Illustrative Statistical Report

Detection of the Human Energy Field by trained Touch Therapists?

by Marg Innovera

Purpose
To determine with trained Touch Therapists can detect a “human energy field” (HEF) of correctly identifying the location of an unseen hand.

Methods 
Data. Data from the article by Rosa et al. (1998) consisting of the number of times a trained Touch Therapists could identify whether an unseen hand hovered over his/her left or right hand were provided by Dr. Gerstman. Twenty-eight trials were considered. Each observation consisted of the number of correct identifications out of 10 attempts. Data are: {1, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, 4, 4,4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 5, 6, 6, 7, 7, 7, 8}.

Descriptive and exploratory methods. I explored the data with a stemplot and five number summary. The mean number of correct identifications and standard deviation were calculated with SPSS (SPSS for Windows, Release 15.0.0. 2006. Chicago: SPSS Inc.). 
Inferential methods. The null hypothesis that Touch Therapist were merely guessing is addressed with a one-sample t test of H0: μ = 5. The one-sample t test is described in section §11.4 (Gerstman, 2008). The confidence interval for μ was calculated with the formulas from §11.4 (Gerstman, 2008).  [HS 67 students should cite Moore, 2006, Chapter 18.]

Results 
The stemplot (below) is mound-shaped with no major departures from Normality. Data vary from 1 to 8. The median is 4.
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The mean number of correct identifications was 4.393 (standard deviation = 1.663). The standard error of the mean is 0.3143. 
To test H0: μ = 5, tstat = (4.393 – 5) / 0.3143 = −1.931 with df = 28 – 1 = 27. The one-sided P-value is between .05 and .025 and the two-sided P-value is between 0.10 and 0.05. Therefore, the evidence against H0 is considered either significant (one-sided test) or marginally significant (two-sided test).
To calculate a 95% confidence interval for μ, use a critical value (t*) of  t27,.975 = 2.052. The 95% confidence interval for μ = 4.393 ± (2.052)(0.3143) = 4.393 ± 0.645 = (3.75 to 5.04).

Discussion  
The trained TT practitioners guessed slightly less accurately than would be expected by chance alone. Random guessing is expected to results in 5 correct guesses in 10 trials. The TT averaged 4.49 correct guesses (95% confidence interval for μ: 3.75 to 5.04). The evidence against the null hypothesis of random guessing is marginally significant (0.05 < P < 0.10).  This study calls into question whether TT practitioners can detect human energy fields through perception. 
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