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Abstrac t 

It has been suggested that groups can evaluate 
multipl e hypothese s bette r  tha n individuals .  Th e 
presen t  stud y employe d Wason' s (1960 )  2-4- 6 
tas k t o examin e th e effect s o f  multipl e 
hypothese s i n scientifi c  induction .  Subject s 
worke d eithe r  individuall y o r  i n four-membe r 
interactin g groups .  Subject s wer e als o instructe d 
t o tes t  eithe r  a  singl e o r  a  pai r  o f  hypotheses .  Th e 
result s indicat e tha t  group s perfor m significantl y 
bette r  tha n individuals .  Whe n testin g multipl e 
hypotheses ,  group s wer e mor e likel y t o determin e 
th e targe t  hypothesi s tha n individuals .  Interactin g 
group s generate d mor e positiv e test s tha t  receive d 
negativ e feedbac k an d receive d mor e 
disconfirmatio n tha n individuals .  Whe n multipl e 
hypothese s wer e tested ,  interactin g group s use d 
greate r  amount s o f  diagnosti c test s tha n 
individuals .  Interactin g group s appea r  t o searc h 
thei r  experimen t  spac e an d evaluat e th e evidenc e 
receive d bette r  tha n individuals . 

Introductio n 

In science as well as in everyday induction, 
peopl e hav e bee n show n t o rel y o n a  positive-tes t 
strategy ,  tha t  is ,  the y ten d t o generat e test s 
intende d t o confir m thei r  hypothese s (see , 
Klayma n &  Ha ,  1987 ,  fo r  review) .  Althoug h a 
negative-tes t  strateg y (i.e. ,  disconfirmatory )  ha s 
been assume d t o facilitat e induction ,  subject s ar e 
ofte n unabl e t o benefi t  fro m thi s strateg y 
(Freedman .  1991a ;  Gorma n &  Gorman ,  1984 ; 
Tweney e t  al. ,  1980) .  Farri s an d Revli n (1989 ) 
have suggeste d tha t  subject s ma y no t  benefi t  fro m 
a negative-tes t  strateg y a s a  resul t  o f  a n inabilit y 
t o conside r  alternat e hypotheses . 

I n previou s research ,  subject s hav e typicall y 
worke d individuall y t o tes t  a  singl e hypothesi s 
(Gorma n &  Gorman ,  1984 ;  Gorman ,  Gorman , 
Latta ,  &  Cunningham ,  1984 ;  Hacker ,  Freedman , 

Gorman,  &  Isaacson ,  1990 ;  Wason ,  1960) .  Plai t 
(1964 )  ha s claime d tha t  scientifi c  inductio n i s 
facilitate d whe n severa l  hypothese s ar e teste d 
simultaneousl y an d particula r  hypothese s ar e 
eliminate d throug h experimentation .  I n fact , 
Klayma n an d H a (1987 )  hav e suggeste d tha t  th e 
evaluatio n o f  multipl e hypothese s remain s a n 
importan t  are a fo r  furthe r  research .  Unfortunately . 
studies ,  whic h encourage d subject s t o conside r 
multipl e hypotheses ,  hav e produce d mixe d 
results .  Wherea s Twene y e t  al .  (1980 , 
Experimen t  2 )  foun d tha t  encouragin g subject s t o 
use multipl e hypothese s reduce d performance , 
Klah r  an d Dunba r  (1988 ,  Experimen t  2 )  an d 
Klayma n an d H a (1989 )  foun d tha t  askin g 
subject s t o conside r  alternativ e hypothese s 
improve d performance .  Yet ,  McDonal d (1990 ) 
foun d tha t  multipl e hypothese s wer e effectiv e 
onl y whe n th e targe t  hypothesi s wa s a  subse t  o f 
subjects '  initia l  hypothesis .  Freedma n (1991b ) 
foun d tha t  multipl e hypothese s improve d 
performanc e onl y whe n use d i n conjunctio n wit h 
a negative-tes t  strategy .  Moreover ,  Freedma n 
(1991a .  1991b )  an d Klahr ,  Dunbar ,  an d Fa y 
(1990 )  foun d tha t  subject s employin g multipl e 
hypothese s generate d significantl y fewe r 
experiment s tha n subject s testin g a  singl e 
hypothesis .  Thus ,  multipl e hypothese s ma y 
reflec t  a  mor e efficien t  strateg y tha n singl e 
hypotheses . 

Whereas individual s hav e difficult y testin g 
more tha n on e hypothesi s a t  a  time ,  Gorma n 
(1986 )  ha s hypothesize d tha t  group s "ca n kee p 
trac k o f  severa l  hypothese s a t  once "  (p .  93) . 
Laughli n an d Futora n (1985 )  foun d tha t  group s 
performe d bette r  tha n individuals .  Gorma n e t  al . 
(1984 .  Experimen t  1 )  foun d tha t  interactin g 
group s determine d th e targe t  hypothesi s a s wel l 
as th e bes t  member s o f  non-interactin g groups . 
Laughli n an d Futora n foun d tha t  group s di d no t 
for m bette r  hypothese s tha n individuals ;  however . 
group s di d evaluat e hypothese s bette r  tha n 
individuals .  Nevertheless ,  Freedma n (1991a ) 
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foun d tha t  eve n thoug h encouragin g individua l 
members o f  interactin g group s t o conside r 
alternativ e hypothese s di d no t  facilitat e 
induction ,  successfu l  group s w h o teste d multipl e 
hypothese s conducte d significantl y fewe r 
experiment s tha n successfu l  group s w h o 
evaluate d a  singl e hypothesi s a t  a  time . 

I n short ,  wherea s severa l  studie s see m t o favo r 
th e testin g o f  multipl e hypothese s ove r  singl e 
hypotheses ,  th e overal l  result s ar e inconclusive . 
I t  i s  therefor e importan t  t o determin e mor e 
precisel y whe n multipl e hypothese s facilitat e 
scientifi c  inductio n (Klayma n &  Ha ,  1987) . 
Multipl e hypothese s ar e assume d t o b e effectiv e 
when the y permi t  a  mor e extensiv e searc h o f  th e 
hypothesi s an d experimen t  proble m space s 
(Klahr ,  Dunbar ,  &  Fay .  1990) .  Th e presen t 
experimen t  use d Wason' s (1960 )  2-4- 6 tas k t o 
investigat e tw o dimension s simultaneously :  singl e 
versu s multipl e hypothese s an d four-membe r 
interactin g group s versu s individual s workin g 
alone .  Multipl e hypothese s hav e no t  bee n show n 
t o facilitat e induction ,  i n part ,  becaus e multiple -
hypothese s studie s hav e typicall y bee n ru n o n 
individua l  subject s workin g alone .  Therefore ,  thi s 
stud y examine d whethe r  group s ca n evaluat e 
multipl e hypothese s bette r  tha n individuals . 
Anothe r  reaso n wh y multipl e hypothese s ma y no t 
routinel y enhanc e inductio n i s du e t o th e fac t  tha t 
subject s hav e difficult y mentall y representin g 
mor e tha n on e hypothesi s a t  a  tim e (Freedman , 
1991a) .  I n orde r  t o mak e alternat e hypothese s 
mor e concrete ,  subject s wer e require d t o stat e a 
pai r  o f  hypothese s o n eac h trial .  Consisten t  wit h 
previou s grou p problem-solvin g research , 
interactin g group s ar e predicte d t o perfor m bette r 
tha n individuals .  I f  interactin g group s ar e bette r 
tha n individual s a t  evaluatin g alternativ e 
hypotheses ,  group s shoul d b e mor e likel y t o 
determin e th e targe t  hypothesi s whe n testin g 
multipl e hypotheses . 

M e t h o d 

Subjects. One hundred-twenty students enrolled 
i n introductor y psycholog y classe s a t  Michiga n 
Technologica l  Universit y participate d i n thi s 
study .  Al l  subject s receive d cours e credi t  fo r 
participation . 

Procedure. Each group of three to five people 
was randoml y assigne d t o eithe r  th e individual -
subject s conditio n o r  th e four-membe r  interactin g 
grou p conditio n an d t o eithe r  th e single -
hypothesi s o r  th e multiple-hypothese s conditions . 
I n th e single-hypothesi s ( S H )  condition ,  subject s 
propose d a  singl e hypothesi s an d a  numbe r 

sequenc e t o tes t  it .  I n th e multiple-hypothesi s 
( M H )  condition ,  subject s generate d a  pai r  o f 
hypothese s an d a  numbe r  sequenc e t o tes t  them . 
They wer e rea d instruction s ver y simila r  t o thos e 
use d i n previou s researc h (Gorma n &  Gorman , 
1984) .  Subject s wer e tol d tha t  th e sequence ,  2-4 -
6,  i s  a n instanc e o f  a  targe t  hypothesi s an d tha t 
the y ha d t o determin e th e targe t  hypothesi s b y 
proposin g othe r  numbe r  sequences .  Th e targe t 
hypothesi s was—an y thre e differen t  numbers . 

For  eac h trial ,  subject s recorde d thei r 
hypothesi s o r  hypotheses ,  numbe r  sequence , 
whethe r  thei r  sequenc e conforme d t o thei r 
hypothesi s an d th e experimenter' s feedback . 
Subject s wer e give n feedbac k regardin g whethe r 
thei r  numbe r  sequenc e wa s consisten t  wit h th e 
targe t  hypothesi s bu t  the y wer e no t  tol d whethe r 
thei r  hypothese s wer e correct .  Prio r  t o th e mai n 
task ,  subject s wer e give n a  four-tria l  practic e 
problem .  Finally ,  subject s terminate d th e 
experimen t  w h e n the y believe d the y ha d 
determine d th e targe t  hypothesis .  However ,  a  25 -
minut e tim e limi t  wa s impose d o n th e mai n task . 

Result s 

A 2 X 2 (Number of Hypotheses X Number of 
Subjects )  A N O V A wa s compute d o n eac h 
dependen t  variable .  Difference s betwee n subject s 
w ho di d an d di d no t  determin e th e targe t 
hypothesi s wer e als o analyzed . 

Solutions .  Th e proportio n o f  subject s (base d 
on 1 2 subjects/cell )  w h o successfull y discovere d 
th e targe t  hypothesi s i s presente d i n Figur e 1 . 
Althoug h neithe r  th e mai n effec t  o f  Numbe r  o f 
Hypothese s o r  th e two-wa y interactio n reache d 
significance ,  th e mai n effec t  o f  th e Numbe r  o f 
Subject s indicate d tha t  interactin g group s wer e 
mor e likel y t o determin e th e targe t  hypothesi s 
tha n individuals ,  E(l,44 )  =  19.57 ,  n  <  0001 . 

W h en multipl e hypothese s wer e evaluated , 
group s wer e mor e likel y tha n individual s t o 
discove r  th e targe t  hypothesis . 

Exper iments .  Becaus e subject s terminate d 
th e tas k whe n the y believe d the y ha d discovere d 
th e targe t  hypothesis ,  th e tota l  amoun t  o f  numbe r 
sequence s propose d wa s measured .  S H subject s 
conducte d mor e experiment s tha n M H subject s 
( M =  16.1 3 vs .  10.49) ,  F(l,44 )  =  15.37 ,  c  <  .0005 . 

Subject s testin g a  singl e hypothesi s determine d 
th e targe t  hypothesi s a s ofte n a s subject s testin g 
multipl e hypothese s becaus e S H subject s 
gathere d mor e informatio n tha n M H subjects .  I n 
addition ,  fo r  successfu l  subject s (i.e .  subject s wh o 
determine d th e targe t  hypothesis) ,  M H subject s 
announce d th e targe t  hypothesi s earlie r  tha n S H 
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Figure 1 
Probabilit y  o f  determinin g th e targe t  hypothesi s 

subject s (M .  =  9.5 6 vs .  12.57) ,  E(l,19 )  =  4.70 ,  c  < 
.05 .  Thus ,  thes e result s provid e furthe r  suppor t  fo r 
th e ide a tha t  a  M H strateg y appear s t o b e mor e 
efficien t  tha n a  S H strategy . 

Hypotheses .  Becaus e subject s explicitl y 
state d a  hypothesi s o r  a  pai r  o f  hypothese s o n 
eac h trial ,  th e tota l  numbe r  o f  differen t 
hypothese s propose d wa s measured .  M H subject s 
generate d significantl y mor e uniqu e hyj)othese s 
tha n S H subject s (M .  =  9.0 8 vs .  5.38) ,  F(l,44 )  = 

11.03 ,  £  <  -002 .  Thi s findin g provide s som e 
preliminar y suppor t  fo r  th e ide a tha t  testin g 
multipl e hypothese s le d t o a n increase d searc h o f 
th e hypothesi s space .  Th e averag e numbe r  o f 
test s conducte d fo r  eac h hypothesi s wa s als o 
measured .  S H subject s als o conducte d a  greate r 
number  o f  test s pe r  hypothesi s tha n M H subject s 
( M =  3.9 3 vs .  1.20) ,  F(l,44 )  =  23.34 ,  j )  <  .0001 . 

Thus ,  subject s testin g a  singl e hypothesi s 
maintai n thei r  hypothese s longe r  tha n thos e 
testin g multipl e hypotheses .  I t  als o suggest s tha t 
subject s testin g a  singl e hypothesi s rel y mor e o n 
a searc h o f  th e experimen t  spac e tha n subject s 
testin g multipl e hypotheses . 

Tes t  Strategy .  Th e numbe r  an d percentag e o f 
sequence s tha t  conforme d (i.e. ,  positiv e tests )  o r 
di d no t  confor m (i.e. ,  negativ e tests )  t o subjects ' 
hypothese s wa s gathered .  Fo r  th e numbe r  an d th e 
percentag e o f  positiv e an d negativ e tests ,  non e o f 

th e effect s reache d statistica l  significance . 
However ,  successfu l  subject s propose d a 
significantl y greate r  amoun t  o f  negativ e test s tha n 
unsuccessfu l  subject s ( M =  8.9 6 vs .  6.28) ,  £(1.44 ) 

= 8.90 ,  c  <  .005 .  Apparently ,  successfu l  subject s 

i n th e presen t  stud y ar e abl e t o benefi t  fro m th e 
use o f  a  negative-tes t  strategy . 

Exper imen te r ' s F e e d b a c k .  N u m b e r 
sequence s whic h wer e eithe r  consisten t  (i.e. , 
positiv e feedback )  o r  inconsisten t  (i.e. ,  negativ e 
feedback )  wit h th e targe t  hypothesi s wer e 
recorded .  S H subject s receive d greate r  amount s 
of  positiv e feedbac k tha n M H subject s (M .  = 

13.9 2 vs .  9.29) .  E(1.44 )  =  7.86 ,  R  <  .01 .  S H 

subject s als o receive d a  greate r  percentag e o f 
positiv e feedbac k tha n M H subject s (M .  =  -82 8 vs . 

.455) ,  E(l,44 )  =  152.58 ,  n  <  .0001 .  Individual s 

receive d a  greate r  percentag e o f  positiv e 
feedbac k tha n interactin g group s (M .  =  -69 5 vs . 

.587) ,  E(1.44 )  =  12.80 ,  £  <  .001 .  M H subject s 

als o receive d significantl y les s negativ e feedbac k 
tha n S H subject s Q A =  1-0 0 vs .  2.88) ,  E(1.44 )  = 

10.94 ,  p .  <  .0005 .  Interactin g group s receive d 

more negativ e feedbac k tha n individual s (M .  = 

3.0 0 vs .  0.875) ,  E(l,44 )  =  14.05 ,  p .  <  .002 . 

Furthermore ,  successfu l  subject s receive d greate r 
amount s o f  negativ e feedbac k tha n unsuccessfu l 
subject s ( M =  3.9 1 vs .  0.12) ,  F(1.44 )  =  42.17 ,  u  < 

.0001 .  Thi s patter n o f  result s suggest s tha t 
subject s testin g multipl e hypothese s an d 
interactin g group s conduc t  a  mor e extensiv e 
searc h o f  th e experimen t  space . 

Confirmation .  Th e amoun t  o f  confirmatio n 
was calculate d b y combinin g positiv e test s tha t 
receive d positiv e feedbac k an d negativ e test s tha t 
receive d negativ e feedback .  Th e amoun t  o f 
disconfirmatio n wa s calculate d b y combinin g 
positiv e test s tha t  receive d negativ e feedbac k an d 
negativ e test s tha t  receive d positiv e feedback . 
Althoug h n o significan t  difference s wer e observe d 
i n th e amount s o r  percentage s o f  confirmatio n 
received ,  a  Succes s X  N u m b e r  o f  Subject s 
interactio n indicate d tha t  successfu l  interactin g 
group s an d unsuccessfu l  individual s receive d a 
relativel y greate r  percentag e o f  confirmatio n tha n 
th e othe r  groups .  E(l,44 )  =  5.59 ,  p .  <  .05 .  A 

Succes s X  Numbe r  o f  Hypothese s interactio n 
indicate d tha t  successfu l  S H subject s an d 
unsuccessfu l  M H subject s receive d a  relativel y 
greate r  percentag e o f  confirmatio n tha n th e othe r 
groups ,  E(1.44 )  =  5.18 .  p .  <  .05 .  Successfu l 

interactin g group s ma y benefi t  fro m additiona l 
confirmatio n becaus e o f  thei r  superio r  hypothesi s 
evaluatio n abilities . 

A N u m b e r  o f  Subject s X  N u m b e r  o f 
Hypothese s interactio n indicate d tha t  M H 
interactin g group s receive d greate r  amount s o f 
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disconfirmatio n tha n th e othe r  condition s (se e 
Figur e 2) ,  E(1.44 )  =  4.25 .  u  <  .05 .  Subject s i n 

th e M H conditio n receive d significantl y mor e 
disconfirmatio n tha n subject s i n th e S H conditio n 
( M =  8.2 5 vs .  5.50) ,  E(1.44 )  =  11.58 .  u  <  .002 .  A 

N u m b er  o f  Subject s X  Numbe r  o f  Hypothese s 
interactio n indicate d tha t  M H interactin g group s 
receive d a  greate r  percentag e o f  disconfirmatio n 
tha n th e othe r  conditions .  E(1.44 )  =  4.17 .  c  <  .05 . 

Thus ,  on e reaso n wh y interactin g group s ma y b e 
abl e t o evaluat e multipl e hypothese s bette r  tha n 
individual s i s tha t  interactin g groups  receiv e mor e 
disconfirmatio n tha n individuals .  Disconfirmatio n 
m ay hel p interactin g group s t o eliminat e incorrec t 
alternat e hypotheses . 

Individual s conducte d a  significantl y greate r 
percentag e o f  positiv e test s resultin g i n positiv e 
feedbac k tha n interactin g group s (M .  =  -58 6 vs . 

.486) .  E(l,44 )  =  5.29 ,  p .  <  .05 .  Successfu l 

subject s receive d a  smalle r  percentag e o f  positiv e 
feedbac k t o positiv e test s compare d wit h 
unsuccessfu l  subject s ( M =  .44 9 vs .  .616) ,  E(1.44 ) 

= 11.88 .  c  <  .002 .  A  Succes s X  Numbe r  o f 

Subject s interactio n indicate d tha t  unsuccessfu l 
individual s receive d a  relativel y highe r 
percentag e o f  thi s typ e o f  confirmatio n tha n th e 
othe r  subjects ,  E(1.44 )  =  4.28 .  n  <  .05 .  Accordin g 

t o Klayma n an d H a (1987) ,  thi s typ e o f  tes t 
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Figure 2 
M e an amoun t  o f  disconfirmatio n 

allow s subject s t o determin e th e sufficienc y o f 
thei r  hypotheses .  Thus ,  individual s ma y b e les s 
successfu l  tha n interactin g group s becaus e 
individual s focu s o n test s o f  th e sufficienc y rathe r 
tha n th e necessit y o f  thei r  hypotheses . 

Interactin g group s receive d greate r  amount s o f 
negativ e feedbac k t o negativ e test s tha n 
individual s (M .  =  2.5 0 vs .  0.75) ,  E(1.44 )  =  10.35 . 

H <  .005 .  Interactin g group s als o receive d a 

significantl y greate r  percentag e o f  negativ e 
feedbac k t o negativ e test s tha n individual s (M .  = 

.13 4 vs .  .043) .  E(1.44 )  =  8.52 ,  p .  <  .01 .  S H 

subject s receive d a  greate r  percentag e o f 
negativ e feedbac k t o negativ e test s tha n M H 
subject s ( M =  .12 8 vs .  .049) ,  E(1.44 )  =  6.41 ,  p  < 

.02 .  Successfu l  subject s receive d greate r  amount s 
of  negativ e feedbac k t o negativ e test s tha n 
unsuccessfu l  subject s ( M =  3.3 9 vs .  0.00) .  Thus , 

not  al l  type s o f  confirmatio n ar e detrimenta l  t o 
scientifi c  induction .  Thi s typ e o f  confirmatio n 
may allo w subject s t o determin e th e limit s o f  th e 
targe t  hypothesis . 

For  positiv e test s tha t  receive d negativ e 
feedback ,  interactin g group s receive d 
significantl y greate r  amount s o f  thi s typ e o f 
informatio n tha n individual s ( M =  1-3 8 vs .  0.25) , 

E(l,44 )  =  8.92 ,  n  <  .01 .  Interactin g groups  als o 

receive d a  greate r  percentag e o f  negativ e 
feedbac k t o positiv e test s tha n individual s (M .  = 

.06 4 vs .  .018) .  F(l,44 )  =  6.88 .  p .  <  .02 . 

Furthermore ,  successfu l  subject s receive d greate r 
amount s o f  negativ e feedback  t o positiv e test s 
tha n unsuccessfu l  subject s (M .  =  1-5 7 vs .  0.12) , 

E(l,44 )  =  8.04 ,  E  <  01 .  Successfu l  subject s als o 
receive d a  significantl y greate r  percentag e o f 
negativ e feedbac k t o positiv e test s tha n 
unsuccessfu l  subject s (M .  =  .07 5 vs .  .010) , 

£(1,44 )  =  7.33 .  E  <  .01 .  A s Hoenkam p (1989 )  ha s 

suggested ,  group s ma y b e abl e t o us e positiv e 
test s mor e effectivel y tha n individual s becaus e 
group s generat e experiment s tha t  hel p the m t o 
decid e betwee n thei r  hypothese s an d th e targe t 
hypothesis .  Fo r  negativ e test s whic h receive d 
positiv e feedback ,  M H subject s generate d mor e 
of  thi s typ e o f  thi s typ e o f  tes t  tha n S H subject s 
( M =  7.2 5 vs .  4.71) ,  F(l,44 )  =  13.20 ,  p  <  .001 . 

Diagnosti c Tests .  Becaus e subject s ca n no t 
kno w beforehan d whethe r  thei r  hypothese s wil l  b e 
disconfirmed ,  th e onl y sur e wa y t o disconfir m a 
hypothesis ,  whe n multipl e hypothese s ar e tested , 
i s t o conduc t  a  diagnosti c test .  I n th e M H 
condition ,  diagnosti c test s wer e measure d b y 
countin g eac h tes t  tha t  wa s a n instanc e o f  on e 
hypothesi s an d wa s no t  a n instanc e o f  th e othe r 
one .  Clearly ,  subject s appreciate d th e 
importanc e o f  diagnosti c tests .  Diagnosti c test s 
wer e employe d o n 6 2 % o f  th e trials .  Mor e 
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diagnosti c test s wer e generate d b y interactin g 
group s tha n b y individual s (M .  =  7.9 2 vs .  4.50) , 

E(1.22 )  =  18.81 .  n  <  .01 .  Interactin g group s als o 

generate d a  significantl y greate r  percentag e o f 
diagnosti c test s tha n individual s (M .  =  -75 4 vs . 

.481) ,  E(1.22 )  =  10.47 .  a  <  .005 .  Successfu l 

subject s produce d greate r  amount s o f  diagnosti c 
test s tha n unsuccessfu l  subject s (M .  =  8.3 3 vs . 

4.93) ,  F(l,22 )  =  5.79 ,  £  <  .05 .  Thus ,  anothe r 

reaso n w h y group s m a y evaluat e multipl e 
hypothese s bette r  tha n individual s i s becaus e 
group s conduc t  mor e diagnosti c tests . 

Discussio n 

Interacting groups were able to determine the 
targe t  hypothesi s mor e ofte n tha n individuals . 
W h en subject s employe d multipl e hypotheses , 
group s performe d belte r  tha n individuals .  Th e 
result s o f  th e presen t  stud y provid e furthe r  suppor t 
fo r  th e vie w tha t  individual s ma y hav e difficult y 
formin g a  menta l  representatio n o f  alternat e 
hypothese s an d therefor e the y ar e no t  abl e t o 
benefi t  fro m th e presenc e o f  multipl e hypothese s 
(Freedman ,  1991a) .  Consisten t  wit h m y previou s 
researc h (Freedman ,  1991a ,  1991b) ,  testin g 
multipl e hypothese s doe s no t  increas e th e overal l 
likelihoo d o f  determinin g th e targe t  hypothesis , 
but  M H subject s generat e significantl y fewe r 
number  sequence s tha n subject s i n th e S H 
condition .  Additionally ,  successfu l  M H subject s 
announc e th e targe t  hypothesi s soone r  tha n 
successfu l  S H subjects .  Thus ,  testin g multipl e 
hypothese s enable s discover y o f  th e targe t 
hypothesi s mor e efficientl y tha n testin g a  singl e 
hypothesis .  A s Hoenkam p (1989 )  ha s suggested , 
rathe r  tha n emphasizin g th e us e o f  confirmator y 
or  disconfirmaior y strategies ,  th e optima l  strateg y 
may b e on e whic h minimize s th e numbe r  o f 
experiment s conducted . 

Evaluatin g multipl e hypothese s m a y b e a n 
efficien t  strateg y durin g scientifi c  inductio n 
becaus e i t  promote s th e eliminatio n o f  incorrec t 
hypotheses .  Thi s conclusio n wa s supporte d b y th e 
finding  tha t  M H subject s propose d significantl y 
fewe r  test s pe r  hypothesi s compare d wit h S H 
subjects .  M H subject s als o receive d mor e 
disconfirmatio n an d generate d mor e negativ e 
test s tha t  receive d positiv e feedbac k tha n S H 
subjects .  Thus ,  th e presenc e o f  alternat e 
hypothese s appear s t o mak e th e possibilit y  o f 
disconfirmatio n mor e salien t  becaus e i t  force s 
subject s t o conside r  th e necessit y a s wel l  a s th e 
sufficienc y o f  thei r  hypotheses .  W h e n testin g a 
singl e hypothesis ,  subject s ten d t o focu s o n th e 
sufficienc y o f  thei r  hypothese s a s reflecte d i n a 

relativel y greate r  relianc e o n positiv e test s tha t 
receiv e positiv e feedback .  Highe r  level s o f 
negativ e feedbac k i n th e presenc e o f  multipl e 
hypothese s suggest s tha t  multipl e hypothese s 
resul t  i n a  mor e extensiv e searc h o f  th e 
experimen t  space .  Thi s conclusio n i s base d o n 
th e fac t  tha t  i t  i s  harde r  t o obtai n negativ e 
feedbac k whe n a  genera l  targe t  hypothesi s i s 
employed .  Interactin g group s m a y b e abl e t o 
evaluat e multipl e hypothese s bette r  tha n 
individual s becaus e group s receiv e a  greate r 
a m o u nt  an d a  highe r  percentag e o f 
disconfirmation .  Thi s disconfirmatio n allow s 
group s testin g multipl e hypothese s t o eliminat e 
incorrec t  hypotheses .  Thus ,  interactin g group s d o 
benefi t  fro m receivin g disconfirmation . 
Furthermore ,  a  greate r  relianc e o n a  diagnosti c 
strateg y m a y facilitat e interactin g groups ' 
utilizatio n o f  multipl e hypothese s becaus e thi s 
typ e o f  tes t  provide s th e bes t  strateg y t o eliminat e 
incorrec t  hypotheses . 

The result s o f  th e presen t  stud y indicat e tha t 
interactin g group s d o no t  generat e greate r 
amount s o f  numbe r  sequences ,  positiv e tests ,  an d 
negativ e tests .  Thus ,  group s d o no t  receiv e mor e 
informatio n tha n individuals .  Nor ,  d o group s 
diffe r  i n thei r  intende d strategie s (i.e. ,  positive -
versu s negative-tes t  strategies) .  I n othe r  words , 
interactin g group s d o no t  see k mor e confirmatio n 
or  disconfirmafio n tha n individuals .  Rather , 
interactin g group s ar e superio r  i n evaluatin g th e 
informatio n the y receive .  Nevertheless ,  i t  ma y b e 
th e cas e tha t  group s generat e mor e informativ e 
test s (Hoenkamp ,  1989 )  tha n individuals .  Indeed , 
as Hoenkam p ha s suggested ,  a  forma l  analysi s o f 
th e informativenes s o f  particula r  test s m a y yiel d 
furthe r  insight s int o th e evaluatio n o f  multipl e 
hypothese s b y individual s an d interactin g groups . 
Still ,  th e fac t  tha t  interactin g group s receive d 
mor e negativ e feedback ,  les s positiv e feedback , 
mor e negativ e feedbac k t o negativ e tests ,  mor e 
negativ e feedbac k t o positiv e tests ,  an d a  smalle r 
percentag e o f  positiv e feedbac k t o positiv e test s 
tha n individual s indicate s tha t  th e informatio n 
interactin g group s receiv e differ s fro m th e 
informatio n individual s receive .  Onc e more ,  wit h 
a broa d targe t  hypothesis ,  negativ e feedbac k t o 
variou s type s o f  test s require s tha t  group s conduc t 
a mor e extensiv e searc h o f  th e experimen t  space . 
Interactin g group s m a y conduc t  a  mor e extensiv e 
searc h o f  th e hypothesi s spac e tha n individual s 
becaus e grou p member s typicall y propos e severa l 
number  sequence s fro m whic h th e mos t 
informativ e sequenc e i s chosen .  Often ,  th e mos t 
informativ e numbe r  sequenc e i s th e on e tha t 
diverge s fro m previou s tests .  Furthermore ,  a 
greate r  relianc e o n test s whic h lea d t o 
disconfirmatio n m a y hel p interactin g group s t o 
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abando n incorrec t  alternat e hypotheses . 
The result s o f  th e presen t  stud y sugges t  tha t 

th e wa y i n whic h subject s searc h throug h th e 
experimen t  an d hypothesi s spac e i s mor e 
importan t  tha n whethe r  subject s see k 
confirmatio n o r  disconfirmalio n o f  thei r 
hypotheses .  Whe n multipl e hypothese s ar e 
evaluated ,  a n extensiv e searc h o f  th e hypothesi s 
and experimen t  spac e ma y allo w thes e subject s 
t o discove r  th e targe t  hypothesi s mor e 
expeditiousl y becaus e the y ca n determin e th e 
boundarie s o f  th e targe t  hypothese s a s wel l  a s 
eliminat e incorrec t  alternativ e hypotheses .  Still , 
th e presen t  stud y di d no t  attemp t  t o influenc e th e 
type s o f  hypothese s propose d o r  th e experiment s 
conducted .  I t  i s  quit e possibl e tha t  encouragin g 
subject s t o propos e maximall y differen t 
hypothese s an d t o conduc t  diagnosti c test s woul d 
facilitat e scientifi c  induction .  Whil e thi s stud y 
alon e ca n no t  provid e a  comprehensiv e 
explanatio n o f  th e condition s unde r  whic h 
multipl e hypothese s facilitat e scientifi c 
induction ,  th e presen t  stud y doe s provid e furthe r 
evidenc e tha t  whe n th e cos t  o f  conductin g 
experiment s i s high ,  us e o f  multipl e hypothese s 
may b e preferabl e t o th e us e o f  a  singl e 
hypothesis . 
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