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Abstract: 

This paper traces the evolution of  synthetic telepathy from early brainwave communication 
experiments to today’s covert and classified applications in military and commercial sectors. 
Drawing from declassified patents, defense initiatives, academic research, and whistleblower 
testimony, it documents the emergence of  non-invasive brain-computer interfaces capable 
of  decoding and influencing human thought. Far from theoretical, these technologies now 
represent the active frontier of  surveillance and control. As neural signals become accessible 
without physical contact or consent, the ethical and legal vacuum surrounding cognitive 
privacy demands immediate attention. The Foundation for Bioethics in Technology calls for 
urgent local governance, public awareness, and the formal recognition of  cognitive liberty as 
a fundamental human right. 

1. Introduction 

Synthetic telepathy—also called techlepathy or psychotronics—is the technological 
facilitation of  thought-based communication. It uses electromagnetic signal interception, 
processing, and return messaging to allow brain-to-computer and potentially brain-to-brain 
interfaces. Though long relegated to the realm of  science fiction, this capability has been in 
development for decades within the military, neuroscience, and defense technology sectors 
—much of  it hidden from the public eye due to classification status and commercial non- 
disclosure agreements. 
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2. Historical Milestones 

Efforts to understand and interface with the brain have spanned both public and classified 
domains: 

1967: Edmond M. Dewan demonstrates Morse code communication via EEG-modulated 
alpha waves. 

1976: Robert G. Malech receives U.S. Patent 3,951,134 for a method of  remotely monitoring 
brainwaves using radio signals. 

1988: Researchers Farwell & Donchin develop a system using the P300 brainwave response, 
enabling users to select letters on a screen using only their thoughts. 

2000: U.S. Patent 6,011,991 describes a satellite-based system designed to decode intentional 
thought patterns. 

2001: U.S. House Resolution 2977 (Space Preservation Act), introduced by Rep. Dennis 
Kucinich, serves as an early—albeit unconventional—federal attempt to recognize the 
dangers of  emerging neurotechnologies, including “mind control” and “psychotronic” 
weapons. Though not passed into law, and later revised to remove such references, the bill 
marked one of  the first acknowledgments in Congress of  the need to safeguard cognitive 
liberty. 

2009–2010: DARPA initiates “Silent Talk,” a $4 million research project exploring direct 
communication between soldiers via EEG-based neural signals. 

As the 21st century progressed, interest in synthetic telepathy moved beyond early 
theoretical and military exploration into more advanced, real-world applications. Key 
developments since 2010 include: 

2013: President Obama launches the BRAIN Initiative, funding noninvasive 
neurotechnology research aimed at mapping brain activity and enabling new therapeutic 
tools—with clear implications for brain-computer interfacing. 
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2014–2019: DARPA's Next-Generation Nonsurgical Neurotechnology (N3) program funds 
wearable brain interface research, seeking high-resolution, implant-free communication 
between humans and machines. 

2019: Neuralink, founded by Elon Musk, unveils a working prototype of  a brain-machine 
interface that uses fine neural threads to potentially enable telepathic communication and 
data transfer. 

2020: Researchers at the University of  Washington and Carnegie Mellon University 
demonstrate brain-to-brain communication in humans using EEG and transcranial magnetic 
stimulation (TMS), allowing participants to collaborate on tasks without speaking. 

2021: Meta (formerly Facebook) disbands its internal brain-typing initiative, but its 
acquisition of  CTRL-Labs continues to advance neural wristband technologies for thought- 
based user interfaces. 

2024: Colorado passes House Bill 24-1058, making it the first U.S. state to legally define 
neural and biological data as sensitive personal information, requiring explicit consent for 
collection and use. 

3. Technological Foundations of  Synthetic Telepathy 

3.1. Electromagnetic Brain Interfacing 

The foundational principle behind synthetic telepathy is that the human brain emits 
measurable electromagnetic (EM) signals during thought and motor intention. These can be 
detected using electroencephalography (EEG), magnetoencephalography (MEG), or 
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI). A 2014 review by Nicolas-Alonso and 
Gomez-Gil explains how these modalities have been instrumental in developing non- 
invasive brain-computer interfaces (BCIs), particularly for decoding intent from electrical 
activity in the cortex¹. This capacity for signal decoding forms the backbone of  most 
synthetic telepathy research: the ability to “read” the brain’s electrical signatures without 
requiring traditional output (like speech or movement). 

3.2. Remote Signal Acquisition 

Although most modern BCI systems are contact-based, multiple patents and military 
projects suggest the feasibility of  remote brainwave acquisition. U.S. Patent 3,951,134 (1976), 
granted to Robert G. Malech, describes a method for remotely altering and interpreting 
brainwaves using directed radio frequencies². It includes a system that demodulates neural 
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activity into readable signals, and has been widely referenced in whistleblower testimony and 
alternative tech disclosures. 

Two distinct signal models emerge: 

• Passive reception: Like radio, where the brain emits detectable EM 
radiation and no transmission back to the subject is needed. 

• Active modulation: Where a signal is projected at the subject, and the brain’s modulating 
effects on the return signal are measured, enabling two-way communication. 

TEMPEST (codename for Telecommunications Electronics Material Protected from 
Emanating Spurious Transmissions) refers to U.S. government surveillance standards for 
preventing compromising electromagnetic emissions. The National Security Agency (NSA) 
developed a series of  classified manuals, technical standards, and policies to implement 
TEMPEST (also called EMSEC, emission security). TEMPEST, originally developed by the 
U.S. government to shield communications from EM leakages, indirectly supports the 
viability of  the above methods when applied to biological systems³. 

3.3. Early Communication Models 

In 1967, Edmond M. Dewan published a study in Nature showing that humans could 
voluntarily control alpha wave frequencies to transmit Morse code using EEG signals alone4. 

This marked one of  the first demonstrations of  deliberate brainwave-based communication. 
In 1988, Farwell and Donchin developed a BCI system using the P300 brainwave response. 
Their “speller” tool allowed a user to mentally select letters without vocalizing or moving— 
advancing the idea of  thought-to-text communication5. 

DARPA’s Silent Talk initiative (2009–2010) allocated $4 million to further this research, 
specifically for decoding pre-speech neural patterns among battlefield troops. At UC Irvine, 
the Cognitive Neurosystems Lab began testing EEG-based systems to detect word-specific 
neural signals before articulation6. 

More recently, research has evolved into brain-to-brain communication. Experiments in the 
2010s successfully demonstrated neural signals from one individual being translated and 
transmitted to another using computer-mediated pathways7. 

4. Deployment and Covert Case Studies 

While much of  the technological development around brain-computer interfaces and 
synthetic telepathy has been documented in academic literature and patent filings, credible 
claims of  covert deployment have also surfaced. These cases, though often dismissed or 
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stigmatized as delusional, present a surprisingly consistent narrative that aligns with the 
technical capabilities described in public and classified research. 

4.1. Harlan Girard: Satellite-Based V2K Targeting 

Harlan Girard is one of  the earliest and most well-documented civilian whistleblowers 
alleging targeted electromagnetic attacks. Beginning in 1984, Girard reported experiencing 
remote auditory messages—commonly referred to as voice-to-skull (V2K) transmissions— 
and neural harassment8. He claimed these transmissions were not delivered through 
conventional infrastructure (like cell towers), but rather through a satellite-based delivery 
system. 

Girard’s reports predate the widespread deployment of  cellular networks, lending weight to 
his assertion that satellite targeting systems were already in operational use. In 2007, The 
Washington Post profiled Girard and others making similar claims, noting that although 
many mainstream scientists dismissed their accounts, the technical plausibility of  remote 
signal delivery was supported by available government research9. 

4.2. Akwei v. NSA (1992): Allegations of  Covert Neural Surveillance 

In 1992, former NSA contractor John St. Clair Akwei filed suit against the National Security 
Agency, alleging the agency operated a classified neural surveillance program that could 
monitor and influence civilians’ thoughts10. Though the case was dismissed procedurally, 
Akwei's affidavit became a widely circulated document within the synthetic telepathy and 
targeted individual communities. 

He described a technology called Remote Neural Monitoring (RNM), claiming it allowed 
government operators to decode electrical fields emitted by the brain in real time, enabling 
the tracking of  thoughts, emotions, and even visual imagery. According to Akwei, this was 
achieved without implants or consent, and constituted a gross violation of  civil rights. 

4.3. 2010 Indymedia Report: Banned Wikipedia Article 

A now-infamous article titled “Synthetic Telepathy – The Article Wikipedia Did Not Want 
You To Read” was published by UK Indymedia in 2010¹¹. It linked together a wide array of  
sources, including the Akwei affidavit, declassified patents, DARPA projects, and early 
neuroscience studies. 

The piece suggested that Wikipedia removed its original synthetic telepathy entry due to 
coordinated pressure, possibly to suppress public awareness of  classified developments. The 
article outlines both active and passive methods of  neural monitoring, provides a catalog of  
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relevant patents, and argues that these technologies had already been tested on civilians 
globally under classified programs. 

5. Emerging Tools: Laser, Satellite, and Particle-Based BCI 

While traditional brain-computer interfaces have focused on contact-based electrodes and 
near-field EEG systems, emerging research and military infrastructure suggest the rise of  
non-invasive, line-of-sight, and even subatomic delivery systems for neural targeting. This 
section explores developments in satellite-based lasers, connectome-level brain mapping, and 
neutrino beam technologies as realistic successors to current neural interface hardware. 

5.1. Starlink and Satellite-to-Brain Delivery Systems 

SpaceX’s Starlink project has launched thousands of  low-Earth orbit (LEO) satellites, many 
of  which now feature inter-satellite laser communication links (optical crosslinks) for high- 
speed, low-latency data transfer¹². While the system is marketed as a global internet mesh, 
the same infrastructure is theoretically capable of  laser-based cognitive modulation— 
targeting specific locations or individuals with extreme precision. 

Given that lasers can be modulated to carry complex signal patterns (including frequency 
codes resonant with brain activity), researchers have speculated that this optical delivery 
method could eventually replace implants like those proposed by Neuralink. The lack of  
physical contact, combined with real-time global coverage, would make satellite-based neural 
communication both covert and scalable. 

5.2. MICrONS: Precision Mapping of  Brain Activity 

In 2023, the MICrONS program—funded by the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects 
Activity (IARPA)—released a groundbreaking dataset mapping over 500 million synapses 
within a 1mm³ cube of  mouse visual cortex, using correlated electron microscopy and in 
vivo calcium imaging¹³. This dataset enables the matching of  structure and function within 
microcircuits at unprecedented resolution. 

It proves that full reconstruction of  active brain states is now scientifically feasible, creating 
the foundation for highly targeted synthetic telepathy. If  researchers can decode how a 
neuron cluster responds to stimuli, they can also reverse-engineer stimulation patterns that 
induce the same experience or thought. When paired with delivery systems like laser or low- 
energy particle beams, this could enable personalized brain targeting, calibrated to the 
recipient’s exact neural architecture. 
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5.3. Neutrino-Based Brain Interface Potential 
A more speculative—but scientifically plausible—avenue involves neutrinos, the nearly 
massless subatomic particles capable of  passing through matter virtually undisturbed. The 
idea of  neutrino-based communication was first suggested by Enrico Fermi in 1934 and is 
still actively researched by national labs and defense agencies14. 

While detection of  neutrinos currently requires massive underground facilities, 
advancements in quantum materials and metamaterials may one day shrink detectors enough 
to be worn or biologically embedded. Because neutrinos can pass through the Earth, line-of- 
sight targeting becomes irrelevant—allowing for deep-penetration cognitive signaling even in 
hardened environments. 

While there is no public documentation of  neutrino-based synthetic telepathy, the theoretical 
basis—combined with their immunity to electromagnetic shielding—makes neutrinos a 
prime candidate for covert military-grade BCI systems in the near future. 

These three converging developments—laser mesh networks, connectome-based targeting, 
and subatomic signal delivery—strongly support the idea that synthetic telepathy is 
advancing beyond wearable tech and invasive implants. Instead, the future lies in non- 
contact, AI-mediated, and globally scalable cognitive communication systems, many of  
which may already exist in classified form. 

6. Ethical Frameworks and the Legal Vacuum 

As neural interface technologies advance—moving from speculative science into functional 
reality—the absence of  clear legal protections and ethical boundaries becomes increasingly 
urgent. Synthetic telepathy introduces not only a technical revolution but a civil liberties 
crisis, challenging long-held assumptions about privacy, consent, and autonomy. 

6.1. What Is Cognitive Liberty? 

Cognitive liberty is the right of  individuals to think freely, to maintain mental privacy, and to 
retain control over their own neural processes and data15. Just as physical autonomy protects 
one's body from unwanted medical procedures, cognitive liberty affirms that the mind must 
not be accessed, decoded, manipulated, or surveilled without informed consent. 

First introduced in the early 2000s and championed by leading voices like Duke University 
neuroethicist Nita A. Farahany, the concept has since gained traction among those raising 
alarms about the rise of  neurotechnology16. In her 2023 book The Battle for Your Brain, 
Farahany highlights the rapid commercialization of  consumer devices designed to harvest 
brain data. She cautions that, without robust legal protections, both corporations and 
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governments, could gain unfettered access to individuals’ neural information via wearable or 
remote technologies: 

“We are approaching a world in which thoughts are no longer private... We must secure 
cognitive liberty as a human right.” — Farahany, 2023 

Rafael Yuste, Professor of  Biological Sciences and Neuroscience at Columbia University and 
Director of  its Neurotechnology Center, serves as the chairman and co-founder of  the 
Neurorights Foundation17. Yuste has noted that researchers at the center have conducted 
experiments on mice using various laser techniques to imprint activity patterns onto the 
brain’s visual cortex. 

The nature of  the experiments, Yuste said, is to help advance research into therapies for 
mental illnesses like schizophrenia. 18

 

6.2. Local vs. Global Governance 

While many have proposed international frameworks—such as the OECD’s guidelines on 
neurotechnology or UNESCO’s calls for neuro-rights—there is growing concern that top- 
down legal models will arrive too slowly, or too weakly, to counteract rapid tech rollouts19. 

The Foundation for Bioethics in Technology advocates a bottom-up, community-first 
approach: empowering municipalities, state legislators, and local advocacy groups to draft 
and pass proactive laws before global consensus is reached. This model emphasizes: 

• Community-informed consent 

• Local jurisdiction over bodily and mental autonomy 

• Grassroots awareness campaigns tied to policy initiatives 

6.3. Absence of  Legal Protections Today 

As brain-computer interfaces, AI, and neuroscience technologies rapidly advance, legal 
safeguards have failed to keep pace. In her 2019 Vox article, “Brain Reading Tech Is Coming. 
The Law Is Not Ready to Protect Us,” journalist Sigal Samuel highlights the glaring legal 
vacuum surrounding emerging neurotechnologies. She observes that lawmakers remain 
largely uninformed or unprepared to define—much less enforce—basic cognitive rights.20

 

Internationally, Chile took an historic step in 2021 by becoming the first country to enshrine 
neuro-rights in its constitution. This amendment reflects the nation’s commitment to 
protecting mental privacy, shaped in part by its collective memory of  authoritarian 
repression under the 17-year dictatorship of  Augusto Pinochet. Brazil and Spain have since 
initiated similar efforts to constitutionally recognize and protect neurodata.21 



 of  179

As of  April 2025, twenty U.S. states have enacted comprehensive data privacy laws22 , aiming 
to give consumers greater control over their personal information while imposing 
obligations on businesses regarding data collection, use, and protection. These states include: 
California, Virginia, Colorado, Connecticut, Utah, Iowa, Indiana, Tennessee, Texas, Florida, 
Montana, Oregon, Delaware, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Kentucky, Nebraska, Rhode 
Island, Minnesota, and Maryland. 

While these laws represent progress, their provisions and effective dates vary significantly. 
Some are already in force, while others are scheduled for future implementation. For 
instance, Rhode Island’s Data Transparency and Privacy Protection Act will take effect on 
January 1, 2026. 

However, despite its scope, the Rhode Island law does not explicitly mention or define 
“neurodata.” Instead, it identifies “sensitive data” categories such as racial or ethnic origin, 
religious beliefs, health diagnoses, sexual orientation, immigration status, biometric 
identifiers, children’s data (under age thirteen), and precise geolocation. Although neurodata 

—such as brainwave activity or neural signals—could potentially fall under biometric data if  
used for unique identification, its inclusion remains legally ambiguous and open to 
interpretation. 

Until recently, no U.S. state had taken direct legislative steps to protect neural data. That 
changed on April 17, 2024, when Colorado signed House Bill 24-1058 into law. This bill 
amended the Colorado Privacy Act to explicitly classify biological and neural data—including 
brainwave activity—as sensitive personal information. It requires businesses to obtain 
explicit, informed consent before collecting, sharing, or processing such data. With this 
legislation, Colorado became the first state to establish clear legal protections for consumer 
brain data privacy 23. 

At the federal level, no law currently provides enforceable safeguards against involuntary 
brain-machine interfacing or unauthorized neural data collection. This legislative gap has 
raised mounting alarm among ethicists, technologists, and legal scholars. 

In response to these issues, the American Law Institute (ALI) and the European Law 
Institute (ELI) launched a joint initiative to address the ethical and legal challenges posed by 
biometric and neurotechnological data.24 This transatlantic effort seeks to develop model 
laws and best practices aimed at cross-border harmonization, surveillance risk mitigation, 
and ensuring informed, voluntary participation in emerging neurotechnological systems. 

6.4. The Moral Imperative for Bioethics 
Without meaningful intervention, synthetic telepathy may usher in a new era of  mental 
intrusion, where thought surveillance becomes normalized and dissent is policed at the 
neurological level. The Foundation asserts that bioethical inquiry must lead this debate, 
ensuring that: 



 of  1710

• Human rights remain central to all neurotechnological design.  

• Informed consent is never bypassed in public or classified applications. 

• Transparency and accountability are enforced at every stage—from R&D to 

deployment. 

7. Conclusion: This Is No Longer Science Fiction 

Synthetic telepathy—once the domain of  speculative fiction and fringe science—is now an 
emerging scientific reality, backed by decades of  research, patent filings, military contracts, 
and direct public testimony. It exists at the convergence of  neuroscience, 
telecommunications, and classified defense innovation, and it challenges us to redefine what 
it means to protect human autonomy in an age of  invisible intrusion. 

From Dewan’s alpha-wave Morse code in 1967 to DARPA’s Silent Talk project, and now to 
laser-based Starlink arrays, connectome-level brain mapping, and neutrino signal theory, the 
trajectory is clear: Human thought can be observed, interpreted, and potentially manipulated 

—without consent, without contact, and possibly without awareness. 

7.1. Why This Matters Now 

This is not just about emerging technology—it is about power: 

• Who owns your thoughts? 

• What happens to privacy when silence is no longer safe?  

• Who decides when communication becomes coercion? 

As governments and corporations race to patent, deploy, and scale these systems, the public 
remains largely unaware, and policy remains dangerously behind. 

7.2. A Call for Cognitive Sovereignty 

The Foundation for Bioethics in Technology was founded to meet this moment. We assert 
that: 

• Cognitive liberty is a human right. 

• Mental autonomy must be protected by law. 

• Technologies that affect thought require public consent—not just technical approval. 
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Our mission is to empower individuals and communities to understand, question, and 
influence how these tools are developed and deployed—before the window of  ethical 
leadership closes. 

7.3. Where We Go From Here 

This paper is a foundation, not a finish line. It is a declassified map to a frontier that few 
understand but everyone will cross. We encourage legislators, educators, technologists, and 
everyday citizens to: 

• Learn the history. 

• Ask the hard questions. 

• Join the public conversation. 

• Advocate for legal recognition of  your right to neuroprivacy.  

• Demand protections for mental privacy and cognitive liberty. 

The mind is the final frontier of  human freedom. We must not let it be colonized before we 
even realize it is under attack. 
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About This Paper 

This document was produced by The Foundation for Bioethics in Technology through a 
collaborative, human-led research initiative supported by advanced generative tools. Portions 
of  this paper were developed with the assistance of  ChatGPT-4o, an AI system, under direct 
human supervision. All citations and content have been verified for accuracy and relevance 
by human editors. 

Disclaimer: 
Mentions of  court cases such as Akwei v. NSA are included as part of  the public discourse 
around synthetic telepathy and brain-computer interface technologies. Inclusion does not 
imply legal validation of  claims made within those filings. 

 Creative Commons CopyLeft Notice 

This work is released under a CopyLeft license via Creative Commons Attribution- 
NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0). You may 
republish or redistribute this work for non-commercial purposes with attribution to The 
Foundation for Bioethics in Technology and a link to www.bioethics.tech. Please do not 
remix, transform, or build upon the material for commercial purposes without explicit 
permission from director@biothics.tech . 

http://www.bioethics.tech/
mailto:director@biothics.tech
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