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checked the other half. Although the division of subjects had been
arbitrary, the outcomes of the two sets of data had differed signifi-
cantly. Intrigued, Feather and Brier (1968) tested whether this was
related to subjects’ conscious expectations or unconscious precogni-
tion of who the checker would be.

In their pilot series, Feather gave a four-run precognition test to
each student of a parapsychology course she was teaching. Appar-
ently in an effort to assess simultaneously the subjects’ conscious ex-
pectations and their ability to precognize the checker, she also asked
them to predict which two runs would be checked by her and which
two by an unnamed colleague (Brier). Later, Feather and Brier used
digits from a random number table to determine which of them
would be the checker for each run and what the sequence of targets
would be." In a confirmatory series, they switched roles: Brier was
the test administrator and Feather the anonymous colleague.

The same result was observed for both series. There was a sig-
nificant difference between the runs predicted for the test admin-
istrator and the runs predicted for the colleague, but only in the data
actually checked by the test administrator (pilot: CR, = 2.2, p < .03,
two-tailed; confirmatory: CR, = 2.08, p < .02, one-tailed). No such
difference was found for data checked by the colleague.

This result is not an artifact of checking errors. Although their
published report does not state whether the data were double-
checked, Feather has confirmed that double-checking was standard
procedure at the Institute and had been carried out (S. R. Feather,
personal communication, July 19, 1984).

The intriguing aspect of these results is that they depend not
just on who the subjects thought would check their runs but also on
who, in fact, did check the runs. If the results had been just an effect
of the subjects’ expectation to perform better on the runs they
thought the test administrator would check, subjects would have
scored higher on these runs no matter who checked the data. Fur-
thermore, these results cannot be explained by a simple precogni-
tion hypothesis that correctly predicting the checker (whether it be

' Feather and Brier stated that they used “the standard method” (p. 169) for ob-
taining an entry point into the random number table to select these digits but did
not describe this method. Morris (1968) described in detail the standard method used
at the Institute for Parapsychology at the time, and we based our procedure on his
description. That Morris’s method is the same as Feather and Brier's is supported by
Freeman (1968), another researcher working at the Institute at the time, who also
referred to the “standard procedure” (p. 178) and who cited Rhine and Pratt (1957).
The comparison of Rhine and Pratt's method (pp. 162-163) with Morris's shows
them to be the same in essential aspects.
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Figure 1. Results of Series I showing the difference in scoring depending on who
the checker was.

obtained nearly identical mean scores for runs predicted for her
and runs predicted for the anonymous checker (.36 and .35, re-
spectively). Neither of these means differed significantly from
chance. (See Figure 1.)

It may seem strange that although the magnitude of the z score
for runs checked by NLZ was higher than that for runs checked by
DHW (.36 vs. .30, respectively), the latter mean was significantly dif-
ferent from chance whereas the former was not. This occurred be-
cause of unusually low variance among DHW’s scores. The variance
of these scores around their own mean was 0.576 when the ex-
pected variance is 1.00. Comparing these values (Hays, 1973) shows
that the variance was significantly small: x*(29) = 10.30, p < .01,
two-tailed. We will not speculate on this other than to note that low
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