
over the years, but have been largely ignored. This discussion 
had prompted the nurse to reveal her extraordinary experience 
to several hundred of her colleagues in the audience. “Now I 
have a term for what happened between my brother and me,” 
she said. “Now I can talk about it.” Her story mesmerized the 
audience. When she finished, she was not the only individual 
in the room who was in tears.

Though ignored by the mainstream of science and medi-
cine, the nurse’s story may not be all that surprising to some 
people. After all, it was her brother who was involved. If some-
thing like this were to happen, you might reason, it would 
make sense that it would happen between such emotionally 
bonded people. But this story only begins to unveil a much 
deeper connection between all of us.

I suddenly developed a severe headache in the back of my 
head,” the nurse said tearfully. “It was so painful I could 

not function and had to leave work. This was strange, because 
I never have headaches. When I reached home and was lying 
in bed, the phone rang. A relative told me that my beloved 
brother had been killed from a gunshot wound to the back 
of his head, the same place my terrible headache was located. 
I discovered that my headache began at the same time the 

shooting occurred.”
The woman was a prominent nurse 

leader at a major hospital in northern 
California. The occasion was a Q & 
A session following an address I had 
given to senior staff and directors of 
the hospital consortium to which 
her hospital belonged. My topic was 

the importance of empathy, com-
passion, and caring in healing 
and healthcare. I had reviewed 

empirical evidence suggesting 
that empathy and compassion are 

more than vaporous emotions that 
float in our bodies somewhere above 

our clavicles. They are part of our bio-
logical makeup, I suggested. Empathy 

and compassion function when we are 
in the presence of another person, I 

said, as when a nurse or physician 
is at the bedside of a patient. But 
evidence also suggests they also 
operate between individuals at 
a distance, beyond the reach 

of the senses. Distant individuals often share feelings, sensa-
tions, and thoughts, particularly if they are emotionally close. 
These experiences, I said, are called “telesomatic events” (of 
which more later). Hundreds of such cases have been reported 

Interconnectedness
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A Time Bomb Ready to Explode in Medicine?

The notion of a separate organism is clearly an abstraction, as 
is also its boundary. Underlying all this is unbroken wholeness 
even though our civilization has developed in such a way as to 
strongly emphasize the separation into parts.1

— David Bohm and Basil J. Hiley, The Undivided Universe
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Levels of Connectedness

Neuron to neuron
In 2009, a team of Italian researchers led by neuroscien-

tist Rita Pizzi demonstrated that when one batch of human 
neurons was stimulated by a laser beam, a distant batch of neu-
rons registered similar changes, although the two were com-
pletely shielded from each other.2

Brain to brain
In the 1960s, pioneer psychologist Charles Tart at the 

University of California-Davis and researchers Duane and 
Berendt demonstrated correlated patterns in the EEGs of dis-
tant individuals. The latter research involved identical twins. 
In order to test anecdotal reports that twins share feelings and 
physical sensations at a distance, even when far apart, they 
altered the EEG pattern of one twin and observed the effect 
on the other. In two of fifteen pairs of twins tested, eye closure 
in one twin produced not only an immediate alpha rhythm in 
his own brain, but also in the brain of the other twin, even 
though he kept his eyes open and sat in a lighted room.3,4

The Duane and Behrendt twin study was published in 
the prestigious journal Science, and prompted enormous inter-
est. Ten attempted replications followed, by eight different 
research groups around the world. Of the ten studies, eight 
reported positive findings, reported in mainstream journals 
such as Nature and Behavioral Neuroscience.5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12, 13, 14

In the late 1980s and 1990s, a team headed by psycho-
physiologist Jacobo Grinberg-Zylberbaum at the University 
of Mexico published experiments that, like most of the previ-
ous studies, claimed to demonstrate correlations in the EEGs 
of separated pairs of individuals who had no sensory contact 
with each other. 15, 16, 17 Two of the studies were published in 
the top journals Physics Essays and 
the International Journal of 
Neuroscience, and stimulated 
further attention to this 
unconventional field.18, 19, 20 

The studies became 
increasingly sophisticated. 
In one, Jiri Wackerman, 
an EEG expert from 
Germany’s University 
of Freiberg, attempted to 
eliminate all possible weak-
nesses in earlier studies and 
apply a refined method of anal-
ysis, concluding, “We are facing 
a phenomenon which is neither 
easy to dismiss as a methodologi-
cal failure or a technical artifact 
nor understood as to its nature. 
No biophysical mechanism is 
presently known that could 
be responsible for the 

observed correlations between EEGs 
of two separated subjects.”21

As fMRI brain-scanning tech-
niques matured, these began to 
be used, with intriguing results. 
Psychologist Leanna Standish at 
Seattle’s Bastyr University found 
that when they stimulated one indi-
vidual in one room using a flickering 
light, there was a significant increase 
in brain activity in a person in a distant 
room.22

In 2004, three new independent 
replications were reported, all suc-
cessful— one from Standish’s group 
at Bastyr University,23 one from 
the University of Edinburgh,24 
and from researcher Dean Radin 
and his colleagues at the Institute of Noetic Sciences.25

Person to person
Strong evidence that our thoughts, emotions, and behav-

iors may influence someone remotely may have surfaced in 
recent analyses of social networks. James H. Fowler, a politi-
cal scientist at the University of California, San Diego, and 
Nicholas A. Christakis, a physician and social scientist at 
Harvard Medical School, published a provocative article in 
2008 in the British Medical Journal, titled “Dynamic Spread 
of Happiness in a Large Social Network.”26 Christakis says, 
“[H]appiness is more contagious than previously thought.” 
He explains, “Your happiness depends not just on your choices 
and actions, but also on the choices and actions of people you 
don’t even know who are one, two and three degrees removed 
from you.... Emotions have a collective existence—they are 
not just an individual phenomenon.”27  

From 1983 to 2003, Fowler and Christakis collected 
information from 4,739 people enrolled in the landmark 
Framingham Heart Study and from several thousand other 

individuals with whom they were connected—spouses, rela-
tives, close friends, neighbors and co-workers. They found, 
says Fowler, that, “[I]f your friend’s friend’s friend becomes 
happy, that has a bigger impact on you being happy than 
putting an extra $5,000 in your pocket.” The idea that 

the emotional state of your friend’s friend’s friend could 
profoundly affect your psyche naturally created a sen-
sation in the popular media. As a Washington Post 
journalist put it, “[E]motion can ripple through clus-

ters of people who may not even know each other.”28 
It’s not just happiness that gets around. The team 

also found that depression, sadness, obesity, drinking and 
smoking habits, ill-health, the inclination to turn out and 

vote in elections, a taste for certain music or food, a preference 
for online privacy, and the tendency to think about suicide are 
also contagious.29, 30 What is going on?

Christakis and Fowler published their findings about 
the spread of obesity in large social networks in the New 



England Journal of Medicine, 
widely considered the most 
influential medical journal in 
the world. They showed that 
obesity in people you don’t 
know and have never heard 
of can ricochet through you. 
They attributed the con-
tagiousness of obesity to a 
“social network phenomenon” 
without proposing any spe-
cific physiological or psycho-
logical mechanism.31 To label 
something, however, is not to 
explain it, and to merely call 
this sort of contagiousness a “ 
social network phenomenon” 
has all the explanatory value 
of saying “what happens hap-
pens.” In the commentary that 
accompanied their NEJM arti-
cle, the experts who weighed 
in took the same tack. They 
discussed the genetic factors 
that influence obesity and 
the connections within and 
between cells that may con-
tribute to overweight, but 
they too were mute about how 
distant humans might influ-
ence each other when they are 
beyond sensory contact. 

Some suggest that the rip-
ples work through the action 
of mirror neurons, which are 
brain cells believed to fire both 
when we perform an action 
and when we watch some-
one else doing it. But when 
people are remote from each 

other, there is no one to watch, and therefore no stimulus 
for the mirror neurons to fire. Others suggest that the spread 
is through mimicry, as when people unconsciously copy the 
facial expressions, body language, posture, and speech of those 
around them. But again, the involved individuals are often out 
of sight of one another; who is there to mimic? When all is said 
and done, Fowler and Christakis say they don’t really know 
the mechanism by which happiness spreads.32

There is a hint of desperation in the attempts to find 
some sneaky, person-to-person factor that mediates changes 
between distant individuals through some physical mecha-
nism. The attempt may succeed, but so far it’s batting zero.  

The fact that your friend’s friend’s friend, someone you’ve 
neither seen nor heard of, is affecting your health has begun to 
rattle many of the gatekeepers in medicine. This field may be 
a bomb with a delayed fuse that is getting ready to explode in 
the very heart of materialistic medicine. A few medical insid-
ers are already raising the possibility that something radically 

different than usual may be going on, something possibly 
related to a collective consciousness linking distant individu-
als. Among those suggesting a role for consciousness in social 
network phenomena is Dr. Robert S. Bobrow, clinical associ-
ate professor in the Department of Family Medicine at New 
York’s Stony Brook University. In discussing the spread of obe-
sity in his 2011 article in Explore, “Evidence for a Communal 
Consciousness,” he says, “Frankly, obesity that develops from 
social connection, without face-to-face interaction, suggests 
emotional telepathy.”33

If these experiments don’t take your breath away, they 
should. They suggest that the notion of human isolation is a 
myth. Human consciousness can manifest in the world beyond 
the brain. We are linked, united, entangled. For better or for 
worse. Until death do us part. And perhaps even then…

LARRY DOSSEY, MD, is the executive 
editor of Explore: The Journal of Science 
and Healing. He is the author of numer-
ous books, including the New York Times 
bestseller Healing Words and most re-
cently The Science of Premonitions. He 
lives in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

ENDNOTES
1 Bohm D., Hiley B.J. The Undivided Universe. Reprint edition. 

London, UK: Routledge; 1995: 389.
2 Pizzi R., Fantasia A., Gelain F., Rossetti D., Vescovi A. “Non-

local correlation between separated human neural networks,” 
in: Donkor E., Pirick A.R., Brandt HE (eds.) Quantum 
Information and Computation II. Proceedings of SPIE5436. 
2004:107-117. Abstract available at: The Smithsonian/
NASA Astrophysics Data System. http://adsabs.harvard.
edu/abs/2004SPIE.5436..107P. Accessed January 17, 2011.

3 Duane T.D., Behrendt T. “Extrasensory electroencephalo-
graphic induction between identical twins,” Science. 1965; 
150(3694): 367.

4 Bischof M. Integrative Biophysics: Biophotonics. Fritz-Albert 
Popp and Lev Beloussov (eds.). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: 
Kluwer Academic Publishers; 2003: 72.

5 Hearne K. “Visually evoked responses and ESP,” Journal of the 
Society for Psychical Research. 1977; 49, 648–657.

6 Hearne K. “Visually evoked responses and ESP: Failure to rep-
licate previous findings.” Journal of the Society for Psychical 
Research. 1981; 51: 145–147.

7 Kelly E.F., Lenz J. “EEG changes correlated with a remote 
stroboscopic stimulus: A preliminary study,” in: J. Morris, 
W. Roll, R. Morris (eds.). Research in Parapsychology 1975. 
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press; 1975: 58–63 (abstracted in: 
Journal of Parapsychology. 1975; 39: 25.  

8 Lloyd D.H. “Objective events in the brain correlating with psy-
chic phenomena,” New Horizons. 1973; 1: 69–75.  

The fact that 
your friend’s 
friend’s friend, 
someone you’ve 
neither seen 
nor heard of, is 
affecting your 
health has begun 
to rattle many of 
the gatekeepers 
in medicine. 
This field may 
be a bomb with 
a delayed fuse 
that is getting 
ready to explode 
in the very heart 
of materialistic 
medicine.



24 Kittenis M., Caryl P., Stevens P. “Distant psychophysiologi-
cal interaction effects between related and unrelated par-
ticipants,” Proceedings of the Parapsychological Association 
Convention 2004: 67–76. Meeting held in Vienna, Austria, 
August 5-8, 2004.

25 Radin D. “Event-related electroencephalographic correlations 
between isolated human subjects,” Journal of Alternative 
and Complementary Medicine. 2004; (10): 315–323.

26 Fowler J.H., Christakis N.A. “Dynamic spread of happiness 
in a large social network: longitudinal analysis over 20 years 
in the Framingham Heart Study,” British Medical Journal. 
2008; 337: a2338. 

27 Belluck P. “Strangers may cheer you up, study shows,” New 
York Times online. http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/05/
health/05happy-web.html. December 4, 2008. Accessed 
January 18, 2009.

28 Stein R. “Happiness can spread among people like a contagion, 
study indicates,” Washington Post online. http://www.wash-
ingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2008/12/04/
ST2008120403608.html. December 5, 2009. Accessed 
January 18, 2009.

29 Bond M. “Three degrees of contagion,” New Scientist. 2009; 
201 (2689): 24–27.

30 Christakis N.A., Fowler J.H. Connected: The Surprising Power 
of Our Social Networks and How They Shape Our Lives. 
Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company; 2009.

31 Christakis N.A., Fowler J.H. “The spread of obesity in a 
large social network over 32 years,” New England Journal of 
Medicine. 2007; 357: 370–379.

32 Kaplan K. “Happiness is contagious, research finds,” Los 
Angeles Times online. http://articles.latimes.com/2008/
dec/05/science/sci-happy5. December 5, 2008. Accessed 
January 19, 2009. 

33 Bobrow R.S. “Evidence for a communal consciousness,” 
Explore: The Journal of Science and Healing. 2011; 7(4): 
246–248.

9 May E.C., Targ R., Puthoff H.E. “EEG correlates to remote 
light flashes under conditions of sensory shielding,” in: 
Charles Tart, Hal E. Puthoff, Russell Targ (eds.). Mind at 
large: IEEE symposia on the nature of extrasensory perception. 
Charlottesville, VA: Hampton Roads Publishing Company: 
1979 and 2002.

10 Millar B. “An attempted validation of the ‘Lloyd effect.’” In: 
J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, R. L. Morris (eds.). Research in 
Parapsychology 1975. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press; 1975: 
25–27. 

11 Millay J. Multidimensional Mind: Remote Viewing in 
Hyperspace. Berkeley, CA: North Atlantic Books; 2000.

12 Orme-Johnso, Dillbeck M.C., Wallace K., Landrith G.S. 
“Intersubject EEG coherence: Is consciousness a field?” 
International Journal of Neuroscience. 1982; (16): 203–209.

13 Rebert C.S., Turner A. “EEG spectrum analysis techniques 
applied to the problem of psi phenomena,” Behavioral 
Neuropsychiatry. 1974; (6): 18–24.

14 Targ R., Puthoff H. “Information transmission under condi-
tions of sensory shielding,” Nature. 1974; (252): 602–607.

15 Grinberg-Zylberbaum J, Ramos J. “Patterns of interhemispher-
ic correlation during human communication,” International 
Journal of Neuroscience, 1987: (36): 41–53.

16 Grinberg-Zylberbaum J., Delaflor M., Attie L. “The Einstein-
Podolsky-Rosen paradox in the brain: The transferred poten-
tial,” Physics Essays. 1994: (7):422–428.

17 Grinberg-Zylberbaum J., Delaflor M., Sanchez M.E., Guevara 
M.A. “Human communication and the electrophysiological 
activity of the brain,” Subtle Energies and Energy Medicine. 
1993; 3: 25–43.

18 Sabell A., Clarke C., Fenwick P. “Inter-Subject EEG correla-
tions at a distance—the transferred potential,” Proceedings 
of the 44th Annual Convention of the Parapsychological 
Association. New York, NY: Parapsychological Association; 
2001: 419–422.

19 Standish L., Kozak L., Johnson L.C., Richards T. “Elec tro-
encephalographic evidence of correlated event-related sig-
nals between the brains of spatially and sensory isolated 
human subjects,” Journal of Alternative and Complementary 
Medicine. 2004: 10(2), 307–314.

20 Standish L., Johnson, L.C., Richards T., Kozak L. “Evidence 
of correlated functional MRI signals between distant human 
brains,” Alternative Therapies in Health and Medicine. 2003: 
(9): 122–128.  

21 Wackerman J., Seiter C., Keibel H., Walach H. “Correlations 
between brain electrical activities of two spatially separated 
human subjects,” Neuroscience Letters. 2003; (336): 60-64.

22 Standish L., Johnson L.C., Richards T., Kozak L. “Evidence 
of correlated functional MRI signals between distant human 
brains,” Alternative Therapies in Health and Medicine. 
2003: (9): 122-128.  

23 Standish L., Kozak L., Johnson L.C., Richards T. 
“Electroencephalographic evidence of correlated event-relat-
ed signals between the brains of spatially and sensory iso-
lated human subjects,” J. Alternative and Complementary 
Medicine. 2004: 10(2), 307–314.


