71 46 0. 977} 858.62, | 9.} 22.02
3 Goat¥ 25.33 s | /507 Vg2 fo 12" 1)
/”» i i | 4 1 "/' [
(03 ‘) = G
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* Belicf Eﬂmmnm‘! by incomplete sentence questionnaire, at least m::‘iﬁdgu dyr
agrecing. i / C ‘
Pana ALl Ve
ABLE
6. e
F RaTios perwesy Bevier Cnrm%uuﬂﬁwq;u 'l*.mu 6
oo, = ikt J
(0)3 Q Qx ‘ KO 'U Y ":é\ Dﬂ
£ Guegory, e T
\5,(, 7 | Sheep IE‘nn_ﬂw‘l| Goals 4, ﬁrﬁh}c‘ﬂﬁﬂig Glouts
Tirgh sikp o) 101 | 14 | 273 | Zov, |k | &
Sy (& ! L34 | 2570 - go* Los
/]’Z'."_ - 70) 2071 AN 1.92 Q /LH ;
s O T b 1 AT 0 o LS 'Q/
-P‘ h Sﬂ‘ﬁ'/( ( ,‘/)n (9-:( '\.‘3/‘?'5 7 Ca' 74 | .: | /
1 | o ™ e
We wanted to compare our hétm::ﬁ subjects variance with Van &
de Castle’s results, but this eould not be done accurately since o, RO
he had twice as many trials gyr %m:h ;ﬁhjm We found that his /OS}
(

e /*R
every other belief category, Thus we n:lE parisons for each experi-
] uf F ratios presented in

* In n comment on_the manuscript Van de Cﬂl:l: 5 tﬂﬂ there appears
to bea imi tween his and D.D.’s pa ﬁ nmﬁdnufmmm- .
tude of the va taken into account: "H' you h.li'e four scores (1, 2, 3, 4), = Iz
n&m gements that these numbers can » (L P 6g
Pﬂ%ﬂﬂllﬂllﬂrﬂdﬂlﬂl v in rank position I

on the ordér_of %ﬂ: ce with both of us having the following /| "o 4”@;
order: high ﬂ%':!l eonfli t!a,.'::f)@, and sheep (4). This result by meg Lo i
would be signi “beyand the .05 F & 3 %‘
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between subjects mean squares were about 2.7 times higher than
ours; tht.':rr.fore we divided his values by 2.7. "These adjusted values,

Qf course, form a basis for only a verycrude comparison (Figure 5).
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Fio. 5. Between subjects variance in Van dg,,{:nﬂﬁ gxperifient u-ﬁrm the
wnt peries beliel determined h}l incomplete sentence questionndire, at least
judgesougreeing. Van de Castle’s data adjusted by the factor of 2.7

In this_Figure some similarities in between sub_]ccta“ variance
Eattcrnﬂ ‘can be&seen in Van de Castle’s and D.D.'s datd.The

etween subjects Vafiance in K.O.'s data does not follow Van de
Castle’s pattern at all.

Following Van de Castle's'suggestion, we also computed between

subjects variance in the pooled data of both ﬁ:p:nmemm The
differences between high sheep versus sheep,and high sheep versus
goats were significant at the .05 level. However, t‘h; ;’ﬁl“pruhiblhty
Wlnu fmghl be quite different because the hﬂwnﬂq‘ﬁd :
requirementof t{:: ;mllﬂltl::.al test lt:: ;mf e
- Ongm it not been planned to Cﬂﬂgltﬂ betﬂiyun
- mhjﬁm%ﬂm according to self-rating scal and B, but sub<

£
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sequently we decided to computecit fur scale A. The results are
shown i Tables 7 and 7A, Three out of ten F ratios in K.O.’s
data were significant, but two of them represented different
, from thioge found by Van de Castle with his le];f-rnhng
techmqu:, Nune uf D.D.’s F ratios reached significance.

Al <

T.m.ﬂ

ANALYSIS OF \l'auuprc: 'I'nu rnn E'm.unﬂuu DiFrERENCES BETWEEN SumppcTs®
ToraL Smm wmgu l)mqm‘r Bn.F Camconies*

1/77 /i 1d r, "B
@Q’c ;;u y G ’,[ :_DD
F'"?'_m S8 df. |5, ME’C, ﬁ ""&.f, | Ms
q * / 7
High Sheep 22256 | 23 9.68 2 14.
O Sheepr. s4g48 | 41 |3.:ur” 31 , §2 1619
m-r 70,00 7 | 1000 | 349251 as {92332
€5, Goats 20.80 4 5.20 4415: 304 1492
Extreme Goats 9.00 3 3.00 | 5350 5| 71070
Totalé ., 7/ | 87084 | 78 | 1116 | 141378 | 85 |516.63
KO versus DD: F = 1.4% P = .05
* Belief determined by self-rating scale A. ‘ 6.
[ ) ,/
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@z YV j =
B S TamstA, ¢ o S
@S;, (s E;Rnﬂumﬂnmﬂnmmummumi?
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7 "= d/ - '¢ N ~7 /
4@ "oy r KO £ BDSte A
: Ly llvi‘ A G : : 7
High Sheep 01387 4 (k86 | 3.23* | 110 | 1.58 | 1.1 | 138
S P ::‘%& 2.57%|  4.46% 1.44 | 1.09 | 1.5
Cmd ’ A92 |9s3,33 |, 1.56 | 218
Goats ., of EBc 1.39
| 1 /Y = "’/ 4/
-P-_m ~{, [) S )
“* P 0] Sg
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The correlation between the three quﬂuunnmiﬂn which were
intended to tmeasure belief in ESP was also of interest. Therefore
a correlation #u,mnﬂ&mf the incomplete sentence questionnaire
mﬂmﬁiﬂam -m;mncaiuﬂmdBHthmuw
correlations were Inunéiéwrth the following coefficients: r = TI,
176 d.f., nndrc— 75,176 4.6, e
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The ESP scores of K.O.'s subjects had a low but significant
positive correlation with self-rating ‘scale “A, scores (r = .30,
P = .01). D.D.'s scores had a veéry shghl. pofitive correlation
which was not statistically significant [r = Di}l ﬂlhtrrmm!launn:
‘were not performed on the data.

> | Discussion

The pfm‘ﬂt experiment inyolved the usual precaution$ against
ordinary perception_of the stimulus material as worked out'by
Schmeidler (35), uugplcmwtc& by Vafvde Castle and White (9), am:'t
used by Anderson and White, Rilling, and others in school experi-
ments (8). These precautions have withstood cross-fire and are
generally cunud:r:d to be adequate/ There were two mdcpundcm
records: two copies of the targét order, and two copies of the
subjects’ calls. They were checked twice by twpo assistants who did
not know the belief ratings at the time of checking. A number of
subjects had to be eliminated from further evaluations because of
incomplete ESP tests or questionnaire responses, but elimination
was according toa set’of objective rules and carried out without
knowledge of 'scoring level an either ESP tests or belief question-
naires (see Footnote 6).

Although the present experiment was essentially a repetition
of the earlier work of Schmeidler um:l Vnn de Castle, the prnr:.t:dum
were not identical with' theirs. The number of runs per subject in
our experiment was four as'€ompared mﬂvmght iy Van de Castle's
experiments and an average of ffine in' Schmeidler's; and attitudes
toward, ESP were ascertained after the ESP testing rdther than
before. These differences are mentioned because, they mlght “haye
been important in affecting scoring and variance levels,

Wewill first consider the ESP scores in relationto the measures
of belief in the existence of ESP. From inspection, as‘well as fram
statistical analysis, it is apparent that the effects are much more
clearly expressed in K.O.'s data than in D.D.'s, although’the
disbelief (goat)) categories might form an exception (Figures |
and 2). Moreover, the hypqthms hrnugh: out in previous work
(2, 5) that a decreasing beliefin ESP is accompanied by a ruugh]:.r
linear pattern of decline in scores is demonstrated by K.O.'s
subjects, The ESP scores of D.D.'s subjtm show aglightly cur-
yilinear distribution in relation to the belief varhht:s' however,
theotrend was not strongly enough expressed to justify, a test of

n’lﬂnﬂr regression. The main differences between K.O)’s and
D.D/s sﬂhjects are in the strong belief (high sheep): ﬂtﬁgﬂl‘]l’,
where K.O.'s subjects, scored significantly abovécand ELD.'s

£

3y

U

,

¢/

Sar .. /How can we explain these
¢ mnntm in view of the fact that the talks both gave were based on

i “Ugeturers remarked’that whereas K.O.'s s

BS
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subjects below mean chance expactati/nn glgurﬂl 1 and 2).
Significant differences between K.O.'s and ‘D,D.'s data emerge
only in|the combined sheep categories, but not'in the combined
conflict and goaticategories when we take each subject as a unit,
n:nnn gither @bove or at or below chance expectation, in a 2 9
table wﬂua{ﬂl by/chi-square analysis. The same trends prévail

less of whether the incomplete sentence questionnaire or

-rating scale A 'is-used'as the'measure of belief. The multiple.

regression analysis also’ uhdcrmnr:s experimenter differences, i.e.,
a roughly linear reluﬂanshlp betwéén ESP-gcores and two belief
measures in K.0.'s data dnd no such relationship in D.D.'s data.
differences hﬂtw::n the two experi-

the same outline and illustrated with the same slides ? “We can
qpnr:ulan: that the conflict and goat subjects responded to the ‘talk
in the same fashion for both experimenters, while IXD. irkeéd the

C‘%h and reversed their motivation. An cxpluﬂtorj*mnlyma of the

IIIBJ&:IE emotional arousal' indicated that K.0.'s combined sheep
scored ‘on about the same level regardless of degree of musn
In contrast, subjécts in D.D.’s sheep groups performed in:
curvilinear fashion: those moderately aroused scored above mf:nﬂ
chance expectation whereas the not aroused and the highly aroused
scored below. The goats in both experimeniters’ groups scored

“) below the chance line regardless of their emotional arousal
Yo,

e 6).
"% Haveé we any clues as to why these dllfm':m reactions should

hes, have occurred? A few impressions can bg put on reécord. The

V.5.) who helped in the :xpr.-runmm and heard both
h was/presented in a
relaxed, humordtis, and confident manner, D.D, was falher tense,
less secure about the subject matter, and very seriously ifitent on
getting the ‘audience to ntcapt his point of view, In self-observations
by both experimenters it wi$ discovered that K.O. loves to give
talks and t urnugh’fy enjoys such occasions; D.D., on the other
hand, did not enjoy mwuﬂd at thag time and became nervous
when confronting an audience, Both. exp:nmenters are definitely

convinced of the existence of ESP. If there is any difference in

-
Q

aséistant (S,

e “Al .‘Enu mortem exploratory measure K.O., using”/s blind procedure,
ubji

ecty as to their emotional arousal on ‘the basis of aheir incomplete
nnh:nu- QUESTIOANUINE. . Emotionally-charged words and statements were
tabulated according to the [rnqum:r and intensity of the emotion expressed.
Sharp contrddictions in atatéfents were also counted. The subjects’ emotional
arousal wag uﬁaﬁdpnuhrur. poing scale. In order to segregate the emotionally

arouscd s Eﬁmﬁn the benefit of the doubt was given to the
non-a {mmﬂ 13, | as ) G-uuh more than half (93 subjects) werg
placed in this categary. 7/ Qy

R
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SQUARES

MEAN

E-u- :m
SHEEP
2.1
1.5 ‘

;, ,
Fie. 6. Within subject variance of the pooled data of both experimenters
sccording to levels of emotional arousal. /o

level of belief between the two, D.D.'s belief would be more
intensely positive than K.O.'s. Is it possible that the experimenter
who ‘enjoys the lecture session for the fun of it gets good scores,
while the one for, whom it is a difficult task fails to get pogitive
scores ! This could be one variable to consider in further explora-
tions. If we could finally specify the relevant factors in experi-
menters which make for successful ESP testing, a major skirmish
in the battle for repeatable experiments would be won. Personality
and motivational factors would seem to need consideration in
experimenters as well as in subjects. e

‘Another major concern of the present experiment was 1o test
Van de Castle’s hypothesis that within subject variance ‘would be
lower in the combined sheep than in the pooled conflict and goat
subjects., With'/the F test that Van de Castle used, our Tesults

£

)3y

The Effect of Experimenter Differences 181

‘were confirmatory at the .05 level of significance. However, this
finding must be taken with caution since When we used Van de
Castle's chissq

<9/~[

quare measure, taking each subjéct as a unit, we
obtained/chanceesults. The 2 x 2 table of subjects in both pooled
belief categories hfwmg variance either above or below the mean
was the basis of the chi-square test. The results of the chi-
analyses -weré cnot significant when using both belief measures
(incompleteo senténce questionnaire and self-rating scale “A).
The reversal of the between ‘subjects variance trend (sheep, high;
conflict-goat, low) in/K.O."s data in relation to self-rating scale A
was completely unexpected. I1f'this reversal is a real effect and not
5, just chance coincidence, it 'would seem %o accéntuate differences
., between the two belief measures. The incomplete sentence question-
" naire and self-rating scale A are highly correlated (r =72, 176
¢ Od.'f:}: therefare, they seem to measure some belief factors similarly.
. But it is'possible that one of them might be @ sensitive measure of
“5somé factors which the other measures poorly. In view of our
results, the two instruments might have registered differently the
dimensions résponsible for stabilizing ESP (within subject variance),
while registering ‘similarly those dimensions which affect scoring
level. ; '

A multiple regression analysis was ‘performed on the within
subject vnfinnm. This analysis clearly indicated the difference
Q) Ewun the two belief measures as well as/the differences hennfu-n
L data of the two experimenters. ‘The multiple, regressions
 approached significance only in D.D\'s data; where, the regression
o. coefficients, of both belief measures had similar signs, G:nﬂ

C king, D.I's variance results were more in conformity wi
F ;gm& Castle’s findings than were K.O.'s. A

‘We also compared the within subject variance of Van de Castle
and the two“present experimenters (Figure 4). The widest diver-
gence is apparent in the goat category; the most uniform trend

pears in the'conflictcategory. In Van de Castle’'s own experiment
:‘F), the goats’ within subject variance was also very unstable,
varying from series to series from 12.88 to 40.69. His conflict group
was remarkably consistent throughout ‘his seven series, with the
variance ranging only from 30.04 to 38.99. We might speculate
that the motivational conflict in goats is entirely dependent on the
¢/  test situation. Van de Castle entertained the idea that the conflict
of the disbeliever is between a firm conviction that ESP tests are
useless and a waste of time on the one hand, and a social obligation
to cooperate with the éxperimenter on the other. If this is the case,
the social obligation would be felt quite differently in relation to
different experimenters,cand the conflict, therefore, would depend
largely upon the experimenter's personality and approach. -
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The conflict group subjects seem“to _have an inner conflict
between their own :E:uhm and beliefs; that is, conflicting value
systems. If this is so, the conflict would be relatively stable and
‘less dependent on the immediate, external situation¢ .,

Figure 6 illustrates the emuuana.L arousal factor in relation to
wmtun subject variance in the different hElu:[ categories {data
of hnthaupéﬂmmters pooled). It was a to_find that the
_vdriance was ntﬁhpvcly related to the arousdl’ intensity; that is,
“more arpusal,Cless variance. This trend is distinctly expressed in
the' mmbmhd shur:p category, and to a lesser degree ‘also in/the
pu-ul:d conflict and goat category. The high sheep and goat cate-
gories taken $ingly ﬂ’n not how # lu'lr:ar decline; this may be due to
the very small number 6 subjeets with extreme beliefs split among
three arousal categories, %

The emotional arousal’ dimension ‘was introduced as a post-
mortem analysis and therefore was not evaluated statistically. But
if this trend is a real eﬂeﬂ, we muld speculate that emotional
arousal, to the extent that it is expressed:in verbal responses, might
stabilize theoESP scoring level, at least in the/combined sheep
nitegnnes/ln spite of the fact that K.O.’s sheep scored above and
D.D.’s below mean chance ex tion, the between subjects
variance decreaséd quite. similarly in both experimenters’ datn
It would, uppur that *umunnml nmuz.nl stabilized both psi hitting
and psi missing. ©

Between subjects vnrmnm: in Van de Castle’s data indicates a
definite pattern: very highescoring variation in the high :henp
category, moderately hlgh in the conflict group, and very low in
the sheep and goat categories, In’ other words, strong believers
did not respond in a uniform manner to Van dé'Castle ag an experi-
menter and had scores scattered from veryhigh te verylow. In
contrast, moderate believers and dmhchcr:rs responded a8 a
hnmug‘eﬂmua group and had little variation in total scores (Flgurr.t
5). 4

lﬂ D."% between subjects variance followed the same pn:tum as
Van de Castle’s, with the m:lgmtul:l: of the variance being.in the
same rank order, but of the six comparisons nnl}' one rcal:hed Ahe
.05 level of significince (Table 6A). K.O.'s between subjects
variance showed no resemblance to either D.D.’s or Van de Caatlt B
tterns,

Because of the low F values obtaineds, rcpet‘itmn of Van de
Cﬁaﬂc‘a findings in relation to between subjects vmm:: is nnt
claimed. If the trends in our data represent someéthing ‘rf
chanice coincidence, we might speculate that, like D“E‘

Castle ‘@nnoyed some of the high sheep 2 muﬂﬁdz l]iu
motivational conflicts of the goats. This hypothesis is supported by

£
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another unpredicted finding in the data of the present experiment:
D.D.’s between subjects variance is Elﬂ‘ﬁlﬁﬂiﬂﬂf higher than
K.O.'s; It ‘would be interesting to survey past’'ESP
to ai;e whether( low between subjects variance is consistently
associated with significant above-chance scores and high between
subjects variance/(where psi-hitting might be cancelled out by
psi-missing) is an adjunct of ‘non-significant scores.

The scores of the. mmmﬁlntﬁ sentence questionnaire correlated

Yo highly with those on both thé & and“B self-rating scales. However,
% only self-rating scale’A and the incompléte sentence questionnaire
‘S seemed useful in upnrntiry,g plmhtltung from’psi-missing subjects,
§ Qrzﬂuluple regressions on K/Q.'s ﬂn;;l indicated that these two
7 q ures used jointly were more ¢ﬁzttiv= than. cither one alone.
“op &ell' -rating scale B might not be so miuch a measure of the’ ‘subject’s

ef in personal ESP ability as such as a ‘measufe of the interaction
eenv/such belief and his manner of ae]f—dﬁacr;ptmn, 1.€., hoast-
9fulnéss, overcautious modesty, and conformity. The incomplete

ence ‘questionnaire was more effective than self-rating scale A

in relation to between subjects variance,

The findings of this experiment indicate the great wmplﬁmtjr
% of the motivational facters in ESP. The decisive importance of the
h subject’s attitude toward the expertmch’tgq and the test situation
Or 4 was revealed in a comparison of K.Os and’D.D.’s results. How-

% ever, no direct measure of such attitudes was obtained. To mxplum

fm:tnr modern tools of psychological scaling, ‘ecg.,, Osgood's

©r 4 semantic differential method {3} could be appheﬁ to subjects and

S, experimenters in future research. Complex research ‘designs also

&qum: eomplex multivariate evaluation méthods, “such’ as have
'q,}zeen mtrnduccd here in a rather modest way.
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We would like'to know your opinions on the following questions.
Please check that answer which best appﬂﬂ m you. Be as accurate
and reliable as possible, 7

N
“C/A, Do you think some people are’sometimes able to obtain

infnrmattun by ESP?
~Sure about it —, this is a possibility —, it might be'so or not —,
“it gep:ms unlikely —, it is impossible —,

by MMESP?

it seems unlikely —, /it is impossible —.

(

[ Q )
'/Q L\

4
\S\ //-/ K 7, -

/ )
e \ ) Or. . 7V S QY o

Q/ »@ Do you believe that you are sometimes able to get impressions

Bur: about it —, this is a possibility —, it might be so or' mot —,
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