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ABSTRACT 
Since October 2007, we have been conducting rigorous scientific research on the unex-
plained “power” of a pyramidal structure (PS). From our research results so far, we could 
classify pyramid effects by the PS into the following two types: (i) the pyramid effects due to 
the potential power of the PS and (ii) the pyramid effects due to the influence of the test 
subject meditating inside the PS. We have been using edible cucumber sections as the bio-
sensors. The pyramid effect existence was clarified by measuring and analyzing the concen-
tration of volatile components released from the biosensors. The biosensors were arranged 
as a pair: one member of the pair was placed at the PS apex and the other was placed at the 
calibration control point 8.0 m away from the PS. In this paper, we report a new discovery 
regarding the type (i) pyramid effects. We discovered a phenomenon considered to be en-
tanglement between the biosensor pairs detecting the pyramid effects. In other words, the 
biosensors at the PS apex, which were affected by the potential power of the PS, affected the 
biosensors at the calibration control point. We also confirmed that the effects on the bio-
sensors placed at the calibration control point were not due to the potential power of the PS. 
Furthermore, we showed that the magnitude of the effect of entanglement changed with the 
seasons. We expect that our research results will be widely accepted in the future and will 
become the foundation for a new research field in science, with a wide range of applications. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
Since October 2007, we have been conducting rigorous scientific research on the unexplained “pow-

er” of a pyramidal structure (PS). From research results of our nine original papers published so far, we 
could classify the pyramid effects by the PS into the following two types [1-9]: (i) the pyramid effects due 
to the potential power of the PS and (ii) the pyramid effects due to the influence of the test subject medi-
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tating inside the PS. Regarding the type (i) pyramid effects, the following three results have been obtained 
so far. 1) We clarified the existence of the pyramid effects on the biosensors placed at the PS apex due to 
the potential power of the PS. The annual data (n = 468) were divided into two periods by the spring 
equinox and the autumn equinox, and the pyramid effects of each were compared. As a result, p = 6.0 × 
10−3, was obtained, which was a statistically significant difference (Welch’s t-test, two-tails; the same test 
was used to obtain the p-values given hereafter) [7]. 2) We clarified that the potential power of the PS af-
fected the biosensors placed in two layers at the PS apex, and the pyramid effects differed between the 
lower and the upper layers. The psi index Ψ, which indicates the magnitude of the pyramid effects, had a 
negative value of −3.01 for the lower biosensors, and a positive value of 5.52 for the upper biosensors. 
There was a significant difference between the lower and upper pyramid effects, p = 4.0 × 10−7 [8]. 3) As a 
result of analyzing the annual data by dividing it into four seasons of winter, spring, summer and autumn, 
we clarified that there were two types of pyramid effects with and without seasonal variation. As a result of 
comparing winter and summer with respect to the pyramid effects that changed with the seasons, p = 1.8 × 
10−3 was obtained, which was a statistically significant difference [9]. 

In this paper, we report a new discovery regarding type (i) pyramid effects. We have expressed the 
magnitude of the pyramid effects by an index called the psi index calculated from the volatile components 
(gas concentration) released from the biosensors. With the introduction of the psi index, it has become 
possible to quantitatively assess the “healing power” [10-12] and “pyramid power” [1-3, 6-9] of unex-
plained phenomena, and to perform scientific analyses. However, in this paper, we did not introduce the 
psi index, but rather analyzed the gas concentration. As a result, we discovered a phenomenon considered 
to be entanglement between pairs of the biosensors, which was overlooked when the psi index was used. 
The biosensors at the PS apex, that is, the experimental samples, were affected by the potential power of 
the PS. And by this entanglement, the biosensors at the PS apex affected the biosensors, that is, the control 
samples at the calibration control point. We also confirmed that the effects on the biosensors placed at the 
calibration control point were not due to the potential power of the PS. Furthermore, we showed that the 
magnitude of the effect of entanglement changed with the seasons. 

The psi index has been considered as an index showing the magnitude of the pyramid effects on ex-
perimental samples placed at the PS apex. But this time, the discovery of entanglement between the bio-
sensors has added new knowledge to the psi index. That is, the psi index includes not only the pyramid 
effects on the experimental samples placed at the PS apex, but also the influence on the control samples by 
entanglement. 

Our purpose is to verify the existence of the potential power of the PS alone by experiment when ex-
cluding the effects of the test subject. In the future, we expect that these results will be widely recognized, 
and they will become the basis for a new research field in science, with a wide range of applications. 

2. EXPERIMENT 
We used biosensors made by cutting the cucumber fruit, Cucumis sativus, to verify the pyramid ef-

fect. The biosensors were placed at the PS apex and calibration control point for 30 minutes. Then, the vo-
latile components (gas concentration) released from the biosensors affected at each location were meas-
ured. The reason why cucumber sections can be used as biosensors for detecting the pyramid effects is de-
scribed as follows. In general, it is known that plants exhibit a biological defense/repair reaction when they 
are injured for some reason, such as being eaten by insects [13-16]. It has been reported that when vegeta-
bles and fruits have been harvested for food, and even after a week or more, if they are damaged by cut-
ting, etc., they show a biological defense/repair reaction for a certain period of time [17]. By this biological 
defense/repair reaction, volatile components are released from the cut surface of the cucumber fruit, and 
biophotons are generated. This biological reaction is a very complicated and delicate chemical reaction, 
and it is considered that it reacts sensitively to subtle changes in the external environment that are difficult 
to measure with a physical measuring instrument. Therefore, we speculated that the cucumber section 
could be used as an environment-responsive high-sensitivity biosensor. In the experiment, the cucumbers 
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were cut to create biosensors, which were placed at the PS apex and calibration control point about 10 
minutes later. They were kept at the apex and control point for 30 minutes. Therefore, while the biological 
reaction on the cut surface continues, the biosensors are affected by the environment of the PS apex and 
the calibration control point. We consider that the gas concentration proportional to the environmental 
state of the PS apex and the calibration control point is detected. 

We have introduced the psi index as an indicator of the magnitude of the pyramid effects. The psi in-
dex is calculated by the natural logarithm of the ratio of the gas concentrations of pair samples, experi-
mental samples and control samples, having the same cut surface (Equation (2), given in Section 4). The 
paired samples are very similar samples, except that the orientation of the cut surface is different. There-
fore, the psi index quantitatively reveals the difference between the environment in which the experimen-
tal samples and the control samples are placed. However, the individual cucumbers used in each experi-
ment are different, and it is expected that the external environment conditions such as temperature, hu-
midity, and geomagnetism of the laboratory will be different for each experiment. Therefore, the biosen-
sors at the calibration control point were regarded as a reference, and the psi index was calibrated. By cali-
brating the psi index, it was possible to offset the differences in environmental changes between experi-
ments. This made it possible for the calibrated psi index to detect only the difference in the environment 
in which the experimental samples and the control samples were placed. If the calibrated psi index is posi-
tive, it can be determined that the environment in which the experimental samples are placed is the envi-
ronment in which gas production is promoted more as compared with the environment in which the con-
trol samples are placed. On the contrary, if the calibrated psi index is negative, it can be determined that 
the environment in which the experimental samples are placed is the environment in which gas produc-
tion is suppressed as compared with the environment in which the control samples are placed. In this way, 
the calibrated psi index is an excellent index that can quantitatively capture the difference in the environ-
ment in which the biosensors are placed, and it has been used to detect the pyramid effects. However, in 
this paper, we tried to detect the pyramid effects only by analyzing the gas concentration without using the 
psi index. As a result, we discovered the phenomenon of entanglement between paired samples, which 
could not have been seen when using the psi index. 

2.1. Biosensors 

Figure 1(a) and Figure 1(b) show how to make the biosensors from commercially available edible 
cucumbers for one trial experiment. Four cucumbers were used for one trial experiment. In Figure 1(a), 
after cutting off 3 - 5 cm on the vine side of the first cucumber A, four 2 cm wide sections were prepared. 
The 2 cm section A1 closest to the vine side was cut in half and placed on Petri dishes GE1 and GC1 so that 
the cut surfaces were on the upper surface. Here, GE1 and GC1 were considered as a pair. The second 2 cm 
section A2 from the vine side was also cut in half and placed on Petri dishes GE2 and GC2. Similarly, the 
third and fourth 2 cm sections A3 and A4 from the vine side were also placed on Petri dishes GE3, GC3 and 
GE4, GC4. The second cucumber B to the fourth cucumber D were cut in the same manner, and the sections 
were placed on Petri dishes. However, each time the individual cucumber being cut was changed, the order 
of the sections placed on the Petri dish was changed, section B1 was placed on GE2 and GC2, section C1 was 
placed on GE3 and GC3, etc. Finally, the Pair1-Pair4 biosensors were created in which eight Petri dishes 
contained four cucumber sections each. Here, the pair number was arbitrary, and after placing 4 cucumber 
sections in 8 Petri dishes, the die was rolled to determine pairs 1 to 4. In the case of pairs, the upper surface 
of the GE and GC cucumber sections placed on the Petri dishes was the same cut surface, but the direction 
of the axes was different. The direction of the upper surface of the cucumber section placed on the Petri 
dish was defined as the direction from the lower surface in contact with the Petri dish to the upper surface. 
At this time, the upper surface of the section placed on the GE was in the same direction as the growth axis 
of the cucumber. In addition, the upper surface of the section placed on the GC was in the direction oppo-
site to the growth axis. The growth axis of the cucumber was the direction from the vine side to the flower 
side of the cucumber fruit. From the experimental results so far, we clarified that the gas concentration  
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Figure 1. How to prepare and place the biosensors for the experiment. 

 
differed depending on the direction of the cut surface, and GE < GC [5]. In addition, GE were experimental 
samples, and GC were control samples. Arbitrarily determined Pair1 and Pair2 experimental samples GE1 
and GE2 were placed at the PS apex in two layers. Pair1 and Pair2 control samples GC1, GC2 and Pair3 and 
Pair4 experimental and control samples GE3, GE4, GC3, GC4 were placed in two layers at a calibration control 
point 8.0 m away from the PS (Figure 1(b)). Therefore, the experimental samples GE1, GE2 and the control 
samples GC1, GC2 in Pair1 and Pair2 were placed 8.0 m apart. On the other hand, the experimental samples 
GE3, GE4 and the control samples GC3, GC4 of Pair3 and Pair4 were both placed at the calibration control 
point, and the Petri dishes are in contact with each other (Figure 1(c)). With the Petri dish lid on, the 
biosensors were kept at the PS apex and calibration control point for 30 minutes. The biosensors were then 
stored in a closed container with a capacity of 2.2 liters for 24 to 48 hours after removing the Petri dish lid. 
After storage, the gas concentration was measured using a gas detector tube, ethyl acetate detector tube 
(141L: Gastec, Japan) and a gas sampling pump (GV-100: Gastec). 

2.2. Laboratory Layout 

Figure 2 shows the layout of the laboratory. The laboratory is located on the 4th floor of a 5-story 
building at 140.10369053 degrees east longitude and 35.63985466 degrees north latitude, and the north 
side of the laboratory is tilted 3 degrees west of true north. The calibration control point (CCP) is an area 
of 0.4 m × 0.32 m. The distance between the PS and the CCP is 8.0 m. The top of the PS and the top of the 
CCP are each 1.8 m above the floor. One aspect of the PS is the direction of magnetic north in November 
2009. As of May 2021, magnetic north is estimated to be 7.1 degrees west of true north [18]. True north is 
the direction that points to the north pole, that is, the northern end of the earth’s axis of rotation, 90 de-
grees north latitude. The layout of the laboratory has not been changed from November 2009 to May 2021. 
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Figure 2. Laboratory layout. 

2.3. Pyramidal Structure 

Figure 3(a) shows the PS which is a square pyramid with a height of 107 cm, a ridgeline length of 170 
cm and a base length of 188 cm. The tilt angle between the bottom and the side of the PS is 49.1˚. The base 
of the PS is raised 73 cm from the floor. The frame of the PS is made of four aluminum pipes, 2 cm in di-
ameter with a 0.36 cm thick pipe wall. Each side has a Sierpinski triangle pattern consisting of 0.3 mm 
thick aluminum plates. At the top of the PS, a Faraday cage for electrostatic shielding of the biosensors is 
placed. 

Figure 3(b) and Figure 3(c) show a photograph and a schematic diagram of the PS apex, respectively. 
When the experimental samples GE1 and GE2 of Pair1 and Pair2 are placed at the PS apex in two layers, the 
height difference between the two layers is 2 cm. The Petri dish with a large GE or GC subscript number is 
on the top, and the Petri dish with a small subscript number is on the bottom. The lower layer is 
represented as Layer 1 and the upper layer, as Layer 2. The center of the bottom surface of the GE1 Petri 
dish placed at the PS apex coincides with the point where the center lines of the four aluminum pipes near 
the PS apex intersect. 

3. EXPERIMENTAL AND ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The data used in the analysis in this paper were the results of experiments conducted between July 

2010 and September 2017, excluding the effects of the test subject. The total number of data was n = 468, 
which was the same number of as the data analyzed in the previously published papers [7-9]. 

Figure 4(a) shows the average gas concentration of volatile components emitted from the biosensors 
placed in two layers at the PS apex and the CCP. The plotted results showed the average gas concentra-
tions of the experimental samples, (GE1 + GE2)/2 and (GE3 + GE4)/2 were almost the same, as those of the 
control samples, the results of (GC1 + GC2)/2 and (GC3 + GC4)/2; in other words, there was no significant  
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Figure 3. (a) Photo of the PS used in the experiment. (b) Photo and (c) 
schematic drawing of the biosensors placed at the PS apex. 

 

 
Figure 4. Concentration of volatile components released from the bio-
sensors, that is, gas concentration. (a) The average value of the gas 
concentration in the upper and lower layers of the biosensors placed in 
two layers. The result for (GE1 + GE2)/2 placed at the PS apex is 
represented by the black filled square. The results for (GE3 + GE4)/2, 
(GC1 + GC2)/2, (GC3 + GC4)/2 placed at the CCP are represented by open 
squares.(b) The average value of the gas concentration of each biosen-
sor. The lower layer is represented by circles and the upper layer, by 
triangles. The results for GE1 and GE2 placed at the PS apex are the black 
filled symbols, and GE3, GE4, GC1, GC2, GC3 and GC4 placed at the CCP are 
the open symbols. All error bars show the standard error (SE). 
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difference between the experimental samples and between the control samples. In addition, the control 
samples tended to have a higher gas concentration than the experimental samples. This characteristic was 
reported in a previous paper [5], and it was concluded that the gas concentration differed between the ex-
perimental samples GE and the control samples GC, and that this difference was caused by the difference in 
the directionality of the cut surface. As a result of the analysis, a difference in gas concentration of about 
2.2% was detected between the experimental samples (GE3 + GE4)/2 and the control samples (GC3 + GC4)/2. 
However, as a result of calculating the p-value, a statistically significant difference could not be obtained 
(p = 0.18). The number of data was n = 468, but we expected that statistical significance would appear as 
the number of data was increased. Figure 4(b) shows the gas concentrations in the lower and upper layers 
before averaging with respect to the results of the average gas concentration shown in Figure 4(a). In Fig-
ure 4(a), the gas concentrations of the experimental samples (GE1 + GE2)/2 and (GE3 + GE4)/2 were almost 
the same. However, in Figure 4(b), the trends of GE1-GE2 and GE3-GE4 showed qualitatively opposite cha-
racteristics. That is, the gas concentration of the experimental samples at the PS apex was higher in the 
upper layer than in the lower layer, and the gas concentration of the experimental samples at the CCP was 
higher in the lower layer than in the upper layer. In addition, the control samples GC1-GC4 at the CCP 
tended to have a higher gas concentration in the lower layer than in the upper layer. This characteristic 
was considered to be the result obtained by the influence of various external environmental conditions 
(temperature, humidity, atmospheric pressure, etc.) at the CCP. On the other hand, at the PS apex, the gas 
concentration in the lower and upper layers showed the opposite tendency to the CCP. From this, we in-
ferred that the potential power, “pyramid power”, existed at the PS apex [8]. 

In this paper, we tried to verify the pyramid effects by analyzing the gas concentration. In this case, 
there would be no problem in the analysis when handling all data (n = 468). However, if all the data were 
analyzed by dividing them into four seasons, for example, it would be unwise to simply compare and dis-
cuss the gas concentration in each season. This is because if the indoor environment differed from season 
to season, it would be expected that the gas concentration result would differ proportionally. Therefore, in 
this paper, the analysis was carried out using the values obtained by subtracting the average values of GC3 
and GC4 from the gas concentrations of GE1-GC4 shown in Figure 4(b). That is, the control samples GC3 and 
GC4 placed at the CCP were considered as reference values. The reason why GC3 and GC4 were used as the 
reference value is explained in detail in the discussion. 

Figure 5 shows the results of calibrating by subtracting the average value of GC3 and GC4 from the re-
sults of Figure 4(b). E1 - C4 were calculated by Equation (1). 

( ) ( )
( ) ( )
( ) ( )
( ) ( )

E1 C3 C4 E2 C3 C4

E3 C3 C4 E4 C3 C4

C1 C3 C4 C2 C3 C4

C3 C3 C4 C4 C3 C4

E1 G G G 2,  E2 G G G 2,

E3 G G G 2,  E4 G G G 2,

C1 G G G 2,  C2 G G G 2,

C3 G G G 2,  C4 G G G 2.

= − + = − +

= − + = − +

= − + = − +

= − + = − +

                 (1) 

Hereinafter, for convenience, E1 and E2 indicate the experimental samples placed at the PS apex, and 
C1 and C2 are the control samples paired with E1 and E2 placed at the CCP. In addition, E3, E4 and C3, 
C4 are the paired samples placed at the CCP. 

From Figure 5, it was seen that the results of E1-C4 were qualitatively the same as those in Figure 
4(b). Comparing the control samples C1, C2 and C3, C4 placed at the CCP in two layers indicated the 
changes were almost the same. On the other hand, when comparing pairs C3, E3 and C4, E4, the values of 
C4 and E4 in the upper layer were different. This indicated that the rate of change in the gas concentration 
with respect to the sample in the upper layer was larger than that in the lower layer due to the difference in 
the direction of the cut surface. In addition, as described in Figure 4, the experimental samples E1 and E2 
at the PS apex and the experimental samples E3 and E4 at the CCP showed qualitatively opposite changes 
in the comparison between the lower and upper layers. 

The data (n = 468) in Figure 5 were analyzed by dividing them into four seasons, as shown in Table 
1. The actual start and end days vary from year to year, but in this paper, we set the winter solstice as  
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Figure 5. Gas concentration calibrated with the average gas concentration of control samples GC3 and 
GC4 placed at the CCP. Circles are results of the lower layer, triangles are results of the upper layer, 
the black filled symbols are for the PS apex, and the open symbols are for the CCP. All error bars 
show the standard error (SE). 
 
Table 1. Dividing the data into four seasons. 

Classification Season Period 

WTR winter From the winter solstice to the day before the spring equinox 12/22-3/20 

SPR spring From the spring equinox to the day before the summer solstice 3/21-6/20 

SMR summer From the summer solstice to the day before the autumn equinox 6/21-9/22 

AUT autumn From the autumn equinox to the day before the winter solstice 9/23-12/21 
 
12/22, the spring equinox as 3/21, the summer solstice as 6/21, and the autumn equinox as 9/23. 

Figure 6 plots data in four seasons according to the classification in Table 1. Figures 6(a)-(d), re-
spectively show WTR (n = 84), SPR (n = 108), SMR (n = 144), and AUT (n = 152) results. From them, 
even if the data were divided into four seasons, they were qualitatively consistent with Figure 5, which 
showed the results for all the data. To summarize, the experimental samples E1 and E2 placed at the PS 
apex have a higher gas concentration in the upper layer than in the lower layer, and all the samples placed 
at the CCP have a higher gas concentration in the lower layer than in the upper layer. 

Figure 7 shows the result of overlapping the data of Figures 6(a)-(d). The seasonal deviations of the 
gas concentrations of C1 and C2 were larger than those of E1-E4 and C3, C4. Among E1-C4, statistically 
significant differences were detected in the following three cases: 1) WTR and SMR in C1, p = 3.3 × 10−3; 
2) WTR and SMR in C2, p = 6.0 × 10−4; and 3) WTR and SPR in C2, p = 3.8 × 10−3. Like C3 and C4, C1 
and C2 were control samples placed at the CCP, and it was reasonable to think that C1, C2 and C3, C4 
were almost equal. However, the results showed that the values were significantly different between C1, C2 
and C3, C4. The changes in C3 and C4 and their pair E3 and E4 were almost the same. Therefore, we 
thought that the abnormal changes in C1 and C2 were caused by the fact that C1 and C2 were paired sam-
ples of the experimental samples E1 and E2 at the PS apex. We concluded that the E1 and E2 placed at the  
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Figure 6. Gas concentration calibrated with the average gas concentration of control samples GC3 and 
GC4 placed at the CCP. (a) WTR (b) SPR (c) SMR (d) AUT. The lower layer biosensors are 
represented by circles, and the upper layer biosensors, by triangles. The colored filled symbols are 
results for experimental samples E1, E2 at the PS apex, and the colored open symbols are results for 
samples E3, E4, C1, C2, C3 and C4 placed at the CCP. All error bars show the standard error (SE). 
 
PS apex were affected by the potential power of the PS, and as a result, some effect was exerted on C1 and 
C2, which were the paired controls of E1 and E2. From this, we predicted the existence of entanglement 
between paired samples with the same cut surface. It was clear that the effect on C1 and C2 was not due to 
the potential power of the PS because if the influence of potential power of the PS extended to the CCP, C3 
and C4 should show the same changes as C1 and C2. Furthermore, since significant differences were de-
tected between WTR and SMR in C1 and C2, we expected that the effects of entanglement would vary 
seasonally. 

Figure 8 shows the seasonal changes in calibrated gas concentration. Figure 8(a) and Figure 8(b) 
show the experimental samples E1 and E3 placed in the lower layer and the experimental samples E2 and 
E4 placed in the upper layer, respectively. Figure 8(c) and Figure 8(d) show the control samples C1 and 
C3 placed in the lower layer and the control samples C2 and C4 placed in the upper layer, respectively. 
Figure 8(a) and Figure 8(b) show the seasonal changes in the experimental samples E1-E4, and the solid 
line of E1 and the dotted lines E3 and E4 had qualitatively similar seasonal changes. On the other hand, 
only the solid line E2 had different seasonal changes. In other words, E2 in the upper layer placed at the PS 
apex had an abnormal seasonal change. Comparing Figure 8(a) and Figure 8(b), the vertical relationship 
between the solid and the dotted lines was reversed. From this, we predicted that the potential power 
around the PS apex was present throughout the year. This was consistent with the conclusion pointed out 
in the previous paper [9] that there was a pyramid effect that did not fluctuate seasonally at the PS apex. 
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Therefore, we found that the analysis of the gas concentration alone would lead to conclusions about the 
characteristics of the pyramid effects without introducing the calibrated psi index. A further characteristic 
was the seasonal variation of the control samples C1-C4 in Figure 8(c) and Figure 8(d). The seasonal 
changes differed greatly between the solid lines C1 and C2 and the dotted lines C3 and C4. Since the cali-
bration was performed by subtracting the average of the gas concentrations GC3 and GC4, it could be seen 
that the seasonal changes of the dotted lines C3 and C4 changed symmetrically around the zero value of 
the calibrated gas concentration. On the other hand, the solid lines C1 and C2 both had the maximum 
value with a positive value in WTR and the minimum value with a negative value in SMR. As already 
shown, a significant difference was detected between WTR value and SMT value in C1 and C2. From this 
result, it was seen that C1 and C2 had abnormal seasonal changes compared to C3 and C4. And we judged 
that the abnormality of C1 and C2 was caused by the fact that C1 and C2 were pair samples of E1 and E2 
placed at the PS apex, and they were being influenced by E1 and E2. This suggested the existence of entan-
glement between the cut cucumber sections. 

4. DISCUSSION 
In this paper, we attempted to verify the pyramid effects only by analyzing the gas concentration 

emitted from the biosensors, without using the psi index introduced. Here, we describe the psi index in 
detail. The psi index is calculated by multiplying the natural logarithm of the gas concentration ratio of the 
paired sample by 100. The relationship between the J value we used before the introduction of the psi in-
dex and the psi index Ψ is Ψ = 100J [19]. 
 

 
Figure 7. Figures 6(a)-(d) are superimposed for display in the 
graph. Symbols are as explained in the Figure 6 caption. All error 
bars show the standard error (SE). 
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Figure 8. Seasonal changes in calibrated gas concentration. (a) Changes in the lower 
experimental samples: solid line, E1; dotted line, E3. (b) Changes in the upper ex-
perimental samples: solid line, E2; dotted line, E4. (C) Changes in the lower control 
samples: solid line, C1; dotted line, C3. (d) Changes in the upper control samples: 
solid line, C2, dotted line, C4. Circles represent the lower layer and triangles 
represent the upper layer. Colored filled symbols represent the biosensors placed at 
the PS apex, and the colored open symbols represent the biosensors placed at the 
CCP. All error bars show the standard error (SE). 

 

( )
( )
( )
( )

1 E1 C1

2 E2 C2

3 E3 C3

4 E4 C4

100ln G G ,

100ln G G ,
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Ψ =

Ψ =

Ψ =

                                (2) 

In Equation (2), GE1-GC4 are the measured gas concentrations (ppm). Ψ1-Ψ4 are the psi indexes before 
calibration. In Equation (3), Ψ1(E-CAL) and Ψ2(E-CAL) are the calibrated psi indexes of the biosensors placed at 
the PS apex. These calibrated psi indexes are the results of calibrating the influence of various external en-
vironmental conditions such as temperature, humidity, atmospheric pressure and geomagnetism, and the 
difference in the direction of the cut surface, by the psi index of the CCP. Therefore, the absolute values of 
Ψ1(E-CAL) and Ψ2(E-CAL) represent the magnitude of the pyramid effects. 

( )
( )
( )
( )

1(E-CAL) 1 3 4

2(E-CAL) 2 3 4

3(C-CAL) 3 3 4

4(C-CAL) 4 3 4

2,

2,

2,

2.

Ψ = Ψ − Ψ +Ψ

Ψ = Ψ − Ψ +Ψ

Ψ = Ψ − Ψ +Ψ

Ψ = Ψ − Ψ +Ψ

                            (3) 

The average of the pyramid effects of the PS apex is calculated by Equation (4). 
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( )(E-CAL) 1(E-CAL) 2(E-CAL) 2Ψ = Ψ +Ψ .                         (4) 

When determining the pyramid effects for the lower and upper layers of the biosensors placed in the 
two layers at the PS apex, it is necessary to calibrate the difference between the upper and lower when the 
two layers are stacked. Therefore, the pyramid effects on the lower (Layer1) and upper (Layer2) biosensors 
are calculated by Equation (5). 

1(E-CAL)Layer1 1(E-CAL) 3(C-CAL) 1 3

2(E-CAL)Layer2 2(E-CAL) 4(C-CAL) 2 4

,

.

Ψ = Ψ −Ψ = Ψ −Ψ

Ψ = Ψ −Ψ = Ψ −Ψ
                    (5) 

Ψ(E-CAL)LayerAve, which is the average value of Ψ1(E-CAL)Layer1 and Ψ2(E-CAL)Layer2, matches Ψ(E-CAL). 

( )
( )

(E-CAL)LayerAve 1(E-CAL)Layer1 2(E-CAL)Layer2

1(E CAL) 2(E CAL) (E-CAL)

2

2− −

Ψ = Ψ +Ψ

= Ψ +Ψ = Ψ
                 (6) 

As can be seen from Equation (2), the psi index is obtained by dividing the gas concentration GE of 
the experimental samples by the gas concentration GC of the control samples. This is based on the premise 
that the control samples placed at the CCP can always be a reference and they do not change abnormally. 
Therefore, it was not possible to predict the possibility of entanglement between the experimental samples 
and the control samples, which was found by this paper. However, caution is required in the analysis based 
only on the gas concentration. It is appropriate when dealing with all data, but when analyzing data by di-
viding it into four seasons, for example, it is not possible to simply compare and examine the average value 
of the data for each of the four seasons. This is because the external environment of the entire laboratory 
may differ from season to season, and the effects may be reflected in the gas concentration. However, the 
same environment is maintained at the PS apex and the CCP for each experiment. As a result, we cali-
brated and analyzed other gas concentrations based on the average values of GC3 and GC4 at the CCP. Here, 
the question arises as to why GC3 and GC4 were used as reference values and why GC1 and GC2 should not be 
used as reference values. Certainly, there should be no problem no matter where the reference value is set, 
so this is a natural question. We can explain why using Figure 9. This figure shows results of calculating 
E1-C4 using the data of WTR (n = 84). Here, Figure 9(a) was calculated with (GE1 + GE2)/2 as the refer-
ence value to calculate E1-C4. Similarly, Figure 9(b) uses (GE3 + GE4)/2 as the reference value, Figure 9(c) 
uses (GC1 + GC2)/2 and Figure 9(d) uses (GC3 + GC4)/2. Figures 9(a)-(d) showed similar changes qualita-
tively, but Figure 9(c) had a shift to the negative side as a whole compared to the others. From this, we 
decided that it was not appropriate to adopt (GC1 + GC2)/2 when selecting the reference value. Originally, 
in the absence of the pyramid effects, the changes in E1-C4 should be qualitatively and quantitatively con-
sistent. This has been confirmed by experiments in which all biosensors of GE1-GC4 were set as CCPs, and 
no extreme difference appeared in E1-C4. 

In an experiment conducted with the expectation that an effect would appear on the experimental 
samples, two cases were reported in which, contrary to expectations, the effect appeared not on the expe-
rimental samples but on the control samples. In the first case, the experiment was done to verify the 
possibility of affecting the crystallization process of water by the consciousness of many humans, and ab-
normal results appeared in the control samples instead of the experimental samples [20]. In the second 
case the experiment was done to verify that the healer affected the emitted gas concentration by focusing 
on the cucumber biosensor. Despite the fact that the healer was focusing on the experimental samples, the 
effect appeared on the control samples rather than on the experimental samples [21]. Results for both 
these cases are considered to be a phenomenon of entanglement related to human consciousness. Howev-
er, our result is the entanglement that emerges from the potential power of the PS, a non-living object. 
From this, the potential power of the PS may be “power” similar to human consciousness. It is currently 
unclear whether the strange phenomenon of entanglement that appears between biosensors due to the po-
tential power of the PS can be understood in relation to quantum entanglement. However, we believe that 
the possibility cannot be denied. 
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Figure 9. E1-C4 results for WTR data. The results of calibration with the reference values of: (a) (GE1 
+ GE2)/2, (b) (GE3 + GE4)/2, (c) (GC1 + GC2)/2, and (d) (GC3 + GC4)/2. The data used as the reference 
value are shown by the solid red lines. Circles represent the lower layer and the triangles, the upper 
layer. The filled symbols are the biosensors placed at the PS apex, and the open symbols are the 
biosensors placed at the CCP. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 
We have introduced the psi index to demonstrate the existence of pyramid effects and to quantita-

tively treat their magnitude. However, in this paper, when analyzing the pyramid effects due to the poten-
tial power of the PS, the analysis was performed using the gas concentration itself without using the psi 
index. As a result, we were able to discover a phenomenon that has been overlooked so far. It is the phe-
nomenon considered to be entanglement between biosensors created in pairs. In other words, the potential 
power of the PS affected the experimental samples at the PS apex, which in turn affected the control sam-
ples at the calibration control point. It was also clarified that the magnitude of the entanglement effect 
changed depending on the season. These results gave us new insights into the psi index we introduced. 
That is, the psi index included not only the pyramid effects on the experimental samples placed at the PS 
apex, but also the influence of entanglement on the control samples placed at the calibration control point. 

Prior to our research, there were few reliable academic studies or statistically significant data on the 
so-called “pyramid power”. Since 2007, we have been conducting rigorous scientific experiments and ana-
lyses using biosensors to elucidate the unexplained “power” of the PS. As a result, we demonstrated the 
existence of “pyramid power”, which was often perceived as having no scientific basis. While research on 
“pyramid power” is still often regarded as heretical in the world of academia, our experimental results are 
the world’s first research results in this field. In the future, we expect that this result will be widely recog-
nized, and will become the basis for a new research field in science, with a wide range of applications. 
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