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A Study of the Sander Illusion

Keiji HAMAGUCHI

(Laboratory of Psychology, Faculty of Humanities )

Abstract : The apparent lengths of the left and the right diagonal of the Sander parallelo-
gram were measured. The -left diagonal was overestimated and the right diagonal was
underestimated. We conclude that the Sander illusion was caused by the combination of the
overestimation of the left diagonal and the underestimation of the right diagonal.
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Fig. 1. The standard stimulus presented under each condition. (cm)
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Fig. 2. The arrangement of the standard stimulus and the comparative stimulus. (cm)
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Fig. 3. The apparent length ( PSE) of each condition.
Table 1
The t tests between conditions
cond. A B | ¢ D E " F G | H
PSE 5.55em 4.63cm 5.55cm 4.48cm 4.72cm 4.85cm 5.20cm | 5.16em -
A
5.55¢cm
B — ®%
4.63cm r=4.65
5 scscm t=0.01 {=5.96%**
N D LR *k %
4.48m t=7.82 1=0.96 £=6.09
E LR X ] LR R
4.7%m t=10.9 1=0.54 t =8.86 t =1.66
F LR R} LR R ‘.
4.85cm t=12.3 1=1.24 t =5.69 t=3.08 t=1.25
5 g)cm t=2.44* | 1=2.79* | 1=2.65% | 1=3.20* | +=4.63"* | t=1.9
5 ;m +=3.98*" | +=3.08* £=5.00"** r=4.36** | +=5.00"** r=3.11"* t=0.21
cond. : condition’ * P<0.05: % % P<0.01: * * % P<0.001
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