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PREFACE

The built-in hazards in ESP research make it difficult to obtain
phenomena in the laboratory and what phenomena do appear are of
a somewhat unpredictable nature. Not uncommonly, one’s rational
expectations and logical deductions are belied by the results obtained.

Aware of these possibilities, we have proceeded in this research
step by step from the actual leads found in the data. The main focus
has been on reducing variability and sustaining the conditions pre-
sumed to permit greater consistency in the results. The principal in-
novation introduced in these studies consists in the administration of
ESP tests in a life situation where the subject believes that the ESP
score he obtains would have a significant bearing on something of
importance to him. Such a testing situation, it is believed, would
provide the necessary motivation and the subject involvement that
are so characteristic of spontaneous cases.

We are greatly indebted to Dr. B. K. Kanthamani, Lecturer,
Department of Psychology and Parapsychology, Andhra University,
who acted as a coexperimenter and gave ungrudgingly of her valu-
able time. In a sense she is the third author of this work. Our thanks
are also due to Miss Pramila David who rechecked all data, tables,
and computations.

The results of the preliminary experiment have been published
previously in the International Journal of Parapsychology (Vol. 9,
No. 2, 1967). The results of the confirmatory experiments were pre-
sented at the Eleventh Annual Convention of the Parapsychological
Association, Freiburg, 1968.

This work is based on a thesis by the first author (supervised
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to publish this book.
Finally, we acknowledge our sincere gratitude to the late Mrf-
Eileen _]' Garrett, the Parapsychology Foundation, and the Indxan

out this research.

Andhra University, Visakhapatnam, India
February, 1973
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I
INTRODUCTION
ESP TESTING IN LIFE SITUATIONS

“Most of the talk of the last thirty years,” wrote R. A. McCon-
nell in 1966, “has been about ESP in the laboratory. This is mis-
leading. ESP is primarily a spontaneous phenomenon, and it is only
rarely and with great difficulty that we can coax out a little of it
in our experiments.” (P. 198.)

This significant statement succinctly brings out the limitations
under which modern parasychological research is laboring. The em-
ployment of quantitative techniques to the investigation of the para-
normal and the concern of the parapsychologist to convince his critics
have all led progressively to an excessive emphasis on a methodology
that left little room for subject spontaneity and created a laboratory
situation that is far too removed and different from a life situation.
This is of course not to belittle the importance of this phase of para-
psychological research represented by the card-calling tests. For one
thing, it is mainly due to these card-calling experiments that a con-
vincing demonstration of the various forms of psi is made possible.
Also, the large number of correlational studies linking ESP scores
of the subjects with personality variables, target variables and vari-
ables relating to the experimental conditions have all undoubtedly
added something to our understanding of the nature of ESP. And
yet today, after nearly a century of exploration and experimentation,
we are far from making any claims of control over ESP. The cry
for a repeatable ESP experiment is still heard. Moreover, the extra-
sensorily obtained information in the laboratory situation does not
even remotely resemble the richness and variety of the spontaneous

psi experiences.
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There is a lack of consistency among published reports of ESP
research at various levels. First, there is the lack of consistency in
obtaining evidence for ESP. While a number of investigators in the
field of parapsychology have succeeded in obtaining evidence of the
existence of ESP, there are also those people who have unsuccess-
fully carried out ESP tests and are unwilling to accept the evidence
obtained by others. Second, while a number of significant relation-
ships between ESP and personality variables, such as extraversion and
introversion (Humphrey, 1951),* expansiveness and compressiveness
(Humphrey, 1946),>* ego involvement and task orientation (Eil-
bert and Schmeidler, 1950),° impunitiveness and extrapunitiveness
(Schmeidler, 1954),° spontaneity (Scherer, 1948)," adjustment
(Shields, 1962),® anxiety (Freeman and Nielsen, 1964),’ and neu-
roticism (Kanthamani, 1968),' have been reported, failures to re-
plicate several of these studies are not uncommon.

More than once, significant relationships in the opposite direc-
tions have also been reported. The conflicting results are generally
explained in terms of situational variations or differences in testing
procedures. Expansives (Humphrey, 1946),* for instance, obtained
significantly more hits than compressives in clairvoyance tests, and
the latter scored significantly more hits than the former in the GESP
tests (Humphrey, 1946).* This apparent inconsistency is explained
by the assumed triangular relationship between the subject’s perform-
ance, his mood, and the nature of the ESP test administered.

In one study (Rao, 1965)," the low-anxious subjects showed a
significantly better rate of scoring than the high-anxious, whereas in
another (Freeman and Nielsen, 1964),* the high-anxious subjects
obtained more hits than the low-anxious. Again, it is suggested (Rao,
1966)*° that there is another variable, viz., the nature of the task,
whether it is simple or complex, which may have affected the high-
and low-anxious subjects differentially in these two studies.

All this means that there are far too many variables influencing
the subject’s ESP performance to be adequately dealt with by the
experimenter. Therefore, it happens not infrequently that the inves-
tigator has to look back after completing the study for the possible
factors that had contaminated his results. This is perhaps inevitable
at this stage of research. But any attempt to devise a method or tech-

[2]
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nique that would render many of the unknown and unwanted
variables ineffective should be welcomed.

It would not be unreasonable if one hoped to find the reason
for the disturbing lack of consistency in the experimental ESP results
in the differences that exist between the laboratory and life situations.
Consider for example the following case which is in the files of the
Department of Psychology and Parapsychology of Andhra Univer-
sity. This case is reported by an elderly gentleman (INR) who is
now in his seventies. -

This happened in 1931 or thereabouts. I have a friend whom I
knew well from 1913 onwards. He is still alive (73 years). I shall refer
to him as KP. He has two years certificate in agriculture from Coim-
batore College. (Later he took his B.A. degree and teacher’s training).
One day we saw an advertisement for an agricultural superintendent
for a big sewage farm in a big industrial city. The qualifications required
were not possessed by my friend. Still, I suggested to my friend to apply
for it and he did. To our pleasant surprise, he was asked to appear
for an interview by the employer.

A day or two before he was due to entrain for the interview, his
mother became seriously ill and I felt it was a serious, even fatal,
illness. So when he asked if I advised him to go for the interview I said
“your mother may not survive this illness but you should not miss this
chance to get a good job. The final decision is yours.” He decided to go
for the interview. His father was very upset and angry and wanted my
friend (who was the eldest son of the family) to cancel his journey
but my friend insisted on going. So, I was blamed for the decision!

At the railway platform, a few minutes before the train arrived,
I had a sudden “vision” at 9 A.M. in broad daylight. I saw a Board
of interviewers, numbering four, and one of them asked my friend:
“We have 800 acres farm. Can you manage it?” After a minute or two,
recovering my normal mind, I told my friend—the Board will consist
of so many persons, described them generally and said “they will ask
you if you can manage a farm of 800 acres, etc. You tell them that
you can manage only 150 acres to 200 acres single handed; but with a
full complement of subordinates, you will give your best service to meet
their requirements.” My friend naturally laughed it away. But when
he met the Board about 50 hours later, he was struck by the number
of Board members and how they answered my description of them
correctly. So when the identical question was put to him, he readily
gave the answer he was tutored to give by me before he entrained.
His mother died the evening he left and I was specially the target of

much family curses! Four days later, my friend returned and was
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terribly impressed by my description of the Board and the questions
by the members to him. About a fortnight later, he got orders giv
him the job and he worked there the next 25 years and rose to a
high status there. This applicant was preferred to many others of supe-
rior academic qualifications because his answer to the question im
pressed them as a “practical and realistic” approach. N

When my friend was entraining, I was obviously in high tension
and felt I was taking a big responsibility in asking him to go for the
interview when his mother was seriously ill. I knew his family would
be furious but I was very hopeful my friend will succeed in getting the -
job because every time I asked him to apply for a job he invariably

got it. e

Now when one compares this experience with a highly success-
ful ESP experiment such as the Pearce-Pratt experiment (Rhine and §0.
Pratt, 1954), in which the subject was able to guess correctly an
average of 7.54 hits per run of 25 trials, when mean chance expecta-
tion is 5 hits per run, the many striking differences between sponta-
neous and laboratory ESP become apparent. The most striking dif-
ference between them consists in the richness of information received
by INR compared to the extrachance success of a couple of more
guesses in each run by Pearce. In fact, all that we can say about the
results obtained by Pearce is that they could not have been produced
if the subject did not have ESP. It is even difficult to differentiate
between successful trials due to ESP and those that could have been
merely chance hits.

INR was quite convinced that the vision he had of the in
viewing committee was a true one. Compared to this it is diffic
to maintain that Pearce had any awareness of his successful trial
As L. E. Rhine (1967) points out, the conviction aspec
be a real and integral part of life experiences. In laborato

mx}tg the subject seldom knows which of his successes.




There are, however, other studies that indicate that some sub-
jects under some conditions are able to identify their correct responses.
Among these are the studies by Hilton Rice (Pratt, 1937),” Hum-
phrey and Nicol (1955),?2 Nash, C. B. and Nash, C. S. (1958),*
Schmeidler (1961),** and Fahler and Osis (1966).*® In the Fahler-
Osis (1966) study, the subjects scored higher on the trials where
they felt they were correct than on other trials (p=.00000002). This
highly significant result, while supporting the hypothesis that some sub-
jects may be successful in identifying the successful calls, does not rule
out the possibility that such an identification itself may be due to ESP.
When asked to say which of his calls are likely to be successful, the
subject may simply use his ESP to identify those calls that would
match the targets. It is difficult to maintain that the subjects in the
laboratory ESP experiments are guided by a feeling of success be-
cause they seldom report such feelings.

One might, however, argue that the conviction of the truth
in some spontaneous psi experiences also cannot be generally applied
to all cases. First, there are some cases where conviction is lacking.
Second, it is likely that people are more apt to notice, remember,
and report those cases that are associated with strong feelings of
conviction rather than those which are experienced without any
such conviction.

The most important difference between life and laboratory situa-
tions is the one relating to the motivation of the subjects. As L. E.
Rhine (1967)2° points out, “the most obvious difference between the
case and the experimental situation is that of the motives and inter-
ests involved. In life the subject matter is of direct, often vital, con-
cern to the person; even if it is not a crisis, still it is a real event in
real life. As such the individual is personally involved and mphmtly
interested.” (P. 64.) ,

Most of the experimental studies in parapsychology bear httlel-,ﬁ :
relevance to the participating subject. Very often the subject is a
volunteer. Occasionally he may be paid a small fee. But th
characteristics of spontaneous psi, viz., subject mvolvc:men
perception of the relevance to life of the mfoamatxon u
ESP, are seldom present in any comparable m
experiments. Contrary to this, in life guau?omsﬁ
tained through ESP has a great dealq&p ‘




in the case cited before was able to advise his friend. One could evcg

’s psi i his friend could not have secure
say, but for INR’s psi experience,
2 J'C;E;;crcforc in conducting successful experiments one cannot ovg;‘-

i ; 1 biects in situations comparabi€

emphasize the need for testing the subjects in s, s
in their motivational involvement to life sxtuatlo_ns. In fact, P
has been stressed by a number of parapsychologmfs. Pomtmi_ou b
exceptionally strong conative states are present in out.?tan ing

i a7 hat “exceptionally strong
performances, Rhine (1964)*" concluded t ‘ i
drive is needed for the top-level performance. (P. 48.) :
(1966),* reviewing the experimental studies of the last quarter Ot
the century, singled out motivation and adjustment as the two mos
outstanding variables that affect the subject’s }E_ZSP pcrt:o_rmancc.

The importance of motivation as an essential condltlor} fctr suc;
cess in ESP tests has been recognized from almost the beginning o
serious scientific research in ESP. Rhine (1964)% noted that he ob-
served in his early work with Pearce that the latter scored ‘25 con-
secutive hits when Rhine “playfully dared him, bet with him, and
thereby aroused special effort in him over each card..” (R 106.3)1
Investigators like Woodruff and George (1937),*° Rhme' (1938),
Woodruff and Murphy (1943)* found that judiciously introduced
monetary incentives helped to improve ESP scores. Douglas Steen
(1957),* Ratte (1960),** Ratte and Greene (1960)%* foun.d. that
game-like situations which are likely to sustain motivation facilitated
Psi manifestation. Kanthamani (1966) also used a game-like I.ZSP
test along with the social stimulus of competition among her subjects
working in pairs, and reported consistent results in three separate ex-
perimental series. Rhine (1964)°" reported that a young woman
who did not show any particular success in previous ESP experiments
obtained a high score when she was asked to guess a deck of cards
before a television camera. Commenting on this, Rhine stressed the
possibility of tapping audience stimulation to activate test responsive-
ness of certain subjects.

It has been pointed out quite often (Soal and Bateman, 1954)*
that the ESP cards contain meaningless symbols which cannot sustain
the subject’s interest for very long. Therefore, attempts have been
made to use target material that has some live interest to the subject.
The variations included family names (Skibinsky, 1950) ;% animal
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figures (Soal and Goldney, 1943);*° erotic symbols (Fisk and West,
1955-1956) ;*»** famous paintings (Ullman and Krippner, 1970) ;*
emotionally-toned objects (Freeman, 1961);** symbols with favor-
able emotional associations chosen by the subject (Rao, 1962) ;**
and words in foreign languages (Rao, 1963, 1964).“*"*®* Moss and
Gengerelli (1968)*° made imaginative use of multisensory target
material to generate highly charged affective states and obtained in-
teresting results.

While all these studies and others like them have undoubtedly
pointed out the importance of generating interest and motivation in
the subject for a successful ESP performance, it must be admitted
that none of these approach the personal involvement of the subject
in a life situation. Again, if there is a way one can induce a high
motivational state with a subject’s personal and intrinsic involvement
comparable to a life situation, then ESP may manifest itself in more
dependable ways. The often lamented elusiveness of ESP is perhaps
a result of a large number of yet unrecognized, and therefore uncon-
trolled, variables operating on it. The effect of these variables may
be rendered relatively insignificant by raising the motivational level.
This may indeed be what happens in life situations.

That ESP occurs in life situations one can be reasonably cer-
tain if the spontaneous experiences have any credibility. Yet only a
few experimental studies have attempted to link the subject’s ESP
scores with presumed use of ESP in his life situation. One of these
is the experiment of Douglas Dean (1966)° with company presidents.
This experiment was also replicated by Mihalasky (1968).°* Dean
and Mihalasky found that successful executives who were expected to
use ESP in their decision-making scored positively in precognition
tests. As Mihalasky reports, “A correlation between precognition
scores and profit patterns indicated that all executives who increased
their company’s profits by more than 100% scored above chance.”
(BS152)"

In a recent study by Cashen and Ramseyer (1970),%* it was
found that their student-subjects who obtained high scores in a
GESP test were able to predict significantly more items in forth-
coming examinations than the subjects who made low ESP scores.
This finding confirms the hunch that it is possible (a) to obtain in-
formation about test items in an examination by means of ESP and
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(b) that those who obtain high scores in conventional ESP tests
would be the ones who can use ESP to obtain such information.
This study is an interesting attempt to build the ESP test into a life
situation.

The failure to produce consistent results in relating personality,
situational, and other variables with ESP is doubtless due to our
failure to control the myriad variables that seem to affect ESP. If
we can build the ESP tests into a life situation charged with needs
considered important to the subject, then we may expect greater con-
sistency in the ESP results, because the overriding influence of the
motivational factors may neutralize the effects of other variables.
Speaking about telepathic dreams involving the patient and therapist,
Ullman (1970)% pointed out that, “Among the important precondi-
tions for the appearance of a telepathic dream was the existence of
a genuine need on the part of the patient to reach or to be in touch
with the analyst at some level under conditions where ordinary com-
municative channels are inoperative or where defensive maneuvers
make direct contact impossible.” (P. 362.)

This observation of Ullman’s emphasizes that a genuine need-
oriented situation is essential for successful ESP performance. This
may also explain why the dramatic exchange of extrasensory informa-
tion which is so characteristic of ESP in real life situations, is lack-
ing in laboratory experiments.

Therefore, it is not unreasonable to hypothesize that the subject
may produce ESP in a more reliable and consistent fashion if the
test is woven around a life situation relevant and meaningful to him.
The high motivation and personal involvement of the subject may be
the crucial factors. But it would be naive to assume that every sub-
ject working in such a situation would consistently score in the posi-
tive direction because it is not uncommon to also observe psi-missing
in life situations. The bidirectionality of psi seems to manifest itself
in life as well as in laboratory situations.

The strategy of bringing laboratory situations closer to life situa-
tions should involve not only the spontaneity and deep involvement
characteristic of the life situation but also an experimental design
that has proven fruitful in laboratory testing of ESP and that in-
corporates many of the successful leads described in the literature of
experimental studies of ESP during the last several years. One such
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is the differential situation which is found to be highly rewarding in
a number of experimental studies. As Rao (1965)°* has shown, ESP
seems to be bidirectional in nature and this may have a great deal
to do with its elusiveness. The typical characteristic of bidirectionality
is the differential response which shifts from hitting to missing some-
times in predictable manner. The differential response was shown to
occur at the target level (Skibinsky, 1950;°® Hallet, 1952;° Chauvin,
1961;°" Freeman, 1961;°® Rao, 1962,°° 1963,°%°*) ; at the level of ex-
perimental situations (Sanders, 1962;°* Casper, 1952;°® Osis and Pie-
naar, 1956;** Freeman, 1962;%® Stanford, 1970%); and also when
contrasting mental states or sets (Rao, 1964°") occur in the same
subject. For example, in a series of language ESP experiments in
which Telugu and English words were used as target material, Rao
(1963)°® found that his male subjects consistently obtained signif-
icantly more hits on Telugu targets than on English targets. Rao
(1964)°% also found that his subject, SH, obtained significantly more
hits in a “relaxed” state induced by hypnotic suggestion than she did
in the pre-relaxed state. Sanders (1962)° found that when his sub-
jects worked under two contrasting conditions, writing or calling their
guesses, they scored positively with the preferred method and nega-
tively with the non-preferred method. Also, Freeman (1962)" found
that when he gave precognition and clairvoyance tests to his subjects,
they obtained positive scores in precognition and negative scores in
clairvoyance tests. Rao (1964)™ also found evidence for the occur-
rence of the differential response in a two-task situation. When he
alternated the language ESP test with a test involving ESP symbols
and masks, he found that the subjects who scored more than mean
chance expectation on one task tended to obtain less than MCE on
the other task and vice versa. Stuart (1946),” Casper (1952),™ Rice
and Townsend (1962),” and White and Angstadt (1963)" pub-
lished reports in which the subjects showed differential response be-
tween agents in GESP experiments.

These studies of the differential response have thus shown that
when subjects are made to work under contrasting experimental con-
ditions, they tend to obtain positive scores under one set of conditions
and negative scores under the other.

It may be noted however that while the occurrence of the dif-
ferential response is fairly widespread, with the possible exception of

[9]
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Rao’s (1963, 1964)™7%™ language ESP experiments, there was
little consistency in the direction of the results in this area. The
vagaries of shifts of preference in the differential situation is amply
illustrated by Rao’s own work with what he called the “choice” cards.
In his first experimental study (1962),%° he asked the subjects to pre-
pare their own decks of cards by writing or drawing symbols of their
choice on the blank cards provided. These decks of choice cards were
then used alternately with the standard ESP cards. In this study, the
subjects obtained significantly more hits on choice cards than on ESP
cards. When in the next experiment (1963),** Rao mixed the choice
cards with the ESP cards so that the subjects did not know whether
they were guessing an ESP card or a choice card, he again found a
strong tendency on the part of the subjects to psi-hit on one set and
psi-miss on the other; but this time the positive scoring was on the
ESP cards. This is a reversal of his previous finding. In another study,
Rao (1963)°* showed how the differential scoring on ESP and choice
cards reversed itself within the same testing situation. Similar reversals
in scoring direction are reported by other investigators, e.g., Schmeid-
ler, 1964.%°

Thus the fact of differential scoring is clearly established. How-
ever, why a subject scores positively on one set of targets and nega-
tively on the other still remains a puzzle. This challenge, coupled
with the frequency of occurrence of the differential effect in labora-
tory studies, promises an area of inquiry which may provide signif-
icant leads to the understanding of the nature of psi. Again, it is
likely that there are so many uncontrolled or uncontrollable variables
that we are unable to make dependable predictions on the direction
of scoring in differential situations. Perhaps if we can bring into the
experimental situation the same personal involvement and relevancy
determined by deep subject needs that are so commonly seen in life
situations, it may be possible to obtain a better measure of consisten-
cy in differential scoring. The series of experiments that are reported
in the following pages are attempts in that direction.
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II
THE PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

If psi is primarily a spontaneous phenomenon, as McConnell
contends, the greater the similarity of the laboratory situation to the
life setting, the closer one would be to catching ESP in the labora-
tory. Again, if an essential aspect of the life situation is its human
relevance and the motivational involvement of the subject, then a
genuine need-oriented test situation might enable the subject to
achieve a more dependable ESP performance. Such a performance
in relation to the differential effect may not only enable us to under-
stand the reasons for differential scoring, but may also throw light
on the nature of psi in general because the differential effect seems
to be an essential aspect of psi. It is with these assumptions that the
following preliminary investigation was undertaken. The objective of
the study is to explore the relationship between personality and situa-
tional factors on the one hand and ESP on the other in the context
of a demanding life situation. The study is considered preliminary or
pilot in so far as the inferences drawn from the results of this ex-
periment would form the basis for hypotheses to be tested in the
following studies.

The Situation

The preliminary experiment was built into a situation in which
a number of applicants were seeking admission into the postgraduate
diploma course in library science at Andhra University. This is one
of the more popular courses and many more applications than the
available seats are received. After a preliminary screening on the
basis of their grades in their undergraduate studies, the applicants
were called for an interview with the Head of the Department of
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Library Science. The supervisor of this research, Dr. K. Ramakrishna
Rao (KRR) was then the Head of the Department of Library
Science. In that capacity he was solely responsible for interview-
ing and selecting the applicants. The applicants were quite anx-
jous to secure admission and several of them had come at their own
expense, traveling long distances. Most of them came from various
parts of Andhra Pradesh, with only a few from other states. They
came solely for the interview and had no idea that there would be
any tests before or after.

When an applicant came to KRR’s office at the scheduled time
for the interview, he was informed by a secretary that he had to take
a psychology test before the interview and was taken to the office
of one of the experimenters. Even though the applicant was not
told that the scores he obtained in the test had anything to do with
his selection, it was strongly implied that those tests had something
to do with the selection of candidates for admission. Thus the ESP
test was related to the life situation in so far as the subjects ap-
proached the test in an atmosphere in which they felt that their ad-
mission to the Department of Library Science depended, at least in
part, on their success in the ESP test.

The Variables

There are three sets of variables on which data are sought. First
is the interest in finding out how the ESP would manifest in a dif-
ferential situation involving ESP testing before and after the inter-
view. It is assumed that the subjects would be highly charged, mo-
tivated, anxious, and tense in the first session and somewhat relaxed
in the post-interview session. These contrasting mental states are ex-
pected to give rise to differential scoring.

The second set of variables consists of personality and motiva-
tional parameters which are believed to separate psi-hitters and miss-
ers. These are (1) whether the subject in the interview situation
manifests confidence or nervousness; (2) whether he is communica-
tive or inhibited during the interview; and (3) how much motivated
is he to study library science.

The third variable is to see whether a differential response be-
tween two different languages, such as the one obtained by Rao
(1963),** Kanthamani (1965),* and Sailaja (1965)®* would occur
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in the present situation which involves a population familiar with the
two languages employed. The language ESP studies of Rao, Kan-
thamani, and Sailaja involved American subjects who were familiar
with one language and not the other.

Procedure

Two experimenters, B. K. Kanthamani (BK) and P. Sailaja
(PS), gave the ESP tests. Both of them used a clairvoyance technique
called the blind matching technique. This technique consists in hav-
ing the subject match a deck of target cards against five envelopes
containing the key cards. The subject is blind to both the key cards
and the target cards. One of the experimenters (BK) used standard
ESP cards as target material, the other employed language ESP
cards in Telugu and English developed by Rao (1964)®" and used in
his lJanguage ESP experiments.

The language ESP cards bear five words: Love, Fish, Tree, Ball,
and Peace. One of these words in English or an equivalent word in
Telugu is inscribed on each card. The deck consists of 50 cards—25
cards with Telugu words and 25 with English words. Each word
is of course represented an equal number of times. Thus there are,
for example, 5 cards with the English word Ball and 5 cards with
the Telegu word for ball.

When the subject was brought to the experimental room for
an ESP test, the experimenter spent some time conversing informally
so as to establish a friendly rapport. Then she explained the nature
of the ESP test, introduced the target material, and explained the
procedure of the experiment in the following way:

The test I am going to give you is an ESP test. These cards are
called ESP cards. Look here, there are 5 symbols: the star, the wavy
lines, the cross, the circle and the square. This deck contains 50 cards
with 10 of each symbol. Now each of these envelopes contains one of
the 5 symbols. Neither you nor I know what symbol is in the envelope.
I shall shuffle these ESP cards and give them to you. All that you have
to do is to match each of these cards against one of the envelopes in
front of you so that the card you place opposite an envelope will match
with the card inside that envelope. You don’t need to keep an equal num-
ber of cards in each pile. It is best if you don’t keep track of how
many cards you have in any pile. The number of cards that correctly
match the cards inside the envelopes is your ESP score. I hope you
get a very good score. Do you have any questions?

[13]




The experimenter tried to answer whatever questions the sub-
ject asked. The instructions given by PS were identical except that
she used the language cards instead of the ESP cards. Both ex-
perimenters used closed decks.

After explaining the test and making sure that the subject un-
derstood it, the experimenter took out the key cards from the en-
velopes, held them face down, shuffled them and inserted them into
five opaque black envelopes, with her hands under the table at the
opposite end of which the subject was seated. The envelopes were
then shuffled before they were placed on the table with their open
ends toward the experimenter and the flaps down.

Then, the experimenter shuffled the deck of fifty target cards,
gave it a dovetail cut, shuffled it again and handed it over to the
subject. The subject was asked to match the cards against the en-
velopes containing the key cards and to try to match as many correct-
ly as possible in order to obtain a high ESP score. After the comple-
tion of the run of 50 cards, the experimenter opened the first en-
velope on her extreme left and recorded it in the record sheet. Then
she opened the target cards opposite that envelope, recorded them
one after another and circled those that were found to match the
key cards.

In the language ESP experiment, each envelope contained two
key cards, one Telugu and one English. The English target cards were
matched against the English keys and the Telugu targets against the
Telugu keys. Except for this difference the procedure adopted by
the two experimenters was identical.

After completion of the scoring of the first run, the subject was
given another run following identical procedure. This procedure was
followed by both experimenters, except in one case when the subject
was given only one run. The subject was then led to KRR’S office
for the interview. He was asked to return to the same experimenter
for some more tests after the interview.

KRR interviewed the subject to ascertain whether he would
make a good librarian. In addition, he also tried to obtain a clinical
profile of the subject on three dimensions: (1) whether the subject
is confident or nervous in facing the interview; (2) whether he ap-
pears to be communicative or inhibited in his answers to the inter-
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view questions; and (3) whether he is anxious or indifferent about
his admission into the library science course.

The interviewer rated the subjects on these dimensions on a five-
point scale. The ratings on the ‘“confident-nervous” dimension were
made on the basis of the subject’s mode of response to the questions,
slurring of speech if any, bodily movements (tremor of hands, etc.),
and apparent perspiration during the course of the interview. The
subjects were rated on a ‘‘communicative-inhibited” dimension on
the basis of their readiness to answer questions as well as their
facility in expressing themselves. The ‘“anxious-indifferent” dimension
is intended to measure the motivation of the subject to study library
science. Information bearing on this was elicited by asking a num-
ber of questions as to why he was seeking admission into the course.
According to the interviewer the ratings on the “anxious-indifferent™
dimension were the most difficult to make as the subjects tended to
give more or less set answers.

When the subject was through with the interview, he went
back to the experimenter who had given him the ESP test. He
again did two ESP runs. The test procedure was identical in all
respects with the one given before the interview. With the exception
of one subject who did only one run, all subjects did two runs of
50 trials each.

Results

Twenty-two subjects came for the interview and they were all
given ESP tests. Twelve took the ESP test with BK and ten took
the language ESP test with PS. The subjects were of course tested
individually and the same experimenter gave the ESP test before
and after the interview. KRR kept the interview records and BK and
PS kept their ESP records of their subjects until the experiment was
over.

The results of both experimenters were pooled to test the oc-
currence of the differential effect between the pre- interview and post-
interview ESP scoring and also to see whether there is any relation-
ship between the interviewer’s ratings of the subjects and their total
ESP scores. A separate analysis was also made to see whether the
subjects showed any differential effect between Telugu and English
targets.

[15]
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The general results of all 22 subjects are given in Table 1. The
22 subjects did 43 runs of 50 cards in the pre-interview session (each
subject, except one, did 2 runs). They did 43 more runs in the post-
interview session, and obtained 424 hits (—6) in the pre-interview
session and 465 hits (+35) in the post-interview session. The average
run scores in the pre- and post-interview sessions are 9.86 and 10.81
respectively, where the mean chance expectation is 10 hits per run.

TasLE 1
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

Pre-Interview Session Post-Interview Session

First Second First Second TOTAL
Run Run Total Run Run Total

Subjects (N) 22 21 22 22 21 22 22

Runs 22 21 43 22 21 43 86
Hits 191 233 424 246 219 465 889
DeviationTOOMIEo gl g fog 49 435 429

Avg.perRun 868 11.10 9.86 11.18 1043 10.81 10.34

NoTE: A run in this table and in the following tables is equal to 50 trials. The
mean chance expectation is 10 hits per run.

A test of significance (see Table 2) for the difference between the
two means gives a ¢ of 1.83 which falls short of reaching significance
at the 5% level.

It is assumed that, if there is any differential effect between
pre- and post-interview testing, it is likely to be more pronounced in
the first runs than in the second. This assumption is based on the
belief that whatever is the mood or set generated by the life situation,
it is more likely to be present during the beginning of the session
than at the end. The results are therefore analyzed to test the differ-
ence between the scores the subject obtained in the first run of the
pre-interview session and those he obtained in the first run of the
post-interview session. In the pre-interview session the subjects ob-
tained 191 hits, an average of 8.68 per run of 50 trials. In the post-
interview session they obtained 246 hits, an average of 11.18 hits. A
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t test of the difference between the means of the two sessions (Tablc-‘-
3) gives a highly significant ¢ of 3.68 (p<.002). A

The ESP scores of the subjects are also analyzed in terms of t.he'
interview ratings. On the “confident-nervous” rating, the lower the
_. rating the more confident and less nervous is the subject. Similarly,
on the other scales the lower ratings indicate that the subject is
; anxious to be admitted to the course and that he is communicative
and not inhibited in the interview. Conversely, the higher the rating,
the less confident the subject is, less motivated to join the course and
poor in communication.

R T EEETrEl

—
TABLE 2
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT
Average Run Scores of Each Subject in Pre- and
Post-Interview Sessions
Pre-Interview Average ESP Post-Interview Average ESP

N Run Score Run Score {

1 10.5 10.0

2 12.0 8.5

3 8.0 12.0

& 11.5 14.0

5 725 75

6 8.5 10.0

7 9.0 9.5

8 8.5 11.0

9 12.0 130
10 7/eis) )
11 11.0
12 7/}
13 6.0
14 7.0
15 12.5
16 10.5
17 12.5
18 11.0
19 9.5
20 11.0

12.5

NN
N =

9.5




TaABLE 3
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

First Run Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Score Post-Interview Score
1 7 10
2 8 9
3 6 15
4 11 15
5 4 9
6 9 11
7 10 9
8 7 11
9 15 16
10 8 10
11 13 19
12 5 9
13 6 9
14 7 3
15 8 11
16 10 13
17 13 14
18 9 8
19 10 12
20 11 8
21 8 10
22 6 15

t = 3.68, d.f. = 21, p<.002

The confident, anxious, and communicative ratings of the sub-
jects are added up for each subject because it is expected that the
subjects who are confident in facing the interview, anxious to be
admitted to the course, and are communicative would be able to
- register a better ESP performance than their counterparts. On the

~ basis of the combined scores on the three dimensions, the subjects
) divided into two g-roups—thosc above the mean for the group
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TABLE 4
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

“N ervom-Indzﬂerent-Inhzbzted” Subject: ‘;,

Group I

Confident-

Anxious- Ind:ffcnllt

Communicative Inhibited

Subjects 10 12
Runs 38 48
Hits 354 535
Deviation —26 —+55 L
Avg. per Run 9.32 : 1115 i

trials and the 12 subjects in Group II obta.mcd 535 hits in 48 4
(455), an average of 11.15 hits per run. The difference in the rate 3'
of scoring between the means of the two groups is analyzed in NS
of a t ratio (see Table 5). The obtained ¢ is 2.66. With 20 £ :

TABLE 5 ,
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

Average Run Scores of “Coufzdent—Anxzom—Commumca
versus “Nervous—Indszerent-Inh:b:ted” Sub]e:

Confident-
Anxious-
Communicative

10.25
7.50
9.25
9.25
9.75

12.50
9.00
7.00
6.00

BN = >
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is significant beyond the 2% percent level. This means that the “con-
fident-anxious-communicative” subjects scored significantly lower
than the relatively nervous, inhibited and less motivated subjects.
Table 6 gives the results analyzed in terms of the interviewer’s ratings
of the subjects on the three dimensions separately. As the mean for

TABLE 6
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

Interview Ratings and ESP Scores

Indiffer- Communi-

Confident Nervous Anxious ent cative Inhibited
Subjects 7 15 13 9 9 13
Runs 26 60 51 35 34 52
Hits 217 672 547 342 345 544
I eyiationi A8 Wt 75 | 137 g 45 424
Avg. per Run 8.35 11.20 10.72 9.77 10.15 10.46

the confident-nervous rating is between 2 and 3, subjects rated 2
or less on this dimension are grouped as “confident” and the others
rated 3 and above are grouped as “nervous.” The 7 confident sub-
jects scored 217 hits (—43) in 26 runs with an average of 8.35 hits
per run. The 15 nervous subjects obtained 672 hits in 60 runs
(4+72), an average of 11.20 per run. The difference between the
scoring rate of the two groups is highly significant with a ¢ of 4.67,
P<.001 (see Table 7). The nervous subjects obtained significantly
more hits than the confident subjects.

The remaining two ratings, viz., the anxious-indifferent and the
communicative-inhibited did not show any significant differences in
scoring (see Table 6). The 13 anxious subjects obtained 547 hits
in 51 runs (437) with average of 10.72 per run. The 9 indifferent
subjects obtained 342 hits in 35 runs (—8) with an average of 9.77.
The difference between the scoring rate of the two groups gives an
insignificant ¢ of 1.17. In the third rating, that of communicative-
inhibited, there were 9 communicative subjects who obtained 345
hits in 34 runs (+5) with an average of 10.15. The 13 inhibited
subjects obtained 544 hits in 52 runs (+24) with an average of
10.46. The difference between the scoring rate of communicative
and inhibited subjects gives an insignificant ¢ of 0.60. It can be seen

[20]
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TaBLE 7
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

Average Run Scores of “Confident” versus “Nervous” Subjects

N Confident N Nervous
1 10.25 1 10.25
2 7.50 2 10.00
3 9.25 3 12.75
4 9.00 4 9.25
5 8.50 5 9.75
6 7.00 6 12.50
7 6.00 7 14.25
8 11.25
9 10.75
10 12.25
11 10.25
12 11.50
13 10.25
14 11.75
15 11.25

t = 4.67, d.f. = 20, p<.001

that only the results on the “anxious-indifferent” dimension are in
consonance with our expectation. The significantly better scoring of
the “nervous-indifferent-inhibited” group than their counterparts,
which is contrary to our expectation, is contributed entirely by the
confident-nervous rating.

The results obtained by PS with language ESP cards are given
in Table 8. The 10 subjects who participated in the language ESP
test obtained a total score of 396 hits in 38 runs of 50 trials (+16).

They obtained 198 hits on Telugu targets and 198 hits on Eng-
lish targets. In other words, the subjects’ scores on English and
Telugu targets give a zero difference. And when subjects were divided
into male and female, we find that the 6 male subjects obtained 118
hits on Telugu targets and 122 on English targets. The 4 female
subjects obtained 80 hits on Telugu targets and 76 hits on English
targets. Neither of the differences between the Telugu and English
targets is significant. Thus we find that, unlike the American sub-
jects in a previous study, the subjects in this study did not respond
differentially to Telugu and English targets.

[21]




TABLE 8
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of Male and Female Subjects on Telugu and
English Targets

Male Subjects Female Subjects Total
Telugu English Telugu  English Telugu English
Subjects 6 6 4 4 10 10
Trials 575 575 375 375 950 950
Hits 118 122 80 76 198 198

Deviation +3 +7 +5 +1 +8 -+-8

A comparative analysis of the results obtained by the two ex-
perimenters is given in Table 9. BK with her 12 subjects obtained
493 hits (+13), an average of 10.27 hits per run of 50 trials. PS
obtained 396 hits in 38 runs (+16), an average of 10.42 hits per
run. Both experimenters obtained scores above the MCE and there
is no significant difference in the rate of scoring between the subjects
of the two experimenters. BK’s subjects obtained 227 hits in the
pre-interview session and 266 hits in the post-interview session.
The difference in the rate of scoring between the two sessions gives
a t of 2.27. With 11 df., this ¢ is significant at the 5% level (see
Table 10).
~* PS obtained 197 hits in the pre-interview session and 199 hits
in the post-interview session, showing that there is not much of a
difference in the rate of scoring between the two sessions. Even
though the subjects obtained more hits in the second session than in
the first session with both experimenters, the effect is significant with
BK’s subjects alone. When the first run of the first session is com-
pared with the first run of the second session, separately for both ex-
perimenters, we find that BK’s subjects obtained 103 hits in the
first run of the first session, an average of 8.58 hits per run, and 143
hits in the first run of the second session, an average of 11.92 hits.
The subjects of PS obtained a score of 88 hits, an average of 8.80 in
the first runs of the pre-interview session and 103 hits in the first
runs of the post-interview session (an average of 10.30 hits). Again,
the results of both experimenters are in the same direction, even
~ though only the differences in BK’s data are significant with a ¢ of

440, df. 11, p<.002 (see Table 11). It should be mentioned, how-
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ever, that at this point it is difficult to attribute whatever differences
that may exist between the results obtained by the two experimenters
to any experimenter difference because of the different nature of the
ESP tests employed by the experimenters. One used ESP cards while
the other employed language cards as targets.

TasrLe 10
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of BK’s Subjects in Pre- and Post-Interview Tests

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 21 20
2 24 17
3 16 24
4 23 28
5 15 15
6 17 20
7 18 19
8 17 22
i 9 24 26
; ’ 10 15 21
| 11 22 35
12 15 19

t =227, df.= 11, p<.05

TaBLE 11
PRELIMINARY EXPERIMENT

First Run Scores of BK’s Subjects in Pre- and Post-Interview Tests

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 7 10
2 8 9
3 6 15
4 11 15
) 4 9
6 9 11
7 10 9
8 7 11
9 15 16
10 8 10
11 13 19
=12 5 9

t = 4.40, d.f. = 11, p<.002

[24]



Discussion

It does not seem unreasonable to assume that this experiment
gave evidence of ESP because of the significant differences between
the ESP scores in pre- and post-interview sessions and between the
scores of confident and nervous subjects. If we assume, as an alter-
native to the ESP hypothesis, that there was a possibility of informa-
tion leakage because of the presence of sensory cues, or because of
deliberate trickery on the part of some subjects, one or more of the
following should be the case: (1) the subjects knew by normal means
both the key cards and target cards; (2) they knew only the key
cards; (3) they knew only the target cards. That the first alternative
is not the case is obvious from the overall results of the experiment
which are not significantly different from chance expectation. The
obtained total score is 889 hits and the chance expected score is 860
hits, If the subjects, who were motivated to obtain high scores, did
obtain information through normal channels, they should have scored
significantly more hits than MCE. Thus the first alternative is ruled
out. If the subjects had cues to the key cards but not to the target
cards, it makes no difference in the experiment because there is no
way the subjects could influence the results by normal means. Even
if we assume that the subjects identified target cards by some sensory
means, we will still not be able to explain the results unless we assume
also that they had cues to the key cards. Moreover, even if there were
a leakage of information through normal channels, it does not seem
reasonable that significant differences in the rate of scoring such as
those found here could have been obtained. For instance, how can
we account for the negative scoring of “confident” subjects as op-
posed to the “nervous” subjects? We cannot reasonably assume that
the “nervous” subjects cheated to obtain the positive scores and the
“confident” subjects cheated to obtain negative deviations. Similarly,
it does not make sense to think that the sensory cues were used to
obtain psi-missing in the pre-interview session and psi-hitting in the
post-interview session.

If one is confident, then, that ESP is a reasonable explanation
for these results, two conclusions seem to follow: (1) When subjects
are made to take an ESP test before and after an interview that
will determine something important to them, then their ESP per-
formance immediately following the interview tends to be better than

[25]



their performance in the tests given before the interview. (2) Sub-
jects who are judged to be nervous during the course of the inter-
view tend to obtain better ESP scores than those who appear con-
fident.

The language ESP experiment did not yield the expected dif-
ferential response between the Telugu and the English targets. Rao
(1963, 1964 )°%%%%% as well as Sailaja (1965)°* have reported lan-
guage ESP experiments which yielded significant differences in the
rate of scoring on Telugu and English targets. No such differences
occurred in this study. Also the sex differences as reported by Rao
(1963)°* did not occur. But it must be mentioned that all of the
previous published studies of language experiments were conducted
with American subjects who did not know any Telugu and to whom
crossing the language barrier was a real challenge. The subjects in
the study reported here knew both Telugu and English and conse-
quently that challenge was of little significance. This may explain

why the differential effect between the two language targets did not
occur in this study.

[26]

afs - & o
e N

il i

i i\“’i‘



I1I
THE FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

Introduction

The results of the preliminary experiment enabled us to focus
on some hypotheses and ignore the others. The present confirmatory
study is undertaken specifically to test the hypotheses derived from
the preliminary study under experimental conditions that are as nearly
identical as possible with those of the preliminary experiment.

The language ESP tests did not offer any additional possibilities
for the occurrence of psi. In fact, they contributed very little to the
differential effect between the pre- and post-interview sessions found
in the preliminary experiment. Therefore, only the ESP cards are
employed in the present experiment.

Since the “anxious-indifferent” and the “communicative-inhibit-
ed” dimensions did not yield any significant differences between the
subjects’ ESP scoring, and since the combined effect of the three
dimensions was solely due to the “confident-nervous” dimension, it is
proposed to use only the confident-nervous rating in the present ex-
periment. Further it is realized that the interviewer’s rating is subjec-
tive and that a separate measure to rate objectively this dimension is
needed. As the confident-nervous dimension seemed very much like
manifest anxiety, it is believed that the scores on the Taylor’s Mani-
fest Anxiety Scale (1953)° might make it possible to separate the
hitters from the missers in ESP testing of the sort undertaken here.

The testing in a life situation is continued because it is assumed
that the heightened motivational involvement of the subject in such
a situation would render other variables ineffective and the genuine

[27]
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effects become easily reproducible. This of course is the main as-
sumption that led to the present series of studies.

The hypotheses derived from the preliminary study and subjected
to test in the present experiment are stated as follows:

1) (a) The subjects in an ESP test will score fewer hits if they
are tested just before a scheduled interview than if tested immediately
after the interview when the interview is of some prime importance
to them. (b) This effect will be more pronounced in the first 50
trials of the two sessions compared to the last 50 trials.

2) (a) The subjects rated as nervous by the interviewer will
score more hits per run than those rated as confident. (b) The high-
anxious subjects, defined as those obtaining more than the mean for
the group on the Manifest Anxiety Scale will score significantly more
hits than the low-anxious, defined as those scoring below the group
mean on the MAS.

Procedure

The experimental situation involved and the testing procedure
employed are very similar to the preliminary experiment. This experi-
ment is also built into a situation where a number of people are
seeking admission into the post-graduate diploma course in library
science at Andhra University. Dr. Ramakrishna Rao (KRR) was still
the Head of the Department of Library Science and was responsible
for the selection. His involvement in the selection process of applicants
as well as in this research is crucial and because of this the ESP test
assumed the seriousness it did for the subjects. After a preliminary
screening, a number of applicants were notified to appear for an
interview with the Head of the Library Science Department. Be-
fore they came, the applicants had no idea that they had to take
any tests before or after the interview.

When the subject came for the interview, he was told by the
departmental secretary that he must take a psychology test before
the interview and was then led to the experimenter’s office. The ex-
perimenter gave a test with standard ESP cards, employing the blind
matching technique, and instructed the subject in a manner identical
to the one described in the previous chapter.

After familiarizing the subject with the ESP symbols and the test
procedure, the experimenter took 5 key cards, each one bearing one
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of the _5 standard ESP symbols, viz., star, cross, circle, square and
VY lines, shuffled them well, and holding the cards face down
inserted them into five opaque black envelopes. The envelopes were
shuffled before being placed on the table with their open ends toward
the experimenter and the flaps down. Then the experimenter handed
over a well shuffled deck of 50 ESP cards to the subject. It was a
ClOSt:d deck. The subject was asked to match the 50 target cards
agamnst the 5 key cards and to try to obtain as many hits as possible.

After the completion of one 50-card run, the experimenter
opened the first envelope on her extreme left and recorded it on
the record sheet. Next, she picked up the target cards opposite that
envelope and recorded all of them one by one. Then, she went to
the second key card and the second pile of target cards and likewise
completed the recording of all the cards. The subject watched the
whole procedure. Hits were counted and the subject was told what
his score was. Then the cards were shuffled again and the subject
did one more run before he went to KRR’s office for the interview.
The subject was instructed to return to the experimenter’s room after
the interview for some more tests.

KRR interviewed the subject. Besides ascertaining whether the
applicant was qualified for admission into the postgraduate course of
library science, KRR rated him on a four-point confident-nervous
scale. This time, a four-point scale instead of the original five-point
scale was used because in the previous study the interviewer did not
use the fifth point. The interviewer based his judgment on the sub-
ject’s mode of response to the questions, slurring of speech, tremor
of hands and apparent perspiration.

After the interview, the subject went back to the experimenter’s
room for more ESP testing. He did two runs of 50 trials each as .he
had done in the pre-interview session. After he was t.hrougﬁ with
the tests, the subject was sent to the office of the second experimenter
who used the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale. BK gave the ESP test
and PS applied the MAS rating.

Twenty-six subjects came for the interview and took the ESP
tests. Independent records were kept by the three persons concerned
with the experiment and the records were pooled on%y after th.c test-
ing of all the subjects was completed. As in the previous experiment,
the subjects included both males and females.

[29]
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Results
The overall results of this experiment are given in Table 12.

TasrLe 12
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

Pre-Interview Post-Interview
First Second First Second
Run Run Total Run Run Total
Subjects 26 26 26 26 26 26
Runs 26 26 52 26 26 52
Hits 239 247 486 307 286 593
Deviation = —21 —13 —34 +-47 +26 +73

Avg. per Run 9.19 9.50 935 11.81  11.00 1140

Each subject did two runs of 50 trials before the interview and an
equal number of runs after the interview. The 26 subjects tested
obtained 486 hits (—34) in a total of 52 runs of 50 trials in the
pre-interview session. This gives an average of 9.35 hits per run. In
the post-interview session they obtained 593 hits (}73) for the same
number of runs. This is an average of 11.40 hits per run. A ¢ test of
the difference between the mean scores of the subjects during the
pre- and post-interview sessions gives a ¢ of 6.65. With 25 d.f., it is
significant well beyond the .001 level (see Table 13).

On the basis of the results of the preliminary experiment, we
predicted that the differential effect between the pre- and post-inter-
view sessions would be more pronounced in the first runs than in the
second runs. The subjects in this study averaged 9.19 hits in the first
runs of the pre-interview session and 11.81 hits during the first runs
of the post-interview session. They averaged 9.50 hits and 11.00 hits
during the second runs of pre- and post-interview sessions respectively.
The ¢ ratios are computed for the differences of the means. The ¢
ratio for the difference between the first run scores of the pre- and
the post-interview session is 5.14. With 25 d.f., it is significant beyond

- the .001 level (Table 14). The ¢ for the difference between the scores

of the second runs in the pre- and in the post-interview session is 3.26
01 (see Table 15). Thus the ¢ for the difference between the first
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run scores of the pre- and the post-interview session is larger than
the ¢ for the difference between the second run scores. However, it
should be pointed out that there is no significant difference between
the first and second runs in the percentage of subjects scoring more
hits in the post-interview session than in the pre-interview session. In
both, 76.92% of the subjects scored more hits in the post-interview
than in the pre-interview session and 23.08% of the subjects did
better in the pre-interview session or showed no difference in the v
pre- and post-interview scores.

TasLe 13
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of Each Subject in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
17 20

2 20 21
3 22 25
4 15 22 |
5 22 23 ‘
6 16 18 &
7 22 22
8 23 25 ;
9 22 28 o=
10 16 28 yind
11 20 23 i
12 21 24
13 19 26
14 18 :
15 20
16 18
17 16
18 19
19 16
20 18

21 17

S22 19



TasLE 14
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

,. _ First Run Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview -
Al 8 10
2 9 8
3 12 13
4 8 10
5 11 8
6 7 12
7 11 12
8 13 13
9 12 16
10 6 13
11 10 10
12 12 12
10 15
8 11
7/ 11
8 9
8 14
9 15
9 9
9 14
vvvv 9 12
9 10
9 13
8 13
5 11
12 13

¢t =5.14, d.f. = 25, p<.001

T d thcy compnsc the nervous group. One
terviewer a.nd therefore, his ESP re-



TasLE 15
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

Second Run Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

Pre-Interview

Post-Interview

N
1 9
2 11
3 10
4 7
5 11
6 9
7 11
8 10
9 10
10 10
11 10
12 9
13 9
14 10
15 13
16 10
17 8
18 10
19 7
20 9
21 8
22 10
23 10
24 10
25 8
26 8

10
13
12
12
15

6
10
12
12
15
13
12
il
11
10
12
10

8

7/

6
12
12
12
11
13

9

¢t = 3.26, d.f. = 25, p<.01

Tasre 16
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TaeLe 17
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

Individual ESP Scores—“Confident” versus “Nervous” Subjects

N Confident N Nervous
1 37 1 37
2 41 2 45
3 47 3 44
4 34 4 48
5 44 5 50
6 40 6 43
7 41 7 45
8 39 8 45
9 32 9 40
10 38 10 42
11 41 11 41
12 42 12 42
13 37

t=2.11, d.f. = 23, p<.05

10.75 hits per run. The ¢ ratio of the difference between the means
is 2.11, p<<.05. This confirms our hypothesis that the nervous subjects
tend to obtain significantly better scores than the confident subjects.

The subjects’ scores on the Manifest Anxiety Scale did not bear
any relationship to the confident-nervous ratings or the ESP scores
of the subjects. The MAS scores and the interviewer’s ratings showed
no significant relation. The subjects rated as “nervous” have a mean
anxiety score of 17.31 and the “confident” subjects have a mean
of 15.42. A ¢ test of the difference gives an insignificant ¢ of 0.66
(see Table 18). A biserial correlation also gives an insignificant 7.
The MAS scores showed also no significant relationship with
.SP scores. The low anxious subjects, i.e., the subjects with MAS
res lower than thc group mean, obtmncd an average of 10.66 hits

is in the opposte direction.
MAS scorcs showcd no 31gn1f1cant rclatlonsh.lp to the
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lor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the ESP scores of his subjects. In his
study, the less anxious subjects obtained significantly more hits than
the more anxious ones. The results of this experiment are in the same
direction as Rao’s results, i.e., the low anxious subjects obtained more
hits than the high anxious subjects, though not significantly so. The
results of Freeman and Nielsen (1964)° indicate quite the opposite.
Their subjects grouped as high anxious on the basis of MAS scores
obtained more ESP scores than the low anxious subjects.

TasLE 18
FIRST CONFIRMATORY EXPERIMENT

Manifest Anxiety Scores of “Confident” versus “Nervous” Subjects

N Confident N Nervous
1 8 1 21
2 11 2 13
3 5 3 21
& 22 4 10
5 16 5 13
6 18 6 11
7 26 7 20
8 7 8 12
9 13 9 23
10 20 10 15
11 25 11 24
12 14 12 8
13 34
Mean 15.42 17.31

t =0.66, d.f. = 23, NS

One may suspect then that the subjects’ apparent nervousness
during the interview is not so much a manifestation of anxiety. It
may simply be an indication of the subjects’ motivational involve-
ment. The subject who very badly desires admission may manifest
greater nervousness. It could also be that the subject manifesting such
nervousness is much too submissive, too docile and an ‘“eager to
follow and please the boss” type. The matter no longer looked as
simple as it was assumed in the beginning.

In summary, then, the results of this experiment confirm the
first hypothesis that the subjects will obtain more hits in the post-
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! in the pre-interview session. The results also
pot s that the nervous subjects will obtain signif-
ts than the conﬁdent subjects. The attempt to objec-



IV
THE SECOND REPLICATION

The second replication experiment is planned to test the same
hypotheses as in the first, but in a situation which is even more im-
portant to the participating subjects than the admission situation. In
the present study the subjects were applicants for employment. The
Manifest Anxiety Scale was not used as it did not appear to measure
the same thing as the interviewer’s ratings. The interviewer who
again rated the subjects on the confident-nervous dimension decided
to pay more attention to the subjects so as to obtain better insights
into the so-called nervous subjects who did better than the confident
subjects in the ESP tests of the last two experiments.

The findings that are subjected to replication in this study are:
(1) The subjects in an ESP test tend to obtain more hits when they
are tested immediately after an interview than when they are tested
just before a scheduled interview, if the interview is going to deter-
mine something of prime importance to them. This effect will be
more pronounced in the first 50 trials of the pre- and post-interview
sessions than in the last 50 trials; (2) the subjects rated as nervous
by the interviewer, viz., those obtaining a rating of 3 or 4, tend to
obtain more hits per run than those rated as confident, i.e., those
obtaining a rating of 2 or less.

Procedure

The life situation surrounding this experimental study is slightly
different from the previous one. The subjects in this experiment were
not applicants for admission into a course but were seeking employ-
ment in the Andhra University Library. KRR, at that time Chief
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Librarian of the Andhra University Library, had called for applica-

tions for the positions of sorters in the University Library. Sorters

arrange the books on the shelves in their proper order, and keep the
books and the racks clean and orderly. The minimum educational
requirement for the job is the completion of high school education.

g Those aware of the unemployment situation in India will ap-

i o preciate how much even such jobs as sorters are sought and how

’ much they mean to those who have only secondary education. For

| most of the applicants these jobs meant a great deal. Since there were

| \ not any great differences in the educational qualifications of the appli-
cants, the interview was of prime importance in deciding which of
them would be selected for the jobs. The applicants believed that the

impression they created at the interview would determine their selec-

tion. Since KRR was responsible for the selection, the ESP test as-

sumed a great deal of significance for the subjects. Even though the

subjects were not told at any time that the results they obtained in

t the ESP tests had anything to do with their selection, the situation

(A was such that it implied that these results would influence their se-

[ lection.

' The procedure employed for ESP testing is the same as the one
described in the previous experiment. The only differences are that
two experimenters, BK and PS, administered the ESP test and there
was no MAS rating. When the subject came to the Librarian’s office
for the interview he was told that he must first take a psychology
test. He was then sent to the office of one of the experimenters. After
spending a few minutes informally with the subject, the experimenter
introduced the ESP test to him as in the previous experiments. Em-
ploying the blind matching technique, the experimenter asked the

subject to do two runs with a deck of 50 ESP cards. At the beginning
of each run the subject was encouraged to try for as many hits as
_possible. After the completion of two runs, the experimenter asked

- him to go to the Librarian’s office for the interview and return to

~ her room when it was over for some more tests.

While interviewing the subject, KRR rated him on the four

oint confident-nervous scale. This time he attempted to pay more

on to his own process of judging the subject in order to get

: mght mto what he was actually judging when rating the

[38]
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After the interview, the subject returned to the same experiment-
er's room and did two more runs. It should be pointed out that the
subjects did not know the outcome of their interview, i.e., whether
they were selected or not, until at least twenty-four hours after all
ﬂfc tests were completed. This of course was also true for the pre-
Vious experiments.

In all, 33 subjects came for the interview and took the ESP
tests. All the subjects were males. BK and PS administered the ESP

tests to the subjects individually. BK tested 17 subjects and PS had
16 subjects.

Results

The overall results of the present experiment are given in
Table 19. Each single subject had two runs of 50 trials before the
interview, and two runs after the interview. The 33 subjects in this
experiment did 66 runs in the pre-interview session and obtained a
total of 581 hits (—79), i.e., an average of 8.80 hits per run of 50
trials. In the post-interview session the subjects in an equal number
of runs obtained 683 hits (+23) with an average of 10.35 hits per
run. A ¢ test of the difference between the mean scores of the sub-
jects in the pre- and post- interview sessions, gives a ¢ of 4.29. With
32 df., this ¢ is significant beyond the .001 level (see Table 20).

TasLE 19
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

Pre-Interview Post-Interview

First Second First Second

Run Run Total Run Run Total
Subjects 33 33 88 33 33 33
Runs 33 33 66 33 33 66
Hits 282 299 581 355 328 683
Deviation = —48 —31 —79 -+25 —-2 +23
Avg. per Run 8.55 9.06 8.80 10.76 9.94 10.35

The results are further analyzed to see whether the differential
effect is more pronounced between the first 50 trials of the pre-in-
terview and the first 50 trials of the post-interview sessions than be-
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R TasLe 20

SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

f Each Subject in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

e LA Pre-Interview Post-Interview
PO 24 29
17 24
12 17
22 23
14 20
18 20
21 22
17 21
14 21
15 23
15 23
16 23
17 22
ey 18 20
el 17 24
RRE 30228 24
16 19
15 17
ep 16
s 25
{ 24
19
- 21
- 18
20
17
23
15
17
19

19

23 WMIERERAIe i

1"



mn the second 50 trials of the post-interview session. The difference
bctwccn the mean scores of the first 50 trials (first run) of the pre-
mterview and those of the first 50 trials of the post-interview session
(Table 21) gives a ¢ of 3.75 (p<.002). The ¢ for the difference be-

TasLe 21
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

First Run Scores in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 9 14
2 9 11
3 5 9
4 15 8
5 11 12
6 8 10
7 9 10
8 12 11
9 9 9
10 6 11
11 6 8
12 7 15
13 8 14
14 5 10
15 7 15
16 8 11
17 7 9
18 7 9
19 13 10
20 12 16
21 6 16
22 6 10
23 9 12
% 7 8
28 9 9
29 4 6
30 10 9
31 9 8
3 7 11
33 12 8
¢ = 3.75, d.f. = 32, p<.002
[41]



TABLE 22
SEGOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

: PfcuInurvim Post-Interview
15 15
? 8 13
| 7 8
g; 7 15
'y Yoy 3 8
Tt 0 10 10
B 12 12
5 10
5 12
9 12
9 15
9 8
9 8
13 10
10 9
15 13

10
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the post-interview period than in the pre-interview and 8 subjects
scored in the opposite direction or showed no difference. In the sec-
ond runs, only 16 subjects obtained more hits in the second session.
Seventeen subjects scored better in the pre-interview session or showed
no difference. A 2X2 chi-square test of the difference gives a chi-
square of 5.22 (p<.025). We may consider this result as significant
evidence of decline of the differential effect from the first to second
runs (see Table 23).

The results pertaining to the confident-nervous subjects are given
in Table 24. There were 16 subjects who were rated as confident
and 16 subjects who were rated as nervous. One subject was not

TasBLE 23
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT
A 2X2 Subject Contingency Test: Differential Scoring in
First Runs versus Second Runs

First Run Second Run Total

No. of subjects obtaining more hits in

Post-Interview than in Pre-Inter-

view tests 25 16 41
No. of subjects not obtaining more hits

in Post-Interview than in Pre-In-

terview tests 8 17 25

Total 33 33 66

x2 = 5.22, d.f. = 1, p< 025

TasLE 24
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of “Confident” versus “Nervous” Subjects

Confident Nervous
Subjects 16 16
Runs 64 64
Hits 623 599
Deviation —17 —41
Average per Run 9.73 9.36
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rated by the interviewer. The 16 confident subjects obtained a total
of 623 (—17) hits for 64 runs of 50 trials with an average of 9.73
hits per run. The other 16 subjects who were rated as nervous ob-
tained 599 hits (—41) in 64 runs with an average of 9.36 hits per
run. Both the confident and nervous subjects scored below the mean
chance. The difference between the ESP scores of the confident and
the nervous groups is not significant. In fact, contrary to our expecta-
tion, the confident group obtained a slightly higher average than the
nervous group.

Thus, we find our results supporting the first hypothesis, viz., the
subjects tend to score more hits in the ESP tests given immediately
after the interview than in the tests given just before the interview.
In this experiment also, the difference between the pre- and post-
interview scoring is higher in the first runs (¢ 3.76) than in the sec-
ond runs (¢ 1.54). While 75.76% of the subjects obtained more hits
in the first run of the post-interview session than in the first run of the
pre-interview session, only 48.48% of the subjects scored more hits
in the second run of the post-interview session than in the second run
of the pre-interview session.

The results in this experiment, however, fail to confirm our
previous finding that the nervous subjects tend to score higher on
ESP tests than the confident subjects. One wonders whether the fail-
ure to replicate the previous finding may not be due to the new task
the interviewer set for himself, viz., to discover his own assumptions
concerning the confident and the nervous subjects. It is not unlikely
that he became more self-conscious and was somehow unable to
make appropriate ratings. There is of course the inherent difficulty
in making any subjective estimates of this sort. Any further study of
this dimension should employ a more objective criterion than the
one we have used. Perhaps administering a standard personality in-
ventory like the MMPI or the 16 PF might give us the relevant clues
that would separate hitters from missers in a testing situation like this.

Results have also been analyzed in terms of the experimenters
(see Table 25). As in the preliminary experiment, the scoring of the
subjects tested by BK and PS is in the same direction. But the bulk
of the difference between the post- and pre-interview scores is pro-
duced by BK’s subjects. The results of both experimenters show that
the subjects did better in the post-interview session than in the pre-

[44]
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interview session, and that the effect in both cases is more pro-
nounced in the first runs than in the second runs.

BK tested 17 subjects and PS tested 16 subjects. BK’s subjects
obtained 296 hits in the pre-interview session with an average of 8.71
hits per run as compared to 375 hits in the post-interview session
with an average of 11.03. The difference in the rate of scoring be-
tween the two sessions gives a ¢ of 7.5, 16 d.f., p<.001 (see Table 26).

TasLeE 26
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of BK’s Subjects in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 24 29
2 17 24
3 12 17
4 22 23
5 14 20
6 18 20
7 21 22
8 17 21
9 14 21
10 15 23
11 15 23
12 16 23
13 17 22
14 18 20
15 17 24
16 23 24
17 16 19

t =175, df. = 16, p<.001

PS obtained 285 hits in the pre-interview session with an aver-
age of 8.91 hits, and 308 hits in the post-interview session with an
average of 9.63. The difference in the scoring direction between the
two sessions gives an insignificant ¢ of 1.17 (see Table 27). Thus,
the differential rate of scoring between the two sessions is more
pronounced with BK’s subjects.

: When the first run scores of the first session are compared with
~ the first run scores of the second session, it is seen that BK’s subjects
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of 8.29 hits per run, and 187 hits in the first run of the second ses-
sion, an average of 11.00 hits per run. A ¢ test of the difference gives
atof 3.11, p<.01 (see Table 28). PS’s subjects obtained 141 hits in

TasLE 27
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of Subjects in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions with

PS as Experimenter

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 15 17
2 22 16
3 18 25
4 13 24
5 15 19
6 21 21
7 16 18
8 16 20
9 20 17
10 20 23
11 17 15
12 14 17
13 25 19
14 14 19
15 15 20
16 24 18

the first run of the first session with an average of 8.81 hits per run,
and 168 hits in the first run of the second session with an average of
10.50 hits per run. The difference in the rate of scoring between

the first runs of two sessions for PS’s subjects gives a ¢ of 2.06
(Table 29). RS BRSNS -5

Then, for both experimenters the subjects showed a tendency
to score more hits in the post-interview session than in the pre- inter-
view session. This tendency is highly significant with BK as the ex-
perimenter but not so with PS. The overall difference between pre-

t=1.17, d.f. = 15, NS

and post-interview scores obtained by the latter runs in the same di-
rection but does not reach the level of statistical significance. The
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results of both experimenters reveal that the differential scoring be-
tween the pre- and post-interview sessions is more pronounced in the
first runs than in the second runs. The mean difference between the
first runs with BK as the experimenter is 2.71 as compared to 2.35,
the mean difference per run when the first and second runs are com-
bined. With PS as the experimenter, the mean difference between
the first runs is 1.69 as compared to the overall mean difference per
run of .72. It would seem therefore that while the differential scoring
1s much more pronounced when BK is the experimenter, the decline
of this effect is much more apparent when PS is the experimenter.

TABLE 28
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

First Run Scores of BK’s Subjects in Pre- and Post-Interview Sessions

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 9 14
2 9 11
3 5 9
kS 15 8
5 11 12
6 8 10
7 9 10
8 12 11
9 9 9

10 6 11
11 6 8
12 7 15
13 8 14
14 5 10
15 7 15
16 8 11
17 7 9

t=3.11, df. = 16, p<.01

Thus, even thaugh the results obtained with BK and PS run



TasrLe 29
SECOND REPLICATION EXPERIMENT

First Run Scores of the Subjects of PS in Pre- and
Post-Interview Sessions

N Y T

N Pre-Interview Post-Interview
1 7 9
2 13 10
3 12 16
4 6 16
5 6 10
6 9 12
7 7 8
8 10 12
9 9 10
10 11 14
11 9 9
12 4 6
13 10 9
14 9 8
15 7 11
16 12 8

t = 2.06, df. = 15, p =~ .05

seemed to have greatly declined from the first to the second runs
when PS was the experimenter. Since the purpose of this study is not
to test any possible difference between the results of the two experi-
menters, no attempt is made either to statistically test the difference,
or hazard any guess to explain the differences at this stage of our
discussion. We will have something to say on this in the final chapter.
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FINDING THE CRUCIAL VARIABLE

From the results of the preliminary experiment and the two con-
firmatory studies, we can be reasonably confident that the subjects,
when made to take an ESP test before and after a scheduled inter-
view that would determine something important to them, tend to
obtain more hits in the post-interview than in the pre-interview test-
ing. In life situations such as those employed in these studies, the
differential effect seems to be fairly consistent. The preliminary find-
ings are replicated by the two consecutive studies. While the evidence
for the differential effect has come from the studies of several investi-
gators, prediction of the direction of differential scoring has been
quite difficult. Rao’s studies (1962, 1963)®°"*® with choice cards,
reviewed in the first chapter, is a good example in this connection.
The fairly identical conditions prevailing in the three experiments
of this study and the highly motivated involvement of the sub-
jects tested in a life setting are, it is believed, responsible for the
consistency of the results.

The consistently superior performance observed in the post-inter-
view over the pre-interview session raises the question: Why do sub-
jects perform better after the interview than before? Before attempt-
ing to answer this question, it would be helpful to know whether
the differential scoring is largely a result of psi-missing in the pre-
interview session or is due to a strong psi-hitting tendency in the
post-interview tests, or whether missing and hitting occurred more or
less at the same level in the pre- and post-interview tests. This in-

formation might be helpful in locating the situation where psi had
properly occurred either as psi-missing or as psi-hitting.

[50]



The results of all three experiments are given in Table 30 sep-
arately for the pre- and post-interview tests. The subjects did 161
runs of 50 trials in the pre-interview tests and an equal number of
runs in the post-interview tests and obtained 1491 hits and 1741
hits respectively. The pre-interview runs give a deviation of —119.
Such a deviation gives a CR of 3.32, p<.001. The post-interview
runs give a deviation of 4131 and a CR of 3.65, p<.001.

TasLeE 30
Pre- and Post-Interview Scores in the First Three Experiments
Pre-Interview Post-Interview
; No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of
Experiment  Subjects Runs Hits Deviation|Subjects Runs Hits Deviation
Preliminary
Experiment 22 43 424 —6 22 43 465 435
First Con-
firmatory

Experiment 26 52 486 —34 26 52 593 173
Second

Replicatory
Experiment 33 66 581 —79 33 66 683 23

Total 81 161 1491 —119 81 161 1741 131

CR = 3.32 CR = 3.65
p<.001 p<.001

It is clear from these results that by and large the subjects’
scores showed psi-missing in the pre-interview tests and psi-hitting in
the post-interview tests to more or less the same degree. This in turn
implies that we should look into both the pre- and post-interview
situations for an answer to the question of why the subjects per-
formed better in one than in the other.

One obvious inference based on these results is that this is a case
of the differential effect, where the subjects, when made to work
under two sets of contrasting conditions, manifested psi-hitting in one
condition and psi-missing in the other. This observation fits in well
with the findings of other investigators. For example, Rao’s subject
SH obtained significantly more hits in a hypnotically-induced relaxed
state than in the state immediately preceding it (Rao, 1964).”

This implies that the positive scoring in the post-interview session
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is stimulated by the negative scoring in the pre-interview one, and
that the psi-hitting in the former is simply a bouncing effect. If this
is the case, emphasis then would be on the pre-interview situation in
explaining the reasons for the scoring trend in these experiments.
One could say that it is the tension and anxiety experienced by sub-
jects in such situations that are responsible for psi-missing in the
pre-interview tests.

It is reasonable to assume that there existed in the subject a
mental set or a mood, when he came for the interview, which in
some significant way is different from the one prevailing after the
interview. We could, for example, conceive the pre-interview situa-
tion as one in which the subject is relatively tense, anxious, and pre-
occupied with thoughts about the impending interview. Following
the interview he might be more relaxed and passive. Also, once the
mterview is over, the only thing left for him to gain admission (or
appointment) is to score high on the ESP test. This relaxed atten-
tion to the ESP task in the post-interview session and the tense-
anxious mood prevailing in the pre-interview session might have
been jointly responsible for the differential response in these studies.

It may also be argued that the subject in the post-interview
session is prepared to take the ESP test because he was asked by the
experimenter to return for another round of tests after the interview,
whereas he had no time to prepare himself psychologically for the
ESP test in the pre-interview session. The subject who was called
for the interview did not know that he had to take the psychology
test until he was asked to go to the experimenter’s room. This did
not leave him an opportunity to nerve himself up to the task. The
subject who was looking forward to the interview might have con-
sidered the ESP test an imposition and might even have resented it.
Thus the lack of psychological preparedness to take the ESP test and
the primacy of the interview in the minds of the applicants might
have been responsible for psi-missing in the pre-interview session.

In other words, the subject, who was called for the interview
and had no idea that he would be asked to take a psychology test,
had an interview set when he took the pre-interview ESP test. How-
ever, he may be said to have a set of test preparedness for the post-
interview period because the experimenter told him about it when
she first tested him in the pre-interview session. Thus, it may be
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argue.d, the subjects who take the ESP test with an interview set tend
to psi-miss while those who take it with a set of test preparedness
tend to psi-hit.

Another explanation for the observed effect is that what oc-
t.:urrcd is not really a differential effect but a learning effect, i.e., sub-
Jects as they proceeded with the ESP test learned how to do it well
s that the latter half of their performance is better than their per-
formance in the first half. The main difficulty with this hypothesis
is that ordinary subjects such as those who participated in these
studies are not known to profit by learning. The bulk of evidence
in the literature is in fact in favor of decline in scoring rate rather
than in improvement of the scoring rate with practice. Both in ESP
and PK research, chronological, vertical and horizontal declines are
reported. These are reviewed by Rao (1966).° Subjects tended to
show decline in their performance over time, also in the same session
from the first runs to the last and in the same run from the first
half to the second.

Tart (1966)*°* has convincingly argued that the reported de-
clines are a consequence of the ESP testing situation which is more
like an extinction paradigm than a learning paradigm. While it
cannot be maintained that the present experimental technique, un-
like other card-guessing experiments, resembles more a learning para-
digm, one could argue that the learning effect may not be completely
ruled out in the present studies, because these studies involve testing
in life settings. In real life situations which heighten motivational
involvement of the subjects, learning may take place.

Another possible hypothesis is that the experimenters, expecting
the subjects to psi-miss in the pre-interview session and psi-hit in the
post-interview session, could have unintentionally influenced the sub-
jects in the way they handled and motivated them. Thus the differ-
ential response is no longer a situational effect but an cxpcr.lmcnter
effect, i.e., it is the experimenter and not the interview situation that
is responsible for the effect obtained in these studies.

There is no way we can decide from the data available to us
which of these hypotheses is the crucial one, even though one may
find reasons to favor one over the others. For example, independently
of these results there is no evidence that either of these cxpcrimcr.ltem
could influence their subjects to score in a desired or expected direc-
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tion. In fact our hypothesis, when we began these studies, is that the
life setting would provide motivation to the subject that would over-
come the effects of extraneous variables such as the experimenter,
and thus give uniformity to the results.

It may be noted however that when we consider the results of
the three experiments separately (see Table 30), we find that the
first two experiments involving students sceking admission to the
library science course show more psi-hitting and less psi-missing, while
the third experiment, with applicants for employment, resulted in
more psi-missing in the pre-interview test than psi-hitting in the post-
interview test. Therefore, we might find the relevant clues for the
differential scoring in the post-interview testing period of the student
applicants and the pre-interview period of the job applicants.

Relatively more pronounced psi-missing in the third experiment
with employment seekers (second replicatory experiment) during their
pre-interview test and a similar psi-hitting tendency in the post-
interview period of the other two experiments with students, seem
more in line with the hypothesis which assumes the primacy of the
mterview in the minds of the applicants (interview set) and their
psychological or cognitive preparedness to take the ESP test (set of
test preparedness). The interview is definitely more important and
consequential to the subjects in the third experiment than in the
first two experiments. Also it is more likely that the students rather
than the job seekers could have oriented themselves quickly to the
ESP tests and apprehended their significance in the selection of ap-
plicants.

If this in fact is what has happened, then it should be possible
to manipulate the subjects’ scoring in a positive or negative direc-
tion before the interview by making the psychology test primary and
the interview secondary, and by providing adequate advance notice
to the subject and thus help to create in him a set of psychological
test preparedness for the ESP test. With these assumptions and with
a view to controlling the possible contaminating factors of the ex-
perimenters’ anticipation and the learning effect, the following study
was designed.

Procedure
The subjects in this study were students seeking admission to
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the library science course and also to the M.A. psychology course.
The circumstances relating to the admission and to the students seek-
ing admission were not any different from those in the previous
studies. KRR, who was then the head of both the departments of

Library Science and Psychology, was responsible for the selection of
students for admission to both these courses.

The experimental design not only provided for the control of
the experimenter’s anticipation and of the learning effect, but it
also contained possibilities for understanding the role of the inter-
view in producing the differential results during the pre- and post-
interview testing. By testing the subjects in single sessions, instead of
two, and by having a separate group of subjects for each of the ex-
perimental conditions, any possible learning effect is controlled. By
keeping the experimenter blind about which group a subject be-
longed to, the possibility of the experimenter influencing the scoring
direction of the subject was also controlled. By providing for three
experimental groups, it became possible to test subjects before or
after the interview and also to create a set of test preparedness, or
otherwise, so as to determine their relative roles.

After preliminary screening on the basis of the grades they re-
ceived in their undergraduate studies, the applicants for admission
were assigned to three groups. Subjects in Group I, as were the sub-
jects in previous experiments, were so treated that they were not
expected to come with a set of test preparedness to take the ESP
test, whereas the subjects in Group II and Group III were so treated
that they were expected to come with such a set. But the subjects
in Group II and Group III differed in that the former were inter-
viewed after the ESP test, whereas the latter were interviewed first
and then given the ESP test. The subjects in Group I received a
letter from the Head of the Department which asked them to appear
for an interview in connection with their application for admission.
This letter, it was believed, would create an interview set in them.
The subjects in the other two groups were sent a letter which told
them they were required to take a psychology test in connection with
their application for admission. Such a letter, it was hoped, would
create in them a set of test preparedness. For each applicant a spe-
cific day and time were fixed for coming to the Department to take
cither the interview or the test. When the subjects of Group I arrived
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for the interview they had been called for, they were told that they
must first take a psychology test, and were administered the ESP
test before they were interviewed. It was hypothesized that the re-
sults of this group would be similar to the pre-interview results of
the previous experiments. The Group II subjects, who were called
for the psychology test, were also first given the ESP test when they
reported at the Department. It was believed that the subjects in
this group would score in a way similar to that of the subjects in
the post-interview test of the previous experiments. The subjects in
Group III, who were also called for the psychology test, were first
interviewed and then sent for the psychology test. The subjects in
the first two groups were also interviewed after they completed their
ESP tests.

The appointments were randomly made for all the subjects so
that the experimenters would not know whether a subject was called
for the interview or for the psychology test, or if he had already
been interviewed. The experimenters were instructed not to ask the
subjects any leading questions which would give them this crucial
information concerning the group to which they belonged. This in-
formation was kept from everyone by KRR until all the tests were
completed. It was believed that since the experimenters did not know
to which group a subject belonged, they would not be able to in-
fluence the subject’s scoring in a desired direction, even uninten-
tionally. It was assumed, of course, that the experimenters would not
solicit information bearing directly or indirectly on this. After the
completion of the tests the two experimenters assured us that they
did not know whether any of their subjects came for the interview
or for the psychology test.

As soon as the subject came to the Department, the depart-
mental secretary ascertained from KRR whether the subject was to
be interviewed first or sent for the test. If the subject belonged to
Group I or II, the subject was directed to take the psychology test
first and was told that he would be interviewed after the test. He
was then sent to the office of one of the two experimenters who gave
the ESP test. If the subject belonged to Group III, he was conduct-
ed on arrival to KRR’s office where he was interviewed. After the in-
terview, he was sent to the office of one of the experimenters to take
the ESP test.
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: Now, it was assumed that all the subjects called for the inter-
view would come with an interview set and that that interview was
of primary importance to them. By not giving them advanced notice
of the psychology test, it was believed that they would be deprived
of the necessary set of test preparedness. For the subjects who were
called to take a psychology test, the psychology test, it was hoped,
would be of primary importance and the interview secondary. These
subjects would be likely to have a set preparedness for the ESP test.
The subjects who came for the interview not knowing that they had
to take a psychology test would have been least prepared psycho-
logically for the test in comparison to those who came for the test
itself. Therefore, if our assumption that the primary factor and the
set of psychological test preparedness were responsible for the differ-
ential scoring was correct, we would expect the subjects who were
called for the interview but were actually asked to take the ESP test
before the interview to manifest a psi-missing tendency, and the sub-
jects who were called for the psychology test and were given the
psychology test first to show a psi-hitting tendency. Thus, we ex-
pected Group II to perform significantly better than Group I.

If, however, the assumed set of tension and anxiety about the
interview was relevant to the subject’s performance and not the set
of psychological test preparedness, the Group II subjects would psi-
miss. If the subjects in Group I as well as Group II manifested a
psi-missing tendency, then it would have to be assumed that the act
of participating in an interview, the mood of tension and anxiety
generated by the impending interview, was somehow relevant to the
subject’s psi-missing in the pre-interview test. If this were so, the sub-
jects in Group III who were first interviewed and then given the
ESP test would show psi-hitting.

Group III was, therefore, constituted to see whether th.c subjects
in this group would score positively even if the subjects in Group
IT failed. :

The subjects in this experiment were applicants for library
science and psychology courses. They were assigned to the three
groups on a random basis, but with one reservation. Nf) psycl}OIOgY
applicant was assigned to Group I. The psychology applicants, it was
believed, would be likely to differ in their attitude toyvard a psych?l-
ogy test from the library science applicants. They might not require
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time for the creation of the required set. Even if they were called for
the interview and not for the psychology test, still the psychology test
might on its own acquire primacy over the interview. To avoid this
contingency, no applicant for psychology was sent a letter calling
him for an interview. All the psychology applicants were assigned
randomly to either Group II or Group III and they were asked to
come for a psychology test in connection with their application for
admission.

Unlike the previous studies in which the subjects did four runs
(50 trials) in fwo sessions, the subjects in this experiment did two
runs in one session. Since each subject did only two runs and the
total scores of the subjects in each of these groups were to be com-
pared, the learning variable was rendered ineffective. If there were
to be any learning effect, it would be common to all the groups.
Since the experimenters did not know to which group the subject
belonged, possible experimenter effect was also controlled.

BK and PS acted as the experimenters. Employing the blind
matching procedure as described in the previous chapters, each of the
subjects was given two runs with a deck of 50 ESP cards. The ad-
ministering procedure and the instructions given to the subjects were
precisely the same as in the previous tests.

On the basis of the results of the previous experiments, it was
expected that the subjects in Group I who were tested before the
interview would psi-miss and that those of Group III who were tested
after the interview would psi-hit. In view of the assumptions we made
concerning the crucial variables responsible for differential scoring,
we predicted that the subjects in Group II would perform signif-
icantly better than the subjects in Group I.

Results g

Thirty-nine applicants for library science turned up on the
scheduled dates and took the ESP test and the interview. Only 11
applicants for the psychology course showed up and took the ESP
test. A large number of psychology applicants did not come, and this
resulted in a very small number for Group III.

The general results of all three groups are given separately in
Table 31. There were 21 subjects in Group I, 23 in Group II and
only 6 in Group III. The subjects in Group I obtained 397 hits
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(—23) and averaged 9.45 hits per run of 50 trials. The Group II
subjects scored 494 hits (+34), an average of 10.74 hits per run. A
t test for the difference between the mean scores of the subjects in
Group I and Group II gives a ¢ of 2.15, p<.05 (see Table 32). This
confirms the expectation that subjects in Group II would perform
significantly better than the subjects in Group I, i.e., the subjects
who took the ESP test with the set of test preparedness perform
better than those who took the test without such a set.

TasLe 31
CRUCIAL EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of the Four Groups

Interview set Set of Test preparedness
Groups I1I & 111
Group I Group II Group III combined
Subjects 21 23 6 29 §
Runs 42 46 12 58
Hits 397 494 132 626
Deviation —23 +34 —+12 +46
Avg. per Run 9.45 10.74 11 10.79

The 6 subjects in Group III obtained a total of 132 hits (412)
and averaged 11 hits per run. Their average run score (11.00) was
even slightly higher than that of the subjects in Group II (10.74)
who were also called for the psychology test. Unfortunately the num-
ber of subjects in Group III was too small to make any meaningful
comparison with other groups. But it may be noted that the subjects
in Group II and III, i.e., the subjects who were called for the psy-
chology test, together obtained a positive score which is significant.
In a total of 58 runs of 50 trials, they obtained 626 hits, a deviation pras
of +46. This gives a CR of 2.14, p<.05. This result clearly suggests
that if the applicant is called for a psychology test, and then giy ;

whether he is interviewed before the test or not. The as
of tension and anxiety about the impending intervi
of pre-interview testing cannot therefore be an ade uat
for psi-missing in the pre-interview tests of our p '
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TasLE 32
CRUCIAL EXPERIMENT

ESP Scores of Subjects in Group I and Group II
Psychology Test

N Interview N
1 23 1 25
2 29 2 18
3 21 3 19
4 24 4 26
5 16 5 18
6 24 6 21
7 20 7 18
8 14 8 20
9 14 9 927
10 10 10 18
11 20 11 21
I 15 12 21
14 29 14 20
15 21 15 91
16 17 16 18
17 13 17 01
18 19 18 95
i 20 17 20 17
21 21 21 o4
22 28
23 25

t = 2.15, df. = 42, p<.05

f::t pli::é‘\::c:co tests .coulq have jbecn simply a differential response,
e B dfcz:nie in this experiment could not be an aspect of the
gl m; s cause czac.h sub].cct worked only in one condition
Fhily uifpoﬁrl:muty for him to register differential scoring.
bthcrdcamng,the . qli e likely that. the variables we have manipulated
s i thm}:pthcants bf.or t’hc mtf:rview or the psychology test were
B i e t:rjlu ject’s scoring direction was not related di-
ol Rk ew d_::r post-interview mood of the subject, but
e oy 1:Ercparc ess or to the interview set of the subject.
prima e interview or the psychology test in the minds of

~ the subjects as generated
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~ thus a relevant factor. y the departmental communication was
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CONCLUSION |

The attempts in these studies to test subjects in real life situa- té
tions involving needs that are important to them have been success- 1
ful to the extent that significant relationships betwen situational and ;
subject variables on the one hand and ESP scores on the other have {1
been found. It is apparent from the results that these relationships
fit into the categories already established by the ESP tests that did
not involve similar life situations. As in the laboratory tests with
volunteer subjects, both psi-hitting and psi-missing occurred in these
tests. Some subjects were found to psi-hit and some others to psi-
miss. Also, the same subjects tended to psi-hit in one situation and
psi-miss in another. Thus our assumption that a life situation, what-
ever be its motivational potential, does not of itself guarantee positive
scoring seems to be justified. Enhancing motivation is like increasing
pressure. The direction from which the pressure is released is some-
thing that is likely to be determined by other variables which include
the personality of the subject, the test situation and the subject-ex-
perimenter relationship.

Are we also justified in our assumption that the life situations
of the sort employed in these studies help to produce more consistent
results than is usual with laboratory testing? At this stage the answer
can only be a qualified “yes.” : :

Regarding the relationship between “confident-nervous” rat "’;.‘“‘
by the interviewer and ESP scoring of the subjects, the results have
not been consistent. While the initial study promised a highly signif- 3
icant relauonshlp, statistically, t.he second expenmc_:nt
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pletely failed. We are, however, inclined to think that the lack of
a high degree of consistency in these results is very likely due to the
vagaries of subjective judgment involved in our rating procedures.
We are tempted to recommend that any future study should involve
objective tests of personality such as the MMPI which in our opin-
ion would help in finding more consistent relationships. Our clinical
observation is that the life situation presents a highly promising avenue
for separating hitters and missers in psi tests on the basis of personal-
ity parameters. If these studies have not accomplished this, it is largely
due to the fact that the focus of our interest has been on the situa-
tional variable, viz.,, pre- and post-interview effects on subject’s
scoring. The interview ratings have been only the peripheral interest
and therefore the leads we have obtained have not been intensely
probed. This will have to wait for another study.

Assuming that there is some relationship between the apparent
nervousness of the subject in the interview situation and his ESP
scoring as evidenced in the first two experiments, one may be tempt-
ed to look for its possible reasons. This would enable us to focus on
the relevant variables in future studies.

That the MAS scores did not show any relationship to ESP
scores clearly rules out anxiety as the possible factor. The “nervous”
subjects did not manifest significantly greater anxiety as measured
by the MAS than the “confident” subjects. While discussing the re-
sults in Chapter IV, we suggested that what is involved is a motiva-
tional factor and that the subject who appeared to be nervous was
one who desired admission more intensely than the one who appeared
to be confident. It is not likely that every one intensely desiring ad-
mission manifests nervousness. The apparent nervousness may be a
function of both the intensity of motivation and some other aspect
of the subject’s personality. Therefore, in any future study it is rec-
ommended that a comprehensive personality test with a scale de-
signed to measure subject’s motivation relevant to the life setting be
administered, and the experiment be so designed as to study the in-
teraction of motivation and the personality characteristics of the sub-
jects in relation to their ESP scoring.

The differential scoring between pre- and post-interview tmtmg

has been remarkably consistent. In all three experiments in which
the same subjects were tested before and after the interview, the
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subjects showed a significant tendency to obtain more hits during
the post-interview test than in the pre-interview test. Also, in all three
experiments the difference in the rate of scoring between pre- and
post-interview tests was greater in the first runs than in the second
runs. What is even more satisfying is that we were able to manipulate
the variables in the fourth experiment so as to cause positive scoring
in the pre-interview testing under conditions where the experimenters
are blind to the treatment condition of their subjects. This kind of
consistency is something that we do not frequently encounter in ESP
research.

There have been quite a few instances of individual subjects
consistently performing well over a period of time, such as Pearce
(Rhine, 1935; Rhine and Pratt, 1954),'°%'° Shackleton and Stewart
(Soal and Goldney, 1943, 1944),1°4°° and Stepanek (Ryzl and Pratt,
1962, 1963 ).10%:107,108,109. Byt in experiments involving groups of un-
selected subjects where relationships between ESP and other vari-
ables were sought to be established, multiple replications are lack-
ing except in a very few studies like those of Schmeidler (Schmeid-
ler and McConnell, 1958),**° Anderson and White (1956, 1957,
1958),111,112,118,114.115 55d Kanthamani (1968).

That this consistency of results is necessarily a consequence of
the life situations we employed has yet to be established. The signif-
icant differences obtained by Kanthamani (1968) in the ESP scores
of her subjects with high and low neuroticism scores are equally
consistent and strong. But her subjects were not tested in life situa-
tions. All that one could claim for the present studies, then, is that
they have shown how ESP tests could be built around life situations,
and that testing in life situations could enable one to obtain con-
sistent results.

It should also be pointed out that the rate of scoring in these
experiments is by no means phenomenal. The average run scores in
the pre- and post-interview sessions are 9.26 and 10.81 respectively,

where the MCE is 10. These averages are impressive, but do nc:t i

guarantee that life situations enable superior performance in terms
of better averages. While acknowledging this, we should not £
notice a very significant difference between ESP in the laboratory 2
ESP in life which was not incorporated into these studies.
The difference is in the testing technique employed in
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experiments. It is a routine laboratory technique and does not pro-
vide for spontanecity or a state in which the unconscious could in-
fluence the subject’s response.

There is some evidence leading us to believe that psi is an un-
conscious process. In many of the spontaneous psi experiences the in-
formation seems to manifest in a state of altered consciousness where
the unconscious is more likely to influence behavior (Rhine, 1953).""

“The most significant and revealing characteristic of psi,” wrote
J- B. Rhine (1953),*® “‘is that its operation is entirely unconscious.”
(P. 108). If psi communications are received at the unconscious level,
then, they seem to need a mechanism by which they can find their
way to consciousness. Tyrrell (1947)™*° called them the mediating
vehicles. According to Tyrrell, the mediating vehicles are the tools by
which the unconsciously received ESP is externalized in consciousness.
These mediating vehicles do not seem to be very different from the
mechanisms that manifest in what are now known as altered states
of consciousness. The life situations, as opposed to the laboratory
situation, seem to provide opportunities for an alteration of conscious-
ness to occur.

INR’s experience, which is given in Chapter I, came in the form
of a vision. A number of spontaneous cases are reported to occur in
dream states. As Rao (1966)*° has shown, the four forms of spon-
taneous psi experiences described by L. E. Rhine (1961)™' also
seem to be other types of mediating vehicles. It is likely that, if ESP
information is first obtained at the unconscious level, the forms in
which it manifests may be similar to the ways in which unconscious
impulses, motives and memories find expression in consciousness. Rao
(1968)*** has also shown how ESP may manifest in the form of
experimental errors in a way similar to the slips of the tongue as
interpreted in Freudian psychology.

Generally, in the laboratory situation the subject works in a
normal state of consciousness with no possibility of a mechanism
that would play the role of a mediating vehicle. If distortions occur,
they are likely to manifest in the form of displacements, consistent
missing and the like, which are very different from the symbolic
transformations that are found in hallucinations, apparitions or
dream states. The recent success of the Maimonides team in their
dream-telepathy studies (Ullman and Krippner, 1970)*** may be
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largely due to their effort to employ the facilitative dream state for
the reception of telepathic information.

One could argue that the unconscious psi is under constant sur-
veillance and repression because of a built-in defense mechanism that
protects us from the multitude of mind to mind communications. It
is only occasionally, when the defense is relaxed or when the pres-
sure of the repressed psi event increases, that it thrusts itself into
consciousness in a disguised, symbolic or distorted form. An altered
state of consciousness such as a dream may facilitate the emergence
of unconscious psi information into consciousness. The most signif-
icant aspect of the Maimonides study consists, it would seem, in
bringing the laboratory situation closer to the life situation by allow-
ing (a) for a mediating vehicle (dream) to operate, and (b) for the
ESP to manifest more or less spontaneously. Any volitional effort is
likely to meet with the arousal of the natural defenses against psi.
Therefore, it is believed that future studies involving life situations
would greatly benefit from the incorporation of techniques that
allow for the natural mediating vehicles to operate.

One could justifiably ask, under the circumstances, whether a
technique involving free-response material would not have been more
appropriate than the card guessing technique. This is certainly some-
thing one should keep in mind. It is a belated realization on the part
of this investigator that suitable free-response methods should be em-
ployed for testing in life situations.

Two other suggestive findings that came to light in the course
of these experiments are (1) the differential effect between two lan-
guage words does not occur when the subjects are familiar with both
language words; and (2) even in life situations the experimenter is
an important variable.

The first experiment in which language ESP cards were used
gave no evidence of differential effect between Telugu and English
targets. Also, no sex differences as reported by Rao (1963)™* were
found. In Rao’s studies, while the boys consistently scored more hits
on Telugu targets than on English targets, the girls obtained more
hits on English targets. Of course one would be hesitant to draw any
conclusions from negative results, i.e., results indicating no relation-
ship. But our conclusions can be justified also on the ground that a
couple of other unpublished studies made at the Department of Psy-
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chology and Parapsychology of Andhra University also failed to ob-
tain any evidence of differential response with two language cards
when the subjects were familiar with the two languages.

This finding, which is only incidental to this study, is quite im-
portant for it enables us to speculate on conditions that are neces-
sary for the occurrence of the differential effect. The fact that the
American subjects have consistently scored differentially on the Te-
lugu-English language cards, coupled with the finding that the sub-
jects at Andhra University failed to manifest a similar tendency, clear-
ly suggests the importance of contrast between the two conditions in
the minds of subjects. For the subjects at Andhra who are familiar
with both languages, there could be very little contrast or opposition,
whereas for the American subjects Telugu is a language of the
“exotic”’ East, whose characters are perceived to be very different
from those known to them in other languages. Thus, one could as-
sume that the sharper the contrast between the conditions, the greater
the differential effect.

There are a number of studies in the literature where some ex-
perimenters are found to be more successful in eliciting psi than
others. To mention a few, MacFarland (1938),*° Pratt and Price
(1938),"*® West and Fisk (1953-54)" and Osis and Dean (1964)"*
have reported significant differences in a subject’s scoring with dif-
ferent experimenters. The series of experiments reported here were
not designed to study any experimenter differences. In fact the as-
sumption has been that the heightened motivational involvement of
the subjects working in a significant life situation would render such
other variables as the experimenter less effective. But the results have
indicated that the differential scoring between the pre- and post-
interview tests was more pronounced with one experimenter (BK)
than with the other (PS). Also the decline of the effect from the
first to the second runs is greater with PS than with BK.

To make these points clear, the combined average run scores of
the subjects in the first three experiments, in which the same subjects
were tested before and after the scheduled interview, are given separ-
ately for the two experimenters in Table 33. These results are also
plotted on graphs I to IV to depict the way subjects scored with the two

imenters. Graph I shows an incline in the ESP scores of the
subjects from the first to the second run in the pre-interview session
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and a decline in the ESP scores from the first to the second run in
the post-interview session. Graph II reveals the same tendency with
each of the experimenters.

TasLE 33

Average Run Scores Obtained by BK and PS in Pre- and
Post-Interview Tests of the Three Experiments Combined

Pre-Interview Post-Interview
First Second First Second
Experimenters N Run Run Total Run Run Total
BK 55 8.78 9.56 9.17 11.58 10.85 11.22
PS 26 8.81 10.12 9.45 10.42 9.44 9.94

TOTAL 81 8.79 9.74 9.26 11.21  1041=8810:81

As may be seen from Graph III, the results of the three experi-
ments show that the differential scoring between the first runs of the
pre- and post-interview tests is greater than in the second runs. Graph
IV depicts how the decline of the effect varied somewhat with the
two experimenters. It can also be seen that a greater part of the
difference in the results obtained by the two experimenters is ac-
counted for by the subject’s performance during the second runs. As
far as the first runs are concerned, the difference between the two
experimenters is small.

What is, therefore, interesting is that the effect in the first runs
is quite marked and similar for both the experimenters. It is in the
first runs that the effects of the pre- and post-interview testing are
supposed to be maximal, because it is during that part of the testmg

that the interview set and the set of test preparedness are llke.ly to 57

be more active.
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erential effect,” Rao (1962)*° observed a decline in the difference
between his subjects’ scores on ESP cards and on choice cards.

The decline is interesting for two reasons. First, it fits into the
general pattern of ESP. As it has been pointed out earlier, a number
of investigators observed declines in their ESP data and have come to
regard declines as one of the ways in which psi manifests itself. Sec-
ond, it throws some light on the conditions that may be necessary for
the occurrence of the differential response.

A possible explanation for the decline of the differential response
from the first to the second runs is that the pre-interview set as well
as the post-interview set in the subjects underwent a transformation,
a change or became less effective with the progress of the test. The
subjects got themselves, one could say, more involved with the ESP
task and less concerned with the interview and its outcome. A loosen-
ing of a subject’s mental set from the first to the second run in the
pre-interview period would mean the lessening of the effect of the
thought of the impending interview on his performance. In the post-
interview test, again, it would mean the subject’s failure to sustain the
same set for continued successful performance.

The reason for the greater decline with PS as the experimenter
than with BK may be found in the extent to which the handling of
the subjects by these experimenters had contributed to the loosening
of the subjects’ mental set as they proceeded with the test. It is likely
that BK’s handling of the subjects caused little change in their mental
set or mood whereas the way PS handled her subjects caused loosen-
ing of the set with which they came, as they proceeded with the
ESP test.

Rao’s explanation for the decline of the preferential effect
among his subjects is similar. He (1962)*° argued that the symbolic
meaning associated with the symbols inscribed by the subjects on the
choice cards might have been lost with the progress of the tests. The
subjects’ emotional response to them may have declined. The subjects,
therefore, responded alike to both the ESP cards and the choice cards
after the latter lost their apparent significance. In other words, the
contrast between the two sets of targets, so essential for the differen-
tial response to occur, might have progressively become less sharp
in the subjects’ minds.

Now, the main objective of the series of experiments reported
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here is to explore the differential response between pre- and post-
interview ESP tests in a life setting that is of some prime importance
to the subject. The important finding of these studies is that the
subjects have shown a consistent tendency to psi-miss in the pre-
interview tests and to psi-hit in the post-interview tests. The studies
have also given us some insights into the factors that are possibly
related to the observed tendencies of hitting and missing. What are
these insights? What is their relevance to our understanding of the
nature of ESP in general and the differential effect in particular?

What is it in the pre-interview test that is conceivably related to
subjects’ psi-missing? The possible role of the experimenter is ruled
out by the final study, where the experimenters were blind to the
treatment conditions of the subjects. As discussed in the preceding
chapter, the alternatives are: (1) That the subjects before the inter-
view were in a mood of tension and anxiety relating to the interview,
and (2) that they did not have a set of test preparedness. These two
are not really alternatives in the sense that the subjects had one or
the other. It is likely that they did not have the set of test prepared-
ness and that they were also in a state of tension and anxiety. They
are alternatives in the sense that they are possible explanations to the
psi-missing tendency observed in the pre-interview tests.

The results of the crucial experiment are clear in their im-
plication that the tension hypothesis is not sufficient to explain psi-
missing. The subjects in Group II, as with those in Group I, should
have experienced the same tension about the interview because they
were also directed to come back for the interview after the psy-
chology test. But the results show that the subjects in Group II, un-
like the Group I subjects, tended to psi-hit. The only relevant dif-
ference between Group I and Group II is that the latter came with
a mental set to take the psychology test (a set of test preparedness)
whereas the former came with a set to appear for the interview
(an interview set). Therefore, the set of test preparedness seems to be
necessary for the subjects to score positivly on an ESP test admin-
istered in a life situation.

However, the hypotheses of test preparedness and tension need
not be necessarily considered as alternatives. They may also be re-
garded as complementary. It may be assumed that the subjects who
were called for the interview had come with an “interview set” and
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the interview therefore became primary to them, and that .thc sub-
jects who were called for the psychology test had come with a set
of test preparedness and the psychology test became primary to them.
Those who came with the “interview set” when asked to take a
psychology test could have experienced tension becaqu_: the interf/ic_w
was primary to them and they attached special significance to 1t 1n
their mind. On the contrary, the subjects who came with a set of
test preparedness would have experienced no such tension because to
them the test was primary and not the interview. Thus, it could be
seen that the set of test preparedness has a function of creating a state
of mind conducive to positive scoring, whereas the interview set
arouses tension and anxiety when the subjects are sent for the psy-
chology test before the interview. Tension and anxiety in turn may
lead to psi-missing.

It appears reasonable, therefore, that the set of psychological
preparedness is necessary for positive scoring. The lack of such a
set and the tension and anxiety caused by the interview set may cause
ps-missing. The two contrasting conditions of the differential situa-
tion in these experiments, then, are the two sets, viz., the set of test
preparedness and the interview set.
~ It is an interesting theoretical question whether the differential
effect would manifest only when there are two contrasting conditions
or whether it would also occur in a situation where a condition is
present at one time and absent at another time. Suppose, for instance,
thzt 2 subject manifests a differential response between two observ-
75 by scoring positively when one observer is present and negatively
when the other is present. Would the subject also score negatively
when the first observer is not present or positively when the second
ohmerver is absent? In other words, what is the role of the second
condition in producing a differential response?

In the context of the present study, one may wonder whether
smple abmence of the set of test preparedness would have caused
pﬁ»mfming? ‘T'his question cannot be answered from the data avail-
athe. Yhe life situation utilized in these studies was inextricably bound
with the interview and therefore the interview necessarily became one
oA the comditions, 1t would be worthwhile to pursue this idea further
in future studies because, to the knowledge of this investigator, there
¥ 1 pibdished report in which this question is raised and answered.
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Any knowledge about this would enrich our understanding of the
differential effect.

Why is the differential effect so frequently observed? Is it be-
cause it involves a methodological improvement when we bring to-
gether conditions that contrast so that detectable differences in scor-
ing rate are found? Or is it because it involves an intrinsic aspect
of psi? Rao (1965)** seems to favor the latter hypothesis. If the
differential response is, as Rao contends, a built-in defense mechan-
ism, normally every successful psi-operation would be accompanied
by a missing response and psi would become unreliable and there-
fore fall into disuse. This hypothesis assumes that there is something
like a psi homeostasis in us, a necessity to balance between hitting and
missing. Differential response, as studied in the laboratory, then, in-
volves a design that accounts for both the missing znd hitting re-
sponses and thus maintains the homeostasis.

The alternative hypothesis makes no such assumption. The dif-
ferential response is simply a conjunction of hitting and missing
prompted by two sets of conditions that favor positive and negative
scoring. If this hypothesis is correct, the differential effect would occur
only when the subject is working under two contrasting conditions,
contrasting conditions defined as conditions contributing to psi-hitting
and psi-missing. If, on the contrary, the first hypothesis is correct, the
differential effect would also manifest when one of the conditions
contributes to hitting or missing while the other is a neutral condition,
or simply when the first condition is absent. In this hypothesis, for
instance, the absence of the set of test preparedness should cause
psi-missing whether or not the subject has an interview set.

From the results of our studies, it cannot be said which of the
two hypotheses is justified. The fact that both the interview set and
the set of test preparedness are found to be related to the subject’s
performance favors the “conjunction” hypothesis without ruling out
the “homeostasis” hypothesis.

In summary, then, the main finding of these studies is that the
subject tends to psi-miss in a pre-interview ESP test and psi-hit in the
post-interview test when the interview relates to something important
to him. This differential scoring seems to be related to the interview
set and to the set of test preparedness in the subject’s mind. If the
subject has an interview set when he takes an ESP test, he tends to

[73]




psi-miss. Also, the subject shows a tendency for psi-hitting if he takes
the ESP test with a set of test preparedness in a situation where a
good ESP score is associated with possible success in a significant life
situation.

References

1. McConnNeLL, R. A.: “ESP Resecarch at Three Levels of Method,” Journal

of Parapsychology 30 (1966): 195-207.

HumpHREY, B. M.: “Introversion-Extraversion Ratings in Relation to Scores

in ESP Tests,” Journal of Parapsychology 15 (1951): 252-262.

: “Success in ESP as Related to Form of Response Drawings: I. Clair-

voyance Experiments,’ Journal of Parapsychology 10 (1946): 78-106.

: “Success in ESP as Related to Form of Response Drawings: IL

GESP Experiments,” Journal of Parapsychology 10 (1946); 181-196.

Emweert, L. and SceMEmLER, G. R.: “A Study of Certain Psychological

Factors in Relation to ESP Performance,” Journal of Parapsychology 14

(1950): 53-74.

6. ScmMemLER, G. R.: “Picture-Frustration Ratings and ESP Scores for Sub-
jects who Showed Moderate Annoyance at the ESP Task,” Journal of
Parapsychology 18 (1954): 137-152.

7. ScuErer, W. B.: “Spontaneity as a Factor in ESP,” Journal of Parapsychol-
ogy 12 (1948): 126-147.

8. SmiELDs, E.: “Comparison of Children’s Guessing Ability (ESP) with Per-
sonality Characteristics,” Journal of Parapsychology 26 (1962): 200-210.

9. FreemAN, J. A. and NieLsen, W.: Precognition Score Deviations as Related
to Anxiety Levels,” Journal of Parapsychology 28 (1964) : 239-249.

10. KanTHAMANI, B. K.: “The ESP Subject: An Inquiry into the Personality
Patterns of Psi-Hitters and Psi-Missers,” Unpublished Doctoral Thesis,
Andhra University, 1968.

11. HumpHREY, B. M.: Op. cit., ref. 3.

12. : Op. cit., ref. 4.

13. Rao, K. R.: “ESP and the Manifest Anxiety Scale,” Journal of Parapsy-
chology 29 (1965): 12-18.

14. FreemAN, J. A. and NieLsen, W.: Op. cit., ref. 9.

: Experimental Parapsychology: A Review and Interpretation
(Springfield, Ill.: Charles C Thomas, 1966).

16. Rmine, J. B. and PraTT, J. G.: “A Review of the Pearce-Pratt Distance

Series of ESP Tests,” Journal of Parapsychology 18 (1954): 165-177.

~ 17. Rmng, L. E.: ESP in Life and Lab: Tracing Hidden Channels (New

: York: Macmillan, 1967).

8. Wooprurr, J. L. and Georoe, R. W.: “Experiments in Extrasensory Per-

 ception,” Journal of Parapsychology 1 (1937): 18-30.

ARNER, L. and Raisre, M.: “Telepathy in the Psychophysical Laborato-

,» Journal of Parapsychology 1 (1937): 44-51.

, S. G. and GorpNey, K. M.: “Experiments in Precognitive Telep-

Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research 47 (1943): 21-150.

G.: “The Work of Dr. C. Hilton Rice in Extrasensory Perception,”

L e =




22,

24,
25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34,

35.
36.

37.
38.
39.

41.

42,

43.

45,

47.

Humprrey, B. M. and Nicor, J. F.: “The Feeling of Success in ESP,”
Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research 49 (1955): 3-37.

. Nasm, C. B. and Nasu, C. S.: “Checking Success and the Relationship of

Personality Traits to ESP,” Journal of the American Society for Psychical
Research 52 (1958): 98-107. p
ScEMEDLER, G. R.: “Evidence for Two Kinds of Telepathy,” International
Journal of Parapsychology 3 (1961), No. 3: 5-48. :
FAHLER, J. and Osis, K.: “Checking for Awareness of Hits in a Precogni-
tion Experiment with Hypnotized Subjects,” Journal of the American So-
ciety for Psychical Research 60 (1966): 340-346.

Ruing, L. E.: Op. cit., ref. 17.

RHINE, J. B.: “Special Motivation in Some Exceptional ESP Performances,”
Journal of Parapsychology 28 (1964): 42-50.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 15.

RuiNg, J. B.: Extra-Sensory Perception (Boston: Bruce Humphries, 1964).
Woobrurr, J. L. and Georce, R. W.: Op. cit., ref. 18. S
RuiNe, ]J. B.: “Experiments Bearing on the Precognition Hypothesis,
Journal of Parapsychology 2 (1938): 38-54.

Wooprurr, J. L. and Murpay, G.: “Effect of Incentives on ESP and
Visual Perception,” Journal of Parapsychology 7 (1943): 144-157. 5
Steen, D.: “Success with Complex Targets in a PK Baseball Game,
Journal of Parapsychology 21 (1957): 133-146. ] :
RatTE, R. J.: Comparison of Game and Standard PK Testing Techniques
under Competitive and Noncompetitive conditions,” Journal of Parapsy-
chology 24 (1960): 235-244. R

RATTE, R. J. and Greene, F. M.: “An Exploratory Investigation of PK
in a Game Situation,” Journal of Parapsychology 24 (1960): 159-170.
KANTHAMANI, B. K.: “ESP and Social Stimulus,” Journal of Parapsychol-
ogy 30 (1966): 31-38.

RuINE, J. B.: Op. cit., ref. 27.

SoaL, S. G. and Bateman, F.: Modern Experiments in Telepathy (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1954). 7
SkisiNsky, M.: “A Comparison of Names and Symbols in a Distance ESP
Test,” Journal of Parapsychology 14 (1950): 140-156.

SoaL, S. G. and Gorpney, K. M.: Op. cit.,, ref. 20.

Fisk, G. W. and West, D. J.: “ESP Tests with Erotic Symbols,” Journal
of the Society for Psychical Research 38 (1955-1956) : 1-7. i

. “ESP Test with Erotic Symbols: Corrections and interpretation of
the Results,” Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 38 (1955-1956) :
134-136.

UrLmaAN, M. and KrippNER, S.: Dream Studies and Telepathy. Pmply-
chological Monograph No. 12 (New York: Parapsychology Foundation,
1970). :
Freeman, J. A.: “An ESP Test Involving Emotionally-Toned Objects,”
Journal of Parapsychology 25 (1961): 260-265.

Rao, K. R.: “The Preferential Effect in ESP,” Journal of Parapsychology
26 (1962): 252-259.

: “Studies in the Preferential Effect: II. A Language ESP Test In-
volving Precognition and ‘Intervention,”” Journal of Parapsychology 27
1963: 147-160.

. “Studies in the Preferential Effect: IV. The Role of Key Cards
in Preferential Response Situation,” Journal of Parapsychology 28 (1964):
28-41, 5

[75]




49.
50.
51.

52.

53.

67.
68.
69.

70.
<% 7.
72.
73.

74.
75.

“The Differential Response in Three New Situations,” Journal
of Parapsychology 28 (1964): 81-92.

Moss, T. and Gencererni, J. A.: “ESP Effects Generated by Effective
States,” Journal of Parapsychology 32 (1968): 90-100.

DEAN, E. D.: “Executive Report—You Can Profit by Executive Hunches,”
International Management, March 1966.

MIHALASKY, J.: “Computer Scored Precognition Experiments—Results and
Utilization,” in Eleventh Annual Convention of the Parapsychological As-
sociation (Freiburg, 1968), pp. 144-155.

CasmeEN, M. V. and Ramsever, C. G.: “ESP and the Prediction of Test
itle;ni.zlél Psychology Examinations,” Journal of Parapsychology 34 (1970):
ULLMAN, M.: “The Experimentally-Induced Telepathic Dream—Theo-
retical Implications,” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Re-
search 64 (1970): 358-374.

Rao, K. R.: “The Bidirectionality of Psi,” Journal of Parapsychology 29
(1965): 230-250.

SkIBINSKY, M. A.: Op. cit., ref. 39.

. HALLETT, S. J.: “A Study of the Effect of Conditioning on Multiple-

Aspect ESP Scoring,” Journal of Parapsychology 16 (1952): 204-211.

. CrAuvIN, R.: “ESP and Size of Target Symbols,” Journal of Parapsy-

chology 25 (1961): 185-189.

FrREEMAN, J. A.: Op. cit., ref. 44.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 45.

“Studies in the Preferential Effect: I. Target Preference with

Types of Targets Unknown,” Journal of Parapsychology 27 (1963): 23-32.
: Op. cit., ref. 46.

. SANDERs, M. S.: “A Comparison of Verbal and Written Responses in a

Precognition Experiment,” Journal of Parapsychology 26 (1962): 23-34,

. CasrEr, G. W.: “Effect of Receiver’s Attitude toward the Sender in ESP

Tests,” Journal of Parapsychology 16 (1952): 212-218.
Osis, K. and Pienaar, D. C.: “ESP Over a Distance of Seventy-Five

Hundred Miles,” Journal of Parapsychology 20 (1956): 229-232.

. Freeman, J. A.: “An Experiment in Precognition,” Journal of Parapsychol-

ogy 26 (1962): 123-130.

StaNFOorD, R. G.: “The Differential Effect Revisited: An Interaction of
Personality and ESP Task?” Paper presented at the Thirteenth Annual
Convention of the Parapsychological Association; abstract in Journal of
Parapsychology 34 (1970): 305.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 48.

: Op. cit., ref. 46.

: Op. cit., ref. 48.

SANDERS, M. S.: Op. cit., ref. 62.

FREEMAN, J. A.: Op. cit., ref. 65.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 48.

Stuart, C. E.: “GESP Experiments with the Free Response Method,”
Journal of Parapsychology 10 (1946): 21-35.

CasPEr, G. W.: Op. cit., ref. 63.

Rice, G. E. and TownsenD, J.: “Agent-Percipient Relationship and GESP
Performance,” Journal of Parapsychology 26 (1962): 211-217.

Waxte, R. A. and AncsTapT, J. A.: “Student Preference in a Two-Class
Room GESP Experiment with Two Student-Agents Acting Simultaneously,”

~ Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research 57 (1963): 32-42.

[76]




77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

83.

84,

86.

87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92,
93.

94,
95.
96.
08,

100.

101,

102,
103.
104.
105.

106.

107.
108.
109.
110.
111.

112.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 46.

: Op. cit., ref, 47.

——: Op. cit., ref. 48.

——: Op. cit., ref. 45.

: Op. cit., ref. 60. y
. “Studies in the Preferential Effect: III. The Reversal Effect in
Psi Preference,” Journal of Parapsychology 27 (1963): 242-251.
ScuMemLER, G. R.: “An Experiment on Precognitive Clairvoyance: Part I.
The Main Results,” Journal of Parapsychology 28 (1964): 1-14.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 46. 3
KanTaAMANI, B. K.: “ A Study of the Differential Response in Language
ESP Tests,” Journal of Parapsychology 29 (1965): 27-34. ;

SAILAJA, P.: “Confirmatory Study of the Role of Key Cards in the Lan-
guage ESP Test.” Paper presented at the Eighth Annual Convention of
the Parapsychological Association; abstract in Journal of Parapsychology 29
(1965) : 290-291.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 47.

: Op. cit., ref. 46.

2 0p. ct., ref. 41.

: Op. cit., ref. 48.

SaiLAja, P.: Op. cit., ref. 86.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 46.

TAYLOR, J.: “A Personality Scale of Manifest Anxiety,” Journal of Ab-
normal and Social Psychology 48 (1953): 285-290.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 13.

Freeman, J. A. and NieLsen, W.: Op. cit., ref. 9.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref, 45.

: Op. cit., ref. 60.

——: Op. cit., ref. 82.

; Op. cit., ref. 48.

: Op. cit., ref. 15. -
Tart, C. T.: “Card Guessing Tests: Learning Paradigm or Extinction
Paradigm,” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research 60
(1966) : 46-55. 4

RuINE, J. B.: Extra-Sensory Perception (Boston: Bruce Humphries, 1935).
RuiNg, J. B. and Pratr, J. G.: Op. cit., ref. 16.

SoaL, S. G. and GoLpney, K. M.: Op. cit., ref. 20. ;

: “Precognitive Telepathy: Comments and Developments,” Journal
of Parapsychology 8 (1944): 158-164. :
RyzL, M. and Pratt, J. G.: “Confirmation of ESP Performance in a
Hypnotically Prepared Subject,” Journal of Parapsychology 26 (1962) : 237-
243,

. “A Further Confirmation of Stabilized ESP Performance in a
Selected Subject,” Journal of Parapsychology 27 (1963): 73-83.

: “A Repeated-Calling ESP Test with Sealed Cards,” Journal of
Parapsychology 27 (1963): 161-174.

: “The Focusing of ESP upon Particular Targets,” Journal of Para-
psychology 27 (1963): 227-241. v
ScuMEIDLER, G. R. and McConnNELL, R. A.: ESP and Personality Patterns
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1958). : . .
ANDERsON, M. and WaiTE, R. A.: “Teacher-Pupil Attitudes and Clair-
voyance Test Results,” Journal of Parapsychology 20 (19?6): 141-157. i

. “A Further Investigation of Teacher-Pupil Attitudes and Clair-
voyance Test Results,” Journal of Parapsychology 21 (1957): 81-97.

[77]




113,

114.
115.

116.
117.

118.
119.

120.

121.
122.

123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.

130.
131.

: “ESP Score Level in Relation to Students’ Attitude toward Teach-
er-Agents Acting Simultaneously,” Journal of Parapsychology 22 (1958):
20-28.

: “The Relationship between Changes in Student Attitude and
ESP Scoring,” Journal of Parapsychology 22 (1958): 167-174.

: “A Survey of Work on ESP and Teacher-Pupil Attitudes,” Journal
of Parapsychology 22 (1958): 246-268.

KanTHAMANI, B. K.: Op. cit., ref. 10.

RuNe, L. E.: “Subjective Forms of Spontaneous Psi Experience,” Journal
of Parapsychology 17 (1953): 77-114.

RuINE, J. B.: New World of the Mind (New York: Sloane, 1953).
TyrrReLL, G. N. M.: “The Modus Operandi of Paranormal Cognition,”
Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research 48 (1947): 65-120.
Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 15.

RHuINE, L. E.: Hidden Channels of the Mind (New York: Sloane, 1961).
Rao, K. R.: “Spontaneous ESP in Laboratory Tests: The Error Phenom-
enon,” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research 62 (1968):
63-72.

UrLmAN, M. and KripPNER, S.: Op. cit., ref. 43.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 46.

MACFARLAND, J. D.: “Discrimination Shown between Experimenters by
Subjects,” Journal of Parapsychology 2 (1938): 160-170.

PratT, J. G. and Price, M. M.: “The Experimenter-Subject Relationship
in Tests for ESP,” Journal of Parapsychology 2 (1938): 84-94.

WesT, D. J. and Fisx, G. W.: “A Dual Experiment with Clock Cards,”
Journal of the Society for Psychical Research 37 (1953-1954): 185-189.
Osis, K. and Dean, E. D.: “The Effect of Experimenter Differences and
Subjects’ Belief Level upon ESP Scores,” Journal of the American Society
for Psychical Research 58 (1964): 158-185.

Rao, K. R.: Op. cit., ref. 45.

: Op. cit., ref. 45.

: Op. cit., ref. 54.

- e -
Py

13

!

,.'A‘

T e

N

i

R

P —
e VN
WA RN




No.

No.

No.

10.

i

12.

PARAPSYCHOLOGICAL MONOGRAPHS

A Review of Published Research on the Rela
of Some Personality Variables to ESP Scoring Level,
Gordon L. Mangan. 62 pages. $1.75.

ESP in Relation to Rorschach Test Evaluation, by ol
Gertrude Schmeidler. 89 pages. $1.75. i, 2o

0
ey

Deathbed Observations by Physicians and Nur
Karlis Osis. 113 pages. $1.75. PV

New Directions in Parapsychological Research, by Jose
H. Rush. 61 pages. $1.75. 2 _

ESP Experiments with LSD 25 and Psilocyb
Roberto Cavanna and Emilio Servadio. 123 pag
Toward a New Philosophical Basis for Para Sy«
Phenomena, by Hornell Hart. 68 pages. $1.

Psychophysical Elements in Parapsychologi
by A. Tanagras. 151 pages. $3.00. iR

2 d=

Paranormal Phenomena, Science, and 1
by C. J. Ducasse. 63 pages. $1.75.

Toward a General Theory of the !
Lawrence LeShan. 112 pages. $3.00

On the Evaluation of Verbal M
by J. G. Pratt. 78 pages. $2.00
Mind, Matter, and Gravit:
72 pages. $3.00.

Dream Studies and T
Stanley Krippner. *



