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IN THE EYE OF THE BEHOLDER
FURTHER RESEARCH ON THE “CHECKER EFFECT”

By DeEBrRA H. WEINER AND NANCY L. ZINGRONE

ABSTRACT: In 1968, Feather and Brier reported the “‘checker effect,” which is
the apparently psi-mediated effects associated with the person who scores
(“checks”) precognition data and which is consistent with the observational theo-
ries (OT) holding that those who observe the call-to-target match in an ESP exper-
iment can influence the outcome of that match. In a previous two-series conceptual
replication of the Feather-Brier research, we obtained results that largely con-
firmed their findings and supported the OT interpretation of the effect. The pres-
ent paper continues this work with two new series.

Series III, an attempted replication of Series II, did not confirm our previous
findings, but we found, post hoc, an interaction between run condition and obser-
vational context of checking; this interaction remained significant even when cor-
rected for selection (p = .0021). Series IV was designed to simultaneously replicate
Series II and test an OT hypothesis regarding the unexpected result in Series III.
Series IV replicated Series II: outcomes were influenced by the checker, and this
influence depended on the conditions under which call-to-target matches were ob-
served. The hypothesis regarding Series III's interaction result could not be con-
firmed because the interaction did not recur.

In this paper, we consider the possibility of various artifacts and reject it. We
argue that the results best support an observational model of the checker effect.
We also discuss two trends (psi-missing in data not checked by the test administra-
tor and significantly low variance in data checked under certain observational con-
ditions) as well as implications for the role of observation.

In a previous paper (Weiner & Zingrone, 1986), we reported the
results of a two-series conceptual replication of Feather and Brier’s
(1968) research on “the checker effect,” which is based on the hy-
pothesis that the person who “checks” precognition guesses against
targets may play some role in how the results turn out, a role not
explained by checking errors or other normal mechanisms. In that
same report we showed how the checker effect is consistent with the
“observational theories” (OT) of Schmidt (1975) and Walker (1975),
and we presented results supporting the observational interpreta-
tion. Here we present a continuation of that work.

The authors wish to thank Ms. Vicki Newsome and Dr. Paul Brandes and their
students, as well as the students of Sanderson High School gifted and talented pro-
gram, for their participation, Thanks also go to Linda Ironside, Linda Vann, and
Michelle Davis, who served as assistants during various portions of this work.
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TABLE 2
RESULTS OF PRIMARY PREDICTIONS, SERIES IV

Source AN df MS F
Not blind:

Checker 5.11 1 5.11 1.26

Prediction 0.02 1 0.02 <1

CxP 21.84 1 21.84 5.4]1*
Blind (B2):

Checker 11.00 1 11.00 2.72

Prediction 5.82 1 5.82 1.44

CxP 0 1 0 0
CxPxB 10.92 1 10.92 2.70
Error 484.54 120 4.04

*p < .025.

Results

Primary Predictions

Prediction 1. As predicted, the C x P interaction was significant in
the not-blind data (F [1,120] = 5.41, p < .025) and was not significant
in the blind (B2) data (F [1,120] = 0.00);” however, the C X P X B
interaction was not significant (F [1,120] = 2.70, p = .103). (See Table
2.) As she had attempted to do, N.L.Z. obtained higher scores in her
not-blind no than her yes runs (¢ [20] = 1.88), marginally significant
by a two-tailed test (p = .075, two-tailed). D.H.W. obtained nonsignifi-
cantly higher scores in her not-blind yes vs. no runs (¢ [20] = 1.32).

Prediction 2. The checker main effect in the not-blind data was not
significant (F [1,120] = 1.26).

Secondary Predictions

Prediction 1. The P X B interaction was not significant (F [1, 120] <
1).

Prediction 2. The C X P interaction was not significant either overall
(F [1,120] < 1) or in the data comparable to Series II (F [1,120] =
2.70, p = .103).

” For completeness, we report that the C X P interaction in the B1 condition was
also nonsignificant: F (1,120) < 1.
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