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ABSTRACT: This article reports the 4th study in a series investigating experimenter effects with a
remote facilitation of attention focusing psi task. The “helpee” focuses attention on a candle and
presses a button whenever he or she feels distracted. Simultaneously, the remote “helper” follows
a randomised counterbalanced schedule of “help” and “control” periods. It was predicted that
the helpee would have fewer distractions during the help periods compared with the control
periods. Nine psi believers and 5 disbelievers were trained to conduct a psi session and then
conducted 36 psi trials in total. It was predicted that participants tested by believer experimenters
would show greater remote facilitation of focusing than those tested by disbelievers.
Questionnaires measured participants’ paranormal belief, expected and perceived success at
the psi task, experimenter ratings, and experimenters’ personality and cognitive ability. Overall,
there were significantly fewer help presses than control presses, indicating an effect of remote
facilitation on the focusing task. Participants tested by believer experimenters had higher
scores on the psi task than those tested by disbeliever experimenters, indicating an
experimenter effect. There were no differences between participants or experimenters on the
questionnaire measures.

The experimenter effect, in which certain experimenters seem consis-
tently to obtain positive psi results while others do not, is one of parapsy-
chology’s most vexing problems. It is perhaps a pivotal question for the is-
sue of replicability of psi effects. Many researchers over the years have
suggested different factors that may contribute to experimenter effects in
parapsychology, and these factors may not be mutually exclusive. The ex-
perimenter’s own psi may be the source of the results in their experiments
(see Stanford, 1981, 1990, for discussion of this thorny issue). In addition,
successful experimenters may create a psi-conducive atmosphere or
psi-conducive expectancies in their participants (e.g., Honorton, Ramsey,
& Cabibbo, 1975; Schneider, Binder, & Walach, 2000; Watt & Baker, 2002;
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Watt & Brady, 2002) or may be adept at selecting participants likely to dem-
onstrate psi in experiments (Parker, Frederikson, & Johansson, 1997).

There has been much discussion of the question of experimenter ef-
fects in parapsychology (see, e.g., Kennedy & Taddonio, 1976; Palmer,
1989a, 1989b, 1997; White, 1977). However, a consistent picture has not yet
emerged from the empirical research on this question. For example, posi-
tively toned experimenter–participant interactions have been associated
with significantly higher scores on an ESP task than negatively toned inter-
actions (Honorton et al., 1975). However, a more recent study that com-
pared neutral (computer-presented) instructions to participants with
personally presented instructions found an effect size three times larger
for the neutral than for the personal condition (Schneider et al., 2000).
Disagreement also exists on the question of the characteristics of
psi-conducive and psi-inhibitory experimenters. A study by Schmeidler
and Maher (1981) asked undergraduate psychology students to judge vid-
eotapes of 5 psi-conducive and 5 psi-inhibitory experimenters (as defined
by the authors on the basis of the experimenters’ recent research). It was
found that the nonverbal behaviour of the psi-conducive experimenters
was judged to be significantly different from that of the psi-inhibitory ex-
perimenters on 14 out of 30 adjectives. However, a recent survey seems to
suggest that it is not easy to define psi-conducive and psi-inhibitory. When
parapsychologists were asked to rate the psi-conduciveness of 50 named re-
searchers, opinions were inconsistent. There was only low to moderate
agreement (i.e., 0% to 69% agreement on psi-conduciveness ratings) for
over half of the researchers being rated (Smith & Gordon, 2002). Further,
perceived psi-conduciveness was found to be unrelated to experimenters’
self-ratings of personality, belief that ESP is possible, belief in their own
ESP abilities, personal psi experiences, and practise of a mental discipline
(Smith & Gordon, 2002).

The present article focuses on the question of the experimenter’s psi
belief or disbelief. Despite the existence of a considerable lore that this
may be a crucial factor in eliciting psi (e.g., Delanoy, 1997), this question
has received relatively little systematic investigation compared with stud-
ies of the belief of participants. Circumstantial evidence on the question
of experimenter belief is provided by psi proponent Marilyn Schlitz and
psi skeptic Richard Wiseman who have a track record, respectively, of pos-
itive and null results in their studies of autonomic detection of remote
observation (Schlitz & LaBerge, 1994; Wiseman & Smith, 1994; Wiseman,
Smith, Freedman, Wasserman, & Hurst, 1995). This pattern of results
persisted in their two joint studies (Wiseman & Schlitz, 1997, 1999) when
using the same participant pool, procedures, and equipment, thus ruling
out these factors as contributing to their experimenter effect. However,
Wiseman and Schlitz differ on many attributes apart from their beliefs
about psi, so the reason for their pattern of results remains to be
discovered.
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A more direct approach to the question of the experimenter’s psi be-
lief comes from a preliminary study by Parker (1975) in which the experi-
menters were 3 ESP believers and 3 ESP disbelievers.1 Each experimenter
group was given a talk intended to bolster their prior expectancies
(whether positive or negative), and the disbelievers were told to expect
scoring around chance level, whereas the believers were told to expect
scores above chance level. Despite the small sample size, the believer ex-
perimenters obtained significantly more hits than the disbelievers, a re-
sult that may indicate the utility of this method of investigating the effect
of experimenter belief on psi outcome.

The present study follows up on Parker’s (1975) promising results by
using a similar “multiexperimenter” design. It is the latest in a series of
studies by Caroline Watt into experimenter effects (Watt & Baker, 2002;
Watt & Brady, 2002). For the psi measure in these studies, one individual,
“the helper,” attempts to help another remote individual, the “helpee,”
have fewer distractions on an attention-focusing task. This task was virtually
identical to that used in two previous studies that found significantly fewer
distractions during help periods compared with control periods (Brady &
Morris, 1997; Braud, Shafer, McNeill, & Guerra, 1995) and conceptually
follows the DMILS (direct mental interaction with living systems) para-
digm. The helper follows a random schedule of “help” and “control” (i.e.,
no help) periods while at the same time in a separate sensorially isolated
room the helpee attempts to focus his or her attention on a candle. The
helpee is asked to press a button whenever he or she becomes distracted
from the focus, and the dependent variable is the number of button
presses (i.e., self-reported distractions) per epoch. A remote facilitation of
attention focusing effect is indicated by the helpee having significantly
fewer button presses during help epochs compared with control epochs.
Both the present study and the previous studies in this series (Watt &
Baker, 2002; Watt & Brady, 2002) used the same number, duration, and
counterbalanced random scheduling of epochs as were used in the studies
by Braud et al. (1995) and Brady and Morris (1997).

In the present study, we selected a number of novice experimenters on
the basis of their psi belief or disbelief scores, trained them to run a psi ses-
sion, and then had them conduct one or more psi sessions. As with the pre-
vious studies in the series, all participants were paid in appreciation of their
involvement. In the present study, an additional financial reward was given
to experimenters whose participants scored at a predetermined level in
line with the experimenter’s belief. The aim was to encourage a divergence
in scoring between believer and disbeliever experimenters. We
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administered the same session questionnaire measures as in the earlier
studies in the series, to measure participants’ belief in the paranormal, ex-
pectancies for success, and experimenter evaluations. Additionally, for ex-
ploratory purposes we took measures of the experimenters’ personality
and cognitive ability, to investigate whether these factors correlated with
the experimenters’ paranormal belief. The cognitive measures were cho-
sen to be the same as those in several previous studies of cognitive factors in
paranormal belief (e.g., Irwin, 1991; Smith, Foster, & Stovin, 1998; Watt &
Wiseman, 2002), in order to contribute to that literature. Two kinds of cog-
nitive measures would be taken. The first, following Irwin’s work, is a syllo-
gistic reasoning task. Several studies have been done using this task, pri-
marily to test skeptics’ claims that believers in the paranormal may have
inferior reasoning ability. The second cognitive measure, Raven’s Ma-
trices, has been used in the past because it is a more general measure of in-
tellectual ability that is reliable and quickly administered.

There were two main hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 predicted that there
would be an overall remote facilitation of focusing effect, as indicated by
the participant having significantly fewer distractions during help epochs
compared with control epochs. Hypothesis 2 predicted that an experi-
menter effect would be found; that is, those participants tested by be-
liever experimenters would score more highly on the psi task than those
tested by disbeliever experimenters.

Method

Participant Recruitment

Experimenters. The experimenters had previously taken part in Watt’s
studies with Brady and Baker and were selected on the basis of their belief in
the paranormal scores obtained during these studies. The 25% with the
highest belief scores and the 25% with the lowest belief scores were con-
tacted by letter and phonecall and invited to participate for a payment of £5
per session. The experimenters were mostly members of the general public.
Experimenters were aware that they had been recruited on the basis of their
paranormal belief and knew that the overall purpose of the study was to in-
vestigate experimenter effects in parapsychological research.

Participants. The participants were recruited mostly by e-mail and
through appeals at lectures. They were mostly undergraduate psychology
students, who were paid £5 each for participating. They were asked to at-
tend their testing session in pairs and to bring in a friend or family member
for this purpose. Participants were aware that it was a parapsychology study.

Investigators. Caroline Watt (CW) designed and supervised the study.
Peter Ramakers (PR) conducted the study as part of the requirement for
his master’s psychology degree while he visited the Koestler Parapsychol-
ogy Unit, University of Edinburgh, Scotland, as a student coworker. PR
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recruited, scheduled, and trained participants and was in attendance for
every session. PR also acted as experimenter for 3 sessions in which the
scheduled experimenter did not turn up.

Materials

1.  Administered to Participants
Belief in paranormal questionnaire. This questionnaire was extracted

from the Koestler Parapsychology Unit Participant Information Form. It
contained 1 item on participants’ belief that they could demonstrate psi
in a controlled experiment and 11 items on belief in and experience of
telepathy, clairvoyance, precognition, and psychokinesis. These terms
were all defined for the participants. Responses were made by ticking a
box on a 7-point scale. High scores indicated higher belief. Scores could
potentially range from 12 to 84.

Luck questionnaire. As part of a separate line of investigation, partici-
pants were asked to complete this brief two-item questionnaire about
their luck beliefs. Results of this are not reported here.

Helpee’s session questionnaire. This was intended to obtain qualitative
information about the helpee’s response to the session and also to check
whether the experimenters were perceived as psi-believers or psi-dis-
believers. There were two presession questions:

• How comfortable are you with the idea of your friend remotely
helping you to focus? (5-point scale ranging from not at all
comfortable to very comfortable).

• How confident are you of having fewer distractions when your
friend is attempting to help you to focus? (5-point scale ranging
from not at all confident to very confident).

There were two postsession questions:
• To what extent do you feel that you were being helped to focus by

your friend? (5-point scale ranging from not at all to completely).
• How would you rate your experimenter? (a) Warm – Cold; (b)

Professional – Unprofessional; (c) Instilling confidence for task –
Not instilling confidence for task; (d) Believing in psi – Not
believing in psi (each on a 5-point scale, reverse scored).

There were two additional two questions about the helpee’s comfort
and confidence in the hypothetical scenario of having the experimenter
be the helper. These are not reported on further here.

Helper’s session questionnaire. This was intended to obtain qualitative
information about the helper’s response to the session and consisted of
two presession questions:

• How comfortable are you with the idea of remotely helping your
friend to focus? (5-point scale ranging from not at all comfortable to
very comfortable).
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• How confident are you of being able to help your friend to focus
during the help periods? (5-point scale ranging from not at all
confident to very confident).

There were two postsession questions:
• To what extent do you feel that you were helping your friend to

focus during the help periods? (5-point scale ranging from not at
all to completely).

• How would you rate the quality of your own focusing, during the
help periods? (5-point scale ranging from completely focused to
completely distracted, reverse scored).

2.  Administered to Experimenters
Belief in paranormal questionnaire. Experimenters had been admin-

istered this questionnaire in a previous study. The questionnaire was
identical to that administered to participants.

Personality questionnaire. The 48-item Eysenck Personality Question-
naire (EPQ-R) was used because it is short and reliable. This gave mea-
sures of Extraversion, Psychoticism, and Neuroticism. Scores could range
from 0 to 12 for each factor.

Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices test. Set 1 was used to assess nonver-
bal reasoning ability (Raven, Court, & Raven, 1985). This was a 12-item task.
For each item, participants were required to indicate which of eight possible
symbols correctly completed a sequence of symbols. Participants were given
5 min to complete this task. Scores could range from 0 to 12.

Syllogisms test. This test of reasoning skills contained 24 items and was
an abbreviated version of the 48-item test developed by Irwin (1991),
omitting the 24 parapsychological items. Each item contained a pair of
statements, followed by a conclusion. The participant’s task was to indi-
cate whether the conclusion was valid or invalid, as derived logically from
the statements. Participants were given 5 min to complete this task.
Scores could range from 0 to 24.

Trainee experimenter duide. This was a three-page step-by-step guide to
help the trainee experimenter conduct the session.

Rooms and Apparatus

The experiment took place in four rooms in the Department of Psy-
chology, University of Edinburgh. In the parapsychology experimental
suite, participants met the experimenter and completed questionnaires in
a reception room. Also in this suite was the helpee’s room—a windowless
sound-attenuated room with double sound-insulated doors, a reclining
chair, a table on which was placed a candle in a blue glass holder and a
handheld response button that was connected to a computer in the adja-
cent control room (where PR was stationed). The computer controlled the
helper’s influence schedule, monitored and recorded the helpee’s button
presses, and recorded the results of each session. The helper’s room was lo-
cated about 20 m away up a short flight of stairs and along a corridor. This
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room, which was not sound-insulated, had skylight windows, a reclining
chair, headphones, a computer monitor on which the session instructions
were displayed, and a similar candle holder to the helpee’s.

During the psi task, the monitor in the control room displayed “ses-
sion in progress,” whereas the monitor in the helper’s room either dis-
played “HELP” or “CONTROL.” The influence schedule was arranged in
four pairs of help–control epochs and four pairs of control–help epochs,
with each epoch lasting 60 s, giving a total of 16 min. When the epoch
changed, a tone was played over the helper’s headphones, so that the
helper could check the monitor for possibly changed instructions. The
eight pairs of epochs were presented in a fresh randomised schedule for
each session, with counterbalancing within each pair. The randomisation
was done by the computer once the program was initiated for each ses-
sion. The program recorded session details (influence schedule, button
presses) and summary statistics consisting of the sum of help presses, the
sum of control presses, and the percentage influence score (PIS,which is
a ratio calculated from these two sums such that a score of 0.5 represents
an equal number of help and control presses, >0.5 represents fewer help
than control presses, and <0.5 indicates fewer control than help presses).
This PIS measure, as used originally by Braud and Schlitz (1991), can be
used as a single outcome psi measure for each session. However, the PIS
score has limitations (as discussed in Schmidt, Schneider, Binder, Bürkle,
& Walach, 2001; Watt & Brady, 2002), and for present purposes we use it
only to enable comparisons with earlier research.

Procedure

Overview. The experiment was in two parts: training sessions and psi
sessions. First, PR trained the experimenter how to conduct a psi session
with two naïve participants. Second, PR scheduled the experimenter
alongside the pair of participants, and the experimenter conducted the
psi session as trained. For the psi session, participant pairs swapped roles
so that each was helper once and helpee once, thus giving two psi trials
per session.

Training sessions. PR met trainee experimenters individually. After ex-
plaining the purpose of the study, he administered the personality question-
naire and the cognitive questionnaires. With the help of the printed guide,
PR then led the trainee experimenter through the procedure of a psi session
(all trainee experimenters had previously done such a session as a bona fide
participant, so they already had some familiarity with the procedure).
Trainee experimenters were encouraged to act naturally during the session
and not to deliberately attempt to encourage or discourage psi scoring from
their participants. The trainee experimenters then role-played conducting a
session with PR. Believer and disbeliever experimenters were informed that
they would receive an additional £5 for each one of their participants who
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obtained a PIS score of $ 0.6 or # 0.4, respectively. Trainees were given the
printed guide to take home and study prior to the psi session. Finally, they
were paid £5 and PR scheduled a time for them to return to conduct the psi
session.

Psi sessions. Experimenters could conduct more than one psi session,
but most conducted only one (see Results section for more details). Hav-
ing scheduled the experimenter, PR then scheduled the first available
pair of participants for the session. During the session, PR remained in
the control room to monitor the session and to provide guidance if
needed. The experimenter first conversed with participants about previ-
ous parapsychology experiments and possible psi experiences they might
have had. He or she summarised the procedure and then tossed a coin to
see who would be helpee first. The experimenter then gave a more de-
tailed description of the roles of helpee and helper. The helpee was told
that when distracted from focusing on the candle, he or she was to press
the button to “register” that distraction and then to return attention to
the candle. The helpee was reminded that at times the friend would be
trying to help him or her to focus and was asked to try to feel open to be-
ing helped, but not to guess when he or she was being helped as this
might be distracting in itself. The helper was told that when the monitor
said “Help,” he or she was to focus on the candle and at the same time
maintain the mental intention to help his or her friend focus. When the
monitor said “Control,” the helper was told to take a break from focusing
and to let his or her mind wander.

The experimenter then administered the Luck and Belief question-
naires and the appropriate presession questionnaire. Both participants
were then taken to the helpee’s room, the helpee was seated, and the can-
dle was lit and positioned on a table about 2 m in front of the helpee. The
helpee was given final instructions and was asked to begin the focusing
task as soon as he or she was alone, then the lights were extinguished. The
helper was then taken to his or her room and was seated, the candle was
lit, and the helper was given final instructions.

PR then initiated the computer program for the psi task. Note that
the helpee was unaware of the precise time when the psi task began or
ended. PR remained in the control room, while the experimenter waited
in the reception room for the first psi session to end and then asked the
helper and helpees to complete their postsession questionnaires in their
respective rooms. The experimenter then brought both participants
back to the reception room to swap roles, recap the procedure, and com-
plete the appropriate presession questionnaire. The participants were
seated in their respective rooms as before and the psi task proceeded as
before. After the second psi task ended, the helper and helpee com-
pleted the postsession questionnaires in their rooms, then returned to
the reception room for a brief chat about the session. Finally, the experi-
menter took the participants to the control room where PR revealed the
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session results and paid the participants and experimenter, who were
then free to leave.

In a small number of sessions, PR acted as experimenter when the
scheduled experimenter failed to show up. He also completed the belief,
cognitive, and personality questionnaires.

Results

Analyses

Hypothesis 1 (that there would be an overall remote facilitation of fo-
cusing effect) was tested by calculating a related t test comparing the sum
of help presses with the sum of control presses in each session. We made
the one-tailed prediction that there would be fewer button presses in the
help epochs compared with the control epochs. PIS scores were com-
pared with MCE as a secondary measure.

Hypothesis 2 (that those participants tested by believer experiment-
ers would score more highly on the psi task than those tested by disbe-
liever experimenters—again, a one-tailed prediction) was tested by first
calculating two related t-tests comparing sum of help presses with sum of
control presses for the believer condition and for the disbeliever condi-
tion, and then comparing the Fisher Z corresponding to the associated
effect sizes (Cohen’s r = [t 2/t 2+df]

1
2) found for each t test (as described in

Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991, p. 495). This latter comparison produces a Z
score and an associated p value. As an exploratory measure, and to enable
comparison with previous research, we conducted a second analysis com-
paring the PIS scores for each condition using an unrelated t test.

Exploratory analyses compared participants’ belief and session ques-
tionnaire responses for the two conditions using Mann-Whitney tests.
Likewise, exploratory analyses compared the personality and cognitive
scores of believer and disbeliever experimenters.

As a result of logistical difficulties, progress was slow and the experi-
ment terminated when a total of 18 sessions (36 psi trials) by 14 experi-
menters had been conducted. The study was thus low-powered and
smaller than planned. However, we do not consider optional stopping to
apply in this case because the end-point of the study was determined by
CW while she was still blind to the results of the testing and because PR’s
departure date had been preplanned.

Experimenters

Believer experimenters. There were nine believer experimenters (mean
paranormal belief score = 70, SD = 4.24), consisting of three males and six
females (mean age = 36.9 years, SD = 11.46, range = 28–63 years). Seven
experimenters conducted 1 session, one conducted 2, and one (PR) con-
ducted 3 sessions, thus giving a total of 12 sessions (24 psi trials). Three
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experimenters received one bonus payment because their participant
scored at or above PIS = 0.6, and three received two bonus payments be-
cause two of their participants scored at this level.

Disbeliever experimenters. There were five disbeliever experimenters
(mean paranormal belief score = 28.6, SD = 6.11), consisting of three
males and two females (mean age = 44.8 years, SD = 19.02, range = 21–64
years). Four experimenters conducted one session and one conducted
two, giving a total of six sessions (12 psi trials). One experimenter re-
ceived one bonus payment because the participant scored at or below PIS
= 0.4, and one received two bonus payments because two participants
scored at this level.

As expected, there was a significant difference in the believer and dis-
believer experimenters’ belief scores (Mann-Whitney Z = 3.01, p < .001,
one-tailed, n = 9), thus confirming that our attempt to select trainee ex-
perimenters with widely divergent paranormal belief scores had been
successful.

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the experimenters’ cogni-
tive and personality measures. Not surprisingly given the low statistical
power, there are no significant differences between the believer and dis-
believer experimenters, though there seems to be a trend for the disbe-
liever experimenters to have higher scores on both cognitive tasks.

Table 1
Mean (and Standard Deviation) of Scores for

Cognitive and Personality Measures

Believer experimenter Disbeliever experimenter

Measure (n = 9) (n = 5) Z p

Raven’s Advance

Progressive Matrices 7.6 (2.2) 9.8 (2.2) -1.550 .12

Syllogisms task 12.2 (2.5) 15.6 (5.3) -1.142 .25

Extraversion 8.8 (3.6) 7.4 (2.6) 1.011 .31

Psychoticism 3.8 (1.6) 2.4 (1.7) 1.440 .15

Neuroticism 3.4 (2.7) 5.4 (1.7) 0.416 .19
Note. Z scores are based on Mann-Whitney comparisons; p values are two-tailed.

Participants

There was a total of 36 participants, consisting of 21 females and 15
males (mean age = 23.7 years, SD = 5.9, range = 18–43 years).2 The mean
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paranormal belief score for participants in the believer experimenter
condition was 52.3 (SD = 12.6), which was nonsignificantly different from
the mean of 58.1 (SD = 10.7) for participants in the disbeliever experi-
menter condition. When asked to rate their experimenter’s psi belief,
participants in the two conditions hardly differed in their ratings (be-
liever experimenters’ mean belief rating = 3.4, SD = 0.7; disbeliever exper-
imenters’ mean belief rating = 3.6, SD = 1.0; Mann-Whitney Z = –.308, p =
.78, two-tailed, N = 36). In other words, although the experimenters dif-
fered significantly on their psi belief, this difference did not seem to be
apparent to participants, whose mean ratings of their experimenters’ be-
lief fell near the midpoint of the scale.

Experimenter Effects in the Psi Task

Hypothesis 1 predicted an overall remote facilitation of focusing ef-
fect. Overall, the mean number of help presses (12.03, SD = 11.34) was
significantly lower than the mean number of control presses (13.47, SD =
11.32); related t(35) = 2.085, p = .02, one-tailed, ES = 0.33. This indicates
an effect of remote facilitation on the focusing task, with participants
showing significantly fewer distractions during the epochs when they
were being remotely helped compared with the control epochs. The sec-
ondary measure, mean PIS score, was 0.546 (SD = 0.13). This differed sig-
nificantly from chance, t(35) = 2.153, p = .04, two-tailed.

Table 2
Mean (and Standard Deviation) Button Presses and PIS Scores,

and a Comparison of Help (H) and Control (C) Presses

Condition
H

presses
C

presses
t p ES PIS

Believer experi-
menter (n = 24)

12.25
(10.27)

14.54
(10.82)

2.737 .005 .50 .58
(0.12)

Disbeliever experi-
menter (n = 12)

11.58
(13.72)

11.33
(12.46)

-0.223 .415 .07 .49
(0.12)

Note. p values are one-tailed. PIS = percentage influence score.

Hypothesis 2 predicted an experimenter effect: Those participants
with believer experimenters would have higher psi scores than those with
disbeliever experimenters. Table 2 gives the descriptive statistics for the
two conditions, together with the results of related t tests comparing mean
help and control presses within each condition, and mean PIS scores. The
table shows that the overall significant psi effect in this study is entirely due to
those participants with believer experimenters, who have independently sig-
nificant psi scoring (ES = 0.50). Those in the disbeliever experimenter con-
dition scored at chance (ES = 0.07). These effect sizes differ in the predicted
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direction but not to a significant degree (Z = 1.202, p = .12, one-tailed). A sec-
ondary analysis, which compares PIS scores for each condition using an un-
related t test (mean scores are in Table 2), finds a statistically significant dif-
ference in the predicted direction: t(34) = 2.024, p = .05, two-tailed, ES = 0.33.
Thus this study finds suggestive evidence of an experimenter effect on the
psi task.

Session Questionnaire Measures

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics and Mann-Whitney Z scores
comparing participants’ responses on the session questionnaire mea-
sures, by condition. In almost every case, the participants with believer ex-
perimenters gave nonsignificantly lower ratings of prior comfort and
confidence, feelings of helping, ratings of the experimenter, and quality
of the helper’s focusing. Thus, although an experimenter effect was
found for the psi task, there is no evidence of an experimenter effect on
the session questionnaire measures.

Table 3
Session Questionnaire Results (Mean scores, Standard

Deviation in Parentheses), Comparing Participants
with Believer Experimenters with Those

with Disbeliever Experimenters

Measure
Believer

experimenter
Disbeliver

experimenter
Z p

Helpee questionnaire

1. Prior comfort 4.4 (0.9) 4.7 (0.5) -0.552 .58

2. Prior confidence 2.8 (1.2) 3.5 (0.5) -1.585 .11

3. Feeling helped 2.9 (1.0) 3.1 (0.8) -0.615 .54

4. Experimenter ratings

Warmth 3.8 (0.9) 4.2 (0.6) -1.416 .16

Professionalism 3.4 (1.0) 4.0 (1.0) -1.706 .09

Instilling confidence 3.3 (1.1) 3.8 (0.9) -1.377 .17

Helper Questionnaire

1. Prior comfort 4.1 (1.0) 4.7 (0.5) -1.553 .12

2. Prior confidence 2.9 (1.3) 3.4 (0.9) -1.334 .18

3. Feeling helped 3.2 (0.9) 3.0 (0.7) 0.645 .52

4. Quality focusing 3.0 (1.0) 3.2 (0.8) -0.443 .66
Note. Z scores are based on Mann-Whitney comparisons; p values are two-tailed.
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Discussion

This study forms the latest in a series (Watt & Baker, 2002; Watt &
Brady, 2002) that examined experimenter effects using as a psi task the re-
mote facilitation of attention focusing. We investigated the effect of the ex-
perimenter’s psi belief on the outcome of the psi task by preselecting mul-
tiple experimenters on the basis of their belief or disbelief in the
paranormal. We found an overall remote facilitation of focusing effect,
with ES = 0.33. This replicates the main findings of two previous studies us-
ing the same psi task (Brady & Morris, 1997, ES = 0.27; Braud et al., 1995, ES
= 0.25), though another two previous studies using this task (Watt & Baker,
2002, ES = 0.12; Watt & Brady, 2002, ES = –0.11) did not find a psi effect. On
closer inspection it could be seen that the effect in the present study was
entirely due to participants who had been tested by believer experiment-
ers. This group obtained independently significant scoring on the psi task,
whereas those tested by disbeliever experimenters scored at chance. This
suggests that the “multiple experimenter” method demonstrated an ex-
perimenter effect on the psi task, though replication with greater numbers
of experimenters in each condition is recommended. Taken together with
Parker’s (1975) findings of significant differences in psi scoring between
believer and disbeliever experimenters, these results indicate the potential
utility of this kind of multi-experimenter design for the study of experi-
menter effects.

Participants’ responses on the questionnaire measures indicated lit-
tle difference in their perceptions of the experimental task and of the ex-
perimenter, regardless of whether they had a believer or disbeliever ex-
perimenter. Likewise, the experimenters differed little in the personality
and cognitive measures (though this comparison suffers from low
power). Watt’s previous focusing studies (with Brady and Baker) found
no psi effect, but participants’ questionnaire measures seemed to indi-
cate that participants were responding differently to the experimenters.
Taken together with these earlier findings then, the present experi-
menter effect could suggest an experimenter psi effect, because the psy-
chological measures seem to show no difference between conditions.

However, it would be premature to conclude on the basis of these
three studies that the present experimenter effect is due to experimenter
psi rather than to an experimenter interaction effect. The experimental
system is extremely complex, and further research may reveal more subtle
interactions. For instance, perhaps the session questionnaire measures
were insufficiently sensitive instruments to detect differences in how the
participants were responding to experimenters. Certainly, with only 12 par-
ticipants in one condition and 24 in the other, any individual differences
would have to be quite gross to be detected. In addition, it is quite possible
that the believer experimenters are encouraging their participants to score
positively on the psi task in a way that is not being detected by the present
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session questionnaire measures. So, our effect may not be due to experi-
menter psi, but to participant psi being elicited more effectively by the be-
liever experimenters. Finally, needless to say, experimenter psi and partici-
pant psi need not be mutually exclusive factors.

The cognitive measures taken in this and much previous research into
experimenter effects and paranormal belief have focused on reasoning
skills and general intellectual ability. However, this is in part a historical
hangover from studies investigating skeptics’ claims that paranormal belief
is associated with inferior reasoning skills. For future research, we would
recommend a different starting point, where we consider measures that
might tap into the quality of the interaction between experimenter and
participant. Intellectual ability may still be part of it. However, there is
growing interest, in both theoretical and applied psychology, in the con-
cept of emotional intelligence. Although there is still considerable aca-
demic debate about the validity of this construct (e.g., Ciarrochi, Chan, &
Caputi, 2000a, 2000b; Davies, Stankov, & Roberts, 1998; Petrides &
Furnham, 2000), it is claimed to indicate the ability to perceive, under-
stand, and manage emotions. It may predict social competence and ap-
pears to be unrelated to intellectual ability (Bar-On & Parker, 2000). We
would suggest that these skills might be of considerable importance in the
experimenter–participant interaction. For future research, then, we would
recommend the inclusion of a measure of emotional intelligence.

The most important advantage of this multiexperimenter design
over previous studies (e.g., Watt & Baker, 2002; Watt & Brady, 2002; West
& Fisk, 1953; Wiseman & Schlitz, 1997, 1999) is that it allows for a large
number of experimenters to interact with their participants in a natural
manner in a single study. This design also enables researchers to measure
the experimenters’ individual differences on characteristics such as per-
sonality and cognitive ability, measures that would be uninformative
when dealing with only one or two experimenters.

We also hoped that the present study, by selecting participants on the
basis of their relatively strong belief or disbelief in the paranormal, might
create a more realistic research scenario than a single role-playing experi-
menter (as used in Watt & Baker, 2002). However, one could argue that de-
spite this, our trainee experimenters had little intrinsic motivation to ob-
tain a particular pattern of results, compared with career researchers who
might have a stronger motivation to find either positive or null psi results.
We attempted to increase this motivation by offering a financial incentive
for experimenters obtaining results in line with their belief, in the hope
that this would widen the difference in scoring between believer and disbe-
liever experimenters. Although several experimenters obtained this finan-
cial incentive, anecdotally they often commented to PR that they had for-
gotten about it so their motivation may not have been strongly affected by
the financial incentive. However, they were prepared to make two separate
visits to the research unit and to give 3 hr or more of their time for the
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study, suggesting some intrinsic motivation to take part. There has been
very little research on the effect of offering a financial incentive, but the
only study of which we are aware (Palmer & Miller, 1972) found no differ-
ence in ESP scoring between sheep and goat participants with prior knowl-
edge of a financial prize for the highest scorer, whereas sheep and goat
participants who were unaware of the prize did show a difference in ESP
scoring in the expected direction. Thus, the monetary incentive appeared
to inhibit the sheep-goat effect. In the case of the present study, then, given
that we did find a sheep-goat effect (in terms of the different scoring ob-
tained by those tested by believer experimenters compared with disbe-
liever experimenters) with a monetary incentive, there remains the possi-
bility that our effect might have been even stronger without this incentive.

Further research using a similar design but a larger number of be-
liever and disbeliever experimenters may help parapsychologists to un-
derstand what factors may contribute to parapsychology’s experimenter
effect. One would also want to move towards multifactorial analysis,
rather than the relatively simple statistical approach used to date in this
area. However, we found that, despite being able to pay participants in ap-
preciation of their involvement, there were considerable practical diffi-
culties in recruiting, training, and scheduling experimenters alongside
pairs of participants. Indeed it was these difficulties that necessitated the
premature termination of the study. This kind of design is therefore quite
a challenge to parapsychologists’ limited resources. Alternatively, a study
using multiple genuine believer and disbeliever career researchers would
be desirable, but again would face many logistical difficulties.
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