








Videotaped Expniments on Telephone Telepathy

their callers. To pick the call times at random, we divided the session into 6,
and the beginning of one of these periods was selected by the throw of a
die. For example, if- the test session was from 10 to 11 a.m., the six periods
began at 10-min intervals, starting at 10.10 a.m. Thus if the die showed 4,
then the testwould be at 10.40 a.m. The die was then thrown again to select
the time for testwith the other caller. If I came up, this meant 10.10 a.m. If
the same number came up twice, then the die was cast again, to come up
with a different time.

The experimenter (PS) telephoned the randomly selected callers in
advance, usually an hour or two beforehand, and asked them to call the
participant, Sue Hawksley, at the randomly selected times and to think
about her for about a minute beforehand. PS also rang the callers who
had not been selected to tell them that they were not involved in this test
session. This procedure was less rigorous than Methods 3 and 4, because
itwould have been possible for the callers to call Sue Hawksley before the
tests began and inform her that they had, or had not, been selected.

A few minutes after the tests, the experimenter rang the participant to
askwhat his or her guess had been, and in some cases also asked the callers,
to make sure that the participant had correctly reported the guess. In no
cases did callers and participants disagree, nor did their reports differ from
those recorded on the videotape, which was examined later. The experi-
menter recorded the result, noting down the date and times of each trial,
the caller and the gr-ress, and whether the guess was right or \^/'rong.

2. In Me thod 2, also used only in the f,rrst series with Sue Hawksley, we
simplified this procedure by using fixed times for the two trials in a ses-
sion, for example at 10.15 and 10.30 a.m. As in Methocl 1, the callers were
selected at random and informed an hour or two beforehand whether
they had or had not been selected. The session itself began l5 min before
the first trial, in this example , at 10.00 a.m. This is the time at which the
participant switched on the video camera and sat in its field of view The
first caller to be selected was asked to call at 10.15 a.m., and the second
(with a I in 4 chance that it would be the same person again) to call at
10.30. Potential callers who had not been selected were called and told
they had not been selected. The experimenter found out and recorded
what the guesses had been as in Method 1.

3. Method 3 was more rigorous than the previous methods. There
was only one trial per session, and the session began 15 min before the
time fixed for the trial, when the participant switched on the video cam-
era. The experimenter (PS) selected the caller at random less than 15
min befbre the prearranged test time, while the participant was already
on camera. Say the test time was 2.30 p.m., then the caller would turn on
the video camera at2.l5, and the caller would be selected at random after
2.15 and ncltified before 2.20. Also, in Method 3, all videotapes were eval-
uated "blind" by a third party, as described below, who was not otherwise
involved in the experiments.

In Series 3 with Sue Hawksley, to start with (Method 3A) the experi-
menter called the three people who had not been selected to tell them so.
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the doorbell when the postman came. (Her guesses were right in7 l477ol
of these 15 excluded trials.)
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Figtre 1. Percentage success in telephone telepathy tri:rls with familiar arrd unfamiliar callers. The
combined results from a total of 175 videotaped trials are shown first (total), then the data from
the third and fourth series of trials with Sue Hawksley (S.H. 3 and 4), with Scott Reeves (S.R.),

Claire Morsman (C.M.), and Thomas Marcovici (TM.). For comparison, the combined results
are also shown from 190 trials involving 37 participans (37 P) in nonvideotaped trials (Sheldrake

& Smart, in press). The horizontal line indicates the chauce expectatiou level of 25Vo.

In the remaining 70 trials there were no interruptions or other tele-
phone calls, and Sue was on camera continuously throughout the l5-min ex-
perimental period preceding the telephone call. Sue was right in 30 (43%)
of these 70 trials, very significantly above the chance level (p = .OOOS).

There was a striking difference between Sue's performance with famil-
iar and unfamiliar callers. With the two familiar callers, she was right 25
times out of 35 (7lVo: p = .00000001). With the unfamiliar callers, she was
right only 5 times out of 35 (14%), not significantly different from the
chance level (see Figure 1). The difference between success rates with fa-
miliar and unfamiliar callers was very significant statistically (p =.000001) .

The success rates with individual callers showed a wide variation,
ranging from B17o withJayne to 07o with Carole and the BT computer
(see Table 3).An analysis of the pattern of guesses showed that Sue never
guessed "Carole" or "BT" at all, and so there was no possibility of her be-
ing right when Carole or the computer called (see Table 3). She guessed
"Gayle" or'Jayne" 34 times each, and guessed "Pam" only 12 times. A
higher proportion of 'Jayne" guesses than "Gayle" guesses was correct.

Sue Hawkslq's Confidence in Her Guesses

After she had started the first series of videotaped trials, Sue told us
that she sometimes felt more confident about her guesses than at other
times. To explore whether these feelings were related to the accuracy of
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the guesses, we asked her to say to the camera how confident she felt when 
she made her guess. There were three grades of confidence: "confident," 
"not very confident," and 'Just guessing." She began doing this on October 
27, 2000 and continued the rest of the first series of trials and throughout 
the subsequent series. Altogether, she said how confident she felt in 144 tri­
als. Her confidence ratings were transcribed from the videotape. 

TABLE 3 
SuE HAWKSLEY's GUESSES WITH DIFFERENT CALLERS 

IN THE THIRD SERIES OF TELEPHONE TELEPATHY TRIALS 

Caller Trials "BT' ''Carole" "Qayle" 'la.yne'� "I>arn" _Yo ri_gb_t 
- p __ 

--

BT 2 Q 0 2 0 0 0 1.00 

Carole 15 0 Q 8 4 3 0 1.00 

Gayle 14 0 0 B 5 1 57 .01 

Jayne 21 0 0 3 17 1 81 1 X 10
-6 

Pam 18 0 0 7 6 ,2 28 .48 

Totals 70 0 0 28 32 10 43 .0008 
- --

Note. Correct guesses are underlined. 

The results showed that when she thought she was just guessing, in fact she 
was, with only 29% success, not significantly higher than the chance level of 
25%. When she was not very confident, she was right 35% of the time, signifi­
cantly higher than chance, but not much higher. But when she felt confident 
she was spectacularly successful, correct 82% of the time, with odds against this 
result being due to chance of billions to one (see Table 4). The difference be­
tween her success rates when she was confident, not confident, and just guess­
ing was very significant (by the Cochran and Armitage test, p = .00003). 

TABLE 4 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUE HAWKSLEY's CONFIDENCE AND HER 

SUCCESS IN GUESSING WHO WAS CALLING IN 144 VIDEOTAPED TRIALS 

Confidence 

Confident 

Not confident 

Just g_11essing __ 

Trials 
- -

28 

95 

21 

Ri_ght _ % _light _p_ 

23 82 3.6 X lff
10 

33 35 .02 

6 2�_ ns 

The Fourth SeriRs of Trials With Sue Hawksley, in Which the Callers Werr, Also VuiRJJtaped 

In the previous series of trials with Sue Hawksley, as in trials with other 
participants, the callers were all in different places: some at home, some at 
work, and some in other locations. In a further series of trials, all four call­
ers were gathered together in the same place: in a hotel, the Holmfield 
Arms, a mile from her home in Wakefield. RS coordinated the experi­
ment. We used a private room for making the calls. Three of the callers 
were friends (Gayle, Kay, and Jayne). The other caller was PS, who was one 
of the unfamiliar callers in the second series of trials. 
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enormous (p= I x 10 t2). The 95Vo confrdence limits of this success rate are
from 39Vo to SlVo

There 9
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SH Series I

SH Series 2

Total

Series 3 &.4

SH Series 3

SH Series 4

SR

CM

TM

Total

Grand total
,A/ola SH = Sue
Marcovici.

56 28
40 18
96 46

70 30
7 7 8
30 12
30 l0
28 16
r75 76
277 lry

Hawksley; SR = Scott Reeves; CM

T4alq Right Vo rig!1 i

50 .00005
45 .005
4 8  1 x 1 0 "

43 .0008
47 .04
40 .05
33 .20
57 .0003
4 3  l x l 0 '
45 1r lQ l'

= Claire Morsman; TM = Thomas

The methods used in Series 1 and 2 were much less rigorous than in
Series 3 and 4. Nevertheless, the results were similar under less and more
strictly controlled conditions: The average success rates were 4BVo for Se-
ries I + 2 and 437o for Series 3 + 4. These success rates were not signifi-
cantly different statistically (F = .52 by Fisher's exact test, two-tailed).

DrscussroN

The Possibility of Cheating

The average success rate in nonvideotaped trials, described elsewhere
(Sheldrake & Smart, in press), was40To,vtrthgbVo confidence limis from36%
to 45%.If the highly significant scores in the unfilmed trials were due to cheat-
ing, then scores should have declined dramaticallyin videotaped trials, in which
cheating would have been much more difficult, if not impossible. In fact under
the more strictly controlled conditions reported here, the average score was
457o (i.e., higher). This strongly argues against the cheating hypothesis.

The data for the successive series of trials with Sue Hawksley also go
against the cheating hypothesis. The first 30 trials were unfilmed and re-
lied on taking her word for what happened, and the word of her callers.
Her score was 47Vo.In the first series of 60 videotaped trials, the tele-
phone was filmed continuously, hence this ruled out any cheating by the
false reporting of guesses or by unscheduled calls from potential callers.
Under these conditions, her success rate was 50Vo. Nevertheless, during
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TABLE 10 

NUMBER OF TIMES PARTICIPANTS GUESSED FAMILIAR (F) AND 

UNFAMILIAR (UF) PEOPLE WERE CALLING, COMPARED WITH 

EXPECTED (EXP) NUMBER OF GUESSES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

PROBABILITY OF CALLS FROM FAMILIAR OR UNFAMILIAR CALLERS 

-��rtici pa�_!_ F: actual _F: �xp --- UF: actual __ UF:_exp_ 
-

SH Series 3 60 35 10 35 
SH Series 4 14 12.7 3 4.3 
SR 18 15 12 15 
CM 17 15 13 15 
TM 27 22.5 3 7.5 
Total 136 100.2 41 76.8 

---
---

Note. The data for Sue Hawksley in Series 3 (SH Series 3) are shown separately from the 
data for the I-day trial with filmed callers (SH Series 4). SH= Sue Hawksley; SR= Scott 
Reeves; CM = Claire Morsman; TM = Thomas Marcovici. 

To take an extreme case of guessing bias, imagine a situation in which 
a participant always said the name of one particular caller. All guesses 
when this person was actually calling would be right, but all guesses with 
the other three callers would be wrong, giving an overall success rate at 
the chance level of 25%. In trials in which there were two familiar callers, 
if the participant always said the names of these familiar callers, and 
never said the names of the unfamiliar callers, the success rate with famil­
iar callers would be about 1 in 2, or 50%, if these two names were said at 
random. The scores with unfamiliar callers would be 0%. Again, if no te­
lepathy were taking place, the overall average would be 25%. In our ex­
periments, this is not what happened. In most cases the success rates with 
unfamiliar callers were only slightly below the chance level (see Figure 1), 
and the differences from chance were not statistically significant. 

As in our nonvideotaped experiments on telephone telepathy (Sheldrake 
& Smart, in press), some participants were more successful than others. This is 
not surprising. People differ in ability in mathematics, music, visual acuity, and 
all other respects, so individual differences in telepathic sensitivity would seem 
likely. Also, participants were more successful with some familiar callers than 
with others; but the bonds between participants and their callers probably dif­
fered in quality and strength, and some callers may be more effective than 
others as telepathic "transmitters." 

Effects of Distance 

In some of these trials, the callers and participants were hundreds or 
even thousands of miles apart. The results confirmed our observation in 
nonvideotaped trials that success seems unrelated to the distance be­
tween the caller and the participant (Sheldrake & Smart, in press). In 
particular, Scott Reeves was most successful with his parents, who were his 
most distant callers, and Claire Morsman was most successful with her 
friend Eddie, who was thousands of miles away in most of the trials (see 
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