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INTRODUCTION

Although the origins of parapsychology lie in spontaneous paranormal experiences and in the activities of
mediums and healers, parapsychology has developed mainly into an experimental field of research aimed at
understanding and controlling the assumed paranormal process. Psychics offer their help to clients for solving various
problems, for instance to trace missing persons. They claim that their advice is based on paranormal impressions. Such
impressions would coniain information which at the time is not known to the persons concerned. Psychic healers
attempt to cure people from complainis and diseases, also apparently by paranormal means,

For scientists who are interested in finding explanations for human behavior and achievements it makes sense
to make a strict distinction between what people do or experience and the verbal explanations they themselves offer for
these activities or experiences. If no additional evidence is given, then thal explanation is at best to be considered as an
hypothesis, based on the subjective insights of the person. In fact, very ofien there is no relationship at all between the
behavior and the explanation, except that the same person is responsible for both.

Past studies on psychics and healers nearly all follow the same iendency; a focus on the assumed paranormai
character instead of on studying what psychics and healers do and accomplish. Hence important questions have been
somewhat neglected, questions like how effective psychics and healers are, what factors are important in their
achievements, and what these data suggest as to the most promising explanations.

Research with psychics dates back to the last century. Apart from a few recent exceptions, all studies were
aimed at establishing the assumed paranormal character of the psychics' impressions. For lack of proper statistical
methods this was initially done based on a more or less subjective evaluation of the material. The development of
quantitative methods 1o evaluate verbal statements from psychics only started in the 1930s. Considering the complexity
of the problem it is not surprising that it took many years before proper statistical evaluation methods became available.

The main advantage of experimental research is that in principle the activities of the psychic are under control
and that all statements and verbal interactions can be recorded. Even then it is often not easy to assess the value of the
statements. When a client interacts with a psychic and comments on the psychic's statements these comments can
provide additional information which should be taken into account when evaluating subscquent statements. For
quantitative analysis this constitutes such a problem that as a rule in experiments such comments, the feedback, are
excluded. Therefore these experimental studies are not entirely representative for the conditions under which a psychic
normally works.

The aim of a quantitative evaluation of the statements of a psychic is to establish whether these statements are
more often correct than expected by chance. Although a quantitative evaluation is the best way to obtain an objective
assessment of the value of the psychic's impressions, it provides only a limited view on the data. A qualitative analysis,
based on a subjective interpretation of the material, might often be more meaningful. Relationships, for instance of an
emotional nature, between apparently unrelated statements can provide a very apt characterization of the target person
or of the situation, but might not lend themselves well to an objective quantitative anatysis. However, a significant
outcome of a quantitative analysis can be considered as a requirement which has 1o be fulfilled before a qualitative
analysis is allowed. Thus only after it has been demonstrated quantitatively that the statements are especially applicable
to the target person does further interpreiation in a qualitative and psychological sense seem warranted.

We know now that this approach suffers from many sources of error. An important one concerns the fact that
persons who believe that they were the target person about whom the psychic made the staternents are inclined to agree
with the statements, whereas persons who know that they serve as control persons are inclined to deny the correctness
of the statements. A method which eliminates this bias in judgement was first applied by J. G. Pratt (1936). He asked
the psychic Mrs. Garrett to give her impressions about a target person whom she did not meet and who stayed in an
adjacent room. Fifteen sessions were held, each with a different target person. Pratt, who did not know the relationship
between sessions and target person, transformed the medium's verbal impressions of all sessions into separate
statements. Then he requested all target persons to evaluate each statement on applicability to their own situation. Thus
none of the subjects could know which statements were intended for them and which for the others.

In addition, a number of other psychological processes contribute to the apparent success of a sitting. These
are:

¢ In general the psychic conirols the encounter to a much larger extent than the client might be aware of, thus mainly
sclecting topics he feels comfortable with.

e Many topics for readings concern basic needs or fears that almost all people experience. General statements in
these areas which create belief or self-assurance are often considered as correct and as very applicable to the client's
situation.



¢  The appearance of the client tells the psychic a lot about the person.

¢ Clients might not be aware of their non-verbal reactions 1o statements on topics which are highly emotional for
them. The psychic might not be aware that he or she processes such non-verbal feedback.

e There is the previously mentioned tendency of clients to rate statements as correct by actively searching for a
match, not only becausc they want the session to succeed but also because of the common tendency to avoid
disagreements and dissonance.

s People tend to attach more value and to better remember correct statements than they remember the neutral or
incorrect ones. This holds especially in the case where a search process finally yields a satisfactory interpretation. The
search process itself and the initial false interpretations are quickly forgotten.

e People are poor at estimating probabilities and might underestimate the probability of the correctness of statements,
especially in the case of statements of a general nature.

e A tendency exists 1o atiribute a paranormat character to all statements made in the paranormal phase of the sitting,
even simple ones to which in a normal conversation no importance would be attached.

¢ (Clients might strongly underestimate the experience psychics have. Clients tend to assume that when a psychic tries
to obtain paranormal impressions normal psychological processes, like the effect of experience, are excluded.

¢ To aclient his or her own problems and situation are unique. But that does not apply to the psychic. Most questions
and problems they are confronted with are rather common.

e An interaction is an active process from which only those elements will be remembered which are of special
importance. For the client these are in the first place the impressions of the psychic. Hence clients are inclined to
underestimate their own contribution to the interaction, and the comments and feedback they provided.

ESP by “psychometry”™

The term “psychometry” describes a type of anomalous cognition (or extrasensory perception, ESP) which
permits a psychic or sensitive to receive impressions using a physical object as inductor or instrument to express the
information perceived, in contrast to other forms of ESP communication which are more questionable, such as the
“psychic reading” face to face (of a consultant) or through control spirits (spiritualist medium). A number of articles has
been written reviewing the varieties of extrasensory communication (Bentley, 1961; Rogo, 1974; Somogyi, 1978).

The term was coined in 1842 by Dr. J Rhodes Buchanan, Dean of the Eclectic Faculty of Medicine of
Covington, Kentucky. Around 1860 professor William Denton, of Boston University, reported about psychometry tests
performed by his sister, Mrs. Ana Cridge (Denton, 1863). F.W.H. Myers, one of the founders of the Society for
Psychical Research (London), wrote in his monumental work The Human Personality (Myers, 1903) that “the objects
that have been in contact with organisms preserve traces of them, and sometimes it seems like the inorganic nature
could become luminiscent, so to speak, with the long history of its past.”

References to influences originating in objects can be found in the work of Mrs. Sidgwick discussing
Hodgson’s reports on séances with Mrs, Piper: The longest and more methodic studies carried out employing
psychometry were performed by Dr. Gustavo Pagenstecher, of Mexico city, with Mrs. Maria Reyes de Zierold
{Pagensiecher, 1920, 1922, 1924, 1928; Roli, 1967), whose results were so impressive that Walter Franklin Prince,
president of the American Society for Psychical Research visited México and published some additional reports on the
subject (Prince, 1920, 1921, 1922). Dr. J. Hetiinger received his degree of doctor in philosophy, at the University of
London, for his experiments described in his book The Ultra Perceptive Faculty (Hettinger, 1940), but criticized by
Scott (1949). Cases are described in which the author participated either as a consultant in mediumistic sessions, or as a
cooperator who provided the hidden objects for three psychometry tests taht were performed while he himself was at
1,400 miles of distance.

About 40 reports on quantitatively evaluated studies with psychics were found by us, but the studies involved
vary drastically in size. They range from the evaluation of one session to studies involving many years and hundreds of
sessions with psychics. Some of therse studies include the psychological exploration of the gifted subjects, for example,
the case of Gerard Croiset (Attevelt, 1957, Bender, 1981), Eileen Garret (Helbert, 1937), Carol Ann Liaros (Dean,
1972), Warren Elliot (Saltmarsh, 1929), Francis Campbell (Helbert, 1937), Douglas Johnson (Roll, 1969), Caroline
Chapman (Schmeidier, 1958), Peter Hurkos (Tart & Smith, 1968), Ronaldo Warburton (Musso, 1354), Maria Amanda
Ravagnan (Ferndndez, 1963), Eric C. Luck (Canavesio, 1948), and the investigation of the statements by psychics
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and/or mediums and their strategies to get success (Andrews, 1994; Berendt, 1977; Boerenkamp & Schouten, 1983:
Bozzane, 1926; Burdick & Roll, 1971a, 1971b, Damgaard, 1972; Dean, 1972, Ellis, 18399, Fardwell, s/d; Findlater.
1932; Greville, 1949; Grumbine, 1910; Jaegers. 1979; Lopez Gomez, s/d, Mac Robert, 1954; Macterlinck, 1922;
Mayne, 1971; Nash, 1960; Osis, 1966; Pratt, 1936, 1969; Pratt & Birge, 1948; Roll, 1971; Roll e a/, 1971, 1973; Roll
& Tart, 1965; Rhine, 1934a, 1934b; Roll, 1971; Roll & Burdick, 1969; Sievensen, 1967, 1968; Tart, 1969; Thomas,
1937; Verner, s/d).

Hans Bender in Germany became intercsted in the problem of the evaluation of psychics because of the
achievements of the Dutch psychic G.Croiset. Croiset attained quite a reputation, among other reasons because of his
occasional successes in tracing missing persons. Bender obtained the cooperation of Croiset and started a series of
exploratory studies. One of these exploratory studies was the so-called Pirmasens series, in which Croiset made
predictions about the person who would occupy a certain chair in a future leciure on parapsychology in Pirmasens.
Bender was quite impressed by the subjectively evaluated results. He was amazed, as he expressed it himself, but, as he
often stated, what was needed was a statistical assessment (Bender, 1957, 1984; Timn, 1984). Since these “chair tests”
appeared to tend themselves well to quantitative evaluation, a series of experiments was started all involving chair tests.
In a chair test the psychic makes statemenis about an unknown target person who in a future meeting will occupy a
certain chair. Croiset made his statements in Holland, the meetings were held in Germany. A random procedure was
applied to assign participants in the meeting to chairs.

These series of experiments turned out 10 be a continuous story of detecting and eliminating sources of error
and of improving the statistical tools for analyzing the verbal material. The latter task was handled by the statistician U.
Timm. In the period 1955 to 1966, 16 tests were carried out (Timm, 1965, 1966). Six of these tests vielded a positive
significant cffect; the significance of two tests is disputable (the significance disappeared depending on the type of
controls applied) and eight tesis yielded a clearly non-significant result. The overall conclusion was that Croiset's
achievements were impressive enough to assume a non-chance effect on the data but that his contributions in terms of
generating information about the target person were rather weak. In other words, even if one assumes a paranormal
element the information he provided about the unknown target person appeared to have little value.

An original solution to solve the problem of the unreliable judgement of the correctness of statements by
subjects was provided by Douglas Dean (1972). He also used precognitive statements, €.g. statements made by the
psychic about future events but, unlike Bender, Dean asked subjects to formulate questions about unknown future
events in their life, which were expecied to take place within 12 weeks, in such a way that they could be answered with
yes or no. For instance, someone out of work looking for a job might ask: “Will [ have a Job on the day 12 weeks from
now?"” The psychic provided answers to all these questions (in total 285 provided by 94 subjects) based on her
paranormal impressions. Dean also asked the subjects themselves to guess the answers. Then afier the 12 weeks had
elapsed subjects again provided the answers, but this time based on the factual situation.

Although the results cannot be evaluated assuming a p= 0.5 probability for each answer to be correct. it is
possible to compare the psychic's predictions with those made by the subjects themselves. It turned out that the
predictions of the psychic did not correlate with those of the subjects. Although one would expect the subjects, who are
most familiar with their own situation, to be better able to predict their future that appeared not to be the case. The
psychic won that contest and obtained a higher score on a number of correct predictions. This in itself does not prove
precognition, but it demonstrates why it is not surprising that there are people who become impressed by what psychics
achieve.

We developed a research project 1o explore the principal psychological and parapsychological characteristics
of those people who say to have extrasensorial abilities (Group A), people who have had spontancous exirasensory
experiences (Group B), and persons who believe aithough they had not had those experiences (Group C). The
observation, measurement, and regisiry of the psychological characteristics, independently of his/her hits by ESP,
would give us equally valuable information as that obtained from the parapsychological evaluation. Investigation
methodology consisted of an Admission interview, a psychological evaluation which included Sixieen Personality
Factors, Dissociative Experiences Scale, Eysenck Personality Questionnaire, Anomalous/Paranormal Experiences
Scale, and Paranormal Beliefs Scale, and a parapsychological evaluation, which included four parapsychological tests.
Two ESP tests using objects-target was used, one of them called free-response test to get statements of each human-
target and the other one in order to assess anatomical characteristics. Two ESP tests was performed, one of them using
name and surname and the other one without using human-target. The purpose of a quantitative evaluation of the
psychics’ statements is to establish if these statements are more accurate than expected by chance when compared to
other two groups {non-psychics claimants).

ESP Stages and Psychometry

Psychometry there are three stages: (a) Reception, (b) Information, and (c) Interpretation. Reception is process
by which the psychic captures the information of object-target. Information is process by which Information enters is
acknowledgable by conscious (“psi data”), in the form of perception, impression or sensation (visual, emotional or
seldom, auditive), or by psychophysiological records (body temperature, cardiac rthythm and/or respiratory changes, or
“motor automatisms”, etc.). Interpretation is process by which psychic him/herself or another independent judge,
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analizes such data, often under symbolic way, aiming at discovering a sensc or a meaning, for example, the latent
content occult behind the manifested, ike dreams imagery.

Reception. 1t is process by which psychic apprehens psi-data from his/her objectl-target. Psychic usually requires some
mean, or detonator, that allows him/her to link —via paranormal- to object-target. Some of them need to “touch” some
object that has been in the possession or in contact of the person of whom information is looked for. Other people
employ only person-target’s name, or histher image (e.g. photography), or client “think of the person.”

Information. It is process by which psi-data enters consciousness and is transformed in “knowledge,” in representable
datum. Three types of representations is feasable to be clustered: (1) conscious represcntations, (2} unconscious
representations, and (3) mixed representations.

1. Conscious representation. Usually it occur by means of images or by intuition. /ntuition must be understood as
ideas not necessarily accompanied by representations nor previous reasoning. Visual representations (mental
images), auditory (also known as clairaudience) or other sensorial modalities, olfactory, gustative, tactile or
kinesthetic (sensations of walking, swimming, floating) allow a psychic to “see,” “hear,” and also “touch” or
“taste” object-target, although these last ones are less frequent.

Psychic may also experiment emotional representations (sadness or joy), which sometimes correspond
to the emotional state of the person-target. Psychic can also feel physical pain, or sensations of malaise, for
instance, of an illness. Often such mental representations occur in “hallucinatory” form for the psychic,
however such hallucinations must be understood not like a symptom of mental disease, but like representations
experimented without target sensorial stimulus, neatly like not-proper, and which provide information as
objcctive as possible about the object or person target.

The representations of intuitive type are not accompanied by visual representations. These appear as
ideas. spontaneous “knowing,” characterized by a clear “certitude or hit sensation,” that enter the mind of the
subject. These representations ofien occur with certain affective charge, pleasurable or not pleasurable.
Frequent examples of an intuitive pleasurable representation is the spontaneous “impression” that somebody is
going to meet a person with whom he/she does not have frequent contact and this occurs in a few minutes, or
communicaics by phone during the day. In the case of an intuitive non-pleasurable representation, this presents
itself in the form of “presentiments,” like spontancous premonitions, the psychic feels that something bad is
going to happen, without being able to specify what, or expericnces a state of anxiety apparently without a
cause, without conscious motivation, nor reason, and in a few days a disgrace happens (or he finds out of a
disgrace he did not know about which affects him) which confirms his presentiment.

2. Non-conscious representations. Reception process also occurs by means of automatisms or body temperature,
cardiac rhythm and/or respiratory changes. They are distinguished from the conscious ones because they do
not access consciousness directly, but he is changed into an automaton: he/she writes, speaks, or makes other
movements involuniarily, sometimes in a state of complete unconsciusness, sometimes observing his own
actions as a mere speclator,

Ancient times and even including our days, dowsers hold in their hands a fork or branch so that when
they detect walter channels their hands make unconscious movements, and the tension rod experiences an
abrupt, shaking downwards, showing the finding.

Their successors, the radiesthesists, hold between their fingers a pendulum, which amplifies the arms
unconscious movements, which then can be perceived by the subject or by whoever is observing him/her. With
some practice, radiesthesist learns how to interpret movements. Some radiesthesists, for instance, using a
pendulum, mentaily go over the various organs of a person and know, by pendulum movements, organ
localized lesion.

Mediums spiritualist procedures, such three-legged table when is displaced by unawareness
movements by medium, or cup movements (c.g. ouija board game) may be ways to channel psi information.
Mediums whe talk, or write establish “communications” often are only expressions of unconscious
elaborations, without necessarily being psi activity. Recent studies also sugest that it is possible to be aware
about future events (pre-response by ESP), Some psychics find psychophysiological alterations as indicators of
ESP activity that do not go through conscious activity.

3. Mixed representations. Some psyshics have a certain degree of specialization, who present various ways of
ESP expression. The form of this reception arrive to consciousness to be transformed into perception
(information) it is multiple, can function via automatic movements, visual and/or intnitive representation at
same time.



Interpretation. It is the process by which the information is often presented in symbolic or allegoric way. The
psychoanalitic setting has developed dreams symbolism interpretation, and other psychodynamics mechanisms, like
failed acts (/apsus linguae, lapsus calami, forgettings, etc.) and neurotic symptoms. One of the most valuable help the
psi researchers can provide to initiated psychic, is to get representations interpretation so that understand the
representations meaning (auditory, visual or motor).

Psyvchometry is a ESP type that has been called retrocognition, or, aithough less used pragmatic crypiesthesia
(proposed by Richet, 1923). Psychometry and precognition usually imply the factor time (events past/future). ESP isa
anomalous cognition system for psi-detection.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

1. Participants. One hundred fifty seven candidates were individually interviewed. One hundred twelve took part
at this study as sample (75 [67%) females and 37 [3%)] males. Age range 18-78; Mean= 46.48; SD= 14.05).

TaBLE 1
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

(N=112)
EpucaTioN (Highest Level) N (%)
Grade School 11 (9.8)
High School 48 (42.9)
Third School 29 (25.9)
Post-graduate 24 (21.4)
RELIGION
Catholic 85(75.9)
Non-denominational 9(8.0)
Non-denominational Christian 9 (3.0)
Eastern philosophy 4(3.6)
Agnostic 2(1.8)
Protestant 2(1.8)
Jewish 19
MARITAL STATUS
Single 32 (28.6)
Married 48 (42.9)
Divorced 19 (17.0)
Widowed 13 (11.6)
OCCUPATION
Business 11(9.8)
Professional (Bach. Degree) 11 (9.8)
Professional (Advanced degree) 10 (3.9)
Employee 36 (32.1)
Student 8(7.1)
Homewife 13 (11.6)
Technical 7(6.3)
Retired 16 (14.3)
SPIRITUALITY FEELINGS
I am not spiritual 2(1.8)
I am a little spiritual 7(6.3)
I am moderately spiritual 28 (25.0)
I am very spiritual 74 (66.1)
1 am extremely spiritual 1{9

2. Procedure. The Institute of Paranormal Psychology (IPP) is a clinical, educational and experimental research
center. Almost the majority of the participants were recruited by mailing announce (pamphlets) through IPP
mailing list. The pamphlet offered a brief explanation of psychometry and encouraged to interview us in order
to gain more information about technique and visit us. An electronic version of the announcement was also
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placed in the internet (www.alipsi.com.ar/videntes.htm). Also by means of announcemenis in newpapers and
magazines (mainly focused on paranormal topics), interviews in magazines and periodicals distributed in the
area of the City of Buenos Aires, radios and TV. All those interested in participating as volunteers got in touch
by phone, e-mail or by letter (0 request an admission interview.

Subjects received an information pack at the Admission interview., A psi previous experience
questionnaire designed by us and general information on research program was also delivered. AP and JCA
engaged in conversation each candidate describing the raticnaie and background of the psychometry research
program. A registry of the main characteristics of all the persons participating in the project was be
administered bv us. We conduced a session series consisted of three parts: (1) Admission interview, (2)
Psychological evaluation, and (3) Parapsychological evaluation.

3. Admission Inferview. It consisted of one interview to evaluate the biography of the candidate, such as previous
psi experiences, and socio-cultural environment. One hundred fifty seven people were interviewed by us. The
sample will be divided into three sub-samples or groups:

People who allege to possess extrasensory abilities and who say they can use their extrasensory impressions at will,
such as psychic claimants, sensitives, seers, or medinms.

People who manifest 10 have had at least one spontaneous extrasensory experience, or had the experience
frequently, but mainly, without practicing any strategy, or who do not work as psychics claimants.

People who manifest not to have had any previous psi experience.

4. Research Program . Twelve free-of-charge workshops were conducted by us (AP and JCA) at the Institute of
Paranormal Psychology during two vears (April 2001-November 2002). The general aim was to share psi or
no-psi experiences and to be tested through parapsychological and psychological tests. Workshops were
attended by five to forteen participants each. Each group was coordinated by us. Each enccunter took two
hours. The groups activity included seven encounters, as follow:

First encounter: All those interested had to attend one talk or personal interview before participation in the
workshops. During each talk, both experimeniers inform about parapsychology, the history of the psychical
research, and the play of the psychic claims. Once the group was initiated, it did not received any new members.

Second encounter; A ESP test called “free-response ESP test (no-object)” to compare the “token-object” technique
effect vs. GESP technique was designed. Also, three psychological tests Eysenck Personality Inventory, Sixteen
Personality Factors, Paranormal/Anomalous Fxperiences Inventory, and Paranormal Beliefs Scale were
administrated.

Third encounter: A ESP test called “ESP-name test with personality profiles” to test ESP ability using names of
human-iargets was designed. Also, in order to measure the Jevel of hypnotic susceptibility, the Harvard Group
Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility was administrated.

Fourth and Fifth encounter. A ESP test called “Free-response ESP test” in order to explore the “token-object”
effect was performed during two encounters, due 1o the fact that this ESP test took more time for each encounter.
Two encounters were necessary to complete the test,

Sixth encounter. A ESP test called “Forced choise-response ESP test with an object” in order to explore the “token-
object” effect was conducted to explore the anatomical or physical characteristics (sex, age, weight, and height) of
each human-target touching the object.

Seventh encounter: This is the closing meeting of the workshop and return of the psychological and
parapsychological tests.

3. Extrasensorial Belief, Experience and Ability Questionnaire. It is a 17-item self-report questionnaire which
was designed by us to divide the sample into three groups: (a) belief of extrasensory experiences, (b)

' Thanks are due to the generous collaboration of Juan & Marta Gimeno, Pablo Isasa, Sergio & Griselda Mateucci,
Héctor Mielgo, Irma de Parra, Eduardo Peralta, and Maria Magdalena Vizea as human-targets for ESP tests. We would
like to acknowledge to Romina Mielgo for psychological iests analysis.
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extrasensory experiences (telcpathy, ESP dreams, anomalous cognition ¢vents, clairvoyance.
paranormal/anomalous feelings or impressions being at unknown places or touching things, and aura vision),
(c) extrasensorial abilities (idem b, less £SP dreams). Question 1.1 to 1.6 are marked as Yes/No; questions 2.1
10 3.5 has frequency of each type of experience is marked (no time; yes, one time; yes, sometimes; and yes,
almost always). Extrasensory experiences were defined as those experiences in which a person believed he/she
had a parapsychological experience, that is, experiences such as “psychometry-focused” extrasensory
perception. About the evaluation of the Extrasensorial Belief, Experience and Ability Questionnaire and
groups clustering (ESP believers, ESP experiencers, ESP abilitiers), it must be token the following items:

In case a subject responds Yes, sometimes in —at leasi— one of the five questions of the sub-scale
Ability or responds Yes, once in —at least— threc questions of the sub-scale Ability, he/she will be
incorporated to the ESP Ability group.

In case a subject responds Yes, sometimes in —at least— one question of the sub-scale Experience:; or
responds Yes, once in —at least— three questions of the sub-scale Experience; or responds Yes, once in
one or two questions of the sub-scale ESP Ability, he/she will be incorporated to the ESP Experience
EToup.

In case a subject responds negatively to all the questions in the Extrasensory Belief, Experience and
Ability Questionnaire, hefshe will be excluded from the sample. All subjects of the sample responded
affirmatively to ESP Belicf items.

In order to avoid every type of internal contradiction in the answers to each sub-scale, if a subject
responded saying that he/she does not believe possible some type of ESP event he/she should not
respond affirmatively to the question of the sub-scale Experience due to the fact that if the subject
declares not to believe in the event —even if he/she has the experience— he/she might not conceptualize
it as such.

TABLE 1
EXTRASENSORIAL BELIEF, EXPERIENCE AND ABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE
[EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY (QQUESTIONNAIRE]

(N=112)
YES
ALMOST YES (%)
# QUESTION ONCE (%) SOMETIMES (%) ALWAYS(%) (TOTAL) NO (%)

1.1. Thoughts or feelings at a 109(97.3y 3(2.7)
distance.
1.2. ESP Dreams. 112 (100) 0
1.3. ESP “feelings” around past 106 (94.6) ©6(5.4)
place events.

ESP BELIEF 1.4, ESP “feelings” around token 102 (91.1) 10(8.9)
objects.
1.5. ESP “feelings” around 111 (99.1) 1(9)
unknown people
1.6. Aura vision around people 106 (94.6) 6(5.4)
and/or objects
2.1. Thoughts or feelings at a 8.1 71 (63.4) 13(11.6) 92(82.1) 20(17.9)
distance.
2.2. ESP Dreams. 19 (17.0) 56 (50.0) 10 (3.9 85(75.9) 27(24.1)
2.3. ESP “feelings” around past 11 (9.8) 3127.7) 10 (8.9) 52 (46.4) 60 (53.6)
place events.

ESP EXPERIENCE 2.4. ESP “feelings” around token 11 (9.8) 26 (23.2) 7(6.3) 44 (39.3) 68 (60.7)
objects.
2.5. ESP “feelings” around 5(4.5) 52 (46.4) 19(17.0) 76(67.9) 36(32.1)
unknown people
2.6. Aura vision around people 11 (9.8) 32 (28.6) 11 (9.8) 54 (48.2) 58 (51.8)
and/or objects
3.1. Thoughts or feelings at a 8(7.1) 38 (33.9) 7(6.3) 53 (47.3) 395271
distance.



3.2. ESP “feelings” around past 2(1.8) 29 (25.9) 32.7) 34 (30.4) 78(69.0)
place events.

ESP ABILITY 3.3. ESP “feelings” around token 7(6.3) 21(18.8) 4 (3.6) 32(286) 80(71.4)
objects.
3.4. ESP “feelings” around 4(3.6) 37 (33.0) 7(6.3) 48 (42.9y 64 (57.1)
unknown people
3.5, Aura vision around people 9(8.0) 27 (24.1) 8(7.1) 44 (39.3) 68 (60.7)
and/or objects
TABLE 2

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY?

N %
ESP ABILITY 63 563
ESP EXPERIENCE 36 32.1
ESP BELIEF 13 116

PsYCHOLOGICAL TESTS
Instruments®

Eysenck Personality inventory, Form A (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1964/1978); EPI is a 37-item sclf-report inventory. Each
item of this scale requires a “yes’ or ‘not’ response. A standarized Spanish version was used. It measures two
personality factors: Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E). The third one is Li¢ (L), which can be taken as a personality
variable or “social desireability.” Receivers with high N scores indicate high emotional lability. Receivers with high E
scores are usually expansive, impulsive and uninhibited. Subjects with low E, the other pole (Introversion), are
described as quiet, shy, and introspective, they show themselves as reserved and distant. Crossing low and high scores
of Neuroticism and Extraversion, four personality profiles, Phlegmatic (N low and E low scores), Melancholic (N high
and E low scores), Choleric (E and N high scores) and Sanguine (E high and N low scores), could be obtained.

TABLE 3
MEAN AND SD FOR NEUROTICISM AND EXTRAVERSION SCORES

MaALE FEMALE ToTAL
(N=31) (N=63) (N=96)
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
NEUROTICISM 9.10 5.12 10.14 4.38 9.80 463

EXTRAVERSION 10.87 4.37 10.00 3.78 10.28 3.98

Sixteen Personality Factors: It is a 187-item self-report inventory which was designed by R.B.Catell (Catell, 1957,
Cattell, 1972; Cattell, Eber & Tatsucka, 1970). A standarized Spanish-argentine version was used. It measures sixteen
personatity factors: (A) Reserved-Open, (B) Intelligence high—low, (C) Affected by feelings—Emotionally stable, (E)
Submissive-Dominant, (F) Sober-Neglected, (G) Unconcerned—Scrupulous, (H) Restrained—Enterprising, (1)
Sensibility—hard/Sensibility-soft, (L) Reliable-Suspicious, (M) Practical-kmaginative, (N) Frank—Astute, (O) Gentle-
Aprehensible, (Qy) Conservative—Analytical/critical, (Q;) Dependent—Self-sufficient, (Q:) Self—conflictive~controled,
(Q4) Relaxed-Tense.

® We decided that ESP Beliefs and ESP Experience group were reclustered included as one group called “ESP
Expericnce.”

3 N varies in each table due to the fact that not all the subjects included in the total of the sample responded to all the
questionnaires or completed all the tests during the workshops.
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MEAN AND SD FOR 16PF QUESTIONNAIRE FACTOR SCORES

TABLE 4

MALE FEMALE TOTAL

(N=32) (N=355) (N=87)
FACTOR Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
A 469 2.18 5.80 1.86 5.39 2.04
B 431 1.75 3.44 1.82 3.76 1.84
C 5.63 227 6.16 2.07 597 2.15
E 5.75 1.67 584 1.78 5.80 1.73
F 4.56 1.79 5.15 1.64 493 1.71
G 4.06 1.68 5.95 1.58 525 1.85
H 5.31 2.18 6.47 1.59 6.05 1.90
I 7.03 1.86 5.51 1.45 6.07 1.76
L 5.84 2.13 5.65 1.47 572 1.73
M 5.59 2.37 469 1.72 5.02 2.02
N 5.44 2.42 5.89 1.83 572 207
O 531 1.84 531 2.21 5.31 2.07
Q 488 227 4.38 2.18 4.56 221
Q, 6.88 1.66 6.55 1.61 6.67 1.63
Qs 4.69 1.31 5.87 1.45 5.44 1.51
Q 5.91 1.92 5.35 2.09 5.55 2.04

Anomalous Experiences Inventory: The inventory (AEI) (Gallagher, Kumar, & Pekala, 1994) contains concerning
anomalous/paranormal experiences and beliefs. Also it has additional anornalous/paranormal experience items along
with iterms on the use of drugs and alcohol and some items concerned with the fear of the paranormal/anomaious. We
used Spanish version translated by us. The five subscales of the AEI thus included anornalous/paranormal experiences,
anomalous/paranormal beliefs, anornalous/paranormal abilities, fear of the anomalous/paranormal, and use of drugs and

alcohol.
TABLE 5
MEAN AND SD FOR ANOMALOUS EXPERIENCES INVENTORY SCORES
MALE FEMALE ToOTAL
(N=35) (N=69) (N=104)
AFEI ITEMS Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

EXPERIENCE 3717 1688 4000 1773 3905 1742

BELIEF 7714 1319 7928 1107 7856 1181

ABILITY 3234 2188 3183 1967 3200 2033

FEAR 0983 1561 1630 1918 1412 1824

USE OF DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 0803 1381 0325 0765 0486 1033

TABLE 6
ANOMALOUS EXPERIENCES INVENTORY: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE AND FEMALE
Levene's Equality of Variances f test for Equality of Means
p
ANOMALOUS/PARANORMAL F P t df  (two-tailed)

EXPERIENCE .239 .626 (@) -.781 102 437
BELIEF 2.665 106 (a) -—.869 102 387
) -—.3821 58885 415
ABILITY .848 .359 (a) 122 102 903
FEAR 653 421 (a) -1.727 102 .087
USE OF DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 13.933 <.001 (a) 2276 102 025
) 1906 44863 063

(a) Equal variances assumed
(b) Equal variances not assumed



Paranormal Beliefs Scale (PBS): Paranormal beliefs were measured according to the scale of Tobacyk (1988) and it is
made out of 26 items, including demographic information (sex, age, level of instruction, religion professed. level of
spirituality, profession and civil state) and 18 questions (for example. the soul continues to exist after the death of the
body or black magic really exists, etc.) each one accompanied by an ordinal scale (improbable, little probable, probable,
sufficiently probable, quite probable).

Dissociative Experiences Scale (DES). Clinical instrument that permits to identify patients with dissociative
psychopathology and to quantify dissociative experiences. Dissociation is considered as a process by which memory,
perceptions, and sensations are separaied from consciousness. It has also been linked to reports of psychic experiences.
Dissociation has been defined as “the disconnection, independence, or separateness of one part of memory from
another” (Yates & Nasby, 1993, p. 309) and somewhat more broadly as the “disconnectedness or lack of integration of
knowledge, identity, memory, and control” (Frankel, 1990, p. 828). The scale was designed by E. Bernstein and F.
Putnam (Bernstein & Putnam, 1986). The English version provides validity and reliability (Frischholz, et al, 1990;
Ross, Norton, & Anderson, 1988). The 28 items of the DES prove a variety of dissociative experiences such as
absorption, depersonalization and amnesia. It has also been applied in parapsychology ((Braude, 1988; Ross & Joshi,
1992). We used a Spanish version translated by us.

Harvard Group Scale of Hvpnotic Susceptibility: The inventory was used to assess hypnotizability level (Shor & Orne,
1962). Tt is the standard instrument will be used to measure hypnotic susceptibility when subjecis are tested in groups
(Brown & Fromm, 1986). We have a Spanish version of the inventory. Shor, R.E., & Orne, E.C. (1962). The Harvard
Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, Form A, was published by Consulting Psychologists Press at Palo Alto, CA.

A number of investigators have found hypnotizability to be related to the reporting of spontaneous paranormal
and anomalous experiences. Wickramasckera (1989) has noted an association between reports of paranormal
experiences and susceptibility to hypnosis. Nadon and Kihistrom (1987) found that reports of paranormal experiences
correlated with hypnotizability as measured by the Harvard Scale (Shor & Orne, 1962). Richards (1989), in correlating
the Harvard Scale with two well-documented psychic experiences scales, noted “low and marginally significant™ {p.
167) correlations.

In a recent study, Pekala, Kumar, and Cummings (1992) examined the relationship between hypnotic
susceptibility and the reporting of paranormal and anomalous beliefs and experiences. Subjects (N = 575) experienced
the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility (Shor & Ome, 1962) after completing two instruments, the Altered
State Experiences Questionnaire {ASEQ) (Kumar & Pekala, 1988a) and the Cognition Preference Questionnaire (CPQ)
{(Kumar & Pekala, | 988b). These inventories were developed to assess various aspects of paranormal belief,
paranormal experiences, daydreaming, introspection, mental potency, altered consciousness, and a sense of “being

high.”

As mentioned, there are statistically supported relationships between hypnotizability and dissociation (Frankel,
1990) and dissociation and paranormal experiences (Braude, 1988). Given the empirical findings of Ross (Ross, 1989;
Ross & Joshi, 1992) and Richards (1991) relating dissociation to paranormal experiences, it was decided to see if
dissociation (as measured by the DES) is related to reported paranormal and anomatous experiences and the extent to
which hypnetizability and/or dissociation predict such experiences. Given the previous research, it was expected that
both variables wounld be important in predicting paranormal experiences. Additionally, it was expected that the
encounter subscale would also be related to hypnotizability and dissociation.

TABLE7
MEAN AND SD For PBS, DES aND HSS SCORES

MALE FEMALE ToTAL
(N=34) =66) (N=100)
Paranormal Beliefs Scale (PBS) Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD
3.32 68 345 .55 340 60
MALE FEMALE ToTAL
(N=27) (N=56) (N=83)

Dissociative Experiences Scale (DES) Mean SD  Mean  SD  Mean SD
1495 12,12 18.11 1147 1708 117
MALE FEMALE ToTaL
(N=22) (N=60) (N=82)
Hyprotic Susceptibility Scale (HSS) Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD
28 119 327 1Ll 317 117

11



TABLE 8
PBS. DES AND HSS: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE AND FEMALE

Levene's Equality of Variances 7 test for Equality of Means

r
F p ¢ df (two-tailed)
Paranormal Beliefs Scale (PBS) .891 348 -.958 98 340
Dissociative Experiences Scale (DES) 046 831 —-1.1533 81 252
Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale (HSS) 022 .882 -1.310 30 194

EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE (EEAQQ) ANALYSIS
1. EEAQ and Sex, Age, Fducational Level, Spirituality Feelings

TABLE 9
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY FOR MALE AND FEMALE

SEx*
MALE (%) FEMALE (%)  TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 15 (40.5) 34 (45.3) 49
ESP ABILITY 22 (59.5) 41(54.7) 63
ToTAL 37 75 112

* Percentage within Sex.

TABLE 10
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY FOR LOW AGE AND HIGH AGE

AGE*
Low AGE [1846] (%) HiGH AGE [47-78] (%) TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 26 (44.8) 23 (42.6) 49
ESP ABILITY 32 (55.2) 31(57.4) 63
ToTAL 58 54 112

* Percentage within Age.

TaBLE 11
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY
FOR Low EDUCATION AND HIGH EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL*
Low HicH
[GRADE-HIGH ScHOOL] (%) [THIRD SCHOOL- POST-GRADUATE] (%) ToTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 27 (45.8) 22 (41.5) 49
ESP ABILITY 32(54.2) 31 (58.5) 63
ToTAL 59 53 112
* Percentage within Educational level.
TABLE 12

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY
FOR LOW SPIRITUALITY AND HIGH SPIRITUALITY

SPIRITUALITY*

Low (20) HIGH (%) TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 23 (62.2) 26 (34.7) 49
ESP ABILITY 14 (37.8) 49(63.3) 63
TOTAL 37 75 112
* Percentage within Spirituality.

A Logistic Regression (Method= Forward Stepwise) was performed in order to identify if sex, age, educational
level, spirituality feelings were related with ESP Experience and ESP Ability.
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TABLE 13
LoGISTIC REGRESSION: DEPENDENT VARIABLE ENCONDING

(N=112)
ORIGINAL VALUE INTERNAL VALUE
ESP EXPERIENCE 0
ESP ABILITY 1

CATEGORICAL VARIABLES CODINGS

PARAMETER

SPIRITUALITY Little Spiritual £.000

Very Spiritual 000

AGE Low 1.000

High .000

EpucaTiON  Grade School — High School 1.000

Third School — Postgraduate 000

SEX Male 1.000

Female 000

CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a) (b)
Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Observed Experience Ability Correct
Step 0 ESP Experience 0 49 0
Experience/Abilities Ability 0 63 100.0
Ovecrall Percentage 56.3
(a) Constant is included in the model
(b) The cut value is .500
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION
B S.E. Wald df p Exp (B)
Step 0 251 190 1.741 1 187 1.286

Constant

VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION

Score  df P

Step 0 Sex 231 1 631
Age 057 1 812
Education .205 1 651
Spirituality 7.611 i 006
Overall Statistics  9.352 4 053

OMNIBUS TESTS OF MODEL COEFFICIENTS
Afz df p
Step | Step 7.625 1 006
Block 7.625 1 006
Model 7.625 1 006
MODEL SUMMARY

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square  Nagelkerke R Square

1 145.885 066 088
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CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a)

Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Observed Experience Ability Correct
Step 1 ESP Experience 23 26 46.9
Experience/Abilities Ability 14 49 77.8
Overall Percentage 64.3
(a) The cut value is .500
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION
B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp (B)
Step Spirituality  —1.130 417 7.349 1 .007 323
1(a) Constant 634 243 6.821 1 009 1.884
(a) Variable entered on step 1: Spirituality
MODEL IF TERM REMOVED
Variable  Model Log Change in -2 Log df pofthe
Likelihood Likelihood Change
Step 1 -76.755 7.625 1 .006
Spirituality
VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION
Score df p
Step 1 Sex 1.766 1 184
Age .030 1 .863
Education .093 1 760
Overall Statistics 1.863 3 601

2. EEAQ and Parapsychological tests
TABLE 14
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY
FOR Low AEI ITEMS AND HIGH AEI ITEMS

AEI*
LowE HIGHE TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 36 (72.0) 9 (16.7) 45
ESP ABILITY 14 (28.0) 45 (83.3) 59
ToTAL 50 34 104
LowB HigH B
ESP EXPERIENCE 25(53.2) 20(35.1) 45
ESP ABILITY 22(46.8) 37 (64.9) 59
TOTAL 47 57 104
Low A HIGH A
ESP EXPERIENCE 35 (64.8) 10 (20.0) 45
ESP ABILITY 19(35.2) 40(80.0) 59
TOTAL 54 50 104
LowF HIGHF
ESP EXPERIENCE 25 (49.0) 20 (37.7) 45
ESP ABILITY 26 (51.0) 33(62.3) 59
TOTAL 51 53 104

Anomalous Experiences Inventory

Experiences (E)= Low: 0-.34; High: >= .35 (Percentage within E)
Belief (B)= Low: 0-.75; High: >= .76 (Percentage within B)
Abilities (A)= Low: 0—.25; High: >= .26 (Percentage within A)
Fear (F)}= Low: 0—.12; High: >= .13 (Percentage within F)
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TABLE 15
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY
FOR Low PBS Scorgs AND HiGH PBS SCORES

PBS*
Low BELIEF HIGHBELIEF  TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 23 (44.2) 21(43.3) 44
ESP ABILITY 29 (55.8) 27 (56.3) 56
ToraL 52 48 100
* Paranormal Belief Scale (Belief= Low: 0-3.41; High: >=3.42

{Percentage within Belief).

Se realizo una Logistic Regression (Method = Forward Stepwise) para identificar aquellas variables de los
instrumentos parapsicologicos que estuvieran relacionadas con el ESP Experience/Ability. De las variables estudiadas
las que se relacionan con ¢l ESP Experience/Ability son dos variables del Paranormal/Anomalous Experiences
Inventory: Experiences and Abilitics. Los resultados se presentan a continuacion:

TABLE 16
LoGISTIC REGRESSION:
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ENCONDING

{(N=99)
ORIGINAL VALUE INTERNAL VALUE
ESP EXPERIENCE 0
ESP ABILITY 1

Categorical Variables Codings: Low (Parameter 1.000) and High (Parameter .000)

CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a) (b)

Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Observed Experience Ability Correct
Step 0 ESP Experience 0 44 0
Expericnce/ Abilities Ability 0 55 100.0
Overall Percentage 55.6

(a) Constant is included in the model
(b) The cut vaiue is .500

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

B SE Wald df p Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 223 202 1217 1 270 1.250

VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION

Score dar P

Step 0 Variables Experiences 30.592 1 <.001
Beliefs 3.413 1 065

Abilities 19.452 1 <.001
Fear 1.165 1 280
Paranormal Beliefs Scale 002 1 964

Owerall Statistics 35.234 5 <.001
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OMNIBUS TESTS OF MODEL COEFFICIENTS

)

X df p
Step | Step 32414 1 <.001
Block 32414 1 <.001
Model 32414 1 <.001
Step 2 Step 5.530 1 019
Block 37.944 2 <.001
Model 37.944 2 <.001

MODEL SUMMARY

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square  Nagelkerke R Square
I 103.604 279 374
2 98.075 318 426

CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a)

Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Obser_\-f_e_d;_ Experience Ability Correct

Step 1 ESP Experience 35 9 79.5
Experience/Abilities Ability 13 42 76.4

Overall Percentage 77.8

Step 2 ESP Experience 35 9 79.5
Experience/Abilities Ability 13 42 76.4

Overall Percentage 77.8

(a) The cut value is .500

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

B SE. Wald df r  Exp(B)

Step Experiences -2.531 490 26.641 1 <.001 080
1(a) Constant 1.540 367 17.587 1 <001 4.666
Step Experiences -2.092 519 16.332 1 <001 .123
2 (b) Abilities -1.239 525 5.584 1 018 .290
Constant 2010 .450 19.987 1 <.001 7462
(a) Variable entered on step 1: Experiences
(b) Variable entered on step 2: Abilities
MODEL IF TERM REMOVED
Variable Model Log  Changein-2Log df  pofthe Change
Likelihood Likelihood
Step 1 Experiences —68.139 32.674 1 <.001
Step 2 Experiences -58.016 17.957 1 <.001
Abilities -51.854 5.633 1 013

VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION

Score  df p
1

Step 2 Beliefs 000 993
Fear 651 1 420
Paranormal Beliefs  .092 1 761
Scale

Overall Statistics 796 3 850




2. EEAQ and Psychological tests

TARLE 17
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF LOW HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCORES
AND HIGH HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCORES FOR EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY

HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY*
LowHS (%) HIGHHS (%) ToraL

ESP EXPERIENCE 20 (48.8) 19 (46.3) 39
ESP ABILITY 21 (51.2) 22 (53.7) 43
TOTAL 41 41 82
* Hypnotic Susceptibility= Low: 0-3.2; High: >=3.3 (% within
Hypnotic Susceptibility).

TABLE 18

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF Low DES ScorEs AND HiGH DES SCORES
FOR EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY

DES*
Low DES (%) HIGHDES (%) ToTaL
ESP EXPERIENCE 24 (37.1) 15 (36.6) 39
ESP ABILITY 18 (42.9) 26 (63.4) 44
TOTAL 42 41 83

* Dissociative Experiences Seale (DES). DES= Low: 0-13.20,
High: >=13.21 (Percentage within Dissociation)

TaBLE 19
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF LOW NEUROTICISM/EXTRAVERSION SCORES AND
HiGH NEUROTICISM/EXTRAVERSION SCORES FOR EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY

EPI*

LowN HIGH N ToTaL
ESP EXPERIENCE 19 (39.6) 26 (54.2) 45
ESP ABILITY 29 (60.4) 22 (45.8) 51
TOTAL 48 48 96

LowE HiGHE ToTAaL
ESP EXPERIENCE 30 (60.0) 15 (32.6) 45
ESP ABILITY 20 (40.0) 31 (67.4) 51
TOTAL 50 46 96

* Bysenck Personality Inventory.
Neuroticism (N )= Low: 0-9; High: >= 10 (Percentage within N).
Extraversion (E)= Low: 0-10; High: >= 11 (Percentage within E).

TABLE 20
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF Low 16PF SCORES AND HIGH 16PF SCORES
FOR EXTRASENSORIAL EXPERIENCE/ABILITY

Low A HiGH A ToTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 26 (59.1) 17(39.5) 43
ESP ABILITY 18 (40.9) 26 (60.5) 44
ToTAL 44 43 87
Low B HiGH B TOTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 33 (46.5) 10 (62.5) 43
ESP ABILITY 38(53.5) 6(37.5) 44
ToTAL 71 i6 87
Low C Hicu C ToTAL
ESP EXPERIENCE 25 (61.0) 18 (39.1) 43
ESP ABILITY 16 (39.0) 28 (60.9) 44
TOTAL 41 46 87
LowE HiGH E ToTAL
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ESP EXPERIENCE 23 (62.2) 20 (40.0) 43

ESP ABILITY 14 (37.8) 30 (60.0) 44

ToTAL 37 50 87
Low F HiGH F TOTAL

ESP EXPERIEENCE 27 (50.9) 16 (47.1) 43

ESP ABILITY 26 (49.1) 18(52.9) 44

TOTAL 53 34 87
Low G HiGH G ToTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 26 (33.1) 17447 43

ESP ABILITY 23 (46.9) 21 (55.3) 44

ToTAL 49 38 87
LowH HiGH H TOTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 22 (64.7) 21 (39.6) 43

ESP ABILITY 12{(35.3) 32(60.4) 44

TOTAL 34 53 87
Low I HicgH I ToTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 15 (53.6) 28 (47.5) 43

ESP ABILITY 13 (46.4) 31(52.5) 44

TOTAL 28 59 87
LowL Hicgu L TOTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 18 (50.0) 25 (49.0) 43

ESP ABILITY 18 (50.0) 26 (51.0) 44

TOTAL 36 51 87
Low M HigH M TOTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 29 (51.8) 14 (452) 43

ESP ABILITY 27(48.2) 17(54.8) 44

ToOTAL 56 31 87
LowN HiGH N ToTaL

ESP EXPERIENCE 19 (47.5) 24 (51.1) 43

ESP ABILITY 21(52.5) 23(48.9) 44

ToTtaL 40 47 87
Low O HigH O ToTaL

ESP EXPERIENCE 21 (40.4) 22 (62.9) 43

ESP ABILITY 31(59.6) 13(37.1) 44

TOTAL 32 35 87
Low(@,  HIiGH Q) TOTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 27 (49.1) 16 (50.0) 43

ESP ABILITY 28 (50.9) 16 (50.0) 44

ToOTAL 55 32 87
Low(®, HiGH(; ToraL

ESP EXPERIENCE 14 (66.7) 29(43.9) 43

ESP ABILITY 7(33.3) 37(6.1D) 44

ToTtaL 21 66 87
LowQ; HIGH Qs TOTAL

ESP EXPERIENCE 23 (56.1) 20 (43.5) 43

ESP ApiLiTY I8 (43.9) 26(56.5) 44

TOTAL 41 46 87
Low(Q, HiGH(Qy ToTtaL

ESP EXPERIENCE 22 (50.0) 21 (48.8) 43

ESP ABILITY 22 (50.0) 22(51.2) 44
TOTAL 44 43 87
Low= 1-5

High= 6-10

Logistic Regression {Forward Stepwise method) was carried out in order to identify factors of the
psychological tests in relation with ESP Experience and ESP Ability. 16PF’s Factors E y Q; and Extraversion measured
by EP/ correlate with ESP Experience and ESP Ability:
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TABLE 21
LoGIsTIC REGRESSION: DEPENDENT VARIABLE ENCONDING

(N=64)
ORIGINAL VALUE INTERNAL VALUE
ESP EXPERIENCE 0
ESP ABILITY |

Categorical Variables Codings: Low (Parameter 1.000) and High (Parameter .000)

CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a) (b)

Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Observed Experience Ability Correct
Step 0 ESP Experience 0 31 0
Experience/Abilities Ability 0 33 100.0
Overall Percentage 51.6

(a) Constant is included in the model
(b) The cut value is .500

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

B S.E. Wald d p Exp(B)

Step 0 Constant 063 250 .062 1 803 1.065

VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION

Score  df P

Step0  Variables Hypnotic Susceptibility 589 1 443
DES scores 2.278 i 131
Neuroticism 3.005 1 .080
Extraversion 5.158 1 .023
Factor A 1.018 1 313
Factor B 544 1 461
Factor C 2.190 1 139
Factor E 6.214 1 013
Factor F 091 1 762
Factor G .063 1 .802
Factor H 3.978 1 046
Factor [ 947 1 330
Factor L 947 1 330
Factor M 1.839 1 175
Factor N 1.108 1 293
Factor O 5.036 1 025
Factor O, .208 1 .648
Factor Q 5.300 1 021
Factor 3 2.190 1 139
Factor Q4 071 1 790
Overall Statistics 36.357 20 014

19




OwnmniBus TESTS OF MODEL COEFFICIENTS

™

X dr P
Step | Step 6.316 1 012
Block 6.316 1 012
Model 6.316 1 012
Step 2 Step 6.647 1 .010
Block 12.963 2 .002
Model 12.963 2 .002
Step 3 Step 4.567 1 033
Block 17.530 3 .001
Model 17.530 3 001
MODEL SUMMARY
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square  Nagelkerke R Square
I 82.344 094 125
2 75.697 .183 245
3 71.130 .240 320
CLASSIFICATION TABLE (a)
Predicted
ESP Experience/ Ability Percentage
Observed Experience Ability Correct
Step 1 ESP Experience 18 13 58.1
Experience/Abilities Ability 9 24 72.7
Overall Percenla&e 65.6
Step 2 ESP Experience 25 6 80.6
Experience/Abilitics Ability 10 23 69.7
Qverall Percenlage 75.0
Step3 ESP Experience 22 9 71.0
Experience/Abilities Ability 7 26 78.8
Overall Percentage 75.0
{a) The cut value is .500 -
VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION
B SE. Wald df p Exp (B)
Step  Factor E -1.306 .334 5980 1 014 271
1(a) Constant 613 J44 3169 1 075 1.846
Step  Facior E -1.503 574 6.866 1 009 222
2() Faclor (), -1.816 764 5651 1 017 163
Constant 1,047 412 6.465 1 011 2.850
Step  Extraversion -1320 638 4.281 1 039 .267
3{(c) FactorE -1203 610 3893 1 .048 .300
Factor (, -2273 850 7.153 1 007 103
Constant 1.714 568 9097 1 003 5.551

(a) Variable entered on step 1: Factor E
(b} Variable entered on step 2: Factor Q2
(c) Vanable entered on step 3: Extraversion
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MODEL IF TERM REMOVED

Model Log Change in -2 Log pof the
Variable Likelihood Likelihood df Change
Step 1 Factor E —44.331 6.317 1 .012
Step 2 Factor E —41.606 7.515 1 .006
Factor Q) —41.203 6.709 1 010
Step 3 Extraversion —37.888 4.646 1 031
Factor E -37.592 4.053 1 044
Factor Q> —40.079 9.027 | .003

VARIABLES NOT IN THE EQUATION

Score df p

Step3 Hypnotic Susceptibility .758 1 384
Dissociative Experiences 450 I 502
Neuroticism 1.272 I .259
Factor A 2.171 1 .141
Factor B 53 1 .696
Factor C 1.566 1 211
Factor F 673 1 412
Factor G .000 1 993
Factor H 1.602 I .206
Factor [ 2.309 P 129
Factor L 653 I 419
Factor M 335 1 362
Factor N .089 1 766
Factor O 3571 1 .059
Factor Q, 322 1 57
Factor ()3 2.604 1 .107
Factor Qy 611 1 435
Overall Statistics 28018 17 045

To be properly grouped, as much sex, age, educational level, spirituality feelings as Paranormat Beliefs Scale
Dissociative Fxperiences Scale, Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, AEI‘s items, and Eysenck Personality Inventory factors
(except the 16PF. Low-score= 1-5 and High-score= 6-10; Split~cut Median= 5.5, ( expressed in decatypes with an
unequal N for each group) and the parapsychological tests scores were divided by the Median to distribuic equitably the
N of subjects.

For the descriptive tables, the totality of subjects who answered every instrument was utilized. N varies in each
table, occasionally ths does not coincide with the N employed for the Logistic Regression analysis, since for such
analysis it is only possible to utilize data of subjects that had completed the totality of data required by the present
study.

In the mayority of the cases, Low-score and high-score groups contain scores medium-low and medium-high
to values very-low and very-high. These Mean scores were determined empirically, according (o the characterisitics of
cach distribution of frequencics, with the exceplion of the 16PF, which were determined, given their expression of
decatypes, with the expected medians,

Discussion

Although one might expect that psychic experiences would promote this type of worldview, virtually no
research has been done in parapsychology on the effects of psychic experiences on peoples’ lives and worldviews.
Several studies have found that near-death experiences induce positive changes or transformation in many people (Ring,
1980), but this investigation generally has not been extended to other types of paranormal experiences. White (1990)
and Blackmore (1988) have called for such research, and Milion (1992) reported a small initial survey of the effect of
psychic experiences on people’s lives.

Information on the effects of psi experiences also may provide insights into motivational factors that are
widely presumed by parapsychologists to guide or underlie psi phenomena. Although motivational factors are thought
to be pivotal for psi phenomena, very little research has been aimed at investigating the overall effects of paranormal
experiences. This type of research may provide one of the best windows to the motivations underlying the phenomena.
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Information on the effects of psi phenomena for people who volunieer for parapsychological research may be of
particular interest to experimental researchers.

People who are actively interested in parapsychology and have had experiences they interpret as paranormal or
transcendent report that these experiences have enhanced their spiritual beliefs. These effects are generally a combined
result of more than one anomalous experience, and a larger number of experiences are associated with greater cffects.
Fear apparently is a relatively common initial reaction to paranormal phenomena, but the overall, long-term effects
appear 10 be positive in this group.

Our results support McClenon’s conclusion that anomalous experiences promote spirituality (McClenon,
1994). McClenen based his conclusion primarily on recent and historical autobiographical accounts and field
obscrvations. The present results suggest that different types of anomalous experiences may induce similar effects.
These findings are also consistent with other studies that (a) found positive overall ratings for the effects of anomalous
experiences but did not investigate what aspects of life were affected.

We believe that the present findings are reasonably representative of people who are actively interested in
paranormal phenomena and who volunteer to participate in parapsychological rescarch. Although this selected
population is of interest in its own right, these findings, like the results of experiments using similarly recruited subjects,
cannot be confidently extended to the general population. This population may be a self-selected group with unusnally
positive reactions to anomalous experiences. However, even with such a positive bias, the data may offer useful infor-
mation about the relative prevalence of different positive effects and associated motivational factors, particularly for the
population of people who volunteer for parapsychological research.

We found positive significant relationships in the responses of the £EAQ and the factors Experiences and
Abilities of the AET due to the fact that both instruments measure similar items. Besides, the sense of the relation was
expected: subjects who indicated ESP Ability measured by the £EAQ also indicated high indexes of Experiences and
Abilities measured by the AF/. To understand the relation between ESP Ability and High-Experiences, we must take
into consideration that the EEAQ formulates questions to distingnish ESP Experience and ESP Ability, so that if a
subject indicates ESP Ability naturally he has also had spontancous ESP experiences. Our clustering procedure is
designed in such a way that the categories are mutnally excluding. On the contrary, ESP Experiences and ESP Abilities
in the AEI are not categories of one variable, but two different variables associated to each other (X*= 26.23; p= < .001;
Phi .50). So that subjects with high scores in ESP Experiences tend to score high in ESP Abilities.

Regarding Extraversion, there was a significant relation between ESP scores and high scores of Extraversion.
Eysenck (1967) surveyed rescarch on extraversion and psi, and found that nearly all reports showed more effective psi
for extraverts than for introverts. Recent surveys by Palmer (1978) and Sargent (1981} agree. The general relation thus
seems well established. Extraverts tend to have higher psi scores than introverts.

Eysenck, a distinguished psychologist who makes the extraversion-introversion pattern basic to his entire

theory, describes that extraverts tend to respond well to novelty but their performance declines with monotony; another
is that they tend to respond better in groups than in individual testing. Introverts show opposite trends.
The major recent exception to the finding of higher ESP scores for extraverts comes from cight series by Thalbourne
and his associates (see Thalbourne & Jungkuntz, 1983). ESP scores were compared with extraversion scores and with
scores on a type of sheep-goat inguiry that asked about psi experiences but not about attitudes to this ESP test. The
hypothesis throughout was that extraverts classed as sheep would score higher at ESP than introverts classed as goats.
The first two series showed a decreasing trend in the direction of the hypothesis, but the next six showed an increasing
trend in the opposite direction. By the cighth scries, scores were below chance for introverts, extraverls, sheep, and
goats. Though the difference between groups was not significant, extravert sheep significantly psi-missed.

Subjects who indicated ESP Ability, compared with subjects who indicated ESP Experience, are more
dominant, independent, aggressive, competitive and obstinate (16PF’s Factor E); they are self-sufficient, they often
prefer their own decisions and they are used to follow their own way (16PF’s Factor Q).

Briefly, our results show that subjects who indicated ESP Ability are:

Very Spiritual

High Experiences (Paranormal/ Anomalous Experiences Inventory)
High Abilities (Paranormal/Anomalous Experiences Inventory)
High Extraversion (Eysenck Personality Inventory)

Dominant (high score 16PF’s Factor E)

Self-sufficient (high score 16PF’s Factor ;)

* s & ¢ ¢ »
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PARAPSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS
FirsT HUMAN-TARGET TEST: ESP-NAME TEST WITH PERSONALITY PROFILES
Introduction

In the course of the history of beliefs, especially those related to magic, the written word possesses a power
aggressive and at the same time defensive. The importance that some primitive cultures gave to names, appears in
numerous passages of sacred texts and esoteric and occultist traditions, as for example, the laws that condemn and
prohibit to pronounce names. In some cuitures there still subsists the belief, greatly extended, that there exists a link
between the name and the subject or object, as a true and substantial link that that unites them in such a way that the
magic act over a person as easily by means of his name or any other “material” part of his persona (hair, nails, clothes,
etc.). These beliefs consider that the proper name is a vital part of himself, and as a conscquence, must be protected.

The British anthropologist J.G Frazer (1922) indicated at least five types of names tabooed: names of persons,
names of the dead, names of kings and other sacred persons, and names of gods. For example, some children in India
receive two names: one of common use and the other secret, which only his parents know. Other costumes include to
maintain the true name secret or to be named by his surname or nickname, which can be used frecly without
endangering his security. All these practices have their origin in the refusal to pronounce the true personal names of the
persons to whom they refer directly, probably due to the fear to attract bad spirits, as well as the fear to uncover the
name to sorcerers, enchanters, who using the name might canse damage (o his possessor. This has also been explored by
other anthopologists and historians of religion, such as Castiglioni (1947). The supposed “magic” power of the names
has been an aspect of very little use to parapsychology as an ESP stimulus. It is interesting that some psychics
frequently employ names as ESP stimuli. It is common that the psychic usc a name (complete or incomplete), a
nickname, or simply that the consultant “think” of the person-objective. Other times, such practices include the name
handwritten on a picce of paper, the signature, or any object containing at least the initials of the subject. Traditionally
there exists an ample source of information about this practice, extended among healers and medicine-men, who assume
that the use of the name of another person is the “entry gate” to know significant aspects of his intimate life, but little
has been written about the efficacy of such procedures. Much less there have been initiated systematic studies that
certify the veracity of such practices, probably linked to their magic and supersticious character, and consequently,
putatively irrational and away from any intent of investigation. Some studies, although questionable scientifically,
originate in practices such as astrology and, especially. numerology.

The aim of this study is to explore the supposed veracity of the use of the name and surname of a person to
oblain information by ESP. We designed an ESP test in which we use the names and surnames of four persons
(subjects-objectives) as ESP stimuli, whose personality characteristics were adjusted to opposite extremes between
themselves (i.e.. extroversion-introversion, sociability—insociability, pesimist-optimist, etc.), who completed a
questionnaire of personality (Eysenck Personality Inventory or EP), with which a sample of subjects (psychics and
non-psychics) could “guess” by ESP what characteristic corresponds to each subject-objective, unknown to them.

Participants

The sample included 99 subjects (66 [66.7%] females and 33 [33.3%] males; Age range 18-78; Mecan= 46.92;
SD=13.33).

Pariicipant Orientation

The participants received some information about test. AP created a friendly and informal social atmosphera,
engaging in conversation with the receiver before the test, and the second author (JCA) was the test designer.

Targets design and personality inventory as a ESP test

EPI is a 57-item self-report inventory designed by German-british psychologist H. J. Eysenck (Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1964/1978). Each item requircs a ‘yes’ or ‘not’ response. A standarized Spanish-argentine version was used. It
measures two personality factors: Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E). People who has high scores N indicate high
emotional lability. Receivers who has high scores E are usuaily expansive, impulsive and uninhibited. People who has
low E, the other pole (Introversion), are described as quiet, shy, and introspective, they show themselves as reserved
and distant. Crossing low and high scores of Neuroticism and Extraversion, four personality profiles, Phlegmatic (N low
and E low scores), Melancholic (N high and E low scores), Choleric (E and N high scores) and Sangnine (E high and N
low scores), could be obtained, each one with —at least— seven distinguished traits.

A ESP test using names as human-targets was designed by us. EPJ forms, includings his/her names and
surnames, of four subjects were randomly selected. For each of personality profiles (Phlegmatic, Melancholic, Choleric,
and Sanguine) two lists with seven pairs of characteristics were designed in a Form cach. (see Appendix I, ESP-Name
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Test, Form A and B). Each pair contained two personality characteristics, one corresponds of the human-target and the
other one to the “falsc’ personality profile, opposited to the “true:’

e Form A: 1. Careful-impulsive, 2. Active—pasive; 3. Controllable-excitable; 4. Reflexive-restless; 5. Pacific—
aggressive; 6. Optimistic—prudent; and 7. Variable-reliable.

e Form B: 1. Ill-humored—carefree; 2. Rigid-vivacious; 3. Amiable-severe; 4. Communicative-pessimistic; 5.
Leader—tranquil; 6. Unsociable—sociable; and 7. Adaptable—anxious.

Relaxation exercices

Receivers undergo a 9-minutes relax exercise before test period, which included progressive relaxation
exercises and autogenic phrases (Jacobson, 1974) using the voice of one of us (AP).

Procedure

AP delivered each receiver two strips of paper which was reproduced name and surname and Form A and B.
Each receiver had to read and “touch” the strips of each one of the four human-targets. Each strip of paper is stapled to
Form A and B. Each Form contained one of each pair of seven personality traits. The seven characteristics of
personality are not mutually independent, but they are in a certain relationship.

The receiver remained seated on a chair at a desk. The instructions for each receiver during the test were
simple: The experimenter was asked he/she “remained with eyes closed, guiet, waiting for mentations about name and
surname during few minuies.” AP remained silent in room to observe the testing period. After that, the receiver
complete cach Form.

Post--test Questionnaire

After test period, a 4-item questionnaire was administered (date and time included). Each receiver indicates
his/her rate of relax, mood, expectation of success, and motivation during the test (1-10 scale).

Judgment procedure

We must note that the seven characteristics of personality are not mutually independent, but they kept
relation. Because of this, during their evaluation, cach correct option will not be considered as a hit, but only one value
will be obtained from the seven options. It will be considered a hit if four or more of the options are answered correctly.
This way, four values for each participant will be obtained, one for each of the subject-target, which will be placed in
each of the four personality profiles,

Ethical procedure

A Form consent was signed each. Subjects who attended our workshop received due information about the
procedure, At any time during the course research project, subjects would be free 10 withdraw to proceed with the
investigation, or experimenters interrupted the test series continue if —in their judgement— it might be harmful to
someway.

Analyses
The analysis presented were produced using SPSS 70.0 (1999).
Results
TABLE 22
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HITS AND MISSES
FOR ESP-NAME TEST
(N=99)
HITS (p=.50)
P
YES No TOTAL z* (one tailed)
199 (50.3) 197 (49.7) 396 05 ns.

* Continuity correction
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Hits» N (%)
No-hits 11(11.1)

1 19 (19.2)
2 37 (37.4)
3 22 (22.2)
4 10 (10.1)
TOTAL 99

* Using names of four human-targets (p = .50)

TABLE 23
MEAN AND SD OF ESp-NAME TEST FOR AGE MALE AND AGE FEMALE

N Mean SD

MALE 33 45.64 12,20
FEMALE 66 47.56 13.90
TOTAL 99 46,92 13.33
TABLE 24
MEAN aND SD FOR PRE-SESSION RELAX, MOOD, EXPECTATION AND MOTIVATION SCORES
FOR ESP-NAME TEST
(N=99)
RELAX MooD EXPECTATION MOTIVATION
Mean 6.61 7.49 6.45 7.30
SD 1.95 1.80 2.06 1.84

FREE-RESPONSE TEST WITH AN OBJECT:
FIRST STUDY EXPLORING THE “TOKEN-OBJECT” EFFECT

Introduction

Throughout the history of psychical research, certain “sensitives” have claimed the ability to get “impressions”
from objects, these impressions constituting information about the owners and past histories of the objects other
thanwhat could be inferred from their known physical properties. Such clairns, supported almost exclusively by
anecdotal material, have been difficult to cvaluate insofar as deciding whether sorne form of ESP must be postulated to
account for the results. However, there has been certain methodological advance in assessing the significance of ioken
object tests.

Some people feel that they are “sensitive” and able to get impressions about the owners of objects through the
use of sorne form of ESP called psychometry. We designed a series of experiments which they were allow us to try out
two new techniques for using and appraising “token-object” effect. Both studies also illustrated how parapsychological
testing procedures rnay be adapted to fit the particular needs and abilities of the subject —adaptations which are,
unfortunately, rare in parapsychological research.

The primary purpose of the present paper is to describe the techniques ernployed in the hope that they rnay be
of value to other researchers. The theoretical position underlying the present experirnents has been outlined elsewhere
by William G. Roll (1964). Very briefly, the theory postulates that every material object possesses a “psi field™; that
events in the history of the object leave traces in its psi field, that these traces constituie stored information which is
retrievable, under the right conditions, by certain sensitives, using sorne forrn of ESP; and that these traces give an
object “psychic distinctiveness” 10 a sensitive in direct proportion to the distinctiveness and intensity of the persons
(owners) and events which have been associated with the object’s history. Informal observations of some sensitives by
C.T.T, and the “foiklore” of psychical research suggest thai photographs, in particular, have traces associated with the
persons or events depicted in the photograph. No conjectures about the nature of psi fields, or the rnechanism whereby
information is retrieved from thern, will be made at this time.

Participants

The sample included 78 subjects (49 [62.8%)] females and 29 [37.2%)] males; Age range: 18-78; Mean= 46.44;
SD= 14.68).

Participant Orientation
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The participants received some information about the test. AP created a friendly and informal social
atmosphera, engaging in conversation with the receiver before the test, and the sccond author (JCA) was the test
designer.

Targets design and “token-objects” as a ESP test

Five volunteers, psi-believers human-targets (three males and two females), were carring with them for fifieen
days an identical object (a leather and metal key ring) each. They were selected by AP, who delivered one object each
on day 1*. On day 16", the human-targets returned the object-target to AP.

larget security

The “token objects” were numbered from 1-5 by AP, but this procedure was unawared for JCA, who did not
know each human-targets. After day 16™ AP delivered all of the token-objects to JCA, who recoded them. This
procedure also was unaware by AP. JCA delivered all of the token-objects to AP, in order to deliver to each receiver. So
that, the test was conducted blind, so that AP, who was in contact with each receiver during the test period and awared
the human-targets, did not know which codes had JCA recoded the “token-objects.” JCA did also not enter to the test’s
room during the test performance. Once ended test period, AP delivered the token objects to JCA, who recoded them
again as he had found them before the test, and he delivered to AP. This coding procedure was also unaware for AP.
JCA and AP kept paper-and-pencil records isolated, sensory-cues proof during all randomization procedure and
handling procedure of the token-objetcts.

Relaxation exercices

Test period included a 9—minutes relax exercise, which each receiver underwent before the ESP task. The
relax procedure included progressive autogenic phrases (Jacobson, 1974) using the voice of one of us (AP).

Experimental Procedure

Two rooms were necessary for this test, one for AP and the receiver, and the other for JCA. AP delivered the
objects to the receiver, one of which was the “token-object.” The receiver remained seated on a chair at a desk. The
instructions for each receiver during the test were simple: AP was asked he/she “remained with eyes closed, quiet,
waiting for mentations about ‘token-object’ during few minutes.” AP remained silent in room to observe the testing
period. Afier that, the receiver complete each Form. Afterwards, the receiver to write his/her ‘impressions’ on a blanck
space on Form C (see Appendix I, Human-target Free response test. Form C). Each subject “touched” the object of
each one of the five human-targets and also five objects to obtain psi-impressions. Each receiver repeated the procedure
with another five objects.

Post-test Questionnaire

After test period, a 4-ilem cuestionnaire was administered (date and time included). Each receiver indicated
his/her rate of relax, mood, expectation of success, and motivation during the test (1-10 scale).

Judging procedure

AP delivered to human-targets each Form with statements written by receivers and he asked each human-
target to rank each statement as they consider they adjust to their own psychological, physical, or any other
characteristic expressed by the receivers. Each statement (to each “token-object”) had one to ten sentences each.
Human-targets unaware who was receivers, and he/she do not aware which statement each subject had written. After
that, each human-targets contacted with AP in order to deliver his/her scores to each statements.

Analyses

The analysis presented were produced using SPSS 10.0 (1999)
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Results

TABLE 25
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HITS AND MISSES FOR FREE-RESPONSE TEST (OBJECT)
(N=178)
HiTs (p= .20)
P
YES No TOTAL z¥ (two tailed)
68 (17.4) 322 (82.6) 390 -.1.20 23
* Continuity correction

HiTs* N (%)
No-hit 28 (35.9)
1 34 (43.6)
2 14 (17.9)
3 2(26)
4 0
5 0

TOTAL 78

* Free declarations about the traits
of five human-targets (p= .20)

TABLE 26
MEAN AND SD OF FREE-RESPONSE TEST (OBJECT) FOR AGE MALE AND AGE FEMALE

N Mean SD

MALE 29 44.10 12.96

FEMALE 49 47.82 15.57

TOTAL 78 46.44 14.68
TABLE 27

MEAN AND SD FOR PRE-SESSION RELAX, MOOD, EXPECTATION AND MOTIVATION SCORES
FOR FREE-RESPONSE TEST (OBJECT)

(N=78)
RELAX Moop EXPECTATION MOTIVATION
Mean 6.73 7.35 5.58 7.26
S0 223 1.72 2.52 2.09

FORCED CHOISE-RESPONSE TEST (OBJECT):
SECOND STUDY EXPLORING THE “TOKEN-OBIECT” EFFECT

Participants

The sample included 82 subjects (56 [68.3%) females and 26 [31.7%] males;, Age range 18-78; Mean= 47 85,
SD= 14.14).

Participant Orientation

The participants received some information about the test. AP created a friendly and informal social
atmosphera, engaging in conversation with the receiver before the (est, and the second author (JCA) was the test

designer,
Targets design and token-objects as a ESP test

We used same five and one more volunteers who were carring with them for fifieen days an identical object (a
leather and metal key ring). The target security was same, above mentioned.

27



Relaxation exercices

Receivers undergo a 9-—minutes relax exercise before test period, which included progressive relaxation
exercises and antogenic phrases (Jacobson, 1974) using the voice of one of us (AP).

Procedure

The procedure was the same that First Study. AP delivered the objects to the receiver, one of which was the
“token-object.” The receiver remained seated on a chair at a desk. Form D was designed by us (see Appendix I, Hunan-
target Forced-choise response test. Form D). Each Form contained pairs of anatomical or physical characteristics traits,
for instance, such as sex (Male-Female), age (47-67), weight (68-83 Kg.), hecight (1.69-1.79 mt.) of each human-
target. Each question in the questionnaire have ‘true’ ‘false’ response, so that the probability of the hits can be
quantified (p= 0.5). Each subject “touched” the object of each one of the six human-targets to obtain psi-impressions.
Each receiver repeated the procedure with another six objects.

Post-test Questionnaire

After test period, a 4-item questionnaire was administered (date and time included). Each receiver indicates
his/her rate of relax, mood, expectation of success, and motivation during the test (1-10 scale).

Judgment procedure

It was considered as a hit if the response given by the subject in each pair of options presented to him,
coincided with the anatomic or physical characteristic that corresponded in each case of the subject-objective. Like in
each pair of options, the subject-objective was differrent, the correct characteristics (of each one of the options) were
completely independent of each other. For that reason each correct response was considered as a hit. Each subject could
reach a maximum of six hits, since there were six options presented to him.

Analyses

The analysis presented were produced using SPSS /0.0 (1999)

Results
TABLE 28
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HITS AND MISSES FOR FORCED-CHOISE RESPONSE TEST (OBJECT)
(N=82)
HITS (p = .50)
P
YES No ToTAL z* (one tailed)
252 (51.2) 240 (48.8) 492 50 1.s.
* Continuity correction
Hits* N (%)
No-hits 224
1 5(6.1)
2 16 (19.5)
3 30 (36.6)
4 21 (25.6)
5 7(8.5
6 1(1.2)
TOTAL 82

* Using anatomical or physical
characteristics of six human-
targets.
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TABLE 29
MEAN aAND SD oF HUMAN-TARGET FORCED CHOISE-RESPONSE TEST FOR AGE MALE AND AGE FEMALE

N Mean SD

MALE 26 45.92 12.68

FEMALE 56 48.75 14.79

ToTtaL 82 47.85 14.14
TABLE 30

MEAN AND SD For PRE-SESSION RELAX, M0OOD, EXPECTATION AND MOTIVATION SCORES
FOR CHOISE-RESPONSE TEST (OBRIECT)

(N=282)
RELAX Moobp EXPECTATION MOTIVATION
Mean 5.80 7.50 6.26 7.02
SD 2.52 2.03 2.39 1.91

FREE-RESPONSE TEST (NO-OBJECT):
COMPARING THE “TOKEN-OBJECT” TECHNIQUE VS. GESP TECHNIQUE

Introduction

The ESP hits in the two groups of the sample (ESP Experience and ESP Ability) were compared in order to
assess the strategy using “psychometric” techniques vs. “non-psychometric” technigues, in this case a GESP test using
enveloped images as ESP stimulus. The aim is explore if there is significative difference between ESP ability group and
ESP experience group to psi-hitting the “token-object” effect, with a positive direction for the “token-cbject” effect to
ESP ability group, and to evaluaie if who employ “psychometric” strategy optimize their psi performance.

Participants

The sample included 102 subjects (68 [66.7%)] females and 34 [33.3%] males;, Age range= 18-76; Mean=
46.41; SD= 13.57).

Participant Orientation

The participants received some information about the test. AP created a friendly and informal social
atmosphera, ¢ngaging in conversation with the receiver before the test, and the second author (JCA) was the test
designer.

Targets design and security procedure

A test of ESP without using an “token-object” was designed. A pool of 200 well differentiated images printed
on paper, such as animals, icons, foods, people, landscapes, religion, scenics, structures, textures and caricatures and
humoristic cartoons were pooled in order to be randomized by JCA, who selected two image-targets before test period.
Each image-target was rapped in a black cardboard and placed inside an envelope closed and wax-sealed by JCA. The
iest was blind, so that the AP, who was in contact with the receiver during test period, did not aware which image-target
JCA had selected. Each image was numbered from 14, Once designed, JCA delivered to AP one envelope containing
one image-target for each receiver.

Relaxation exercices

Receivers undergo a 9-minutes relax exercise before test period, which included progressive relaxation
exercises and autogenic phrases (Jacobson, 1974) using the voice of one of us (AP).

Experimental and judging procedure

Two rooms were necessary for this test; one for AP and each receiver, and the other for JCA. The instructions
for each receiver during this condition were simple: AP was suggested that he/she “remained with eyes closed, quiet,
waiting for mentations during few minutes.” The receiver had no contact whatsoever with the JCA. The receiver
remained seated on a chair at a desk. AP remained silent in receiver’s room to observe the testing period. Receiver
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indicated his/her ‘impressions’ on the Form E (see Appendix 1, Picture-Target Free-response test. Form E). Once each
receiver completed the test, AP gave back the envelope to JCA, who back the . This procedure was repeated twice with
each receiver.

Three image-decoys pooled were randomly selected by JCA. He placed besides the image-target in a
cardboard screen. This procedure was carried on in JCA’s room, out of the observation field of AP and the receiver. The
distribution of the four candidates (the image-target and three decoys) was also randomized, so that neither AP and
receiver aware any image position and avoid place preference during judging procedure.

Afterwards, receiver then view the four potential targets (the actual target and three decoys on the cardboard),
which were presented in one of four random sequences. The receiver, viewing each candidate, associates to the item as
though it were the actual target, describing perceived similarities between the item and the mentation. A score 1 is
assigned to the candidate receiver believes has the strongest similarity to his mentation; scorc of 4 is given to the
candidate receiver is least like his experience. Each Form were individually signed by participants.

Post-test Questionnaire

After test period, a 4-item questionnaire was administered (date and time included). Each receiver indicated
his/her rate of relax, mood, expectation of success, and motivation during the test (1-10 scaie).

Analyses

The analysis presented were produced using SPSS 10.0 (1999).

Results
TABLE 31
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HITS AND MISSES FOR FREE-RESPONSE TEST (NO-OBJECT)
(N=102)
Hits (p=25)
r
YES (%o} No (%) TOTAL z* (one tailed)
MEAN CHANCE EXPECTED 25% 75%
FirsT TRIAL 34 (33.3) 68 (66.7) 102 1.83 .03
SECOND TRIAL 36 (35.3) 66 (64.7) 102 2.29 .01
TOTAL 70 (34.3) 134 (65.7) 204 2.99 .001

* Continuity correction.
Using images as target instead object “touched” by human-targets.

TABLE 32
MEAN AND SD OF FREE-RESPONSE TEST (NO-OBJECT) FOR AGE MALE AND AGE FEMALE

N Mean SD

MALE 34 45.56 12.09

FEMALE 68 46.84 14.33

ToTAL 102 4641 13.57
TABLE 33

MEAN AND SD FoR PRE-SESSION RELAX, M0OD, EXPECTATION AND MOTIVATION SCORES
FOR FREE-RESPONSE TEST (NO-OBJECT)

(N=T78)
RELAX Moob EXPECTATION MOTIVATION
Mean 7.35 1.75 6.80 7.52
SD 1.93 1.75 2.31 1.98
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TABLE 34
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HITS AND MISSES OF FREE-RESPONSE TEST (NO-OBJECT)
FOR COLOR, SHAPE, AND IMPRESSION

COLOR*
YES (%) NoO (%45) TOTAL
Yes 43(374) 27(30.3) 70
Hit No 72(626) 62(69.7) 134
TOTAL 115 89 204
SHAPE**
YES (%) NO (%) ToTAL
YEs 32(333) 38(35.2) 70
Hit No 64 (66.7) 70 (64.8) 134
TOTAL 96 108 204
IMPRESSION***
YES (%) NO (%) TOTAL
YES 26(32.1) 44 (35.8) 70
HIT No 55(67.9) 79 (64.2) 134
ToTaL 81 123 204

* Percentage within Color.
** Percentage within Shape.
**#* Percentage within Impression.

These results show a non-significative difference between low/high Color, Shape and Impression with ESP
scores. Results are shown with percentage within each item. Chi-squarc was applied.  Also,  there was  non-
significative difference between low/high pre-test relax, mood, motivation and expectation score with ESP scores.
Results were evaluated with Spearman’s rho.

Discussion

We have analyzed the results of the four parapsychological tests individually, without relating them to each
other. We obtained psi-hitting in the Free-Response Test (No-object). We believe that this was the most comprehensible
of the four ESP tests. Due to the fact that it is a more traditional test, where even if there is no contact with the picture it
is known that this is inside the envelope prepared to the effect, which makes “the objective more concrete.” Besides. it
appeals 1o a visnal stimulus, familiarized with the way of normal perceptual functioning,

We believe that this test adds emotional and motivational additional, as compared with the psychometric tests,
that may facilitate the ESP. Almost half of the sample {56.3%) manifests not to have control over psi. More specifically,
65.2% of the sample manifests not to have attempted ever to control psi, not even once in their lives.

We then consider that the fact that the only parapsychological test where significant hits were obtained has
been the Free-Response Test (No object), may be due to the fact that in taking the total results of the sample without
differentiating in grouops, the mayority of the subjects are more prepared to obtain resulits in this test, than in those that
imply to work with objects or names, which we suppose to represent a greater degree of complexity. The good results
that could have been obtained some of the subjects were hidden by the performance of the ensemble.

GENERAL STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
PARAPSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS AND ESP EXPERIENCE/ABILITY

We will analyze here the resulis obtained, differentiating by subjects who indicated ESP Experience and ESP
Ability. An Analysis of Variance was carried out to determine if the hits in the ESP tests of the subjects who indicated
ESP Experience and ESP Ability diferred significantly, but there was no significant effect whatsoever with the four
parapsychological tests conforming the within-subjects factor and the ESP Experience/Ability as between-subjects
factor.

We decided to analyze men and women separately, assuming that there were significant differences between
men and women in ihe ESP tesis. We found a significant difference in favor of the Males. Males, who indicated ESP
Ability, obtained more hits than the females, who did not show any significant difference. We found a difference
between subjects who indicated ESP Experience and ESP Ability, taking the average of results of the four
parapsychological tests. The results are presented in what follows:
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TABLE 35
TEST OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS'

Source Sum of squares  df  Mean Square F p

EXTRASENSORY EXPERIENCE/ABILITY 6.239 ] 6.239 7.520 013
ERROR 16.592 20 830

TTransformed Variable: Average

TABLE 36
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS: MALE

Extrasensory
Experience/Ability  Mean z-score
ESP EXPERIENCES —.180*
ESP ABILITY 361

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent varable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.
Due to the fact that the probability of hitting was different for each one of the tests, the results were

transformed to scores z (to make them comparable), taking these as value of the dependent variable. Between-Subjects
Factors: Extrasensory Experience/Ability. No se encontré efecto significativo alguno en los tests of within-subjects

effect.

TABLE 37
TEST OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS'
Source Sum of squares  df  Mean Square F p
EXTRASENSORY EXPERIENCE/ABILITY 814 1 814 783 382
ERROR 38.4635 37 1.040

T Transformed Variable: Average

TARBLE 38
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS: FEMALE

Extrasensory
Experience/Ability  Mean z-score
ESP EXPERIENCES 125
ESP ABILITY —.020*

* Due to the fact that the values of the
dependent variable are expressed as
score z, some deans are presented with
a negative sign.

We sclected two of the six items of the EEAQ, (ESP “feelings” around past place evenis [3.2] and ESP
“feelings” around token objects [3.3] focused on “token-object” effect to observe differences between the four
parapsychological tests.

To combine both questions we proceeded as follows: If the subjects responded in at least one of the two
questions “Yes, sometimes™ or “Yes, almost always,” they were grouped as with Psychometric ability vs. Non-
psychometric ability. We excluded those who responded “Yes, once” to avoid a distorsion in the effect (coincidences,
Inappropriate interpretations, errors of perception, ctc.). Between-Subjects Factors: Psychometrical Ability.
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TABLE 39
TESTS OF WITHIN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS

Sum of
Source squares Df  Mean Square  F p
TYPE OF TEST 3.638 3 1.213 1.078 .360
TYPE OF TEST AND PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY  [0.999 3 3.666 3.260 023
ERROR (TYPE OF TEST) 199.066 177 1.125
TABLE 40

TESTS OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS'

Sum of
Source squares df  Mean Square F p
PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY 021 1 021 020 889
ERROR 62.499 59 1.059
T Transformed Variable: Average.
TABLE 41

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST

PSYCHOMETRICAL TvyPE OF TEST Mean z-score*
ABILITY

Free-Response Test (object) - 075

No Forced-Choise Test — 018
ESP-Name Test 600
Free-Response Test (no-object) A55
Free-Response Test (object) -.211

YES Forced-Choise Test 359
ESP-Name Test 438
Free-Response Test (no-object) -.307

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.

Given the difference between men and women found in ESP Experience and ESP Ability of the EEAQ, we
decided to do the previous calculation separately for men and women, In the case of the Males the interaction between
Psychometrical Ability and the type of test {p= .009) was maintained but in Females such interaction was not found (p=
.35). We present in what follows the estimated marginal means for both sexes.

TABLE 42
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ARILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR MALE

PSYCHOMETRICAL
ABILITY TYPE OF TEST Mean z-score

Free-Response Test (object) - .264

No Forced-Choise Test 145
ESP-Name Test -.118
Free-Response Test (no-object) 338
Free-Response Test (object) 225

YES Forced-Choise Test 984
ESP-Name Test 1.400
Free-Response Test (no-object) - 492

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.



TABLE 43
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR FEMALE

PSYCHOMETRICAL
ABILITY TYPE OF TEST Mean z-score*

Free-Response Test (object) 040

No Forced-Choise Test -117
ESP-Name Test 071
Free-Response Test (no-object) 527
Free-Response Test (object) —-409

YES Forced-Choise Test 075
ESP-Name Test 000
Free-Response Test (no-object) —~.224

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.

An analysis was carried out to determine differences between the groups with psychometrical ability and non-
psychometrical ability for the Free-response test (object) and the free-response tests (no-object). We found an
interaction between type of test psychometrical ability.

Due to the fact that the probability of hitting was not the same in all the assays, for the analysis, the resunlts of
the different trials were transformed to scores z, taking this as value of the dependent variable. Between-Subjects
Factors: Psychometrical Ability. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: There was no significative results.

TABLE 44
TESTS OF WITHIN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS: TYPE OF TEST AND PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY

Source Sum of squares Df  Mean Square  F p
TYPE OF TEST 126 1 126 127 723
TYPE OF TEST AND PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY 4.572 1 4.572 4.607 {036
ERROR (TYPE OF TEST) 59.536 60 992
TABLE 45

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST

PSYCHOMETRICAL
ABILITY TYPE OF TEST Mean z-score*
No Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) —-.047
Free-Response Test (No-object) 455
YES Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) 118
Free-Response Test (No-object) —-.241

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.

We carried out an analysis for men and for women, Males maintained the interaction (p= .03) between the

Psychometrical Ability and Type of Test (Psvchometrical vs. non-psychometrical), in contrast with Females, who did
not maintain such an interaction (p= .22).

TABLE 46
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR MALES

PSYCHOMETRICAL
ABILITY TYPE OF TEST Mean z-score*
No Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) =060
Free-Response Test (no-object) 338
YES Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) .604
Free-Response Test (no-object) -.492
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* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.

TABLE 47
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR FEMALE

PsSYCHOMETRICAL
ABILITY TYPE OF TEST Mean z-score*
No Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) -.039
Free-Response Test (no-object) 527
YES Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test (Average) -.085
Free-Response Test (no-object) -.137

* Due to the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presented with a
negative sign.

Discussion

We did not find significant differences comparing the results obtained in the tests of ESP in ESP Experience
and ESP Ability.

In a second analysis, we found a significant difference between ESP Experience and ESP Ability in favor of
the men more than for Women. Men had better scores of ESP performance if they manifested to have or to have had
control of some of the parapsychological phenomena presented in the questionaire (group ESP Ability) than if they only
manifested to have had experiences or only to believe in the existence of such phenomena (group ESP-Experience). In
the case of women, the group ESP-Ability obtained less hits than the ESP-Experience (although the difference was not
significant). In any case, this applies to the set of resulis obtained in the parapsychological trials, but we cannot say that
it occurs in a differential form according to the test in question. In principle, what seemed to be influencial was the sex
of the subject, but not the tipe of test used.

It has to be taken into consideration that the Extrasensorial Belief, Experience and Ability Questionnaire
investigates over a set of ESP experiences, not only the tests of psychometric ability, which, within the set of questions,
are a minority. We could think, for example, that the fact of having a certain control over phenomena of telepathic
character, is not the same as to have it over psychometric phenomena. The ability for a type of phencmena not
necessarily gives ability for others of a different character, Starting from this we assumed that not finding differences
between the different parapsychological tests in what refers 1o performance of the groups ESP Experience and ESP
Ability, could be due to the fact of having taken the questions as a whole for the classification of the groups and not
only the more specific of psychometry. It was for this reason that we repeated the analyses taking only the two
questions of ability of specific psychometric character, the 3.2 and the 3.3. In this analysis we found differences
between the subjects who manifested to have psychometric ability and those who did not, in differential form according
to the type of parapsychological tests. Analyzing separately the results of men and women, we found that this
interaction between the presence-absence of psychometric ability and the type of parapsychological tesi occurs only in
men. The men who manifested to have psychometric ability did better than those who said not to have such ability in
Free-Response Test (Object) and Forced-Choise Test and in the ESP-Name Test, which even if it does not functionasa
physical object, it does it with a symbolic object (a name written on paper), which makes it into a semi-psychometric
test, while those who did not have psychometric ability performed better in the non-psychometric test, the Free-
Response Test (no-object).

To specify still more the comparison between the psychometric and non-psychometric strategies, we compared
the combined result of the two tests using an object (Free-Response Test and Forced-Choise Test with an object vs. that
Free-Response Test without object. We found differences between the subjects who manifesied to have psychometric
ability and thesc who did not, according to the type of parapsychological test, psychometric or not so. We also analyzed
separately the results of men and women and found that this interaction between the presence-absence of the
psychometric ability and if the type of parapsychological test is parapsychological or psychometric or not is obtained
only with men. In these, the result obtained was in the expected sense: those who had manifested to have ability for
psychometry and who consequently were more familiar with the strategies to deal with psychometry for extrasensory
perception, obtained better results when they had to work with objects, than when they were asked to perceive the
images extrasensorially; also in the psychomeiric tests they did betier than those who did not considered to have
psychometric abilities. These obtained more hits working with images than with objects, in such a way that in the test
with images they performed better than the group that manifested to have psychometric ability. This suggests that those
who are familiar with such strategy scem to be better trained applying strategies of psychometry, and consequently
decrease ESP performance when they change strategy, applying a Free-response ESP test with images. On the other
side the subjects who have no psychometric ability, find that the technique of free response with images results in better
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facilitation of ESP, they are more comfortable, easir to understand, and it contains possibly more elements emotional-
motivational. Besides, the test contains visual stimuli, A future study should evaluate if imagery (visual) is rrelated to
this result.

All of the above woeuld facilitate that the subjects of the Non-psychometrical Ability group obtained better
results in the test with images, since this would implicate a simpler procedure and not having the subjects a
psychometric ability they would not have an already incorporated habit about a strategy to utilize for ESP, that could
compete with the stralegy 10 receive the image, The psychometric test on the other side would be too "technical” and
alien to their daily experience, more difficult to conceptualize, which might make it difficult to obtain an extrasensory
reception.

Finally, it must be clarified that, being in the various parapsychological tests different the values of the
probability to hit, and consequently not being able to use the number of hits for the comparisons, we were forced, for
the analyses (which compare such tests between themselves), to transform the hits of each subject to scores z, to make
them comparable under a common standard. Consequently, the estimated marginal means, are expressed in these
values. But it has to be considered that such means, cannot be interpreted as if they were the score z of an individual test
with which to evaluate the probability, since they are the result of a set of values z and to estimate the probability
starting from the value z of the estimated marginal means, it would require to calculate the value z for the set of scores z
of the subjects and besides, we have to consider that in the calculations made such means complete their meaning in the
comparison with the other means.

SEX, AGE, EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, SPIRITUALITY AND
EPI, 16PF, PBS, DES AND HSS SCORES, AND ESP TESTS

1. Sex, Age, Educational Level, Spirituality Feelings, and ESP Tests

TABILE 48
MEAN, SD AND f TEST OF TYPE OF TEST FOR MALE AND FEMALE

TYPE OF TEST (a) SEX N Mean SD t Test

Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) MALE 29 83 .80 -.376
FEMALE 49 90 .80

Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) MALE 26 3.23 1.07 .827
FEMALE 56 3.00 1.22

ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) MALE 33 2.00 1.12 — 063
FEMALE 66 2.02 1.14

Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= ,50) Malg 34 .62 .60 ~-.738(®)
FEMALE 68 72 77

(a} MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.
(b) Equal variances not assumed.

No significant differences were found between men and women in the number of hits. No significant effects
were found neither by doing an Analysis of Variance with the four parapsychological iests as within-subjects factor and
sex as between subjects factor.

TABLE 49
MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF LOW AGE AND HIGH AGE FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) AGE N Mean  SD  tTest
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00)  Low (18-46) 40 .90 81 319
High {(47-78) 38 .84 .79
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (18—46) 40 3.23 1.29 1.145
High (47-78) 42 293  1.05
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (18-46) 50 1.96 1.16 — 444
High (47-78) 49 2.06 1.11
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= Low (18-46) 52 .63 1 =740
50)
High (47-78) 50 74 72

{a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.
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No significant relationship was found with age with any of the ESP tests. No significant effects were found bv
doing an Analysis of Variance with ESP tests as within-subjects factor and age as between subjects factor. It was also
done an Analysis of Variance including the sex variable of the subjects without finding significant effects.

TABLE 50
MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF Low EDUCATION AND HIGH EDUCATION FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) EDUCATION N  Mean SD tTest
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE=1.00) Grade School-High School 39 74 5 ~1.433
Third School-Postgraduate 39 100 .83

Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Grade School-High School 41 295 112 -.940
Third School-Postgraduate 41 320 123
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Grade School-High School 51 204 100 .263

Third School-Postgraduate 48 198 1.26
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50)  Grade School-High School 54 67 73 =292
Third School-Postgraduate 48 71 71

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation,

No significant relationship was found of the study level with the ESP tests. Neither significant effects were
found by doing an Analysis of Variance with ESP tests as within-subjects factor and Education as between subjects
factor. 1t was also done the Analysis of Variance including the sex variable of the subjects without finding significant
effects.

TABLE 51
MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF LOW SPIRITUALITY AND HIGH SPIRITUALITY FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) SPIRITUALITY N  Mean SD  tTest
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low Spirituality 23 74 62— 952
High Spirituality 35 .93 .86

Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low Spirituality 25 _ 3.08 1.15 035
High Spirituality 57  3.07  1.19
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low Spirituality 31  1.68 1.08 —2.009%

High Spirituality 68 2.i6 113
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50)  Low Spirituality 33 70 77 104
High Spirituality 69 .68 .70

{a) MCE= Mean Chance Expeclation.
*p < .05

A small relationship was found of the hits with Spirituality in ESP-Name Test. The group of subjects with
greater spirituality, has more hits than the group with low spirituality. It was also done an Analysis of Variance with the
four parapsychological tests as within-subjects factor and spirituality as between subjects factor. No significant effects
were found.

An Analysis of Variance was also done including the variable sex of the subjects without finding significant
effects. As per the relationship found between spirituality and the ESP-Name Test: considering the four comparisons
realized; the fact that only one of the parapsychological tests showed a difference, without having an explanation
because in that particular test spirituality would have to exercise an influence and not in the others; not having found in
the Analysis of Variance an interaction between the type of test and spirituality; aded to the fact that the significance is
close to the limit of .05; makes us think that possibly we are in front of an error type 1. Considering the above, the more

prudent is to suppose that the spirituality is not related with the results of any of the parapsychological tests, including
the one of ESP-Name.
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2. EPI, 16PF, PBS, DES and HSS scores, and ESP Tests

TABLE 52
MEAN, SD anD ¢ TEST OF TYPE OF TEST FOR LOW HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCORES AND HIGH HYPNOTIC
SUSCEPTIBILITY SCORES FOR TYPE OF TEST

HypNOTIC
TYPE OF TEST (a) SUSCEPTIBILITY N Mean SD 1 Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low=1.0-3.2 33 97 81 906
High=3.3-50 33 .79 .82
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low=1.0-3.2 36 3.08 91 320
High=3.3-50 39 3.00 1.30
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low=10-32 40 2.20 L1l 1.259
High=3.3-5.0 38 1.87 1.21
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE=.50) Low=1.0-3.2 40 .70 76 -.320
High=33-50 37 .76 .80

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.

In none of the ESP tests a significant difference waas found. Neither significant effects were found by doing an
Analysis of Variance with ESP tests as within-subjects factor and Hypnotic Susceptibility as between subjects factor.
An Analysis of Variance was also done including the sex variable of the subjects without finding significant effects.

TABLE 53
MEAN, 8D AND ¢ TEST OF LOW DISSOCIATIVE SCORES AND HIGH DISSOCIATIVE SCORES FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) DES SCORES N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low<= 13.20 34 71 76 -1.866
High>=13.21 31 1.06 7
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low<=13.20 35 3.23 1.09 1.153
High>= 13.21 32 291 1.20
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low<= 13,20 40 2.05 1.15 .085
High>= 13.21 36 2.03 i.13
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50) Low<=13.20 42 Tl 74 .230
High>= 13.21 37 68 5

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.

In none of the ESP tests a significant difference was found. Neither were found significant effects by doing an
Analysis of Variance with the ESP tests as within-subjects factor and DES scores Experiences as between subjects
factor. An Analysis of Variance was also done including the variable sex of the subjects without finding sifnificant
effects.

TABLE 54
MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF LOW NEUROTICISM AND HiGH NEUROTICISM FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) NEUGROTICISM N Mean SD  Test

Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (0-9) 39 1.00 .89 1.208
High (10-24) 36 .78 .68

Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (0-9) 39 3.10 1.23 294
High (10-24) 41 3.02 1.15

ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (0-9) 46 2.17 1.14 1.190
High (10-24) 43 1.88 1.16

Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50) Low (0-9) 47 .62 74 - 1.387
High (10-24) 42 .83 73

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.

In none of the ESP i¢sts a significant difference was found. An Analysis of Variance was done with the ESP
tests as within-subjects factor and Neuroticism as between subjects factor. An interaction was found between the type of
ESP test and Neuroticism (p= .049). An Analysis of Variance was also done including the variable sex of the subjects.
An interaction was also found between the type of ESP test and Neuroticism and between sex and Neuroticism. In what
follows we present the results obtained:
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TABLE 55
TESTS OF WITHIN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS: TYPE OF TEST. SEX AND NEUROTICISM

Sum of
Source squares df Mean Square F p
TYPE OF TEST 4.970 3 1.657 1.484 n.s.
TYPE OF TEST AND SEX 2.414 3 .805 721 n.s.
TYPE OF TEST AND NEUROTICISM 12.561 3 4.187 3.750 .012¢(a)
TYPE OF TEST, SEX AND NEUROTICISM 6.937 3 2312 2.071 n.s.
ERROR (TYPE OF TEST) 190936 171 1.117
(a) Do not Assumed Sphericity. Greenhouse-Geisser p= 016
TABLE 56
TESTS OF BETWEEN- SUBJECTS EFFECTS: SEX AND NEUROTICISM
Sum of squares Mean
Source df  Square F p
SEX 185 1 185 185 ns.
NEUROTICISM 440 1 440 438 s
SEX AND NEUROTICISM 4917 1 4917 4900 .031
ERROR 57.193 57 1.003
TABLE 57

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
Low AND HIGH NEUROTICISM FOR TYPE OF TEST

NEUROTICISM TYPE OF TEST Mean (z-score)

Free-Response Test (Object} 055
Low Forced-Choise Test .016
ESP-Name Test 412

Free-Response Test (No-object) —.004

Free-Response Test (Object) —.366
HiGH Forced-Choise Test 208

ESP-Name Test -.254
Free-Response Test (No-object) 5333

Although no significant interaction was obtained between Type of test, Sex and Neuroticism (Sphericity
Assumed: p=.106; Greenhouse-Geisser: p=.115), we consider interesting to present the estimated marginal means
(considering the interaction in the set of parapsychological tests), between Sex and Neuroticism.
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TABLE 58
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE/FEMALE AND LOowW AND HiGH NEUROTICISM FOR TYPE OF TEST

SEX NEUROTICISM TYPE OF TEST Mean (z-score)
Free-Response Test (Object) A73
Low Forced-Choise Test 441
ESP-Name Test 769
MALE Free-Response Test (No-object) - 189
Free-Response Test {Object) - .624
HIGH Forced-Choise Test 182
ESP-Name Test -.556
Free-Response Test (No-object) .638
Free-Response Test (Object) -.062
Low Forced-Choise Test - 410
ESP-Name Test 056
FEMALE Free-Response Test (No-object) 182
Free-Response Test (Object) -.107
HiGH Forced-Choise Test 234
ESP-Name Test 048
Free-Response Test (No-object) 429
TABLE 59

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE/FEMALE AND Low AND HIGH NEUROTICISM SCORES

SEX NEUROTICISM  Adean (z-scores)
MALE Low 299
HiGH - .090
FEMALE Low -.059
HiGH 151
TARBLE 60
MEAN, SD AND f OF LOoW EXTRAVERSION AND HIGH EXTRAVERSION TEST FOR TYPE OF TEST
TYPE OF TEST (a) EXTRAVERSION N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (0-10) 39 .85 .81 -.530
High (11-24) 36 .94 .79
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (0-10) 43 3.23 127 1.394
High (11-24) 37 2.86 1.06
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (0-10) 44 2.30 1.05  2.162*
High (11-24) 45 1.78 1.20
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50) Low (0-10) 46 78 76 838
High (11-24) 43 65 12

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.
*p<.05

A significant difference was found in the ESP-Name Test. Subjects with Low Extraversion, obtained more hits
than those of High Extraversion. No significant effects were found when doing an Analysis of Variance with ESP tests
as within-subjects factor and Extraversion as between subjects facior, An Analysis of Variance was also done including
the variable sex of the subjects, an interaction between sex and Extraversion was found.

Due to the fact that the probability of hitting was not the same in all the tests, for the comparison the resulis of
the different tests were transformed to scores z. Between-Subjetcs Factors: 1. Sex and 2. Extraversion. Tests of Within-
Subjects Effects: no significant effects were found.
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TABLEG61
TESTS BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS

Sum of Mean
Source squares df  Square F P
SEX 954 1 .954 1.069 ns.
EXTRAVERSION 387 1 387 434 ns.
SEX AND EXTRAVERSION 8.986 1 898  10.071 .002
ERROR 50,860 57 892
TABLE 62

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE/FEMALE AND LOwW AND HIGH EXTRAVERSION SCORES

SEX EXTRAVERSION AMean (z-scores)*
MALE Low —.005
HiGH 313
FEMALE Low .266
HiGH —-.220

* Duge 1o the fact that the values of the dependent variable are expressed as score z, some deans are presenied with a
negative sign.

Regarding the 16PF Sixtecn Personality Factors Considering the number of factors we chose to do a Linear
Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-ol-F-to-remove >=.100), laking the
16 factors of the 16-PF without forming groups Low and High, but in their values as decatypes, as independent
variables and the average of the results of the four ESP Tests transformed into scores z, to equelize the different ESP
tests, since they had different probabilitics of hitting, as dependent variable. No relationship was found of any of the 16
factors with the average of hits in the ESP tests.

Discussion

A relationship was found between the ESP tests scores and Neuroticism/Extraversion scores measured by EPL
In both cases it was necessary to consider the sex of the subjects to obtain differences between the subjects of low and
high Extraversion and low and high Neuroticism, In our investigation this relationship is present only for Males, not for
females, where the tendency of the data is manifested in the contrary sense. This would explain that analyzing the data
without considering the sex of the subjects the differences between Neuroticism and Extraversion could not be
observed.

When we differenciated in a previous section, with or without psychometric ability , to have some control over
the phenomena, it was only found a significant difference between those who manifested to have some control and
those who did not, in the case of the Men. Exactly these are the ones who obtain better results when they are extroverted
and emotionally stable. One could ask in what measure this incides for being precisely in the men, where concordance
is found between manifesting to have some control of the psychometric phenomena and to obtain a better result in the
psychometric tests that we have performed.

The interactions mentioned before between sex/Extraversion and sex/Neuroticism are given considering the set
of the parapsychological tests, that is, taking the average of them. But in the case of Neuroticism, this also intcracts with
the type of parapsychological test. In the case of the men, those emotionally stable (low Neuroticism), obtained more
hits in the two tests with objects and in that of names, while the unstable (high Neuroticism), they obtain more hits in
Free-response test (no-objeto). In the women almost no differences were found between those with low and high
Neuroticism in the test of the names and the one with free response with object, in the other two tests (with object-fixed
response and with images-without object) those with high Neuroticism had more hits. Regarding the relationship found
between extraversion and the ESP-Name Test in particular (without differentiating by sex), as if the influence of the
extraversion were given in differential form in the different tests; present in the ESP-Name Test and absent in the
others, we consider the following: taking into consideration the four comparisons made; the fact that only in one of the
parapsychological tests a difference was found, without having an explanation because in that test in particular the
extraversion would have to exercise an ifluence and not in the others; not to have found in the Analysis of Variance an
interaction between the type of test and extraversion, since the interaction sex-extraversion is given in the set of the
parapsychological tests and not differentiating between them; added to the fact that the significance is close to the limit
of .05; makes us think that possibly we are in front of an error Type . Considering the above, it is prudent to suppose
that extraversion is not related in differential form with the different parapsychological tests, but with the set of them
and that the result in particular found in the ESP-Name, is due, as we said, to an crror type L.

41



PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS AND ESP TESTS

TABLE 63
MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF TYPE OF TEST FOR LOW PARANORMAL BELIEFS SCORES AND HIGH PARANORMAL
BELIEFS SCORES

TYPE OF TEST (a) PBS SCORES N Mean SD  tTest
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low<=3.41 39 79 7 .626
High>=3.42 34 .94 85
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low<=3.41 41 3.10 124 .09]
High>=342 36 308 113
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low<= 341 46 2.02 126 052
High>=3.42 44 2.00 .99
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50) Low<=341 45 73 69 =773
High>=342 47 64 76

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation,

In none of the four cases was found a significant difference. Neither were found significant effecis when an
Analysis of Variance was done with ESP tests as within-subjects factor and Paranormal Beliefs as between subjects
factor. An Analysis of Variance was also done including the variable sex of the subjects without finding significant
effects.

TABLE 64

MEAN, SD AND ¢ TEST OF TYPE OF TEST FOR Low AEI ScoOREs aND HiGH AEI SCORES FOR TYPE OF TEST

TYPE OF TEST (a) EXPERIENCES N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (<= .34) 39 77 81 -1108
High (>= 35) 36 97 77
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (<= .34) 39 3.05 1.12 -.279
High (>= .35) 40 3.13 1.22
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (<= .34) 44 209 1.12 808
High (>=.353) 50 1.90 1.16
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE=.50)  Low (<= .34) 46 .65 74 - 462
High (>= .35) 50 72 70
TYPE OF TEST (a) BELIEF N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (<= .75) 39 .74 79 -~ 1.406
High (>= .76) 36 1.00 79
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (<= .75) 36 3.14 1.29 348
High (>=.76) 43 3.05 1.07
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (<= .75) 41 1.98 123 -.102
High (>=.76) 53 2.00 1.07
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE= .50) Low (<= .75) 41 .56 67 —-1.506
High (>=.76) 55 78 T4
TYPE OF TEST {(a) ABILITIES N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Cbject) (MCE= 1.00) Low (<= .25) 44 91 .86 549
High (>= .26) 31 81 .70
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (<= .25) 43 3.07 1.24 -156
High (>= .26) 36 3.11 1.09
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (<= .25) 49 1.80 1.22 -
1.734*
High (>= .26) 45 2.20 1.01
Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE=.50)  Low (<= .25) 50 70 76 178
High (>= .26) 46 67 67
TYPE OF TEST (a) FEAR N Mean SD t Test
Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (<= .12) 42 74 73 - 1.598
High (>= .13) 33 1.03 .85
Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (<= .12) 40 323 127  1.052
High (>=.13) 39 2.95 1.05
ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (<= .12) 46 2.02 1.14 .268
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High(>=.13) 48 196 115

Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE=.50)  Low (<= .12) 46 .63 74 —.748

High (>= .13) 50 74 69
TYPE OF TEST (a) UsE oF DRUGS

AND ALCOHOL N Mean SD t Test

Free-Response Test (Object) (MCE= 1.00) Low (<=.13) 59 .86 5 -.047
High ( >=.14) 16 .88 .96

Forced-Choise Test (MCE= 3.00) Low (<=.13) 63 3.13 1.11 577
High ( >=.14) 16 2.94 1.39

ESP-Name Test (MCE= 2.00) Low (<=.13) 71 1.94 1.18 -.681
High(>=.14) 23 213 10l

Free-Response Test (No-object) (MCE=.50)  Low {<=.13) 74 .70 74 .380
High(>=14) 22 64 66

(a) MCE= Mean Chance Expectation.
¥ p=.043, one-tailed.

A significant difference was found in the number of hits, in relation with the variable Abilities, only in the
ESP-Name Test. The difference is manifeste in that the subjects with High Abilities obtained more hits than those with
Low Abilities.

Analysis of Variance was also done with ESP tests as within-subjects factor and the factors of the Anomalous
Experiences Inventory, taking them one at a time in each analysis, as between subjects factor. No significant effects
were found.

Considering that relating the groups together as ESP Belief, ESP Experience and ESP Ability with the ESP
tests. differences had been found when analyzing separately men and women and existing similarity in the variables
measured by this questionnaire with some of the Anomalous Experiences Inventory, we decided to do the previous
Analysis of Variance, separately for men and women, taking one by one the variables of the Anomalous Experiences
Inventory. No significant effects were found.

GENERAL PSYCHOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

Introduction

Several recent studies link reports of subjective psychic experiences to hypnotic susceptibility (Barber &
Wilson, 1982; Nadon & Kihistrom, 1987, Wagner & Ratzeburg, 1987; Wickramasekera, 1987, 1989; Wilson & Barber,
1983). One paper (Barber & Wilson, 1982) implies that the “fantasy-prone personality,” the excellent hypnotic subject,
and the “psychic” are identical.

The evidence that these phenomena are related is of interest from several perspectives. First, there is some
evidence that the process of hypnotic induction facilitates performance on objective tests of psi. However, it is not yet
clear what aspect of the induction experience affects test performance (Schechter, 1984). A link between hypnotic
susceptibility and subjective experiences could be considered supporting evidence for the concept of hypnosis as a psi-
conducive state of consciousness. For researchers who are sympathetic to the possibility of psi, this link suggests a
potential for subjects to become absorbed in imagery and inner sensations, qualities that may aid in psychic perception.
A high correlation might permit screening of subjects for experimental tests of psi. From the opposing point of view, in
the search for plausible alternatives to the psi hypothesis, hypnotic susceptibility provides an explanation for psychic
experiences that does not require the presence of paranormal phenomena; that is, the experiences may simply be fantasy
(Nadon & Kihlstrom, 1987). Finally, hypnosis rescarchers with no particular interest in psi may welcome the discovery
of a measure that appears 10 be predictive of hypnotic susceptibility because, in general, personality traits are poor
predictors (Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974).

Despite the enthusiasm with which researchers on both sides of the psi question have received these results, the
data suggest that the effect is weak and that other variables are likely to be involved. Lynn and Rhue (1988), in a study
involving the screening of nearly 6,000 college students, challenged Wilson and Barber’s conclusions about fantasy
proneness. They noted that hypnotic responsiveness is possible cven in the absence of well-developed imaginative
abilities and that not all fantasizers in the study were highly hypnotizable. The correlations of hypnotic susceptibility
with psychic experiences reported by Nadon and Kihistrom (1987) and by Wagner and Ratzeburg (1987), though
significant, leave a substantial portion of the variance unaccounted for. The data reported by Wickramasckera (1989)
show that, even among subjects with low hypnotic susceptibility, 32% of his low-susceptible college student subjects
reported psychic experiences (vs. 80% of the highly susceptible students). Wickramasekera did not report correlation
coefficients.

The results of studies comparing hypnotic susceptibility to performance in objective tests of psi, though
equivocal, provide some evidence of underlying complexity that might apply to subjective experiences as well. Stanford
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(1972}, using the Barber Suggestibility Scale (Barber, 1969) as a measure of hypnotic susceptibility, found a task-
suggestibility interaction. Subjects with high suggestibility performed better in a task requiring passive, receptive psi.
whereas subjects with low suggestibility performed better on an active, PK-like task involving the throwing of a die.

The results of studies comparing hypnotic susceptibility to success in other free-response and forced-choice
tests also suggest the possibility of a task-dependent effect. In Honorton’s (1972) free-response experiment with
hypnotically induced dreams, the superior performance of hypnotized subjects was restricted to those who scored high
on a measure of hypnotic susceptibility. Yet Palmer and Licberman (1976) did not find this resuit when the free-
response psi test was undertaken in an induced out-of-body state rather than in a hypnotic state. They did, however, find
a significant correlation between the Barber Suggestibility Scale and the experience of an out-of-body state.

In forced-choice experiments using conventional ESP cards, the Stanford (1972) study demonstrated a positive
relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and scoring, whereas two others (Honorton, 1969; McBain, Fox, Kimura,
Nakanishi, & Tirado, 1970) did not. In the Honorton (1969) study there was a moderate correlation of r (29) .31, but the
sample size of 31 subjects was too small for this 1o be significant. In the McBain et al. study (1970), there was a nonsig-
nificant correlation of r = .22, but the 24 subjects had already been preselected for high hypnotic susceptibility.
However. success as a sender in the McBain experiment was significantly correlated with hypnotic susceptibility, r .64,
p<.0l

This trait-by-situation interaction might extend to psychic experiences as well. Perhaps certain types of psychic
experiences are correlated positively with hypnotic susceptibility, whereas others are correlated negatively or not at all.
There are several issues that need to be addressed before it can be generalized that hypnotic susceptibility and
subjective psychic experiences are closely related.

First, the different studies have measured beliefs, experiences, and hypnotic susceptibility in ways that are
difficult to compare. Stanford (1987) has pointed out that reliable measures both of the trait (i.e., hypnotic
susceptibility) and of the behavior (in this case, psychic experiences) are necessary. Wagner and Ratzeburg (1987) had
the most systematic approach. They used scales of belief from several other studies of paranormal beliefs and correlated
them with the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility (Shor & Orne, 1962), a measure with established
reliability and validity. However, they reporied psychic experiences only as a simple yes/mo dichotomy and did not
differentiate among different types of psychic experiences. Nadon & Kihlstrom (1987) also used the Harvard scale and
measured psychic experiences using a questionnaire based on that of Palmer (1979). They, too, did not report data on
different types of psychic experiences. Wickramasekera (1989) also used the Harvard scale, together with his own
measure of psychic experiences. Barber and Wilson (1982) and Wilson and Barber (1983) had a looser methodology.
On the basis of interviews, they concluded that excellent hypnotic subjects tend to have psychic experiences, but they
did not report the number or type of psychic experiences in a systematic way. They used the Barber Suggestibility Scale
and a variety of nonstandardized measures of hypnotic susceptibility rather than the Harvard scale.

None of the studies examined in detail which, if any, specific types of psychic experiences were correlated
with hypnotic susceptibility. For example, it is plausible that experiences involving trance “channeling” or apparitions
might be related to hypnotic susceptibility. On the other hand, there is no a priori reason to link hypnotic susceptibility
to experiences of psychokinesis, and the results of Stanford (1972) actually suggest a possible negative relationship.
Our understanding of the process might be enhanced by a consideration of the differences as well as the similarities
among subjective experiences.

In addition, all the studies generalized from selected populations of subjects without addressing the bias that
this might produce in the results. In a discussion of the limitations of the Wilson and Barber study, Lynn and Rhue
(1988) pointed out that all the subjects (a group of 27 excellent hypnotic subjects and 25 poorer subjects) were women.
selected primarily from workshop participants and therapy clients; but Lynn and Rhue also noted that it is important to
resist the temptation to generalize their own results beyond the college student population. Wagner and Ratzeburg
(1987) and Naden and Kihlstrom (1987) both used college students; Wickramasckera (1989) used college students and
therapy clients.

Although there is still much controversy over the evidence for ESP and other psi-related, vnusual, and
anomalous experiences, parapsychologists continue to search for ways to increase the effect size of psi-related events,
especially because the effect size in laboratory studies appears to be small (Cicchetti, 1987; Rao & Palmer, 1987; Utts,
1987). One explanation for the small effect size may be that ESP information “seems to behave like a weak signal that
must compete for the information-processing resources of the organism” (Rao & Palmer, 1987, p. 548). As a result,
many studies have looked at ways to reduce ongoing sensorimotor activity to facilitate psi detection. Hypnosis has been
one of the techniques that has been rather extensively investigated as a facilitator of psi. Schechier (1984) evaluated
data from a number of studies that compared hypnosis versus control conditions in facilitating ESP. He concluded that
the differences between the ESP performances in the induction and control conditions is a reliable effect —it occurs
more often than would be expected by chance and it does not appear to be due to faulty ESP testing or experimental
design. (p. 17)

Given the psi-facilitating effects of hypnosis, the question can be asked if high hypnotically-susceptible
individuals {i.e., those who are especially sensitive (o the effects of hypnosis) are more prone to report paranormal and
anomalous experiences than are low hypnotically-susceptible individuals. Because individuals highly susceptible to
hypnosis report greater alterations in subjective experience in general (Kumar & Pekala, 1988c, 1989) and increased
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alterations in attentional experiences (Pekala & Forbes, 1990; Pekala & Kumar, 1987—388) relative to low- or medium-
susceptible individuals, it is reasonable to posit that high-susceptible subjects may be more prone to experience and
report paranormal, anomalous, and unusual experiences.

Hence, in addition to examining the techniques that may facilitate psi, research should also look at the
personality variables or traits that are associated with increased psi ability. Wilson and Barber (1983) examined a type
of highly-susceptible individuals whom they labeled the “fantasyprone personality.” Eighty-cight percent of the fantasy-
prone group (as contrasted with only 8% of the control group) reported realistic out-of-body experiences (or OBEs), and
73% reported encounters with apparitions or ghosts. Wilson and Barber suggested that “individuals manifesting the
faniasy-prone syndrome may have been overrepresented among famous mediums, psychics, and religious visionaries of
the past” (p. 371).

A follow-up study by Myers and Austin {1985) investigated the relationship between fantasy-proneness and
endorsement of items from the Charlottesville community ESP survey (Palmer, 1979). The data analyses revealed that
the fantasy-prone subjects reported “telepathic, precognitive, and other ‘psychic’ experiences such as out-of-body
experiences, lucid dreams, experiencing apparitions, and having mystical or religious experiences” (Myers & Austrin,
19835, p. 62) significantly more often than the nonfantasy-prone subjects.

Like Barber and Wilson, Wickramasekera (1989) has also noted an association between reports of paranormal
experiences and high susceptibility to hypnosis. Along similar lines, Nadon and Kihlstrom (1987) found that reports of
paranormal experiences correlated with hypnotizability as measured by the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility (Shor & Ome, 1962). Wagner and Ratzeburg (1987) also found significant correlations between hypnotic
susceptibility and paranormal belief. Hence, it might be expected that the assessment of high hypnotic susceptibility
would be a well-researched individual-differences measure in terms of its relationship to psi and paranormal
experiences.

Although the relationship between ESP performance and certain attitudinal variables has been well researched
{Honorton, 1964; Humphrey, 1950; Schmeidler & McConnell, 1958), except for several studies cited below, there has
not been a great deal of research assessing the effects of high hypnotic susceptibility as an individual-differences
measure of ESP, let alone investigation of the performance of such high susceptibles during hypnosis. Richards (1989)
correlated the Harvard Group scale with two well-documented psvchic experience scales. He reported that the correla-
tions were “low and marginally significant, and of approximately the same magnitude as in previous studies” (p. 167).
Richards concluded by suggesting that using hypnotic susceptibility or fantasy-proncness 1o explain self-reports of
psychic experiences “is not well-supported by the data™ (p. 174). Ryzl (1976a, 1976b) was able to obtain rather
successful ESP performance with about 10% of subjects when using a particular hypnotic method and training. These
subjects had the ability to hallucinate effortlessly, and their hallucinations were easily controlled by suggestion. Because
about 10% of the normal population is usually found to be capable of auditory hallucinations or negative visual
hallucinations (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962), it may well be that Ryzi was working with a subset of high
hypnotically-susceptible individuals, although no formal assessment of susceptibility appears to have been made.

Because not all high hypnotically-susceptible individuals are fantasy prone (Rhue & Lynn, 1989), individuals
adept at ESP may be those high hypnoticaily-susceptible individuals who are skilled at fantasy, have an open attitude
toward parapsychological phenomena, are not afraid of such phenomena (Tart, 1986), and report a high frequency of
spontanequs paranormal and anomalous phenomena. As Richards (1989) has indicated, fantasy-prone individuals or
high hypnotically-susceptible individuals do not report an extremely high level of such Paranormal phenomena in
cornparison to those not highly susceptible to hypnosis. But there may be several types of high-susceptible or high-
fantasy individuals, one or more of whom are especially prone to report spontaneous psychic and ancmalous
experiences.

Pekala (1991) has observed that there are at least two types of highsusceptible individuals in terms of their
reported phenomenology: those who report an “emplying out” of mental contents during hypnosis and those who appear
to be engaged in fantasy, with associated positive affect. Shechan and McConkey (1982) suggested three types of high
susceptibles: those using “concentrative,” “independent,” and “constructive” cognitive strategies during hypnotic tasks.
If there is a type of high-susceptible individual who is especially sensitive to experiencing and reporting paranormal
experiences, it would make sense to use such individuals in ESP research.

A number of investigators have found hypnotizability to be related to the reporting of spontaneous paranormal
and anomalous experiences. Wickramasekera (1989) has noted an association between reporis of paranormal
experiences and susceptibility to hypnosis. Nadon and Kihistrom (1987) found that reports of paranormal experiences
correlated with hypnotizability as measured by the Harvard Scale (Shor & Orne, 1962). Richards (1989), in correlating
the Harvard Scale with two well-documented psychic experiences scales, noted “low and marginally significant” (p.
167) correlations.

Pekala, Kumar, and Cummings (1992) examined the relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and the
reporting of paranormal and anomalous beliefs and experiences. Subjects (N = 575) experienced the Harvard Group
Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility (Shor & Ome, 1962) after completing two instruments, the Altered State Experiences
Questionnaire (ASEQ) (Kumar & Pekala, 1988a) and the Cognition Preference Questionnaire (CPQ) (Kumar & Pekala,
1988b). These inventories were developed to assess various aspects of paranormal belief, paranormal experiences,
daydreaming, introspection, mental potency, altered consciousness, and a sense of “being high.”
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Subjects were then divided into two groups based on their Harvard scores: high susceptibles (Harvard scores
between 10 and 12) and low susceptibles (Harvard scores between O and 2). Analysis of the individual items of the
ASEQ and the CPQ suggested that highly hypnotizable individuals were several times more likely than low susceptibles
to report experiencing a variety of unusual, paranormal, or anomalous experiences, including communication with the
dead, having an out-of-body experience (OBE) or ncar-death experience (NDE), seeing auras, having lucid dreams, and
so forth.

A cluster analysis of the high susceptibles by Pekala, Kumar, and Cummings (1992), based on their responses
to the inventories, yielded three groups or clusters of individuals. “High paranormals” were found to endorse a variety
of paranormal experiences and beliefs about twice as often as the **low paranormals.’” A third group, labeled the ““low-
potency” individuals, had scores generally between these other two groups except for a low score on mental potency
(belief in the power of the mind). A cluster analysis of the high paranormal group revealed five subclusters, with one
subcluster of five subjects (or about 1% of the total sample population) endorsing 70% of 14 specific paranormal or
anomalous experience items. This rescarch suggested that not all highly hypnotizable subjects report high levels of
paranormal experiences; rather, there appear to be several subsets of individuals, with some reporting such experiences
and some not.

Dissociation and Paranormal and Anomalous Experiences

A variety of subjective psychic (or psi-type) experiences occur in conjunction with dissociative phenomena.
Commonalties among mediumship, automatic writing, and dissociation were recognized in the 19th century
(Ellenberger, 1970). Tn diagnostic interviews for dissociative disorders, a number of questions are phrased that refer to
psi-type experiences. For example, the Dissociative Disorders Interview Schedule contains questions that tap into
subjective telepathic, precognitive, and psychokinetic experiences, as well as purported recallil of past lives and
contacts with ghosts, spirits, and poltergeists (Ross, Heber, Norton, Anderson, Anderson, & Barchet, 1989).

Psychotherapists’ current understanding of dissociative experiences is largely drawn from studies of clients
with varying degrees of psychopathology, rather than from the general population, but Ross, Joshi, and Curie (1990)
conducted a study demonstrating the ubiquity of dissociation in the general population. A link between dissociation and
anomalous experiences was noted in the same study (Ross, Joshi, & Curie, 1990), but had already beer pointed out by
L. E. Rhine (1962) on the basis of her collection of anecdotal reports. Laier, results from an inventory of
phenomenological experiences supported this conjecture (Pekala, Kumar, & Marcano, 1995).

Richards {1991) administered several tests to 184 participants in conferences sponsored by the Association for
Research and Enlightenment, Virginia Beach, Virginia, an organization devoted to investigating and applying the work
of Edgar Cayce, the well-known American psychic claimant (e.g., Vahle, 1987). The Dissociative Experiences Scale
(DES), a 28-item self-report questionnaire developed by Bernstein and Putnam (1986) to measure dissociation in both
clinical and non-clinical populations, was administered, along with a questionnaire to identify’ subjective psychic
experiences and a measure of general affect. There was a highly significant correlation of .51 (p <.001) between the
DES and the subjective psychic experiences questionnaire. In addition there was a significant correlation between the
DES and positive affect (r= .17, p <.05) but not with negative affect (r= .14). Richards concluded that psi-type
experiences may be a marker of a dissociative trait, but are not in themselves indicative of a disorder, a conclusion
reached by many psychotherapists who specialize in dissociative disorders (e.g., Ross, 1989).

A different form of the DES was administered by Dalton, Zingrone, and Alvarado (1999) to 96 research
participants selected on the basis of artistic or creative talent. A significant difference favoring those participants
reporting out-of-body experiences compared with those who did not was observed, demonstrating another link between
dissociation and anomalous experience. Another connection was reported by Haraldsson, Fowler, and Mahendram
(1999) who administered the Child Dissociation Checklist to 27 children claiming memories of past lives and 27 who
did not. A significant association was noted, in comparison with a control group, especially regarding frequent
daydreaming and rapid changes in personal structure.

That early interest waned, however, and “parapsychologists soon shifted their focus away from dissociative
phenomena” (Braude, 1988, p. 177). Contemporary dissociation investigators have recently rediscovered that
connection. Ross (1989) has snggested that severely dissociative individuals, that is, those with multiple personality
disorder (now, Dissociative Identity Disorder, according to DSM 1V: American Psychiatric Association, 1994), tend to
report experiencing a variety of paranormal and psychic phenomena. In a recent study, Ross and Joshi (1992) admin-
tstered the Dissociative Disorders Interview Schedule (Ross, Heber, Norton, Anderson, Anderson, & Barchet, 1989) to
a random sample of 502 adults. The results suggested that “paranormal/extrasensory experiences were common in the
general population” (p. 357) and that there was a significant refationship between dissociative capacity and the reporting
of paranormal experiences.



ANOMALOUS EXPERIENCES INVENTORY. PARANORMAL BELIEFS SCALE AND HARVARD GROUP SCALE OF HYPNOTIC
SUSCEPTIBILITY, DISSOCIATIVE EXPERIENCES SCALE, EYSENCK PERSONALITY INVENTORY

1. Experiences and Hypnotic Susceptibility, Dissociative Experiences, Neuroticism, Extraversion.

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=_100). Dependent variable: AEI’s Experiences.

TABLE 65
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 .402° 161 .148 1672
2 479° 228 204 .1616

(a) Predictors: (Constant), DES scores.
(b) Predictors: (Constant), DES scores, Extraversion.

ANOvVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  Df  Sguare F p
| REGRESSION .349 | .349 12.504  .001
RESIDUAL 1.816 65 028
TOTAL 2.165 66
2 REGRESSION 495 2 .247 9475 <.001
RESIDUAL 1.671 64 .026
ToTaL 2.165 66
COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA t Test p
1 (Constant) 263 .036 7.282 <.001
DES 006 .002 402 3.536  .001
2 {Constant) 150 059 2.530 014
DES 005 002 345 3.073 003
EXTRAVERSION 013 005 .265 2.360 021

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETAIN t Test P
2 HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY - .002b -.019 985
NEUROTICISM ~.164° - 1484 143

(a) Predictors in the Model: {(Constant), DES.
(b) Predictors in: the Model: {Constant), DES and Extraversion.

2. Beliefs and Hypnotic Susceptibility, Dissociative Experiences, Neuroticism, Extraversion.

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=100). Dependent variable: AEI’s Beliefs.

TABLE 66
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADIUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 .385a 148 135 1081

(a) Predictors: (Constant), Extraversion.
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ANOVA TEST

Sum of Mean
MODEL Sguares  df  Square F p
1 REGRESSION 132 1 132 11.306 .001
RESIDUAL 759 65 012
ToTAL 891 65
COEFFICIENTS
UNSTANDARDIZED  STANDARDIZED
COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B  Std. ERROR BETA f Test p
1 (Constant) 666 038 17.604 < .001
EXTRAVERSION 012 004 385 3362  .001
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETA IN f Test P
1 HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY .039° 337 737
DES .109° 933 354
NEUROTICISM - .068° -.588 558

(a) Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Extraversion.

3. Abilities and Hypnotic Susceptibility, Dissociative Experiences, Neuroticism, Extraversion.

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=,100). Dependent variable: AEI’s Abilities.

TABLE 67
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MoODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 293° .086 072 2041
(a) Predictors: (Constant), Dissociative Experiences.
ANOVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  df  Square F p
1 REGRESSION 255 1 255 6.113 016
RESIDUAL 2.707 65 042
ToTAL 2.962 65
COEFFICIENTS
UNSTANDARDIZED  STANDARDIZED
COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Sid. Error BETA t Test p
1 (Constant) .226 044 5.120 < .001
DES 005 002 .293 2473 016
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETAIN t Test p

1 HypNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY - .070° ~.574 .568
NEUROTICISM - 234° -1.991 051
EXTRAVERSION 1517 1.247 217
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(a) Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Dissociative Experiences.
4. Fear and Hypnotic Susceptibility, Dissociative Experiences, Neuroticism, Extraversion.

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=.100). Dependent variable: AEI's Fear

TABLE 68
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERrROR
1 2917 .085 071 1840
(a) Predictors: (Constant), DES.
ANOVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  df  Square F p
1 REGRESSION .204 1 .204 6.017 .017
RESIDUAL 2.201 65 .034
TOTAL 2.405 65
COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B  SD ERROR BETA t Test P
1 (Constant) .064 040 1.615 11
DES 005 002 291 2.453 017
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETAIN t Test p

1 HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY 156 1.290 .202

NEUROTICISM 046 377 707

EXTRAVERSION 019 155 877

{a) Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Dissociative Experiences.
5. Experiences and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-ecnter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=_100), Dependent variable: AEI's Experience.

TABLE 69
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR

1 317° 098 087 1600
2 381° 145 124 1567
3 443° 196 166 1529
4 499¢ 249 211 .1487

(a) Predictors: (Constant), Factor F

(b) Predictors: (Constant), Factores F and N.

{c) Predictors: (Constant), Factores F, N and B.

(d) Predictors: (Constant), Factores F, N, B and Q2.
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ANova TEST

Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  Df  Square F p
l REGRESSION 227 l 227 8865 .004
REsIDUAL 2.100 82 026
TOTAL 2.327 83
2 REGRESSION 338 2 169 6.850 002
RESIDUAL 1.989 81 025
TOTAL 2.327 83
3 REGRESSION 456 3 152 6.501 .001
RESIDUAL 1.871 30 023
ToTaL 2327 83
4 REGRESSION 580 4 145 6.558 <.001
REsIDUAL 1.747 79 022
ToTAL 2327 83
COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA t Test p

1 (Constant) 236 053 4438 <.001
FacTorR F 030 010 312 2977 004

2 (Constant) .349 074 4690 <.001
FACTORF .028 .010 .289 2,793 .007
FACTOR N -018 008 —.220 —-2.129 036

3 (Constant) 438 .083 5293 < .001
FacTOR F 029 010 .300 2.969 004
FacTOR N -.020 008 -.253 —248¢ 015
FacTOR B —.021 009 -.228 —-2244 028

4 {Constant) 277 105 2629 010
FacTorR F .033 010 339 3406 001
FACTOR N -021 008 —-.265 -2.670 009
FacTor B -025 009 —.269 -2.68 009
Factor Q2 024 010 238 2367 020

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETAIN T Test p
4 FACTOR A —.141 - 1.300 197
Factor C 176 1.781 079
FacTOr E 123 1.196 235
FacTtor G —.121 -1.224 225
Factor H 187 1.724 .089
FACTOR 1 167 1.690 095
FacTorR L 002 .020 .984
FACTOR M 032 327 745
FacTOR O - 165 —1.683  .096
FacTor Q - 009 —.088 930
FACTOR (35 — 065 - 651 517
FACTOR Q4 —.162 —1.651 103

8. Beliefs and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=.100). Dependent variable: AEI's Beliefs.



TABLE 70

MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
I 439° 192 182 1076
{a) Predictors: (Constant), Factor C.
ANOVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  Df  Square F p
1 REGRESSION 226 1 226 19,527 < .001
RESIDUAL 949 ]2 012
ToTAL 1.175 83
COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Sid. ERROR BETA t Test p
1 (Constant)  .633 035 18.266 < .001
FactorRC 024 .005 439 4419 <.001

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETAIN t Test p
1 FACTOR A —.126 - 1.246 216
FACTOR B —.182 - 1.846 068
FactorR E 065 .653 Slo
FACTOR F 101 1.002 319
Factor G 049 489 626
FAacTOR H 014 126 900
FacToRr 1 - .097 - 977 332
FacTOR L 082 .785 435
FACTOR M —.002 —.023 .982
FacTor N — 085 — 857 394
FacTtor O -.074 - 664 .509
FacTorR -.022 -.221 323
FaCTOR -.034 —-.340 735
FACTOR Qs {081 815 418
FacTor Q, -.072 -.585 .560

9. Abilities and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability -of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=.100). Dependent variable: AED's Abilities.

TABLE 71
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 287 083 071 1974
2 384° 148 126 1915
3 A447° 200 170 1866

a. Predictors: (Constant), Factor Q4
b. Predictors: (Constant), Factores Q4 and N.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Factores Q,, N and B.
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ANova TEST

Sum of Mean
MOoDEL Squares  df  Square F P

1 REGRESSION .288 1 .288 7.377 008
RESIDUAL 3.196 82 039
ToraL 3.484 83

2 REGRESSION 514 2 257 7.008 002
RESIDUAL 2,970 81 037
TOTAL 3.484 83

3 REGRESSION 697 3 232 6.673 < .001
RESIDUAL 2.786 80 035
ToTAL 3484 83

COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA t Test p

1 (Constant) 476 062 7.640 <.001
FACTOR Q, -.028 010 - 287 -2.716 .008

2 (Constant) 645 091 7.090 < 001
FACTOR Q4 —-.032 0190 —-.328 -3.156 .002
FacTor N —.025 010 —.258 —2.485 015

3 {Constant) 755 101 7485 <.001
FACTOR Q) -.031 010 -.316 —-3.116 .003
FACTOR N —-.029 010 ~.291 —2.844 006
FACTOR B —.026 011 - .232 —2.294 024

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETA IN tTest p
3 FACTOR A —.032 —.303 .763
Factor C 214 1.721 .089
FAacTOR E .065 629 .531
FactoR F 131 1.305 196
FacTOR G -.135 —-1.344 183
FacTOR H 159 1.433 156
FacToR | 144 1.430 157
FACTOR L —.011 —.094 925
FacTOR M .050 482 631
FACTOR O -.137 -1.099 275
FACTOR Q1 044 437 664
FACTOR (2 115 1.136 .260
FACTOR (3 -.053 —498 620

10. Fear and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=.100). Dependent variable: AEI’s Fear.

TABLE 72
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 .280° .078 067 1853
2 351° 123 102 1819

(a) Predictors: (Constant), Factor Q1
{b) Predictors: (Constant), Factores Q1 and A.
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ANOVA TEST

Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  dff  Square F J4
1 REGRESSION .239 1 239 6964 010
RESIDUAL 2.817 82 034
TOTAL 3.056 83
2 REGRESSION 377 2 .189 5.700 .005
RESIDUAL 2.679 81 .033
TOTAL 3.056 83
COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B SD ERROR BETA t Test p
1 (Constant) 257 047 5476 <.001
FacTOR Q) —.025 .009 —.280 —2.639 .010
2 (Constant) 147 071 208 040
FACTOR - 025 .009 —.280 -2693 009
FacTor A 020 010 212 2041 044
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETAIN t Test p

2 FacTor B -.135 -1.231 222

Factor C -.163 -1.518 133

FacTorR E 0353 503 616

FacTorR F 153 1.446 152

FAacTOR G - 065 -.592 555

FacTorR H -203 —1.795 076

Factor 1 —.047 —.442 659

Factor L .086 811 419

FactorR M - 012 —.108 914

FACTOR N 121 i.146 255

Factor O 161 1.547 126

FactorQ, —.100 —.942 .349

FacTORr 5 005 050 961

FACTOR 138 1.325 189

11. Use of drugs and alcohol and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=,100). Dependent variable: Use of drugs and alcohol.

TABLE 73
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADIUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
I 271a 073 062 1047
2 345 119 097 1027

{(a) Prediclors: (Constant), Factor G
by Predictors: (Constant), Factores G and (.
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ANOVA TEST

Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  df  Square F i)
| REGRESSION 071 1 071 6478 013
RESIDUAL .899 82 011
TOTAL .970 83
2 REGRESSION 115 2 .058 5.464 006
RESIDUAL .855 81 011
TOTAL .970 83
COEFFICIENTS

UUNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA { Test P
1 {(Constant) .131 .034 3.814 <.001
FACTORG - .016 006 -.271 —2545 013
2 (Constant) .080 042 1.928 057
FacToR G - .015 .006 —-.263 —-2.520 014
FACTOR(1 011 .005 214 2.049 044
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETAIN t Test p

2 FACTOR A .013 121 .904

FaCcTOR B 052 490 625

Factor C 074 693 491

FacTOR E 122 1.165 .248

FACTOR F 048 455 650

FacTorR H -.037 -.336 .738

FaCcTOR | 005 046 963

FACTOR L -.001 -.009 .993

FACTOR M - .006 - 057 954

FACTOR N -.056 - 528 .599

FacTor O 029 276 7183

FaCTOR (O, —.004 —.041 967

FacTor (3 —.106 — 889 377

FACTOR Q4 -.019 —.180 858

12. Paranormal Beliefs Scale and Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=100). Dependent variable: Paranormal Beliefs

TABLE 74
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 273 074 063 5798
(a) Predictors: (Constant), Factor
ANOVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  df  Square F p

1 REGRESSION 2.187 1 2,187 6505 .013
RESIDUAL 27234 81 336
ToTtAL 26421 82
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COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Sid. ERrROR BETA t Test P
1 (Constant) 3.750 147 25559 < .001
FACTOR Q) -.075 029 -.273 -2.550 013

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETA IN ! Tesl P
1 FACTOR A - .032 -.301 764
Facror B 002 019 985
Factor C 078 17 475
FACTOR E 079 733 466
FACTOR F —.067 - .628 532
FacTOR G 191 1.809 074
FacTtor H -.029 -.270 788
FacToRr 1 —.038 —.351 726
Factor L 044 405 637
FacTorR M - .009 —-.081 936
FACTOR N - 086 -.797 428
FACTOR O -.124 -1.159 250
FacTor Q5 059 .549 585
FACTOR Q4 087 .808 421
FACTOR @ -.074 —-.686 495

13. Harvard Group Scale Of Hypnotic Susceptibility and Dissociative Experiences Scale, Eysenck Personality
Inventory, Sixteen Personality Factors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=_100). Dependent variable: Hypnotic Susceptibility.

TABLE 75
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADIUSTED R
MoODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD. ERROR
1 4017 16l 147 1.1005
2 499° 249 224 1.0498
3 .569° 324 290 1.0043

(a) Predictors: {(Constant), Neuroticism
(b) Predictors: (Constant), Neuroticism and Factor B.
(c) Predictors: (Constant), Neuroticisin, Factores B and Ch.

ANOVA TEST
Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  df  Square F p

1 REGRESSION  14.377 1 14377 11.870 .001
RESIDUAL 75.093 62 1.211
TOTAL 39470 63

2 REGRESSION ~ 22.245 2 11.122  10.092 <.00l
RESIDUAL 67225 61 1.102
ToTAL 89.470 63

3 REGRESSION  28.959 3 9.653 9.571 <.001
RESIDUAL 60.511 60 1.069
ToTAL 83470 63
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COEFFICIENTS

UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED

COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA t Test P

1 (Constant) 2.134 313 6.825 <.001
NEUROTICISM 100 029 401 3445 001

2 (Constant) 2.882 409 7047 <001
NEUROTICISM 100 .0238 402 3622 001
FACTOR B .195 .073 =297 -2.672 010

3 {Conslant) 3.493 457 7.637 <.001
NEUROTICISM 105 026 421 395 <.001
FacTorR B -.190 070 —.289 -2.724 008
FACTOR Q) ~-.148 057 -275 -2.580 012

EXCLUDED VARIABLES

MODEL BETAIN f Test p
3 EXTRAVERSION 002 .019 985
FACTOR A -.I56 -1416 .162
Facror C -.032 -253 801
FACTOR E -.006 -036 955
FACTOR F 070 647 520
FAcTOR G —.033 -302 .763
Factor H -.044 377 708
FacTor 1 .082 761 450
FacTorRL .069 627 533
Factor M —-.168 -1.494 140
FACTOR N -065 -592 55
FACTOR O 229 1.566 123
FACTOR (O, —.134 -1.248 217
FACTOR (4 —-063 -568 572
FaCTOR Q4 .050 368 714
DES 165 1.543 128

14. Dissociative Experiences Scale and Eysenck Personality Inventory, Sixteen Personality Faclors

Linear Regression, Method Stepwise (Criteria Probability —of-F-to-enter <=.030, Probability-of-F-to-remove
>=,100). Dependent variable: DES scores.

TABLE 76
MODEL SUMMARY
R ADJUSTED R
MODEL R SQUARE SQUARE SD ERROR
1 281° 079 066 10.9168
2 370° 137 113 10.6403
3 430° 185 150 10.4160
4 4804 231 186 10.1909

{(a) Predictors: (Constant), Extraversion.

{(b) Predictors: (Constant), Extraversion and Factor A.

(¢) Prediciors: (Constant), Extraversion, Factores A and M.
(d) Predictors: (Constant), Extraversion, Factores A, M and E.
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ANOVA TEST

Sum of Mean
MODEL Squares  Df  Square F p
1 REGRESSION  733.302 1 733.302 6.153 .015
RESIDUAL 8580.675 72 119176
TOTAL 9313977 73
2 REGRESSION 1275612 2 637.806 5.634 005
RESIDUAL 8038.365 71 113.216
TOTAL 9313977 73
3 REGRESSION 1719.535 3 573.178 5283 .002
RESIDUAL 7594441 70 108.492
TOTAL 9313.977 73
4 REGRESSION 2147981 4 5336995 5171 .001
RESIDUAL 7165.995 69 103.855
TOTAL 9313977 73
COEFFICIENTS
UNSTANDARDIZED STANDARDIZED
COEFFICIENTS COEFFICIENTS
MODEL B Std. ERROR BETA ¢t Test P
1 (Constant) 8.786 3.443 2.552 013
EXTRAVERSION 777 313 281 2481 015
2 {Constant) 15.261 4474 3411 001
EXTRAVERSION 885 309 319 2861 006
FACTOR A -1.384 632 —244 -2.1890 032
3 (Constant) 22120 5.539 3994 <001
EXTRAVERSION 932 304 337 3.070 .003
FACTOR A —1.589 627 —-.281 -2.534 014
FacTOrR M -1.24}1 613 -.222 -2.023 047
4 (Constant) 16.975 5.982 2.838 006
EXTRAVERSION .6R8 320 248 2147 035
FACTOR A -1.525 615 —-.269 -2.481 0le
FacTorR M —-1.522 616 -272 -2472 0l6
FACTOR E 1.51¢ 744 238 2.031 046
EXCLUDED VARIABLES
MODEL BETAIN f Test P
4 NEUROTICISM  .156 1368 .176
FACTOR B -063 -371 570
FacTtor C -040 -365 716
FACTOR F -074 -394 554
FacTor G =077 =675 502
FacTOrR H -018 -142 888
FacTOR 1 -031 -28 7719
FACTOR L 064 -—551 .583
FACTOR N -090 -772 443
FacTor O 140 1.223 226
FaCTOR -045 -426 671
FACTOR Q: 139 1.279 205
FACTOR ()3 113 1.027 308
FacTor Q4 124 1.139 259
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Discussion

Subjects who reported high scored Experiences measured by Anomalous Experiences Inventory (AEI) are

indicative of’

High DES scores

High Extraversién scorcs,

Factor B del 16-PF: Low Intelligence scores.
Factor F del 16-PF: Low Neglected scores.
Factor N del 16-PF: Low Frank scores.

Factor Q; del 16-PF: Low Self-sufficient scores.

Subjects who reported high scored Beliefs measured by Anomalous Experiences Inventory (AEI) are indicative of:
High Extraversion scores.
Factor C del 16-PF: Emotionally stable scores.

Subjects who reported high scored Ability measured by Anomalous Experiences [nventory (AEI) are indicative of:
High DES scores.

16PF’s Factor B; Low-intelligence score.

16PF’s Factor N: Low Frank score.

16PF’s Facior Q,: Low Relaxed scores.

Subjects who reported high scored Fear measured by Anomalous Experiences Inventory (AEI) are indicative of:
High DES scores.

16PF’s Factor A: High Open.

16PF’s Factor Q;: Low Conservative.

Subjects who reported high scored Use of drugs and alcohol measured by Anomalous Experiences Inventory (AED)

are indicative of:

16PF’s Factor G: Low Unconcerned scores.
16PF’s Factor Q;: High Analytical/critical score.

Subjects who reported high PBS scores (Paranormal Beliefs Scale) are indicative of:
16PF’s Factor Q): Low Conservative.

Subjects who reported high hypnotic susceptibility scores are indicative of:
High Neuroticism scores.

B: Low Intelligence.

16PF’s Factor Q,: Low Conservative.

Subjects who reported high DES scores are indicative of:
High Extraversion scores

16PF’s Factor A: Low Reserved.

16PF’s Factor E: High Dominant,

16PF’s Factor M: Low Practical.
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APPENDIX I

EXTRASENSORIAL BELIEF, EXPERIENCE AND ABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE
Designed by Juan Carlos Argibay and Alejandro Parra

Our intention is to know if you believe in parasensory abilities, and also if you had spontaneous experiences
and your personal judgment about their ESP ABILITY. Read CAREFULLY all the questions and answer with TOTAL
honesty. All the questions refer to moments when you were not under the influence of alcohol or non-prescribed drugs.
Remember that you can only mark one correct answer for each question.

First and second name:
Age: years.

1. ESP BELIEF

1.1. Do you believe that it is possible to mentally pick up the thoughis or feelings of another person at a distance?
Q No B Yes

1.2. Do you believe that it is possible 1o have dreams which have a relation with events that happened before, during or
after the time of the dream, without having any previous knowledge of that event or any clue that would permit to
deduce something about that event?

ad No O Yes

L.3. Do you think that it is possible, being in a house or any other place, to memtatly pick up an event that happened
there without having any previous knowledge or without any clue that would permit to deduce something about that
event?

0O No O Yes

1.4. Do vou believe that it is possible, being in contact with some object, to have vivid impressions about that object (or
about its owner), without having any previous knowledge or without any clue that would permit to deduce something
about that object?

0 No O Yes

1.5. Do you believe that it is possible, knowing a person for the first time, to have vivid impressions about that person,
without knowing him/her previously or without any clue that would permit to deduce something about that person?
U No O Yes

1.6. Do you believe that it is possible to see the aura, that is, lights or energy fields around the body of a person?
O No QO Yes

2. ESP EXPERIENCE

2.1, Have you had the sensation of picking up mentally the thoughts or feelings of another person at a distance?
O No. never O Yes, once a Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

2.2. Have you had a dream that was related to some event which happened before, during or after the moment of the
dream, without having previous knowledge of that event or without expecting that it would occur?
O No, never 0O Yes, once a Yes, sometimes 0O Yes, almost always

2.3. Have you had, being in a house or any ather place, the vivid impression of mentally picking up an event that
happened there, without previous knowledge or without any clue that would allow to deduce something about that
event?

t  No, never O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

2.4. Have you had, being in contact with an object, vivid impressions about that object (or its owner), without having
any previous knowledge or any clue that would allow lo deduce something about that object?
O No, never O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always
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2.5. Have you had, knowing a person for the first time, vivid impressions about that person, without previous knowledge
about thal person or any clue that would permit to deduce something about that person?
0O No, never O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

2.6. Have you had the visual perception of a light or lights, or energy fields around the body of a person, which —as far
as you were able to determine- were not due to normal or natural causes?
O No, never O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

3. ESP ABILITY

3.1 Have you or could you control your mind to pick up mentally the thoughts or feelings of another person, by only
wishing or wanting to do it?
8 No, never O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

3.2. Have you or could you control your mind, being in a house or any other place, io pick up mentally an event that
happened there, by only wishing or wanting to do it?
0 No, never 0O Yes, once B  Yes, sometimes O Yes, alimost always

3.3. Could vou or can you control your mind, being in contact with an object, pick up vivid impressions of that object
{or its owner) by only wishing or wanting to do it?
Q No, never O Yes, once 0 Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

3.4 Could you or can you control your mind, knowing a person for the first time, to pick up vivid impressions about that
person, by only wishing or wanting to do it?

Q No, never 0O Yes, once O Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

3.5. Could you or can you control your mind to pick up a light or lights, or energy fields around the body of a person by
only wishing or wanfing to do i1?

O No, never O Yes, once O  Yes, sometimes O Yes, almost always

Thank you for answering this questionnaire
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First and Last Name:
Date: _ / ! Time:

ESP-NAME TEST
(Form A)

You have received the name and age of a person. You will have to specify what characteristics that person has.
on the basis of the items we present to you in what follows. Mark with an X the option you consider more correct, but
110 more than one per item.

1. This person is: O careful Q impulsive
2. This person is; Q active O pasive
3. This person is: O controlled 0O  excitable
4. This person is: O reflexive U restless
5. This person is: O pacific O aggresive
6. This person is: O oplimistic O prudent
7. This person is: Q variable O reliable

ESP-NAME TEST

{Form B)

You will have to specify what characteristics that person has, based on the items that we present to you in what follows.
Mark with an X the option you consider more correct, but no more than one per item.

1. This person is: 0 ili-humored O carefree

2. This person is: O rigid O vivacious
3. This person is: 0 amiable 0 severe

4. This person is; O communicative 0  pessimistic
5. This person is; O leader O tranquil

6. This person is; O unsociable O sociable

7. This person is; O adaptable U anxious
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FREE-RESPONSE FSP-TEST
(OBJECT)

First and Last Name:

Code: 947 211 33009

Code: 709 902 83989

Cade: 505 995 29380

Code: 151 533 20927

Code: 707 184 47750
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FREE-RESPONSE TEST

(NO-OBJECT)
Name;
Date: _ /___/ Time: _ :  AM-PM
Trial 1 Trial 2
Score 1 (High coincidence)
Score 2
Score 3
Score 4 (Low coincidence)
Trial #1:

Please, mark the items that motivated your selection (one or more):
1. Color ()

2. Shape ()

3. Impression (__)

Trial #2
Please, mark the items that motivated your selection (one or more):
1. Color ()

2. Shape ()

3. Impression (__)
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First and Last Name:

Date: __ / /

FORCED-CHOISE RESPONSE TEST

Time: :

(OBJECT)
(Form A)

1. Sex 4. Height
0 MAIE 0 1.72m
O FEMALE O 187m.
2. Age 5. Sex
J 38 vears 0 MALE
O 68 vears O FEMALE
3. Weight 6. Age
Q 65Kg O 27 years
O 9%0Kg O 47 years

First and Last Name:

Date: ___/ /

FORCED-CHOISE RESPONSE TEST

(OBJECT)
(Form B)

1. Sex 4. Height
O MALE O 165m
Q FEMALE a 185m,
2. Age 5. Sex
O 31 years O MALE
Q 61 aiios OJ FEMALE
3. Weight 6. Weight
0 68Kg 0 65Kg
g 98Kg Q0 95Kg
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PRE-ESP TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

First and Last Name:
Date: _ / / Time: ___:

( ) Free-Response Test (Cbject)

( ___)YESP Name Test

( ___ ) Forced-Choise Test

{ ___ ) Free-response Test (No-object)

1. How physically relaxed do you feel right now?

Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2. What is your general mood like right now?

Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3. How would you describe your expectation of success on the ESP task right now?
Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4. How motivated are you for success on the ESP task right now?

Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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APPENDIX 11

FIGURE |
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST
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FIGURE 3
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR FEMALE
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FIGURE 5
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR MALES
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ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOMETRICAL ABILITY AND TYPE OF TEST FOR FEMALE
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FIGURE 7
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
Low aND HiGH NEUROTICISM FOR TYPE OF TEST
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FIGURE 8

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE/FEMALE AND Low AND HIGH NEUROTICISM FOR TYPE OF TEST
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ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS:
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FiGURE 10
ESTIMATED MARGINAL MLANS:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE/FEMALE AND LOW AND HIGH EXTRAVERSION SCORES
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