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THE, ANTICIPATION OF TELEPHONE CALLS:
ASURVEYIN CALIFORNIA

By DavrnJev BnowN AND Rupr,nr Snnlnnaxrt

ABSTRACT: A sample of 200 rarrdonrly sclectcd pcople wali srrrveyed in Santa Cruz County,
California, to investigate the frequency and nattrre of anticipations of telcphone calls. Of
those surveyc<lr 78To said that tlrey have lrad the experience of telephoning someone who
said that drey werc just thinkimg abotrt telcplrorring thenr; 47Vo satd that they had had the
exprerielrce of knowingwlro was callirrg thcnr wherr the phone rarrgwithout anypossible cue;
and 68% said that they had thorrglrt about a person whom they have not seen for a while,
who had then telephoned them lhatsarrre clay. A higher proportion of women than men gave
positive answers to these questions. These resrrlts arc in general agreement with 2 previous
surveys in Englarrd, although there were several significant differences, which are
discussed. These surve)s reveal lhat seemirrgly telepatlric expericnces in connection witb
telephone calls are remarkably conlnlon. The arrdrors suggest ways that this phenomcnon
carr be investigated empirically.

It is not uncommon for people to telephone friends or relations rvho
say that they rvere just thinking of call ing thenr. Likervise, many people
have had the experience of thinking of a particular pcrson, with whom
they have not spoken to for a rvhile, rvho then calls them on the telephone
later the sarne day. Sornc dorncstic anirnals, notably dogs and cats, also
seeln to anticipate telephonc calls from particul?rr people, such as their
owners, while ignoring calls lronr othcr pcoplc (Shcldrakc, 1999).

Some of these experie r-lces rnight bc explicable itr terms of chance
coincidcnce, but others nright rlepcnd on telcpatlry, rvhich is what many
people who have hacl thcsc cxpcricnccs bclicvc. Surprisingly, this
well-known phenorncnon has bcen alrnost conrplctely neglccted by psy-
chical rcscilrchcrs an(l pilrapsychologists.

To find out holv conlnloll this tyllc of expcricncc is, rvc conducted a
telephone sulrey of randornlysclccted households in Santa Cruz Counry
California. Two previous telephone survey.s in Englan(l, ollc in London
and the other in Greater Manchcster, inclicatccl that this tFpe of

l  We thank all ttrc l lcoll lc rvlro took part in tlris strn'e1', is rvcll a.s Slrerry l-Iall for hcr
hclp i r r  concl t rct i r rg i t .  

' f l r is  rvork rvas strqr l ror lcd l l1 '  t l rc  I r rst i t t t tc  of  Noct ic  Scictrccs,
Surrsal i to,  Cr l i f<rrr r ia;  t l rc  I  i lc l r r i< lgr :  l ;orrr r r l l r t ion,  Ncrv \ '<r t 'k l  : r r t r l  t l r t :  l l i r l  F '< l t r r r t l i r t i ( ) t r ,
Por l r tg: t l .
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experience occurs quite fieqtrently (Sltelclrake, 2000). In both surveys,

more than half of the responclents siricl they hacl felt that someone was

abotrt to telephone thern jtrst before they clicl so. We wanted to find out if

this phenonlenon rvas sirnilarly cornrnon in an American poptllation. We

also asked respondents if they hacl l-rircl other kinds of seemingly tele-

pathic experiences.
In a previous strrvey in Santir Cruz. irltottt perceptive pets, we found

that significantly more pet o\vners sirid they lrad had a psychical experi-

ence than people withotrt pets (Br'orvn & Shelclrake, 1998). Also irt the

English sutveys, there tvils a tcn<lency f<rr rttore pet owtrers to say they hacl

anr ic ipatecl  te lephone cal ls than people rv i thorr t  pets (Shelc l rake, 2000).

To find out whether these observations were repeatable, in the present

survey rve also askecl people rvltether or not they had a pet.

We conclucle by disctrssing rvays in rvhich seemingly telepathic tele-

phone calls can be investigated empirically.

Mnrl too

Data were collectecl by means of telephone interviews conducted by

David Brorvn (D.8.) ancl Sherry l-Iall (S.H.), follorving a standard ques-

tionnaire forrnat. D.l]. concluctecl 173 of these interviews ancl S.H. 27.

The pattern of t-esPonses obtainecl b1, 11.t. trvo interviewers was very simi-

lar, and therc wct'e tr() statistic:rl ly significant clif lerences betweetl them.

The householcls strrveyed \vere in and arottnd Santa Cruz (popula-

tion 52,700) in nortlrrvest Califbrnia. Santa Cruz was chosen becattse it is

where f ) .R. l ives,  i lncl  cal l ing rv i th in thc local  area helpecl  to rninirnize the

cost of thc strrrly. Also, lve h:rve alreacly srtrveyecl this are:r {t lr another

strrdy (Rrorvn & Sheldrakc,  l99B) rcg:rr-r l ing the t tncxplaincd powers of

animals, and rve are btri lcl ing trp a claterbase li '<lrn this regiott abottt Peo-
plc 's cxpcr icrr  ccs <t f  t  t  nt :xpl l t i  l t  t : r l  ; t l  t  t : t )  ( ) l ' l lc l l  1t .

r \  ran<lonr s i rnr l t lc  o l ' l rorrst ' l to l<ls tvus st : lectc<l  l i r tnt  the Pirc i l ic  l le l l

Santa Cnrz Cotrnty 1999 telephone cl i rectory (alea cocle B3l) ,  using an

electronic ranclonr ntrrnber generator to detertnine tl le page and column

number, as rvell as iS position on the Page (Brown & Sheldrake, 1998).

D.B. ancl S.H. introclucecl themselves as follolvs: "Hello, my name is

David Brorvn/Sherry l-lall. I 'nr concltrcting a very brief telephone sttrvey. I

was won(lering if yotr hacl around trvo mintrtes to answer a few quick qtles-

tions? I am not scll ing anything. The survcy is altor"tt telephone calls." Ap-

proximately 20% of the people reirchecl by phone agreecl to participate

in the s l t rvcy. ' fh is rc l i r t iv t : ly  l r l rv p:rr t ic i l l : t t ior t  r i t tc  wi ls s i r r t i l i r r  to t l t i t t .  i r r  a

previorrs teleplrrlrre sru'\ 'ey in thc surllc itrr: it ( l lrorvn & Slrelclrakc, l99B)

an( l  n t i ry  rc l l cc t  t r  r t : l r rc t l r r r< ' t 'o l 'p t 'op l t ' l l t t ' t ' t :  to  l l c  l to t l t c t ' t :< l  w i t l r  s r rc l r

surueys. There wirs no rrrcnt ior t  o l ' : rnyt l r ing tc lepi t t l t ic  t l '  psychic at  th is

stage, so the rcspon<lcrr ls '  : rgr t : t : r r r t : r r t  to l l tk t '  1 l : t t ' t  c t l t t lc l  t r<l t  l t : tvc l lcct t  i t r -

f l r r , ' r r r ' , . , 1  l r ,  t p y l r i  ' .  l , ' t  , r r r , ' : t i l t s l  t t L l ,  l , i ,  ' t l l ( ' r l . ) l t l ( ' t l ' l
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When a cooperative particiPantwas found, D.B. or S.H. then askecl a

series of questions and recorded the ansn'ers on a standard form as

follows:

1. Have you ever telephoned someone
thinking abottt telephoning you?
. Yes/No/Not Sttre
If yes: Horv often has this happened?
. Often/Sometirnes/Once

rvho said they rvere jtrst

2. Have you ever heard the telephone ring or picked up the tele-

phone and knorvrt rvho \vas otl the other end rtithout att)'possi-

ble cue, before they have spoken?
. Yes/No/Not Sure
If yes: How often has this happened?
. Often,/Sometimes/Once

3. Has this ever happened when you \vere using a mobile phone?
. Yes,/No/Not Sure

4. Have you ever had a thought about a person you haven't seen for

a while who has then telephoned you the sarhe day?
. Yes/No/Not Sure
If yes: How often has this happened?
. Often/Sometimes/Once

5. Approximately how many telephone calls do you receit'e a day?
. Less than 5/5 to 10,/ More than l0

6. Apart from experiences like this rvith telephone calls, have y'otr
had any other experiences that seem to involve telepathl'?
. Yes/No/Not Sure
I[yes: Florv olien has this happened?
. Often/Sometimes,/Once

7. l)o yorr lt i tve a pct?
. Yes,/No

Tlre name, irclclress, ancl telephone number o[each respondent lvere

recorcled, and their sex noted. For the statistical comparisons, 2 x 2 con-

tingency tables were used (Campbell, 1989).

Rrsuns

TWo hunclred people (78 men and 122 rvomen) participatecl in this

snrvey in Santa Cnrz. More than three quarters (78Vo) of the people strr-

veyecl saicl that they have had the experience of telephoning someone
who sqid they rvere.jtrst thinking about telephoning them (see Table I ).
This rvls the highest positive response in the sur'\ 'e\ '. Abotrt a qttarter o[

thesc pcoll le sairl thcy harl this experience oftetr, but most said it hap
penecl "sonretimes."
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Thslr t .*
Sunvny Rrsulrs op TbluperHrc TblepHoNE Cells

rr.r Sexre CRuz, Cnuronrura

1. Haae yuu eaer telephorud sonwotu wh,o said thq wae jrct thiddng about tele-

ot"t"t-t"" 
*;;.;i;;;;;;;--

respondents

Yes No Not sure

All respondents

Men

Women

155 (78Vo\

57 (737o)

e8 (80%)

3r (167o)

15  (197o )

16 ( r37o)

14 (7Vo\

6 (8%)

8 (7Vo)

If Io, lwo ofen Ins this happawd?

Often Sometimes Once

All respondents

Men

Women

8 (r{vo) a5 Qevo)

27 (28Vo) 68 (70Vo')

35 (23Vo) rr3 (73Vo) 7 (5To)

4 (7Vo)

3 (TYo)

2. Have yu anq luard tlu tclephoru ring m piclwd up tlu telephone and Imown
wln was on tlw oths end without any possiltlz au, befme tluy lwae spohen?

Numbers (and percentages) of
respondents

Yes No Not sure

All respondents

Men

Women

93 (477o)

34 $4Vo)

59 (487o)

80 (407o)

35 (45Vo)

45 (3770')

27 QaVo)

9 (127o)

18 (rbVo)

If .lo, lw ofcrt has this lnpparcd?

O[ten Sometimes Once

All respondents

Men

lVomen

35 (37Vo) 56 (60Vo)

14 (40Vo) 18 (53Vo)

2r (36Vo) 38 (64Vo)

2 (2%)

2 (2Vo)

0 (IVo)

i\bta There rrere 200 respondents in all, 78 men and 122 womell.

'l'|rc Anticipatiotr of 'l.elelthone 
Calls

'fnrrr.ri 
I (Cor.r.r.rruurilr)

sun'vnv Rrisur.r's o' Tri.,e'A'rttc Ttir.ri'r roNR cnlr^s
rN SAN.t.n Cnuz, Cnlrl.onrurn----.-.-

2_4 -Jlygt *J, qtp!y,t_! ! !! ?!! y lt ! t ! ey ! u ir t g a r rut b i Ie I t t rc r t e ?-*",nu"* 
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respondcnts

No Not sure
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Ycs

All respondents

Mcn

Women

rS (8Vo) 176 (B8Vo) s (bVo)

7 (e%o) 67 (86%) 4 gVo)

8 (77o) tOe (89%) 5 (4Vo)

Numbers (and pcrcentages) of

!. Hye you euer lnd a thought about a lmson you ltauat,t sem/or a whilc, whohas tlun telzphoned lou tlu inw day?

Ycs No Not sure
All respondents

Men

Women

r25 (637o)

46 ('eVo)

7e (65Vo)

a3 Q2Vo)

2r (27Vo)

22 (r8Vo)

32 (rGVo)

1r QaVo)

2r (2Vo)
If yo, how oJtm l:'r"ls tlis lmppened.?

Oftcn Somctimcs Once
AII respondents

Men

Women

19 (r\Vo) 97 (78Vo)

4 (9Vo) 40 (B9To)

r5 (r9%o) 57 (72Vo)

s (7Vo)

2 GVo)

7 (sVo)
5. APlnoximatety how mar,! !.!!lllyor*_:gt!_:_t:ry rcceive a day?

Nurnbcrs (and pcrccntagcs) of

rylpgjtdgnrs

_ r1q_
6a g2Vo)

2a Q6Vo)

44 (36Vo)

<5 > 1 0
All respondents

Men

Wonren

s8 (4e7ol

37 (47Vo)

6r (50%)

38 (r9%o)

2t (277o)

17 0a7o)
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Thnr.u I (ConrrrNuuu)
Sunvnv Rrsur;rs ol' Tlir.rl'A'r"rr rc Tltr-upuoNti Cnlr.s

rN SnNrn Cnuz., Car.rronNr.e

6. Altartfronr expniences lihe this uith telephone calls, have you had any other ex-

Primces that ttry ttfutlrt t:?!_r:!!tl _
Nrrnrbers (and percentages) of

respondents

Ycs _ __ _N9____ __Ngt_r_,y.g__

All respondents

Men

Women

90 (45o/ol

31 (40%)

5s (48%)

7r (36Vo) 3s (207o)

3r (40Vo) 16 (21Vo)

40 (33Vo) 23 (rsVo)

If yo, hw oflm hru this happmed?

All respondents

Men

Women

Often

20 (22Vo)

5  ( r6Vo)

15 (25%t)

Sometimes

67 (74Vo)

25 (8r7o)

42 (71%)

3 (\Vo)

| (3Vo)

2 (3Vo)

Wren askecl abotrt their o\vrl responses, 477o of the respondents saicl
they had known rvho w:rs call ing thcnr rvhcn thc telephone rang withorrt
any possible cue, and 37Vo of these people said this happened often. This
question focrrsecl on the responclents' intuit ions abotrt rvtro was call ing
them rvhile the telephone rvas actually ringing or rvhile they were picking
i t  up to ansrver i t .  When asked i l ' they had t l rotrght about a person they
lrad not seen for a rvhile who then telephonecl the same day,63Vo of re-
spondents gave a positive answer. Most nf these pc<lple saicl it happe ned
onfy sometimes, btrt l Soh saicl it happcned <-rften (see Thble l).

A minority of the responclents (8%) saicl they hacl known who was
call ing them rvhen the phone rang rvhen they rvere using a mobile (celltr-
lar) phone. Horvever, many of the people srrrveyecl clid not have mobile
phones.

On avent ge, 49Yo ol' thc respon<lcnts sai<l they receiverl I 'ewer than 5
telephone calls a rl i ty, 32Vo rcceivcd betrveen 5 ancl l0 telephone calls a
day, and l9o/<t receive<l rlrore than l0 (see Tirble l). People who received
more thatr  l0 cal ls a r l i ry gavc i r  s l ig l r t ly  l r ig l rcr  l t roport ion of  pr>si t ive an-
swers to Qtrestions 2 anrl 4 than thclse rvho rcceive<l fewer calls, btrt these
diffe renccs wct'c n o t si gn i l ' icatr t .sta tisticir I ly.

In  a t ld i t i t )n  t ( )  t l t c i r -  i r r l r t i t ions  : r l> t>r r t  t t : l t : l t l ton t :  ca l l s ,  45Vo o f  the  re -
sp t l t r t l cn ts  s t t i t l  t lu t t  t l r c1 ,  1 t ' , .1  lu t< l  o t l r t ' r ' t : x l le r i cn<: t ' s  ( lu r t  sccnrer l  to  in -
volvc te lepathy,  l r r r l . j r rst  r rnr l t : r '  : r  ( l l rar tcr 'o l ' t l r t :sc pcol t le (22o/o) sair l  that
t l r t ' i r  s t ' t ' t t t i t t e l v  t t ' l t ' 1 1 : r t l r i c  c r p c l i t ' r t t ' t ' s  l r : l l ) l ) ( ' n ( ' ( l  o l i t ' r t .  N 4 r t s l  ; l t ' o p l t '

TIw Anticipation of Telephone Calk

(68%) who said they had had other seemingly telepathic experiences

gave a positive answer to Question 2, in striking contrast to those rvho said

they had not had other seemingly telepathic experiences (27Vo) or were

norsure (33Vo). This difference in the positive response to Question 2 be-

tween those who said they had had other telepathic experiences and

those who said they had not or were not sure rvas very significant statisti-

cally (p = 5 x 10-6). This is not surprising, and it simply means that most

people who seemingly experienced telepathy in connection with tele-

phone calls also clicl so in other contexts, and nrost of those rvho rvere not

seemingly telepathic in relation to calls rvere not telepathic in other con-

texts. What is more surprising is that about a third of those rvho experi-

enced telepathy in other contexts did not seem to do so in reladon to the

telephone calls. Conversely, more than a quarter of the people rvho said

they had had no other kinds of telepathic experience rvere seemingly

telepathic in relation to telephone calls.
Similarly, there were more positive anstvers to Question 4 ('Have you

ever had a thought about a person yott llaven't seen for a rvhile rvho has

then telephoned you the same day?") from those rvho said they had had

otlrer kinds of telepathic experiences (77Vo) than from those rvho said

they had not (41Vo) or were not sure (69Vo). The difference benveen

those who said they had had other telepathic experiences and those rvho

said they had not or were not sure was significant statistically (p= .0002).

Diffne'nces Behueen Wonvn and lvInt

A higher proportion of lvomen than men said that they had knorrrt

who was calling them when the telephone rang (48Vo as oPPosed to

44Vo), that they had thought about a person they hacl not seen for a rvhile

who then telephoned the same day (65Vo as oPPosed to 59Vo), that they
had called someone rvho saicl thel'rvere jtrst thinking abortt call ing thertr
(80% as oppose d to 73Vo), and that thel' hacl hacl other experiences that

seemed to involve telepathy (48Vo as opposed to 40Vo). A higher ProPor-
tion of lvomen than men also said they had had strch experiences often,

except in the case of Question 2 (see Thble I ). Horveven none of these clif-

ferences between women and men were sratistically significant at the p =

.05 level.
About half the men and lvomen surveyed received less than 5 calls

per clay, but a higher proportion of men than \\'omen received ntore than

10 calls per day (see Thble l, Question 5).

Pet Ounnshilt

OFtn. responclents, 69% orvnecl pets. There rvas little or no differ-
ence l>etrvee n the responses of pet o\vners and 1>eople rt'ithotrt pets to the

variotrs qtrestions. To Qtrestion I ,7770 of the pet owners and 797o of the
non-pct-()wr'r(:r 's s:ricl t lrat thcy hircl had the experience of telephoning
, ' \ r l l /  . , 1 , , ,  , : , 1 f t , .  1 , , ' , .  i , , " r r l , i " l ' i , . , . ' r l r r r t t t t . , l , , r r f ' , , i " . r t l t , . t t t

l 5 l
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Also, 47Vo of the Pet owners and,45Vo of the non-pet-owners said t6at they
knerv rvho rras calling'them when the phone rang without ?ny possible
cue. The largest difference benveen pebple rvith ancl rvithou$e6 was i1
the response to Question 4. More pet owne rs (6bvo) than .rorr-p.r-owners
(57Vo) said that they had thoughiabout a person rhar rhey had not seerl
for a rvhile, rvho had then telephoned them that same day. However, this
difference rrras not statistically significant at rhe p = .0b level.

The proportion of people rvho said that tliey had hacl other seern-
ingll'telepathic experiences was 45Vo both for pet owners and for people
rr"ithout pets.

Drscusslott

Com parison With O ther &avgu

These results are directly comparable with those of a recent survey in
Btrrl', Greater lvlanchesrer; Engrand (sheldr-ake, 2000). pbople i' Bury
lr'ere asked the same questions as people in Santa Cruz (except for the
qtrcstion about rltobile photrcs, rvhich \vas not askccl in lluly). 'I'5" 

,ur-
Tels in both places follorved the same procedures, ancl the same number
of people luas sun'eyed. The main clifference betlveen the surveys them-
sel'es rras that a higher proportion of people contactecl at random
agreed to take part in the survey in Bury 70Vo asopposed to 20Vo in Santa
Cruz.

_ 
For some questions, the responses were sirnilar in both places: for

Question 2, 47Vo in Bury and 4gVo in santa Cruz answered yes, and to
Question 5,47Vo in Bury and 45Vo in Santa Cruz answered y.r. n,.t there
were also some significant differences. Santa Cruz had a higher percent-
age of people rvho said that they had telephoned someone who said they
rvere just thinkitg about telephoning thern: 78Vo in Santa Cruz, coln-
pared rnth 65Vo in Bury Q < .02). The biggesr difference was in response
to Question 3, concertring thinking about sonleone who later called,:63%
said yes in santa cruz as oppose d to 4bvo in Bury (p < .00005). we clo nor
knorv the reasons_for these significantly higher percentages of positive re-
sPotrses in Santa Crttz. Thel'tna1'rcflcct bot[ tfte ctrlttrri l  . l i tt".c'ccs bc-
tween Santa Cruz, rvith its liberal Californian culture, an6 the more con-
senative culture of Burl', and also dernographic clifferepces: Santa Cruz
as a beach and college to\\Tr has an unusually yourhful population.

In the surveyin London, people were asked only one question about
telephone calls: "Have you ever felt that someone was going to telephone
1'oujust before they did?" to rvhich slVo saidyes. In London, signidcantly
lnore l\'omen than men gave a positive response to this question. In Ilury
lllore \ronlen than nlen gave positive responses to the othcr questiops
abottt telephone calls and about other kinds of telepathic exper-ience,

I  l t r '  , \ t t l r t  t f t r t l t t t t t  t t f  I  t ' l t  l l l t t ) t t t  \ , t t l l \

but as in Santa Cruz tlresc cliffcle rrccs rvcre not large cnottgh to reach sta-
tistical significance at tbc | = .05 lcvcl.

In b<lth Lor'rdon ancl lhrry l)ct ()lvncrs [Jirve ;r higlrcr l)crccntagc of
positivc anslvers than peoplc rvithout pcts to all thc qtrcstions about thc
anticipation of telcphone calls and othcr tclepathic cxpcrictrccs, but
these differences wcre not sl-atisticall l '  .significant. In Sattta Crttz, there
rvas l itt le difference be trvccn peoplc rvith ancl rvithotrt pcLs. This finding

contrasts with a previotrs srrrvcy rvc catrricd <lut irt Satrtzt Crtrz in rvhich sig-

nificantly rnore pet owners lharr pcoplc rvithotrt pcts sai(l they had had

psychic experienccs thernsclvcs (Brorvn & Shclclrakc, 1998). We do not

know why these survcy.s hitvc givcn .such dilfcrcnt t'csttlLs irt this rcspect,

and this question coulcl only be rcsolvcct by nrorc cxtctrsivc stltvcys involv-

ing larger samples.
Dcspitc thcsc various dill'crcnccs, lhc linglislt sutl/cys and the Pres-

cnt one agreed in showing that thc anticipation of tclephonc calls from

partictrlar people is conrnron. Also in all t l trec sun'e)'s, there tvas a ten-

clcncy Ibr wotncn t<-r givc nl()t 'e po.sit. ivc itt l .stvcl 's t lt i ttt nrCtr.

In the present survey, 4r.tTo of thc rc.spotrdcltt^s saicl thcy had had ex-

pcricrrccs tlrart- sccrrrc<l to irrvolvc tt: lc1l:rt lry ?tl)iu't [ i 'otrt : l t ly ricctnilrgly tcle-

pathic experiences with telcphone czrll.s. For contltzrt'isotr, in a revierv of

national surveys, I{araldsson (1985) quoLecl a figtrrc of 58Vo for the

Urrited States and an ave rage of 32Vo in Wcstet'Ir litrropc claiming Per-
sonal experience of tclcl>athy. In a nationrvidc G:rl ltr l> stltvcy ofA.merican

adults conducted in 1990, a srnallcr proportiott, 25Vo, saicl they had had

telepatlric experiences, but in thc satnc sutvey 75Vo said they had had at

least one kind of paranornrarl cxpcrictrce (Gallt lP & Nervport, 1991).

Palmer (1979) reported thatSBVo of the citiz.erts hc sunrcyccl in Virginia

and 39Vo of the students saicl thcy had ltacl an cxperiencc of "rvaking

ESP." And in our previous strrvey in Santa Cruz (Brorvn & Sheldrake,

199S) ,5670 of the resltonclcnts saicl thcy h:rcl had a psychic cxperience at

sollre point in their l ives. Thtrs thc figtrrcs in the prcsctrt stl l ley are in the

salnc gcncral rittrgc as tlto.sc irt l lrcviotts t 'c1lorls.

Does the Anticifatiott, of 
'lbhltlrcne. Calk Inaolue'lblepallry?

II 'tclcltathy rcally cxists, t lrcn tclcllhonc calls rvotrlcl provide a good

way of revealing it. Before call iug sonreonc on thc tclephonc, it is neces-

sary to think about thcnr ern<l thctr dial thcir trtttnber. The caller's inten-

tion is f<rcused on the individual being callecl, ancl this cotrcelltration of

intention nright create l irvorable conditions for telcpzrthy. Telcpathy

coulcl also work thc othcr'tvay round. I[A thinks abottt I], by telcpathy B

utight sterrt thinking irl-rorrt A antl thcrt call A, rvho nright then say, "l rvas

just thinking about yt-nr." I ' lorvcvcr', alt lrottgh lnost l lcoplc say thcy have

known l tcf<rrc zrn.srvcr i r rg l l rc l r l tot t t :  rv l to rvas cal l i r rg l l tc t r t ,  or  havc rc-

ccivccl  c: t l ls  f rorn l tcol t lc  t l rc l ,  l r i tc l . i t rst  l lccn t l t i r rk i r rg l t l r t t t t t ,  th is c locs not
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t recessar i ly  inrply : r  Iorr t r  < l { ' tc lcyl : r t l r i r '  <:<xruuul l ic l r t io l ' t ,  Ibr  at  least  fbtrr
reasons.

First ,  sonle 1>eo;>lc nut) ,  n)crc ly,pr-ct t : r tc l  t< l  h:n ' t :  been thinking aborr t
sorneone bcfbrc they cal l ,  lbr  cxunr l l le,  bccarrsc t l t r :y l 'eel  grr i l ty  about not
having called thern rvhcn they slrorrlrl lr itve rl<lne. Seconcl, sonre people
may have given nrisleirrl irrgly pclsit ive res;lonses t() ()rlr quest.ions, perhaps
otr t  of  a desire to plcasc the intcrv icwers.  

' fh i r '<1,  
consciorrs ly or uncon-

sciously, people rn:ry have h:rrl leason to cxpect calls f ionr particular peo-
ple for reasons tlrat hirve nothing to (lo with tclepathy, Ibr example, be-
cause they trstrally call on a pirrt ictrlnr clay <lr at ;r particrrlzrr t inre. Fourth,
people may frequently think abotrt people rvho clo not strbseqtrently call,
and simply forget all the occasions thcy rvere \,vrong; the seerningly tele-
pathic anticipation of telephone calls n'riry be an i l lusion that arises
through a combination of chance coinciclence ancl selective memory.

These are all reasonable possibil i t ies, btrt at present there is no evi-
dence either for or against them. They are, horvever, not quite as plausi-
ble as they might at f irst seem.

Although sorne people may have given nrisleadingly positive re-
sponses in otrr sun'ey, sorne may also have given nrisleaclingly negative re- .
sponses out of shyness or an trnrvillingness to adnrit to a stranger on the
telephone that they had had experiences of a potentially controversial
natrlre. In informal settings, the l)et'cetltage of people rvho claim to have
had seemingly telepathic anticipations of telephone calls is often as high
as 80Vo to 90Vo (Sheldrake, 2000). So these f<rrmal surveys may well have
given an underestimate rather than an overestimate of the frequency of
the phenomenon.

Moreover, many people may bc capable <lf distingtrishing between
calls that are expected for normal reasons and ones that seem to imply te-
lepathy. And many rnay be quite capable of, recognizing and rernember-
ing that they are sornetinres rvrong. People rnay not be as prone to i l lrrsion
and selfdeception as skeptics cornrlronly srrpposc (l l lackmore, 1997).

It cannot be asstrmecl that people are \vrong when they say they have
had telepathic experiences, jtrst as it cannot be irssurned that they are
right. The question can only be decidecl by ernpirical investigation.

Empii c al I naes li ga ti on of S eentin gty Tb lQ a t l i c'fel c l t l t on e Calls

Tltere are at least t\vo \vays in rvhich this phenonlenon can be ir-rvesti-
gated empir ical ly.  I r i rst ,  pcoplc rvho.say thcy ol i t :n ant ic iJratc c:r l ls  can be
encouraged to kcep log b<loks neilr the tclcphone in rvhicl 'r they recorcl
any intui t ions thcy rnay l ravc : rb<l t r t  t l rc i r lcnt i ty () l ' t l re cal ler  before they
pick trp the receiver. (Of c()rrrse, an1, caller II) sy,1;1s1tr shorrl<l be switchecl
of f  or  concc:t lc<l  l< l r  thc prrr 'posc ol '  t l r is  lcst :urc l r . )  Af icr  t l rc cal l ,  t l ' rcy
trote c lotvt t  t l te c l r t tc r t r tc l  t i rnc,  r ' t 'corr l  rv l ro t l r t 'c ' : r l l t ' r ' rvus,  i r rd ictr te whr: t l rcr '
t l te i r  gu(fss tv i rs t ' ig l r t  ( ) r  \vr ' ( )ng,  l r r r r l  s i ry rv l r t ' t l rcr  t l r t :  r ' : r l l  rv:rs cxpc<' l r : r l  or '
t t o t .  l i t ' r ) n l  \ r t r  l t  l , r r '  l r , r , t l . .  i t  ,  . t t t  l r r '  t v o r 1 . , ' r l  o t t l  l r r ) \ \ '  o f l r ' t t  t t r ' t t l ) l r '  : t t ' r '
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rigltt or wrong, if the calls from particular people shorv any rotrtine par-
tern, and if the success rate is higher rvith some people than others. Ex-
pected calls wottld be excltrded from this analysis. These log booLs rrotrld
provicle valtrable data on the nattrral history of the phenomenon and also
enable the selective mernory hypothesis to be tested.

Second, experirnents can be carried out in rvhich callers are selected
frotn a pool of potential callers at randonl, so that there is no nornral
means by which the participant could guess rvho is calling. For this pur-
pose, the participant needs to nonrinate a nuntber of porential callers
(say four), and times have to be chosen for experiments rvhen the panici-

Pant is by the telephone, not expecting other calls, and the potential call-
ers are available to take part. Then, in a given experiment, one caller is se-
Iected at random from the pool of four, and the times at which they call
are also selected at random. When the phone rings during the experi-
mental period, the participant rvrites dorvn before ansrvering rvho she or
he thinks the caller is. The calls are also tape-recorded to provide an ob
jective record. Bychance,2SVo of the participants'grressesrvill be correct.
If'scores are significantly above chance, this rvould imply a telepathic in-
fltrence from the caller.

Telepathy in connection with telephone calls is either a rt'idespread
illusion or one of the commonest forms of telepathic experience in the
modern world. Simple empirical investigations could enable this ques-
tion to be resolved ancl open trp a fertile nerv field for paraps.vchological
research.
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