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the phenomena,” that is a most important resalt, and one Wllj\ h Would
amply repay the time and p'uus bestowed on cnllnum‘r and examin-
ing the cases. - The prime reason why it scems a scientific duty to
collcct and examine such evidence is not to support a foregone
conclusion, not to prove this or that, but to see what is really
favolved in it; how far, when rationally eriticised, it reveals facts
which our previous knowle dge fails to explain,  No rational opinion
could be formed on the subject, no rational guess even could be haz-
arded, till 2 wide effort had been made, and a large boly of material -
got together and arranaed.  Mr. Peiree’s provisional conclusion is,
2 thorcfom, a quite suflicient justification for the hoole; for I do not
mmﬂmo that he would deny that, if this collection actually gocs
some distance towards dz.sp)ovzng telcpath), tetepathy is not very
likely to be proved. At the same time, his is not o conclusion which
I canyetend that I expect many to share who devote an equal
amount of study to the matter.. He regards me, no doubt, as an
advocate rather than a judge; and-he is so far justificd, i in that the
mistakes whiclh I bave made are ajl mistakes which tell in favor of
" my conclusion. Ile will ps#rdon me if I say that he is in the same
position ; he has made (T think) a latger number of mistakes in seven
pages than Iin as many hundreds ; and they all tell in favor®of Ais
conclusion. Thus the impartial reader- who m: 1y be led to the book
by this controversy will start fair; and that some may be so led isy I
~ trust, one probable and useful result of a controv ersy. which, I n‘mtﬂ’ )
fully acknowledge, has not been without other-uses <
Finally, let me urge on American readers that (rood as criticism is,
cases to criticise are even better, I have expressly stated in * Phan-
tasms of the Living,” that, though the book may rc.xsombly be
accepted as bup[)l)m" a proof of Telepathy, the proof'‘is not one
which all candid minds are lll\ely to accept.  More eases, and con-
temporary cases; are needed ; and for this we must largely depend on
the wide assistance of LdllC‘lth persons in many countries. We
trust that it is from the United States that the next considerable
bateh of evidence will come.

19 Buckixcuas STrREET, Abrkipur, Lq:éubx, W.C.
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. ' fullen into some small errors in my gecount of them., 'I’Ixis line of
o . MR, PEIRCE'S RIEJOINDELDL. . argtment: 1tion s( CINS more ap [!lu[gl..lt(‘ to a wlnn)l«gL lmt wion than * s

3

tS N scientitic mnllm\ y for it woul Fuot heks the the ory ol spogtanceous
tefepathy in the least to prove me never sueh’a biulerer. With
Me. Gurnev's own intelecual o h wacter it is ditferonts le stands to

{

[Nate. —Tn the ¢ppy of the wbove criticigm, which w: i osent to Mr.
Gurney, and on which he has based his rephys the folowing errata
oceurred : » ' St o et e o - [ ..‘LO!:I;Z:‘I'LH-‘; .L\H{ < e HeoTs t‘{-n-{ - ll‘ﬂ"'\\”ﬂ Mrssies frr trise “llmq FloTiTs - - -

. et B e e e e e e e e enw caeealen o = : -

N

. ) . The "publir. “lm A comes it contact with, these wit: 1esses anly
Tiue reading W viinewone Mr, . & - R . v . e s e F
aug one : - thronsh him! d'n oblized to condivie n his sagac iy end it thus” be-
93 . ay P . COMes Very impnvting L«» asei t[ i whether he i< an wecurate and stérn -
955 ) oy 5 Wy lozeian or not. Now.“the manner in which !u' conduets his o '-[;lv ,
con =00 i o mightelie meul quite sigudicant in this regaed 1 and henee [ wadun-,
949 i R e willing to make corrections w! tich Im‘fllt interfere with the deve lop-
219 SOTA ment ot MreGueney's thoneht. T must by ‘pardon of the veader
or . A S ) - Morthe extent to which this cowdse has kenathened the discission.  As
170 gy Joug ax Fallow my crrova to stand, since the reply isol the natere of an
o ) atlack upon my \Cl“lhlf]f' worals, involving wccusations of garb line,
suppression, and invention of tu‘stmmn\. it is enmhent” upon me to
notice the strictures it detail: 'and 1 have pret fupred o review the
whole araument, repeating as little as [)H\sl}llt‘ what T heve already
saidy but rearranzing the matter in such a form as to render He force
of m\ varions ‘ohjections yrore Rery My fie paper swas infended .
only. 1(»1 the use of close SHide nts of [ie book, anPthe sever al objec-”
tions were indicated as brie Ay o= pmstl de. The present rejoiuder is
ssutliciently expanded to permit any ene who hasoread the \\mf\ atten-
tivelv.aml who will actu: s tarn to the pages Joeite, to form'a juda-
ment of the correctness of what 1 alleger A

. o :

Wuex ¢ Phantasms of (e Livina » :ll)l)("lh'(] I desirel for my
own satisfaction to examine the arcuments for \[mr ateons felepathy.,
Bul as T lacked the leisure to study the wholo, T s 1.~ Tereed to con-
fine my attention to a single wranment, -—— the nio- | iniportant ond,
Having reached a deffuite opinion in regas? (o the v Jdility of thise T
found myself in the posses-ion o0 a cool ey notes whi Ll thouehit
mizht he usefnl in ceonomizing the Gt of another Sl of the
“hook. I, therefores abrideed these notes s mneh s [o~-ibles and
so constructed snarticle afterwards conamtiy et vL_ln ihe American
Psyehical Rescearel Soviety and now printed abov o T the allde-
ment of my notes o nmaber of errors have crept insy bt none of

“these are such as to altée my conelusion : Q'Y ane Gl two e fpor-

Every attempt to explain ghost-stories_without admitting anything
supernatural (by which Liein anvthing counter to the arcat body of
hiiman experience) has dealt &t argely with sup poged fortuitons coinei-
denees s and students of the thung of probabilitics must by ave enter-
tained no little doubt whethera Iarser number of such voincidences
were not supposed than was morally possible. M. Gurney has, for
the fivst time, undertaken a statistical inquiry with a view of putting
this question to rest; and he thinks he has reached -an irrefragable

. conclusion.  But T maintain he leaves the question just \ehere It
acknowledged faults certainly secmselike an_act of presumption. o foundite (In the last parseraph but one of hLis reply, he does noL
. Obsm\c the significance of my phrase “ as far as the evidence goes.”
My judgment, I repeat, is that, dnview of the uncertainty of all the
datg, it would be very rash to (lx.m any C(m(']llsl()ll at all.” T ab-
stain, after reading the book as I did before, on account of the
doubt just mentioned, from any positive denial. though T decidedly
incline to disbeiieve in any’ supernatural theory of ghost-stories.)

Mr. Gurney does not demur to my résumé of his argument. Ile

»

tant 5 most ol them consist in missiating my point~ g <everal are whso-
Iutely without sicnificance. and some are errors favorable (o the
telepathic hiypothesis. The reader moay well ask whether T have not
corrected in the proof-shicets as many of these cirars as | have heey
able«to discover; for to bring before the pull™ o paper containing

In truth, none of the errors have been- cunu(tud, exerpt those in the
list above, which are of a purely clerieal natare. My déxense for
]mhnnw this cdonrse will, I hope, ho ‘l(hmltcll One of the chief
points of Mr. Gurney’s ruph is that I havg conimitted as my mis-
takes as he has. ) Aceordingly, instead of simply dropping the cases
against which I)Zh forced to admit fatal objections for the purpose
-of the argument undex cmmm.ltlou he ltboxs to show that I hw
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says, ¢ Tt may be calenlated thit the odils agninkt thé oc pdlrcnco_, by . .
accident, of as many coincidences™ within twelve hoaes, ot visual . but | ‘“b"”t that o earefnl reading of the passpze will show that, on -
hadlucinations with the deaths of the persons l»xu\mltwln w5 a natoral - ; - the contrary, he fully admits it. Mr. urne v sharply censures me
“explanation would vequire, ave, from the thittyone eases le takes as - . for sayine that there are numerons cayls in the Took al an apparition
established, ¢ whout a thousand hillion trillion tri illion trillions tootfe, v ) being totally foreotten after the I: apse uf a few mouths,  The remark
To my remark that no hunan knowle due ean reach spieha prohabilas is cort tainly somewhat ex: waerated s T should be ave said, so far for-
ity-as this he dissents, and gives an illustration from the thro®s of a gottén that in the absence of eoincidence they frowld not have heen
die. I will grant, at onee. that probléms of that <&t éan be fm-- ~ealled to mind in auswering the censns- qln\.u‘vﬂl)ut I think it is
agined which yield probabilities indefinitely newror certainiy than the unjust to say that,the expression * tot; v forastten ” is thomn_gnl_v
above.  Tor fnstance. it die be threwn Lut oncecthe odds that one © misieading.” sinee it i ’ YOIy common exagron mun. and T add the
or another of the xix faces will turn up is, upon the usual assump- - quatifving cluse, ¢ an® was ouly brousht to mind ‘l‘_’;(lHl by the news

. tions, absolute certainty, or infinity to one. | Bat this ouly veferg to - ' Of.”“‘. deathi. - Mr. Gurney donbts i there are as many. 5‘/{}““'

' au imaginary state of things.  In any actaal cast - fherd {sa possi- eases of forgetting an apparition in the hook. T cannot say how
bxluv—ouhn'ml\ very rizhtly nwrh eted, but far gre Ater than ome ’ many there are; I have naticed Lhu following, and 1 suppose thore
“out of trillions of trillions — that the dJi may rest on’its vertex. or ' - arc olers. In Case 63, all seemed forgotten.”  In CJS.C 147, it
fly up to heaven, or vinish altogether, or that lwf'mv'lt u‘\d s the was not until lone affer hearing of the Jdeath that” it O(‘unxcd to
.table carth and heaven shall he annihilat ed. The continuanee ot the " ‘ the pereipient o Sput two and two tozether ™ and Lo associate the
order of n ature, the 10'111t\ of the external waorld,. my own existence. ‘ :1»1)[):11'i1irm with the death, althoush the recognition” was pmfuc
‘are not as pmh.tblc as the t(ll'l)dtlll(‘ theory of chosts would he i Mr, - In Cose 255, the percipient says, * But for the fact of his death
Gurney's fizures had .mvxu al significanee.  And for that it would be - . -1 shontd never probably have reealled the eircumstance.”  In Case
rC(lmsl tou that cach one of Lis thirty-one cases'should boestablished - 258, the pereipient only “ happened to remewber ™ the apparitiof.

- with a degree of certainty far tanscending the odds he gives. . e In Case 506, the percipient’s mind ¢ recatred to it from time fto
" might reply that the enormous numbor given does not profess to he td" and no doubt would soon have forgotten the apparition 'in
anything but the ealeulated probability of the thirty-one coineideners " the absence of any coincidence.  In Case 902, the percipjent testi-
happening by chance; but this would be admittine at once what I al- " fivs that she heard of the death after six '\\colm, but did not
lege, that the number has o real significance s and it is hees tsd - mention the apparition for many months. My, Gurney, howevkr,
thinking man will see this, while the valgar may not, that I say such ’ on the ground of \l”"("]”k‘llt conversation, savs that this appears to

v figures may be caleulated to overawe the latter, hut ean only repel the be an crror. In Case 579, the pereipient thought no more ihout
former. Mr. Gurpey, inhis reply, continues to insist upon the number. the vision, and therefore .probably would have foruotten xt In
for the sake, as be saysy of accuracy. To my mind, it is procisely Case 588 ‘_' the thiva was in ereat measure forcotten.”  1In Case 607,
against strict decuraey of *thought that such insiStanee offends, “no more was thought of it; ™ but thatmay not anean hy thb per-

I will first consider the census of 3,705 persons. taken at randoi, of cipient, who was wihild, P crl)ups a pedantic dceuracy ”“"m object

whom only 21 could reeall havine had within twelve vears a visual hal- - . to calling these egups' Jnumerous,” though ““‘“‘.111("]‘)“h”tﬁz" others.
A 2 A el

lucipation of aliving person avhile they were in 2ood health, free from Thera are not w great wmy eases in the h”"]‘"“l which an apparition
anxicty; and wide awake, t\\(u)f bese having had two sy hexperiences. hits Bden v called at all, where the death con\htutm'r tlm')cmuudcn( o,
If it woulil answer the 1)11!‘]‘0()50‘ tomnceept these answ cg,:, in the rounch, as has Deen heard of only after the lpo(- of a lon-* tmu', nn}oss the ex-
Mry Gurney las done, the census would he lwre enoush s but this i is ' : pericnee bad ereated the fear of the” death of & rclmmor tncnd, or,
notso. Itisessentialto "lb(‘l‘ll.l 1 the proportion of h: allucing wtions that o was brouzht to mind by some record; or was l\v[)t in remembringe by’
have been forgotten. I hayo pointed out that Mr. Gnrney assumnes . being a colleetive or mu[nm al experience. T any confi. lent thaf M
that hallucinations with coineidence of death within twelve hours of Gu n(‘\"ls ~drong in supposing that hallucinations are experiencés
the person pyesented are no more likely to be remembered for twelve o particularly well rememnbered. They are so with the few persons
years than s/l(nil:u' hallucinations without coincidence! M. Gurney, ' who take a special nterest in them ; but whatever has no apparent
in his reply, has the airof deuying that heihas made this assumption ; . bearing upon facts we consider important or mtelcstm(r is quickly.
: - ‘ ; lost from mind. 1 should have saidl unhe:xlatm“ly that T personally
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bad ‘néver had a visual hallucination, until almost as T write these
words T recolleet sach an oceurreuce about thirty vears ago. At
any rate, the question cannot be settled by discoverins microscopic

errors in my criticising the average index of foraetfulness, in these

“eases, ought to-be positively ascertained; and the census proves
nothing until it is made so large that the aflivmative replivs ean be
clussitied aceording to their dates, without too much diminishine
the numbers in the several classes. It wonld als) be needtul, in

order to arrive at satisfactory results, to separate the different kinds.

of hallucinations.  First, the genuine halfucination, the product of an
overwrought brain, which is preceded by areat depression, accompanied
by faintness (manifesting itself in daump weather as an icy chill as soon
as the skin has had time to cool), and followed by an access of terror;
second, the dream continned throngh the process of waking up and
evey for a second into the wide-awalke state; and third, the mere
illusion, or imaginative misinterpretation of something really’seen,
without any disorder of the brain, should be distingaished in this
inguiry. There wis no good reason for limiting the census-uestion
to a perivd of twel¥e years; on the contrary, it would have been
better to use all the available data, It was a mistake, too, to limit
the question by the clause relative to being in good healtin, free from
anxiety. anil wide awake. . The entire answers should rather have
heen x;l'int\\.vl,,:uu‘u the subtractions on account of illness, anxivty, and
dx'ows.int‘ss have been made within the view of the public. Finally,
a fallaey seems to he fnvolvel in limiting the question to hallucina-
tious |>x'.escnlin;: bersons really (and not merely supposed to be)
alive; for-ihiere may Lo a decided tendeney for hallucinations torepre-
sent those who arve approaching their eil. A new c2u=nx shoull be
undertalken ﬁpou a larger seale and with the suflicient meaus to Larry
it out in @ ’thoroughly scientifie mauner.

In the estimate which I made of the size of the cirele from which

the coincidental eases were drawn, T relicd on the statements in the

¢ Phantasms of the Living.”  We there read ' in the disenssions of :

these cases, ¢ Ourchief means of obtaining information has heen by oc-
casional requests in newspapers.’
the cases. used heen mainly obtained Ly meauns of public appeals,’
this calculation of the population from which the coincidences were
drawn, made ag it was, would have involved ** a stupendous blunder.”
In point of fact, however, as he says, *Ounly five cases . . . out of
the whole list were obtaineld in this way.” But on the same pace of the
book last.cited he allows 250,000 as the number of persons who have

sut Mr. Gurney now savs, *llad

1Vol. L., p. 14.
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become aeqnainted with the inquiry th'ough the newspapers, and only
50,600 as the numiny of those who have derived the same information
through private channels. I the formor class have furnished only 5
cases, or 1 for every 20,000, while the latter class ltive ﬂnjnishe«l 26
Casescoor 1 for every 2,000, it would seem that the bulk of M.
Guruey’s eases have been drawn from a class which is twenty-five

fornishes fooll £a0 reflection. An attempt is made to- check the
estimate by a picee of imnsinative statisties. - < Would any one,”
he asks, “*suppose that if he canvassed the first one thousand
adults whom he met in the streets of any large town, he would
find that twelve o thirteen of them had within the ast three years
bcéu aware of what we wanted, and of the adiress to which informa-
tion mizht be sent?” Perhaps not; but here azain the . author
forgets that people not only send their own expericnees. but also cause
those of others to be sent, of which they have heard. T have esti- -
‘mated that the advertisements in the newspapers ought/to have drawn
the really remarkable ehost-stories from a population of three mil-
lions; and though T admit the extrome uncertainty of this estimate,
I still s2v 0o’ reason to modify it Mre. Gurney puts forth two objee-
tions to it. *One is that 5 of his 64 coincidental cases have been
obtained by canvassing ‘o body of 5,585 persons taken at random.
The other is that o very large proportion of the 31 cases on which
the mzument under examination has been based. have been the ex-
pericnees of the friends and friends’ friends of half-a-dozen persons.
These objections seem at irst glance crushin

times as fortile in olost-stories as the general population.  This

g but they both involve
one and the same pefitio principii. - For the whole question is whether
the advoeate of naturalistic explanations of ghost-stories is foreed to
Assume 2 greater number of purely fortuitons coincidences than the
doctrine of chances will permit: Now this devil’s advocate, whose
oflice T endeavor to fill, is not by dny means forced to attribute the .
whole of the 31 visual and 33 aunditory cases- to the operation of
chavee aloue. T have oaly examined the former cluss, but of these
I find only one which I am obliged to call a pavely fortuitous coinci-
dence. It is the case of Mrs. Duck, number 238.  This case did not
come from the 5,535 persons, nor-from the {riends’ friends, but was
taken from the ¢ Englishman ” nawsp:xpcr of May 13, 1876. If we are to
suppose that every ‘ver._\' striking ghost-story published in any promi-
nent newspaper back th 1876 wnd susceptible of investization has
come to Mr. Gupey's cars, surely three or four million is not a very
large number to assign to the population from which they were drawn.
In my view of the matter, theu, what Mr. Gurney calls his well-attested

coincidental eases are of two clusses: one derived from closely ques-

\
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tioning a relatively small number of persons, not onc of these stories
being capable of sustaining a severe criticising the other confined
mainly to the more remerkable of the experienees of a far larger
population, amona which one visual case seems to involve a purely
fortuitous coincidence.  That something like this is the truth of the
watter will, T am confident, Le the final judzment of students,

Mr. Gurney takes as the chanee that a given hallucination will fall
accidentally “within twelve hours of the death of a person whons it
represents, the ratio of deaths in a day 1o the number of the ppula-
tion.  This would be correet if tire death-rate for Persons represented
in hallucinations were the same as that of the whole popualation.  But
the examples given in the book are su'livient to show that this is not
the case.  Porsons who, from the pereipient’s ~tand-point, appear par-
ticularly liicely to die are, we find, particalarly apt-to appear in hallaci-
nations. . This is not surprising., for genuine hallucinations are accom-
panied by a pecaliar terror, as one of their physiological symptoms ; 50
that it is quite natural that they should tend to take the forms of those
whose deuth the pereipient has most reason to expueet, rather than of
those in whom he may be more interested.  This is, at Jeast, a nataral
supposition; the burden of proof is not upon me to show it actually
is the rule; for I am not trying to prove anything, but only to show
that nothing has been proved.  Until we obtain some positive statis-
tics, we can only asfsume that the thitty-one cases under consideration
are fairly vepresentative of hallncinations in Leneralin vecaed to the
lengths of time that the percipicuts might expect the apparitor to
live.. Suppose, now, that, « given person is to have a h:x!lucinntimy
on'a given oceasion. The apparition mizht take the form of a Persot
belonging to one of several classes having diferent death-rates.
Letdod',d”, ete., be the antecodent probabilitics to the pereipient in the
given case that individuals belonging to these several classes,will die
con i given day.  Let hy B L7, ete., be the antecedent. probahilitios
that®fthe apparition in the same case will t:g.’((c the form of individuals
of those several classes. Fhen, Rl 4= T 414" 4, ete., will be
, the antecedent probability that the hallucination in the given case
will be accompanied within twelve hours by the death of the appari-
tor (but it will usually be tnnecessary to take account of more than
one term of the algebraical expressien) ; and the reciprocal of this
quantity will be the aumber of hallueinations like this among which,
in the long run, there would be one accompanied by such a coinci-
dence.  We do not, it is true, in our existing ignorance of the sub-
ject, know whether more or fewer ordinary hallucinations than of
hallucinations like this would he requisite to yiceld such a coincidence,
But we can only assume that if we sum these nuinbers for the whole
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thirty-one cases (or as mary of then as are admitted into the argu-
ment), we shall obtain about that number of hallucinations among
which there would be thivty-one coincidetices of this sort. - If there are
two dilferent natural explanations of a whost-story, one givine P and
the othei Q as the number of hallucinations prr coincidence, amd if
the respeetive probabilitics of these theories are p and ¢, where p 4=
q =1, then the number to be adopted is p P44 Q. 1f one of the ex-
planations is complete, we need only take account of one of the terms
of this last formula, since the other will be very small. I there is a
probability. ry that the case onght to be excluded from the uﬂ‘ﬁ(ll:ttion,
then P i~ to be multiplicd by (1=r). T have estimated the numbers
given below to the best of my judgment. but it will be seen thag for
the most part considerable changes might be made in them without

—essentially affecting the conclusion. But lozic will forbid the malk-

ing of any changes in favor of the telepathic hypothesis, except
where the number given by me may be unquestivnably wrong.

It will be seen that, in treating the stories npon these principles,
I have somewhat refined upon the wethod of my first eriticism. Tl
[ lave done in respouse to M. Gurney’s protest that T have pinned
him down to too hard and fast an interpretation of his argument.
I thoucoht it fair to meel a roushly stated argamert by a roughly
stated ‘1-'4)1;1}'. But since he spems to desive to leave Lis demonstra-
tion of his theory hazy, while insisting on areat precision in my

“objections, T xo far comply with his wish as to attenmpt to estimace

numerically the effoct of the latter, instead of ruling the case out
ultw_r«-rhvr: when the objections are not absolute in their nature.

In the discussion of cach story, 1 shall endeavor either to ahiow
that it has no bearing on the argument under examination, or else
to explain it in a way that is more probuble than the telepathic
theorss  This explanation is either eomplete, if it leaves nothing to
be :l(:;‘(Jlllitl'd for by a chanee coincidence, or prictiad, if it serves tn.
fnerease very greatly the probability of the coincidence. It is neees-
sary and sullicient that the explanation which 1 propose for cach story
slu;uhl be more probable than the telepathic explanation.  This
opens the question how antecedently probable that theory is. Now
there is a considerable body of respectable evidence in favor of
telepathy, in general. Yet I am clear that we cannot probably
infer that there is any influence of mind upou mind otherwise than
through the recognized avehues of gense. It must be regarded as
exceedingly unlikely that such a proposition should ever be estab-
lished by means of evidence of the kind hitherto chiefly relied upon.
For " this proposition, being counter to some of the fundamental
elements of the gencral conception of nature which we have formed -
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under the fnfluence of ot aggresated experience, has amainst it
antecedently odds of hundreds of (honsands, perhaps, to one.  In
order to refute it then, for the time being, it is only necessary
to brivg some other explanation of the fts less improbuable than
that.  Telepatiy micht concely ablv. by another metliod, be put out
of all doubt.  You might, for vx: ample heain by establishing & propo-
sition, AL not in itsclt very hwprobable, which in turn mizhit lend so
mach probability to a second proposition, I, that it mi: ol be possible
to estubiisit this by evidenee s and this asain mizht rentloer a third
preposition, C, sutiiciently proballe o be capable of being estah-
Eshed by observations ; and by proceeding thus, you misht, hridge
over the profound chasm which stparates tele P thy from the soli-
davity of our ordinary experience. This s the wh ay inowhich all the
marvels of seience have been wade eredible. But to mix with the
well-compacted body”of scientific trath =poradic propositions contrary
to the nain principles of scitnee, si mply beetse we find oursclves
Yithout any other e ady explununtion at hand for certain outlying
facts, wonld he o provecding ealeulated 1o throw our “!m.v an\l—
“edize o confusion, even it but a small winority of the propositions
50 aceeptod should be Ludse. To ddmit the existence of a prin-
ciples o which we certainly only meet with manifestations in very
exceptional ob=ervations. is to rashly set the prospe ria of seientific
proavess wt bazard.  Moreover, thoush b affive oives us ex: unples
cnotzhoof rare substanees, a rarelybperative fundamental prineiple
is vet o be discoveyed.  On the coutrary, every toree .or other
cattse we  kKnow works alinost everywhere and at all times. Dt
telepathy, as ther evidence stands at Present, if it acts at ail, Jdoes
50 only with the extremest infrequency.

The degrbe of my disheliet in telepathy in gv nvrtl 15 such that 1
mizht say that T think the odds Cirainst it are [hull\unls to one. Dut
even were I'éhnvineed of thv gene ral plicnomenon, I should fipd the
telepathic explanation of "hu\t stories but litte imove neceptable than
I'doat present. Iven if telopathy exists, we kuow next to nothing
of the conditions of its netion. I have Leard iTnorant persons at-
tribute tuble-tipping o clectricity, an agent-which they only knew
from sporadic manifestations. I thought such persons not only
ignorant, but foolish ; and it appears to we that we should be fmitat-
ing them if we were to try to explain anything by an ageney that we
l\uo“ so little dbout as we do about thought-transference.  The
phenomena, so far as we know them, seem to depend for one condi-
tion upon a vigoyous effort on the part of the telepathic agent; and it
is fair to presume that this would be impaired with other powers in

sickness, aud would cease with death. Then again, why should we

S -
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draw upen such an extreme ravity as t«'lw[nllx\, <o long as we have
such ordinary clements of human experionce as superstition, lving
and self-lving (Trom v anityy misehiof, hysteria, mental (ll'l angene nt.
and pervers s love off uulnnh) exXnTrerniton, inaceus acy, tricks of
mdinory md mmanation, intoxication (aleoholic. opiaie, and othor),
deception, amd mistake, ont of which to shape our hipotheses?  For

these reasons, I hold the tu]vluthm theory of chost-stories to be an

unwarrantible ang wilil sarmise. T wonld prefer to this an explanu-

~tion which 1 Qeced antecedently very improbable, provided it was

not utterly preposterous. 1 do not therelore think it incuwbent upon
me in opnosing the telepatbie theory to stzgest only positively proba-
ble explunations.  No explanation within the bounds of common
sense can well he so unlikely as that-one. M. Gurney, in his repiy,
admits that he has the bias of an advocate ; but thinks that I, on my
side. have so too.  Perhaps: T certainly profess a legitimate and
well-founded prejudice against the superratural. Bat observe that a
biss azainst a new aud confounding theory is no more than consery-
ative cautions while a bias in favor of such a theory is destructive
of svnnd jud surent. ' v

Before 1 take up the stories in detail, there ave a fow of my objee-
tions concerning which a fewadditional words seem nec essary.  In
referring to these objections, I preserve the original numberin.

20, - Certain pei fipients were dead - before the advertisements of

Messrs. '(‘.urnn\' Myers, and Podmore were insertod in the news-

papers. L propese to survender  this objection altosether. It is
logically wnnd bat the estimate of the popnlxtmu from which the
cases have bien drawn bs 0 exee edingly uncertain, that st is | ardly
worth while to insist on this point.  Accordingly, I now admit one
casce of purely fortuitons coincidence. No. 2383, '

©3d. I Lave rot clearly expressed this objection.  What T say is
that every case must be thrown out in which the pereipient has - h.\d
two hallucinations fortuitously.” But 1 mtomlcd to say, what th
logic of the case reqnired, that ev ery case must be.thrown out in

Jwhich the percipient remembers . having had any other insiunificant

hallucination ; — for Mr. Gurney bas shown that ounly 1 person in 59
remembers kaving had the illusion of & voice in twelve years, and only
L in 248 remembers having scen an apparition of o person in the same
period.  Ience, as not over half-g- -dozen eases of pure coincidence
from his list can be 'ldxwted by any carcful critic, il any of the
percipients in these cuses femembers: a hallucination of any kind at
any time of Lis life, the probability is large that he is abnormally
subject to hallucinations. 1t is to be obser\ ed that the census ques-

tion very rightly says nothing about the recognition of the apparition.

- N
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‘6th. Mr. Gurney says that I have not perecived that the question
is not whether the pereipients were awake, but whether they helieved
they were awake.  Fiest, 1think it would be ahsurd to include dreams
in this tnquiry. Second, waiving this, the question is, not whether the
percipients do believe themselves to have been awake, but whether
they would have continued to do so had there been no coincidence’
For a like reason, the including of cases in the census where theé per-
cipient was in bed cannot balanee the objection to this eircumstance
in the coincidental cases. .

" 12th. The percipient may have been intoxicated. I should have

added that he may bave taken opinm, chloral, or other exe iting drug,
This throws a certain suspicion upon every case_in which the per-
cipient was even slightly unwell.  Of course, such cases may be
thrown out on the ground of ill-health,  But that is not an explana-
tory objection, — it only going to show that the cases have no relevaney
to the argument.  In the present view of the matter, it appears that
there may have been circumstances rendering hallucinations specially

probable (relatively to ordinary cucunht.mcm) thus partially explain- .

ing the coincidences .

15th.  If the pere mivnt has not told of the vision until after hav-
ing reecived news of the dc:uh, several modes of explanation are
surraestod.

AL e may be lying. This is a rh\wromblc hypothesis, especially
when it is more pmhxhk thait he is ‘telliny the teath: Still, an almost
inappreciable possibility of lbmﬂ miy outweirh the probubility of tht,
telepathic explanation, .

B.  In ovdinary n.dlstincf vision, ifsthe persou isded to think that
he ought to rcco‘r.nim' what is seen as.a certain porwn or thing, he
will often feel sure he has nh(-:ulv so recoguized it, althquglh the
perception may- be quite 1llc<»rn1mt|l)le with the identification made.
The same is true with dreams. “So far as my own are, concerned,
I have long convinced mysclf that they are lavoely fabricated after
I wale up, in trying to recover and go over in my mind what I had

been dreaming. . I am confident, therefore, that, in some cases,

the memory of the h: lucination could be greatly modified by subse-
quent \u«‘m(-stlon.

C. Justas a person often has considerable difliculty in persnad-
ing himself that he has not previously been in the same situation in
which lie finds himself, so.if, on hearing sudden news of another
person, an imagp of that persou is presented before bis evcs, he
might think he had seen that vision before. )

16th. If the principal witness is shown to be inaccurate even in a
small matter, we, who have no opportunity to cross-examine bim‘,'
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must make ap for that disadvantage by throwing out Bhe casc; foran

esgentinl perversion of the truth — an unintentional one — by such

a witness is more likely than the telepathic hypothesis. It is not
pecessary in such a case to ms the a definite hypothesis of what the

_/L;
truth may be. ‘

17th. A story so meagre. that we cannot judue of the thorough-
ness of the cross-examination nor ofthe real oy

aragter of the witnesses,
Jadd which does not futly detail the eir

camstances, must "o, for noth-
ing.  Anyone in a larse city by frequenting the 11~le (ompzm_\'—

that of bighly cultivared pe ople, oo —mady, with 2 lit: e cneourage-

- ment, hear such stories m an etdkess flood.

I'will now consider. one by one, M. Gurney's thirty-one cases of
visual hallucinations with coincidence of the death of the person rep-
resented within twelve hours, and show the force of my objections.

Case 26 (Vol. T o P 200). An old farnifer sees the apparition of a
gousin. “See objeetions 6 and 3

The pereipient was in bed, ,but says he was ¢ perfectly wide
awyhke,” : ’ '

There is a (Ioubt about the date; for he says he secarched the
p‘llwh on the sume day he told his friends. Namely, his words are,

*The next day I meationed to some of my friends how strange it
wus. So thoroughly convinced was I, that I searched the local
papers that day [Saturday].”  The local papers appeared, as Mr.,
Gurney now tells us. on Saturday.  On Saturday, then, the per-
cipient first told his friends.  But three of his friends,sige a state-
ment that he told them e had the vision **duri e the previous uicht.”
This does not quite agree with his testimony th at it occurred ¢ about
two o’cloek on the morning of October 21st:’ " for the 21Ist was Iri-
day. I think the odds, then, two to one that he meant it ocenrred
about- two o’clock in the morning of the night of October 21-: 22,
which would harmonize the \\holu but spoil the twelve-hour coinei-
dence.  Mr. Gurney. on the other h: and, thinks that by the statement
first quoted hie means to say: Lhat same day T mentioued it to my
friends, and the next day (Saturday) I'searched the loeal papers,
e still insists on using the case as a premise frim “luch to draw a
conclusion to which’ (am(-e ‘it is as well to be aceurs
a-probability of a thousand billiog ion trillion trillion tnl

- The percipient’s age is so\'ent) ~two.

he assigns
tons to one.
IHe wouldd seem to have no

~ immediate xchtums' so that I shall assume that those who mwht be

represented in his hallucinations would be as ol ag'he.  The proba-
bility of dying on a given day at that 'we is 1: 5000, But the
probability that there was a twelve-hour wm(,ldcnu, is only §.

“Then,
theprobability of such a coincidence, if this vas one, is 8: 0000
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Case 27 (Vol. L., p. 209). A gentleman, while dressing in the
méruing, sees in his mind’s eye the face and form of an old friend.
See objections % and 16, T have reckoned this case. a ong those in
which inaceuracies, small or arear, might be detected i the testimony.,
In this case, the innecuracy Imeant, it ithe one, is cry small. Ttwas
supposed to consist in the ludy's savine that her hasband > hud al-
ways leen particalarly unbelieving as to anytiing supernatural.”
Everybody who has patiently listened to many such stories knows
that phrazes like this ave so perpetuadly in the mouths of enltivated
people in«:linml‘ to superstitious eredulityy that they are just a li_lt!v
suspicions in themselves.. Now, in this ease the perodpient disd hot
have a regulae hallucination at all; so that there was probably no
physiologienl Tear; and yet he was more agitated and impressed by
the oceurrence than a person uninelined to credulity would have been
by the mast substantial apparition. It therefore-clearly conveys an
erronedus impression to say that he is ¢ particulaily unbelieving.”
The lady’s account contains no sentence attribntable to a desive to
bring t()'“:_l’:lt, any circumstancee telling agaifst the supernatinal char-
“acter of the vision; but both matter ‘and plraseclogy (+* stranze to
A say ") are dirccted to heightening the eficet. The story is very
well told. v
I have also veckoned this case among those in which the percipient
was anxious. My’ reasons are as follows : The decedent was an

old fricnd of the percipient, so intimate that.the latter was informed -

of the death hy a letter received the next maornine ; and the peculiar
illusion sees (on any hypothesis) to reveal a close howd of svinpathy
between the two men.  Now the percipient, knew th:Mcquut
bad' & mortal disease. IHence. I think a_certain degvee of :mxif.'t_‘;
must have existed. This may nog have been so grest that a really
vivid non-coincidental hallucination. affected by it would have been
on this account unnoticed in replying to the census-question s hut the
vision in question was only seen ** in the wind’s eye. and was so little

removed [rom an imagination that the percipient’s wife thinks it -

necessary to say, ** My husband is the dast person in the worll to
imagine anything.” I think, therefore, that, had there been no coin-
ci«.krncc,' husband and wife would have concluded that the apparition,
if it can Dbe called one, was a pmduct of an imaaination worried
by anxicty. Mr. Gurney says, “ I can scarcely think Mr. Peirce
seriously belicves that the hallucination was due to auxicty.”  DBut
it is not the question whether the hallucination was really due to
anxiety or not, but whether it is certain that there was not sof-
cient dhxicty to prevent such a ease from being reported in the
census, provided it had proved to have ‘no significance. In my

.
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opinion the chauce is that the ease ouzht to be excindod for this
renson., ‘

At the same time i€ it wore o pure eoincidence it would ha nothing
remarkable. Thonal the pereipient was not very anxious, he \\':1<‘[)1'()1);'
ably more anxions shout he dveedent than about any other friengd i
sothat it may be assumed that the probability that this decodont would
be vepresented fn any ballucination that the percipient mizht have ag
this time 'was four-fiith<,  The decedent was known (o have a '(::uwor;
and that cancer Was a mortal oue, becanse it was an ¥ inenrable
one, and the phease that ©we were i, no immediate :\ml‘;r«rh:nsion
of his death”” shows that he was expected to die of it at zome
time. The average duration of sueh a cancer may be five hundred
days. But the percipient does not seem to have been very well in-,
formed in rezard to the particulars v and we nay therefore prestme he
did not know how long the malady had been going on. I{ so, it was

an even chanee that the decedent mightidic in two hundred and fifty
days. That is, there was one chance i two - huridrod and {ifty that
he would die that day.  The antecedent probability of the coinei-

dence is 3 of this, or 1in 312, The case is thus insimnifieant, even
if it be admitted.  In view of the anxicty, I will veckon its antece-.
dent probability as 1 in 156, . '
(.,‘:ISO.?‘S (Vok 1., p.210). Au employé in an onice whdle on 2 sofa
i the evening sees an apparition of a fellow-erapload. See objgetiongy,
4, & anl 6. There was @ certain inacenvaey inmy putting this case
awon tho=¢ i which the percipients were taking o Mernoon naps. But .

my notes were only the briefest references.for students, By the word

. . | . . .
Stnap” Dmeant that the percipient was not in-bed, hut cither shooz-

ing or liable to do so.

This is a very impressive case, owing both to the unexceptionahle

~eharcter of the testimony and to the numérous dotails which the fine

observation of the percipient brings out, Nevertheless, [ do not
think it proves anything ; and I ain gratified to find my judament
horne out by the witness A. C. L. (p- 212, at the end of Lis lotter),
who was in so much better a position to Judge it than thy public can
be. The present discussion.of the case mus( of course be limited to

“its bearing on the single argument under examination.

The pereipient was apparently reclining upon a couch at ninz o'clock
in the evening ; but he had only ledned back the minute hefore, Jle
ras, however, not well.  TIe not only had a hendache, but he said to
his wife that he was, what he had not been for maonths, rather too

i ’ . . .
<. warm.  He was, therefore, probably feverish. It is possible that he

may have taken some exciting medicine. This degzree of illness woulil
not have been suflicient of itself, I stippose, to prevent such a case,
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if #ot coincidental, from heing repmtml in the eonsus; but’it i sier-
For 1 believe that the derancement of
the percipiont’s health was brought on hy Suliseonscions ANty con-.
Mr.
critivisms, represents that the only knowle

104

nific: ml o another aceount.

cernine lis friend the decedent. (‘hn.;nw‘\'. in b~ ansiver to my
: |H‘|‘«"L»_iwul Tl of
the iliness of his friendywas that he ko e had an ek of indi-
gegtionrs, Dut there was nothing to be ealle 1 an =
tion.  On. Mouday, the decedent s comypdained Cof

from indigestion ;

e the

AR O ndires-

havine snffered .

that is to say, he huds oo doubt, el wpein which

he

mentioned it and he still felt that som-thine was

the matter, for he consnlted an This apotheeary = told

- hiw that his iver was alittle out of order, and gave’ him some medi- .

On Thursday ** he did not seem mnieh . L.
better,” so that it was apparent that there was something more. than

mere Niliousness the matter. Norwas this all;
absent from the office.  All these symptoms were known to the per-
cipient ; and, Wesides these, there must have
cations, of illness.  For a faan can hardly have S ancurism of the
aorta and be so little il that the deérangement of his health'wholly
escapes the notice of - thetic and observant fiiond  who
‘'sees. him every day.  Such a wonderful sympathy existed  be-
tween these two men, “that A I, the the

. decedent (the  same \\hose opinion of the case lias cited
abmo), came to .nmq,nn('o the death to "N, J. 8. the pereipiont,
‘the follo\nn‘r extrgor®inary conversatign took place: # AL L. said,
¢I suppose you know '\ﬂmt I have come to tell: you?’ N. .k S,
replied, ¢ Yes, your brother ts dsnd.’- A. L. said. ¢ 1 thousht you
woulil know it N. Ju 8. replied, “Why?* A. L. suaid, *

- you were in such symp: dhy with.one apothoe.” ™ Here Was a man,ina
better situation to Jndrm 6 case than any one can now be, And who
is so little given to marvels that after this ocemrrgnes he continues to
dishelieve in telepathic visietts, and who says he gives his testimony
‘¢ to stredgthen.a canse T am not a disciple of i7" and yet t
lent Jllr"'(, thonzht the percipient would know of thnqh ath. The same
good judafamust, then, have thourht the percipient would Teive heen
aoxious. The reasonvhe gave for his surmise shows that, like a good |
observer of huinan nature, he Enew that deep s\lnpllln. as the w m'(l_
implics, may produce a wondefful ex: tation ,of sensibility. In.such
a condition perceptions of the rruth may be reached  which e
founded on differences of Sl‘l]iﬁktl()ll so_slight that even an attentive

, scrutmy of the field of" conscnou;nes; mayinot be’ nble to detcct thom,
and which may be almbst magical in their cffcats.

he referved to his. stomaeh, and which had Leen =0 sovere that
after it was over;

apotheeary.

cine,”

doubtless a blne pill.

for on Saturday lie was

1)1'(‘1} indeseribable indi-

2 sympa

-

when hrother of

heen

Decanse

lis exceel-

v

Aar-fetehed, than that of spontancous teloplth), .md

' excelle

improbably as the telepathié hypothesis.
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I \\j(mld propase. then,
story.-

the following h\[)l)th(‘bh to account for this
The exalted bclhlblllt\ of sympathy had unconse jously
detected alarming symptoms in the decedent, and given rise to very
great anxiety.  Lut -ul\wt\ 15 Govague sensation, which tlc \
efeapes ree n'*nmnn

sick.

quently
oven t!mu”h it be enoushi to make the person
So Leuppose it was in the present case. Foverresulted, with
headache dno to over- exeitation and exhdustion ol the brain (owing
both directiy to worry and also totthe hear of fe \u)
due to an ivvitation of . the sympathetie nerves
leaned ’nr"“'ﬁnn the eouch I

and faintness
When the percipient
suppose he f(,lt thesweakness of ap-
proaching fnmn\ S~ then, a moment later, an l(\ chill

D passed throngh
Ny, — sure

sion that the blood he i been withdeawn from the
periphery long eaouch for the skin to cool. The brain must have
been al u-'ul\ lei't 1'1(;0(“(‘\\, and this withdrawal of (he blood. in the
condition in wirieh the beain was, sulliced 'to bring on a hallucination

I submit that this hypothesis ]\g_ups nearer to the fucts, and is less

is nlso far
more antec edently pmlmhle . N
Tassume it to be practic lllv (mtun antecedently th..t any hallu-
cination that tle percipient might have on that d: W woull refer to
th(- decedent, and further bl e.luirvo\':lm-e
show that the decedent was a very sick man. Tt ) thun-ftn'e,
fair to sty that the la iter's antecedent chance of ('hnw way ten times
at of e ave fge man, or say 1-in 2,000, which i 15, therbfore, the
‘llh(((‘(ll ut probabiiity of the coineidence. ‘
Cuse 29 (Vol. L D-242). 0 Sce objections 4 and I
ney's replies, L‘b[)t‘(ll“\ undler the former head, where
the iraportapt addditional fact that the percipient was in perfect health.!
I am sorey he does not :av on whose testimony he st

that his unconscious, an'x

, with Mr. Gur-

ales this, for
" such sapplement: iy testi non) must he received with speeial cantion,

: l.na "n(hn v stumbling about the chmch\.ml Lin the evening
hllq;{(‘wtx an ln'ml(ls')v lc‘rr*nd Wherhe got homc he halfr thou'rht
whatt he had scen niust Il.l\(‘ bcen his fanev. Such mnmtunt\ is odd,
‘11)(7\&'1-:11» to show s nm(*tlnn«r was the matter mth the mean. I.\su»pett

dr l\t'\\il(H\; but perhaps (his is too aratuitous, for the man has an

character. Yet I do not- thinlk that the (hunlwnnu»: of a
man to w os¢ character the viear of thes p.mah ceififios s quite so
Det us, however, assion to
the f(ty T on'v one-third the prob.ﬂnhtv of the laiter. C
Bu further, as the percipient ‘on his return half thou

1zt what he
Ead seen must h'u'e been hls faney,-he perh:

Q!a would have settled

11 only refer the reader to Ar. Gurney’s rcpllt.a 10 cass where they include new tostimony.

lw communicates”
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- down to that bZ\iiof‘ bad there been o coincidence, and|eonsequently
“would not have reported the ease, bad the ‘census- -questipn heen put to
him.  Observe that T am‘ngt supposing. there was such o case among,
the persons to whom the census-question was put 5 but probabilite deals
wholly with what woulil Lappen In an indetiniteiy Jong ruu, aud. in
the luwr run there would Ill\L been suel o case \‘f‘nwu\ Hmzlgh
there may not have been .m\ case in the census exuaely analogous
to this, yet to balnee this defect there were probably cnses Of sup-
pression of hallucinations which find uo brecise anajories amony the
coincidental eases. Stll, as the ease micht Lavos b, e reported
“under the circwmstances supposed, T will not ont it ol wiltoether on
account ol this vbjection, but only redged ity weight by one- thivd.

Finally, it appears to me that thi¢ e ase has not been saflicien tly
inquired into. 1 cannot he Ap thinking. for ezample, that i we hnew as
" much about it as we do about No. 28, the o ifwe had o betder acquaint-
ance with the withess than s conveyed by the viewr's hanal cer-
tilicate- to the man's char acter, and that it we were fully il oxmc(l
concerning the events of that day, some 0\1>Im.tum mizht™ offer
1taulf which does not how occur to us. WL will estimate th ol thility

" this at one-thind that of "the tel('pltlnc hypothiesiz, to which [
thmk have thus been unduly liberal,  These brobahilitics sum up
to the equivalent of the telepathic hypothesis.

‘As the news of the death reached the town the next mornine, it is
fair to. assume that the eavdener was aware of the filness of the
decedent. We may, then, regsonably estimate the  antecedent
probalility that the hallucinationt woubd_relate to the invalid whose
tomb was before bis cyes as four-fifths. I further assiune that, the
widow in a conl-scuttle honnet was sixty-five years of awe, and that,
being poorly, licr chanee of dyving was five it the normal,  Ae-
cording to the table of the Ingli-h Institute of Actuarics, out of
49,20T assured persons living at the age of sixty-live, 2,041 die in the
year, of say 1 in 25, Then the chance that such a person will die
ona given day is U in 565 ties 23, or 1 in S,A400. 0 But this woman's
chance was five times that, or 1 in 1,700, Howe ver, there was only
a probability of four-fifths that she would he the object of the hallugi-
mtnon, 5o thet the probability of the coincidene ewas only # of plo,
or x5 In other words, there would have in the long run 1o be
2,100 hallucinations before a coincidence equivalent to this weuld
occ_ur._ But there is an even chauce that one of the above dhjec-
tions is valid, when” we are not obliged to fall blL‘I\ on fortuitous
coincidence, so that m- the long run only 1,050 hallucinations would
be necessary. . v

Case 170 (Vol: I., - ‘78) A’ woman saw an apparition of her

L
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mother, and fier aunt died.  See ohjections 2, G, 7, h., and 16. | Owing -

apparently to an error of 'a copyisty Mr. (rlunvv undu\tunls me,

“under the 16th head. to objeet to Case 1850, instend of tohis ; .lnd

henee his smooth remarks on my ** roneh inadvertene oo )
The percipicnt was in a delicate u)nrh[n)n. aml consequently, per--
‘haps, wot in good he )il
It was in the mornine, and she had not risen, though she had been
awake, and probably stiil was so. ~~ 4

She did net reeognize ‘the apparition as the person who died, but
a5 another person. '

The date is altogether donlifal,
Owin'r to the lapse of time the h‘\lllll()ll'\ is not aood.
The case has not heen very thoronghly investig: e,

Mr. Gurney gracetully surrenders this case, which mgst o for
nothingz. S S

.

Case 172 (Vol. 1., Do 430). Sce objections 3, 6. and. l'a.\.
house keeper, alone in the house, ss she is going to slc(-lpln,t-"‘l’i‘ght,
sces the apparition of a dear frioml. ,

The honesty of the witness ecannot be doubted.  She did not=telt
the experience, apparently, until long alter she had heard of the
death: hut in this ease that could hard: ¥ make any difference, unless
We Ruppose ottraseous lying without any know n motive.

It is quite possible (hat a rdal person may have l)(en seen; vet
there is.no positive indicaion whatever of the presence of such a
person.

The percipient was in bed, and at the beginning of the Kallucina-
o, .ut least, not wide awake, as requircd by the census-question.
Siich o ease. il non-coincidental, wounld probably not be reported.in
the census. and therefore should not be counted in the argument
under examination.

Morever, the pereipient 0\1»10 ssly says, © [was-anxious about her.”

Mr. C-mnvv replies that she was not anxions in the Ssense inwhich he s

uses the word. xBut she wonld have understood the word Hanxiety,” i
the census-questioh, as she herself uses i, F or this reason, I mlial,
positively exclude the cuso.

Yet, even if ali tho above oluvuuogxs ‘fail, it has no value.  For

it was antecedently practieally eertain that the dveam would relate to

the decedent, an “ intimate friend” abont whom the percipient was
anxxous; and since the decedent ¢ had heen for some time seriously

< AlL” and anxiety existed, the antecedent pmhxblllt) of death, and,
* therefore: of the comculenve, may be put at 1 in 200,

‘Case 173 (Vol. 1., p. 431). See objections 3, G, and 15. The
'cuptam of a steamer was Killed Ly the fall of a spar atsix o’clock in

\




198 : AMr. Peircé’s Lejnler,

the morning.  The percipient was the stewardess, and was then asleep

in her berth. I suppose there was loud. taiic about the event, and that.
this talk, b2ing heard by the stewardess in her sleep, produced a vivid

dream.  This dreamn was continual for an instant after she woke or
baltf woke up, ¢ probably between six aned seven.”  She rose at once
“and went to the pantry and-there heard what had happened. bem(T
very likely not yet wide awalke. This explanation is cowplete and
satisfactory. ~ : ’
Were it necessary to suppose any fortuitous coincidence, we should
. have to take -into the account that the percipient has had another
hallucination.
~Case 174 (Vol. I, p. 431). A young ladyin bed saiv a vivid appa-
rition of an acquaintance, Major G., walkivg in the room. See
objections 4, 5, 6, and 15. '

The pereipient did not mention the vision to the family for fear of

ridicule until after the news of the gdeath. Ience, apon gencral
principles, we should gntertain a doubt whether her recoguition of the
. person she scemed to see was quite as absolute as she afterwards
‘thought it had been. Yet, in view of the details, — ¢ neither his
features nor his figure any whit altéred,” —TI do not .think we can
attribute any importance to her baving kept ber expericnce to
herself. ‘ . ’

The percipient was not in"good health. Mr. Gurney says that
unless the pereipient’s health was favorable to subjective halluei-
nation, Ler illness is of no consequence.ly But he himself sufliciently
refutes this notion in his summing up. It is not so; for as she was
far from being in good health, it the hallucination ‘bad been non-co-
incidental, it would not have been reported in answer to the census-
qguestxon, and a  case “hu,h“ would not have buvn reported if
nou-coincidental must not be counted as coincidental. My, Gurney,
is obliged to admit that this is logical. e says he cannot tell
whether the pereipient’s p'uu(_ulm malady would be favorable to
subjective halluciuation or not.  But the youny lady says, ¢ An
attack of rheumatism and nervous prostration” left we far trom well
for some weeks last spring, and one night,” ete.  This scems to mean
that she had: not recovered from her nervous. [)ro\‘tmt“ion On that
night she ¢ had gone to bed early,” showing she felt move tived than
usual, so that her brain must have been unusually taxed. I should
think it plain that such a condition was favorable to the production
of hallucinations. :

L have reckoned this as a case in which the percipient was ceriainly'

11 note In the accond proof.sheet, that Mr. Gumcy has modifjed this stutement. The paamgo.
as it will go to the rud\.r, furnishes a curious {llustrution of how the census was constructed.

.

\ ' ’
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anxious. I do not, howcver, think that she was so to such a degrec
as to exclude the ease on that ground.  DBut she knew that the person
seen in her -vision was fat: dly ill, and his case had been ¢ a topic of
conversation” in the family. ¢ We had also received bad acconnts
a few days before, and were aware that he was in a eritical condition.”
This, T think, i'mplir:s such a degree of inquictude aboat the decedent
as to give an antegedent probability of nine-tenths that he woald be
the object of any hallucination which she might have at that time.
~ After no hopes of his recovery were any longer entertained, further

bad accounts were received, and he was ** known to be in a eritical
condition.” TIlis chance of dying on any given day may thorefore
be put atone inten. Ilence, nine-tenths of one- tenth, or one- LIC\CH”],
was the antecédent probability of the coincidence.

But, for the reas'(m agiven above, the case cannot be counted at all.

Case 175 (Vol. L., p. 433). A gentleman dreamt he saw bis
neighbor lying on the bed hetween him and his mfe, and, waking. .
still thought he saw him.  Sce objections 3 and ¢ ‘

The percipient has had other lmlluun itions many years bcforc
He describes them as ¢ day-mares.”  *That is, v o T oquite’
belicve I was aelcﬂp while experiencing them.” The present case
was of the same general character, but more vivid, and. continued .
into, or at least up to, a fully waking conlition: Probably the old
experiences were more \nld than he’now remembers them as lLicing :
and even if they were not so, ¥ cannot think they were of a radieally
different nature.  Ile admits that ¢ It is difficult to define the dJif-
ference in these cases.” Mr. Gurney,, says, * There is no ground
for regarding them (the former experiences) as hallucinations at all.,
in the senseinwhich I throughout employ the word.”  But they were
s0 according to the definition of the census: qnestion; that is, they

" were ** vivid impressions of sceing ” human beings.  The percipient

says, *“ In the carlier cases many years ago I concluded that waking
had caused what looked real to disappear.”. The phrase implics that
he was some time in coming to this concluaton, and there can be little

_.doubt to an unprejudiced mind that, in the absence of eoincidence,
. he would have come {p the same conc]usnun regarding tht. present
- case.

The percipient falls into confusion in tr \-‘in« to make out whethe
bis state during this vision was that of w akuw or sleeping. Ie says,
‘I reflected, ¢ Am I awake, or is thisa dream?’ I cannot yet
answer this question to my own satisfaction; I cannot tell when my

- dream merged in my waking thoughts. I only am sure” thit as the

figure disappeared I was as wide-awake as, I am now.” That is, he

- fully woke just as the figure disappeared, and he knows not whether
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to call his previous state sleeping or wakingz, = ¢ | hul not a pe-
culiar sense of breaking out of sleep at once. and with a s i, as it
were. . . . Ibelieve I might be awake. T even think 1 was awake,
with the image of a dream still strongly onmy mind. . . . Drie tly,
Feannot besure 0 o that T was asteep, although alloxperience
wonld go tosay that Twas.” All this shows it was 2 dream eontinned
t‘m)urrh aslow process of waking up and just into the fully waking
state.  Cases of this sort are so common, and so little attention is
paid to them, that they could not possibly et fully reported in the
eensns, and should be altogether exchuled from the class of halluei-
nations for the purpose of this arghimeyt. 1 am willing, however, to
give it one-fourth weioht.

There seems to be nothing surprisine in the pnlmlnont dreaming

of the decedent, who scems to have heen an intimate acquaintance,
and who was a sufferer from bronchial asthma.  There probably
was no other aequaintance about whom he was mord anxious. I will
put the antecedent probability of the ballucination rel: 1ting to the de-
cedent at two-thirds.. A man eould not die of asthma without it
being generally known to his friends that his attacks were frightful.
Hencee, I think we may assume that the antecedent probability of his
dyingon a given day was 1 in 2,500, This would make the proba-
bility of the cmim-i(lfnu Lin 3,700, In other words, T hallucination
in 3,700 would present a coincidence 1s romarkable as this.  Dat,
owing to the percipient being exceptionally subject to hallucinations
of this nature, say more so than ‘1 wnan out of 20, we must- divide
the 3,500 haltueinations by 20, making 190, Finully, as the case is
to have ouly one-fourth weight, we divide again, by 4, and so reach
the number forty-cight.

Cuse 182 (Vol. I, p. 41).  The case of the yonng lady on the
voyage to the Cape of Good Hope.  See objections 3, 3, 6, S, and
16, and Mr. Guorney’s veplivs. especially onder 16, I regret that a
number of material errors h ave crept inty my aceount of the case.

" Mr, Gurney also now furnishes new testimony, he does not say whose,
affording important corrohoration of that of the prine ipal witness,
~Ihe percipient experienced another apparition shortly afterwards
Of a dressmaker who died about that time, the dates not being ascer-
tainable.  This shows that the percipient was at that time very
unusnally liable to I tacinations.  But it seems to e that the rough
“coincidence of the sceond apparition with-death almost forbids the
hypothesis that either coincidence was purely fortuitous. I can see
but two alternatives. The first is, that there has heen some important
suppression or falsification of the testimony, the nature of which I

cannot divine. This possibility should be gravely considered, though
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in my numerical estimate I will not take account of it. The second
is, that this young lady had a wonderful Lypuotoid scusitiveness, by
which she” was sometimmes able to muke unconscious estimates, or.
rather tnconscions mental modifications an: alogous to estimates, of
ho“ long consumptives approaching their end wouald live, with a

‘plOl)‘ll)lu creor of pechaps @ few months, at the end of which time

she would have apparitions of them. It would then be o chance result

that in the hallucination on shipboard the error was, say, only three

or four hundredths of the probable error.  The L(h[uthu- hypothesis
would leave it very strange that the voung lady shoull bhave visions
of two persons in whow she had no spe cial interest, and w hom shie
had not seen nor probubly thought ¢f for a long time.

‘T assume that the antecedent probability that the hallucination
would relate to the decedent was one-half. and that the antecedent
probuability of death was 12200, so that the probability of the coingi-
dence was 1: 400, A

Case 184 (Vol. I., pp. 444, 516, Ixxx, 196, 235, 253). Mr Keule-
mans, in Paris, has two visions of Lis little boy in London. Sce
objections 3, 3, G, and 15.

I have said that the percipient seems to have hallucinations nv.uiy
every day.  Mr. Gurney veplies : ¢ [Te has had only one other halluei-
natiou in his life.  This occurred many years ago in his bovhood, and
represented a vague, unrecognized figure.”  The census- tion
asks whether the pevson addressed has ** had a vivid iumsion
of secing . . . aluman being.”  This defines what we have to

understand by a hallucination for the purposes of the argument

under examination. Now we find (Vol. L, p. 256, note) that on New
Year's eve, 1881, this pereipicut, Mr. Keulemans, had «a vivid
picture of his family circle in Holland.”  Nor was there any coinci-
dence of the death which this vision had ted him to expect.  What [
meant by saying that Mr. Keulemans scems to have hallucinations
nearly every day (for I made no positive statement) was that he hus
constant vivid impressious- of secing objects, not alw: ays human
beings.  Mres. Keulemans says (p. 256), My husband looked at
some eggs, and made the remark that he had seen them before.”

This shows that Mr. Keulemans speaks of these experiences as acts of
seeing.  Mr. Gurney tells us (p. 196), *¢ [Ie-has expericneed so
many of these coincidences that, even before our inquiries quickened
his interost i in the m lttu, he has Leen aceustomed to keep o record
of his impressions.”” I ussumed, as there’ was nothing to the

: contrary, that a large proportion of these ‘would present human
~beings. But itis not of much consequence whether they do so ornot.

Uulcss we adopt the telepathic theory at onee, it is plain that this
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percipient is so excessively liable to hallucimations that a comudence
or two'is'no more than natural,
Mr. Gurney says that the pereipient, having absolutely no ground : - . U
. c : N e = probability of the coineidence.
for anxicty, was naturatly not anxious.  The decedent was a’ child of = 1 P o ~ L ‘
O, : T . . : : _ Case 107 (Vol. I., p. 331).+ The apparition of Mouutain Jem.
his, five years old, who had deen removed {rom his parents, and from - G Lo s . ) \
. R : ' U ‘ See objections 8 and ‘16, and” Mr. Gurney's reply under the latter
Paris to London, on account of an oulburst of small-pox. > Ilere’T e . : . L .
C e : . . head. The following remarks were written before thc discovery of
think is ground for such a degree of anxiety as would determine the -

. the diary.
hallacination to take the form it did. ’ ;-
: I carclessly represented the witness as saying that the time of

I assume it to bave been antecedently pr-lcticnlly certain that any \death coincided with that of. the ¢ appazition.’ What she docs say

hallucination at that time wouald rel: ate to the decedente  The antece- . . N . . )
0 ©is, that -the ¢ date, all(.»\uug\, for difference of longitude, coin-
dent probability of death, and therefore of coincidence, may be taken . ” . ; ; . =
cided.” We are to concluld, then, that the dates would not bave

at 1in 25,000. But, owing to the great linbility to hallucinations, I . T . ' .
been the sumé without such allowhnee. The meridian of the death
multlplv the prob: abi! ity of coincidence by 1,000, making it 1 in 25,
is seven and a balf hours west, o that of the apparition, and the ap-
Case 195 (Vol. 1., p. 528.) Sece objections 3, 6, 3, and 14, and
© parition occurred at 7 AM. 3 Thus, what she probably means is,

the reply of Mr, Gurney under the Sth,
o >, ’ N Y that the civil date of dc.lth was one day previous to that of the appa--
Miss Rogers saw her mother and grandmother about the time of
rition. I cousider the hy[)()th\»ials_ thut the witness applied the

the death of the latter.  This happened in 1878, and does not seem . s . ,
qe s A . . longitude the wrong way both gratuitous and improbable. It
to have very profoundly impressed anybody at the time. It i3 ouly o . . :
is true this would make the hour agree; but she scems to have no

set down ®n paper in 1834, one of the family being then interested in & . . .
remembrance of the hour agreeing.  Uyfortunately there is no record
telepathy.  Cowsequently the memory of the witnesses is hardly ade- o ’ e .
of the date of the apparition, aud ghrobably never was. The witness
quate to giving correctly all the circumstances. The pereipient ; . . : ’
A 2o _ o " . could not have heard of the deaph for some weeks, and lenee there
s cannotfix exact times and hours; but, at the same time, she thinks )
. . . " ~ must be great doubt whether tMe apparition really came on the uﬁht.
her vision corresponded with the time of the death.”  Mr. Gurney, ) i
; day.  Ou some Wednesday, she says it occurred, ** a few days ago.’

however, now adds 2 circumstance to the account (it is a pity he
| . . .. ( AP Now, it shonhl have oceurred 1874, September 8. But that day was

scldom cites any testimony for his numerous additions) wbich makes
O : Tuesday. x ight days might conceivably have been called =a few

an error in the date less probable. :
. .. s ! . . . days ago ;" but, unless she had alveady forgotten the dav , shie would
The percipient, I still think, was anxious. A witness whose house = . . ) "
C , e - . have beenmore likely to refer to that interval as *about a week ago.
she was visiting, and who was therefore in & better condition to judge | : - . O
Is there no pustmark on the letter? Does the bogel register show that
than we can be, saysshe ** doubtless had gone to bed with an auxious ] . e \ , o
mind.” she wus there on Wedonesday, September 16?7 What was the weather
T - N, . L at Interlakien on Septewber 8, at 7 AL, since she speaks of the
“The pereipient hersclf is inclined to attribute the vision to the, o, .
. . - . - rose-flushed morning ?
effect-of a strong imagination. (This comes to [us at second- . ~
T Mr. Gurney admits the coincidence of time is not proved to be
hand. Ishould like to have her develop her views ‘on this puint.)
. . .. . “within ,t\wlxc heurs, but still thinks the ease should be allowed, -
Now, the imaginations of different persons dilfer enor mously, and the - ) . .
heeause- the limit of twelve hours is arbitrary, and might have been
percipient ouzht to know her own imagination better than ML Gurney e N .
. fixed at cighteen or twenty-four hours.  But he is altogether wrong in

.can do, —expert if he be. R . . .
this.  The doctrine of chances supposes the instances to be drawn

As two persous appeared in the \15101). and the death of cither of . . .
lindly; and the couditions of the drawings must not be modified
thes@ywould have been reckoned as a comcnhn(_(., the probability is b Y S ®

doubled. ) ‘~ s0 as to take in known cases. If a silver mine was to be sold, and

Mr. Gurney, on the part of the scllers, and I, on the part of the

buyers, were to be sent to the mine to colleet a fair smnple of the
\ .

age of the decedent, her state of health, and the anxicty of her
granddanghter, I take to have been 1 in 200, which is therefore the

bl
That the grandmother would be one of the tivo persons represented
in any such cmnudent hallucination of the percipient at that time I
take (o be certuin; for she says she was continu: L“" thlnl\lllﬂ' of her Ut was MT. Gurney himeelf who first made this mistake and thus led me Into it, For he

grandmother. The  antecedent pl‘Obablllly Of d(‘,).th, in view of the _ G saya (p. ¥52), ** The coincldence cannot have been as close us Mrs. Bishop imaglnea.”  But she
. . says nothing of a closer colucidence than a day. ' .
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ore, and if, after we had done so honestly, Mr. Gurney were to
propose to throw in a particular lump, beeanse, llC'C()llllle:C, from
its appearance, that it was rich in silver, and because it was lying
close to another lump that had been taken,.I should fecl it my duty
to say, ¢ No, sir, that is just what you wished to do' in Case 19717
But here, in point of fact, it is not a question of a few hours merely.
It is quite likely that the time of the vision was several days from
that of the death. : ’

The te'stimony of the witness is not in every respect accurate,
There wasgprobably no record made, as she testifivs that there
was ; and s%c was not writing a letter, but may have heen dozing.
These symptoms of inaceuracy make the coincideneestill more Vl.m-
certain. o . T

The percipient was in bed, and the vision was very likely a dream.

She knew the decedent was ill ; although she had heard he was'
getting well aud goiug about. She bad recently received news of
him ; and it is no wonder, after his impressive speech at parting with
her to the effeet that he should see her after death (meaniug, I sup-
pose, in unother world), that any dreawm or \'isi613 she might Lave at
that time should take that form. t

I assume the antecedent probability that the hallucidation would
refer to the decedent to have been nine-tenths.  The chance of death
on a given day, since he was ill in Colorado, may have bheen oue in
a thousand. Owing to the uncertainty of the date, I multiply by 2,
-and thus find for the probability of the coincidence 1 in 530,

[The discovery of the diary, which, as [ interpret it, makes the
vision to have occurred September ath (according to My, Gurney’s
view thauGth), excludes the case altogether.] -

Case 199 (Vol. L., pp. 534, Ixxx). Mr. B. in bed with his wife
sees a lady friend of his flit across the room. See objections 1, 6,
8, and 16. .

Mr. Gurney states that the narrator says ‘“nothing  which
independently  marks the day of the week of the vision.” T
am at direct issue with him here, for Isay the narrative reads as
follows: ¢ Ile was very disconcerted by sceing the form of a lady
“friend of his-glide or flit across the room. e tlxcreupmi woke Mrs.
B. and informed her of the fact. This was Saturday.”  The reader
will please refer to the book, and decide whose stafemicnt is correct,
~ It may be that a real person was secn.

Mr. B. is a very carcless witness.. He vouches for an erroncous
day and for an erroncous vear, :

The case is outside "of the twelve-year limit; and it would be
wholly unwarrantable to change that limit to thirteen years, as Mr.

.

'
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Gurney sugaests doing, for the sake of including a known instance.
However, he gives up the case, aund it cannot be counted at all.

Case 201-(Vol. 1., p. 312). A Luly was lyins downywhen she
seemed to see & man come in whom she afterwards identindN with an
old servant, the decedent.  See objections 1, 6, 7,8. und 9. T have
twice mentioned case 201 when 1 meant ease 249, as Mr. Gurney
notes. . . ) .

The percipient ¢ had been in ill-health for some yvears.”  True she

vas betier at that time than for long Dbefore, so that she says, I
felt a strenath and enjoyment of life for its own sake, which was a
delizht to me.”  Dut these are the expressions of an ‘invalid who is
making a great improvement, and not those of a berson in good
health, '

The percipient was lying down; and she herself suspected she
might have been asleep.  She applicd a test, and so far deserves

eredlit; but the test is not conclusive. ;

She totally failed to, recognize the persorh, My, Gurney says I
have misquoted the account. I have merely abridged the expression,

by omitting some words that are altogether in favor of my view.

She ¢ knew the face quite well, but could not say  whose it was,”

althougls ** the suit of clothes impressed ™ hoer ¢ strongly as being ex-

actly like one which ” her ¢ hushand had given to a servant named

Ramsey the previous year.”  She thus appears to have recognized

the clothes as Ramsey's, and also knew the face quite well; but

notwithstanding this, conld not say who it was!  News of the man's

death having arrived, she now adds, * I believe the face of the man

I saw was that of Ramsey as I had koown him at first, when I

visited him as a dying man in the infirmary.”  She is thus not sure
even now. . __—

The date of the apparition is wholly uncertain. It oceurred  about

March.”

Mr. Gurney gives up the case; and I am not inelined to give it
any weight. ' i -

Case 202 (Vol. I., p..544). A near-sighted lady sees a victoria,
horse, driver, lady, aid child.  See objections 4, 8yand 9,

The percipient had *¢ been ordered by [her] doctor to take abso-
lute rest, not even to read at all, and to do no work whatever.,” At
the same time, she was apparently allowed to drive about in an open
landau. - This suggests, at least; some nervous or mental derange-
ment. At any rate, she was not in good health; so that the case is
ruled out, : _ o ‘

She is also near-sizhted, so as to wear glasses, —a fact which is

.mentioned as if she was.unable to recognize anybody without them.
. ’ =
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_Had it been provcd that the lady bhe thought she saw was, fm‘ ex-
ample, travelling on the Continent at the time. she would doubtless
herself have concluded the incident was -due to her near- sicghtedness,
and not have reported it in answer to the consus-question say six
years later, had she answered that question. ' .
The agreement of the date -is doubtful, especinlly ag the sole
witness way have been hysterieal.  Mr. Guruey's thinking  the

])IO!‘).ll)lllt\' of the date being correct is ¢ yery high” should Le noted

in connection with ochumn 18. ' -
The recognition was ambizuous.  That is to say, two piersons were

seen (besides the driver)y the death of eitl)cr of whom would be

couut'cd as a coincidence. ,

I think it plainly a case of mlst.t]\on 1dLnl|t\' I have often re-
m'ul\ed fars worn in hot weather in July in London.

Case 214 (Vol. I, p. 563).  An aunt, on receiving delayed news

of the sudden death of he;/n'loce falls down, and, after many days,

of delirium, unconsciousness, or oblivion, not huv ing been-out of bed
for three months, at lenzth declares that at the instant of the death
“she'saw a startling appurition of the decedent. See objeetions 2, 4
8, 13, and 15. .

In the copy of my eriticism sent to \Ir Gurney, owing to a con-
fusion between this case and No. 236, I commitied an ov ersight
(thongh probably not a misstatement) in enumerating this case among
those in which the pere ipients were not in good health.

Not having meutioned the apparition, as it would seem, ou receiv-
ing news of the death a week after it Gecurred, *¢ She fell off from
thc dmn’, wmembeumr uo more until days afterwards she found her-
self in bed, where she remained ” for about three months. The doctor

3

¢ said that she had received some great mental shm k, and for some

time he feared that she would not recover from it.”  She was in a de-
“lirious or oblivious ¢ondition for days; and her remaining in bed for
three montlis in consequence of a mental shock stiggests, to say the
least, some tervous or mental atfection. .
~In my opinion, it is altozether uncertain that she saw auy vision
before her illness, or, if she did, on what day she saw it. At any
rate, it must be allowed that there is a chance amounting say to 1 in
100 that this is the case. The antecedent pxoh.llnlxl\' then, of the
event, — perhaps it was a coincidence and perhaps it wis not, — is at
least 1 in100. Ishall give the case this weight, although Mr. Gur-
ney gives it up entirely. ’
Case 231 (Vol. 11, p. 47). A volunteer officer in Zululand fancics
he sees a dying comrade standing Outaltll. his t(,nt See objections

Mr. Poirce’s Rejoinder.

The percipient’s mind was not free from anxiety. It may not have
been of a kind to produce hallucinations ; but it would have prevented
his trathfully answering the census-question in the aflirmative. Oun
aceount of this, T wiil multiply the probability of coincidence hyg3-

There seems to have been an interval of two days bctwum the
apparition and the death. Mr. Gurney admits an even chance of
this, but still argues that the case might be included.  Lido not think
the chanee as great as one-half 5 but still I will adopt this factor.

The case is .most probably a mere instance of a dreadfully fa-
tigned man looking at one person and fancying him another, and
therefore ot strictly a hallucination at all.  In any such mistake -
that he might make at that time, he would be quite likely to think he
suw the {riend concerning . whow his mind had been worded. We
may take two-thirds as the antecedent probability of this.

As the decedent was known to be dreadfally il, and to have suf-
fered an utter collapse, and as the pereipient had been told two days
before that be was dying, we may assume as the antecedent proba-
bility of deatl on that day one-third. The probability of the coinci-
dence was then, antecedently, two-ninths, or 1in 4.5. Inother worls,
there would, in the long run, be a coincidence as remarkable as this
for every 4.5 hallucinations.  But there is an even chance that there
wus 1o coincidence ; so that this must be halved.  Then, on account
of anxicety, there is only a probability of onc-third that the case
should be counted, so that the number must again be divided -by 3,
which reduces it to less than unity, so that the case is, for the pur-
poses of the present argument, of less value than the :wcmgc‘lmlluci-
nation.  Mr. Gurney gives up the case altogether.

. Case 236 (Vol. IL., p. 52). - A governess fancies she sees a dark
ticure just outside the [house?] door, in the evening, which reminded

her of her brother.  See objections 3 awl 7, and Ml‘ (;uuu) reply

under the latter head.
The percipient had had for weeks a sound in her ears like the tick-

ing of a.wateh, amd shortly before, on several successive nights, had

heard a tremendous erash like the smashing of a lot of china.  Mr.
Gurney adinits that these were symptoms of a purcly physical afthe-
tion; and they certainly scem to indicate some disease of ‘the Lrain.
They render a halucination at least ten times as probable as it would
hO ll[](l(.‘l' average cireunst: InLCQ.

The fright and weakness caused by the appatition, althongh it
was ouly a dark f; gure, are most readily explained as physiological,
and go to show that a geauine halludination was experienced.  The
previous symptoms also render this probable. :

The percipient does not say she saw her brother. ¢ I saw what
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appeared - to me to be a d'ul\ fizure stinding Just outside  the
door, with outstretchad. arws.” - Later she says, * The apparition
“did lomm(l me of my bmtlrcl. " This formuol the indieative shows
that she had either been shown some statement o that effect or had
been .hlu'(] somg lwuluw question equivalent to ‘the exhibition o
such testimony.  (See ohjection 18 1o any case, the ficure was not
recognizad ds being her brother: it only reminded her of him.

»In my opinion, the date of apparition is somewhat Dneertain, as lt/ 2

“was not recorded, and few persons remomber J: ays of the month apen
rately, especially asainst the influence Lof ament 1l surrestion tclllb/
ing to crror. There is no LHCIHH\LUI(L‘ not evensthe day of /Lht.'
wetlk, to corrohorate the bare memory of the day of tha” mu.xth.

Tle seconet ‘witness does not comimend herself (o my judsment so
much ‘as the percipient herself.  This se¢ond witness, whose testi-
mony is not in every w>[>u(t consistent with thit of the percipicent,
says the latter said she knew something must have ppened to hér
brother. The percipient hevselt. mentions no such * elfeets but there
may-have been a trarmtux\ feur for him, as he was at so "

The antee edent probability that the hallucination “uul«l refee to the
decedent may e taken as nincteen- L\\uxl'c-llh Assuming the brother
to h.woh"vn twenty-five years ofazge, llh chanee of dving on a aiven
day would normally be L in 53,100, J>ut his heing a sailor would
double this. H(-nce there wouilid bre (m(‘ ('l)“ll nlcnw as remarkable
as this in 23,000 hallucinations.  But tln\ num‘nl slmmc] be disided
by 2 on account of the delect of IL‘U)‘Tlllll()l). and again hy 2 on
account of the doubt abouat the date. I inally, it shonld be divide d by
10 on account of thd i 1bxllt\ to e llhnmltmm Thos, 1 mllq‘un.umn
ot of 700 would be as extraordin: wy as, this, U 8

Case 237 (Vol. 11, p. S1). A servant girl sitting ssvith her
mother in the evening and reading to herself tllstln([l\; CHALEN kar
school-friend, the decedent.  See objections 8 anid 17, o

We are obliged. to trust m the J[)pm ntl\ g ud :l memory, of\ nne e

© withess as to thie year.
Clappencd in 1874 If it lclllv ocunml in 154.», of “lmh tlulc
may perhaps be oue chance in Leu, it does not cume within' the twelve-

-
year period. .- . . . 2

We know little of the character of the witness, though Lhn style of -
the navrative (if' she wrote it unaided), as well as the. | impression she A
made on Mr. Gurney in a single interview, were very favorable.

We know nothing of the state of her health, which ought in ovcly
case to be closcly inquired info. -

The only person in the room at the tlme her mother, thou'vnt she
might h‘we b(,cn dreaming. Thh lS the more xmpontmt as the
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mother is not-convineed by the occurrence, hut oontin‘n:\Q dishelieve
in ghosts. [Rul there been no eoincidence, the d: aughter would prob-
ubl\ in®ime have Jfallen in with this view, and would consequently
uoL liave reported the vision in answer to th«s} censns-question.

After the Iapse of ten ve 5+ 1t is impossible to be certain that the
death aned the vision owe mu‘d within twelv® hours of one ml()thor,
theve~being no record of “either. Most pdrsons’ memory is very
treadpivous yhout cotncidences.  Mr. Gurney’s thinking the proba-

were was o 12-hour coincidence *¢ very high™ is remark-
able.

Not s0 mue h as the name of the decedent is given.

We have o information, about” what kind of a room 1t was, nor
have we any megns of assgaing ourselves that no real person could
have been seen™ T confeis it seema more like ly to have heen a haltu-
cination s bat this is hno means established.

Mr. Gurney professes €0 consider this account as eminently satis-
factory. But the story is too bald. ‘T rom this point ia the list on,
the accounts are geucrally too meagre.  With more details. some
other explanation micht ui’;m' itself. - -

There seemns to have been no particular reason why the *t‘cdenb
showd have been the object of the hallucination ; so that we fall back
on the (rone ral ealculation that there is 1 chanc® in 17,000 of a
coincidence.  But owing to the doubt abont the date, I ninltiply
this by 3, making it 1 in 6.000.  Since, if non- coincidental,
mizhts have }wml st dowyas o dreaprs I multiply this d‘f‘ltj\ by 2,
making L in 3.090.  Aund on adeount of the baldness of’ The story, I
n'ultlpl\ again *by 2, making 1 in 1,»00 I think this number,
though I will fdhmu to it, i3 re'xlly mud%"ﬁ‘\‘()'mbc to the
story. ’ 2

Cuse 288 (Vol. II p 55). A laligrer’s wife sees her husband in
thc wootls ‘llltl speaks to him. See objection 2

There wus wstrong i l”li{:lll ationy with’ f;untnc.sq, muquw thic per-
(,lpmn to. fall. e _ _

[assume that it wos antecedently certain that the hallucination
would refer-to her hushand, whom she seems to have loved. This is
the assumption the most favorable to telepathy, since he was a well
man.  The probaliility that he would die on a given day mizht be

i 40.000; but. as he was exposed to aceidents, T will take it
at 1in 30,000. But this probability-is so microscopic that a very
forced explanation is to be preferred to it, say, for instance, that the
_whole tale has been concocted I cannot admit that the chanca of
there being some such e\'pl.lmtlou can be less than 1 in 20,000,
which value I will therefore adopt.
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Case 240 (Vol. II., p. 59). Mrs. Ellis three times daring one
day distinetly saw the flce of an old friend. Sce objeetions 5 and
17.

The apparition oceurred firstat 10 A.M. and last at 6 P M. , 50 that
the 24-hour periad within which death would be considered us coinei-
dental ought to be reckoned from 2 AL Ouly the date ofhe déath
being known, there is 1 chance in 12 that it did not fall within these

24?;)111: -
here is no record, nor “indepen:lent recallection of the.date of the

. -

apparition.
Mr. ‘Gurney says there was prob: Lbh no-anxiety, because the
pfutws “had not been’’ on friendly terms. But_the pluperfeet,
taken with the context, scems to signify that a Agconulntu)n had
. recently taken place. The mother of the percipient, at the detedent’s
_desire, went to sce him just hefote his death. .There was, thus, a
Jredintegration of friendship.. ’ '
As the decedent was an old friend and known to be near death [for
the percipient says, ¢ Nor did T know that hie was s0 near death ],
it may be taken as practically certain, gt one or more of the b -

cinations would relate to hnn. The chance that he would die on that

day may have been 1 in 5. O\nn”r to virious doubts, I will ¢ lll it 1
in 4. Mr. Gur ney abandons the case.

Case 249 (Vol. IL., pp. 71, <\m) . This is the case depending on
1dcntllw ition by means of a man’s hat, the silver hair of the top part

-of Lifs head, and the droop of hjs h(.“ld seen over 4w all See objee- -

tlon> 7, 8 and 12 .
No jury would hung aman on such An identification. Far less ean

such a theory as- the telepathic be accepted on such evidence.  For-
here we are de: aling with' O\pl wations whose antecedent probabilityis

microseopice. . S i a
My hypothesis of a shrrht .Jeg

- too gratuitoys. - It is, ho“cxer, fu more pnob.tl)l\, th.m tlw tclvp\thu- -

theory. . : s

As the decedent was a nc-wllbor of. tho pcrcxplcnt; and known to b*
ill, we will. assume thc anteeedent probability that the hallucination
would refer tr)lnm was one-llf.  As he was an aged man and ll, we
will assume his chanceof death was ten times the aver age.  As lLe had
silver haiv and his head drooped, we-will assume his aue was eighty.
'lhen the probability that.he would die on a given day was 1 in 256,
and the antecedent probability of the coincidence was 1 in 500. But
I do not believe there was any hallucination at all, and cannot admit
‘anything more extraordinary than 1.in 100, ,

Case 298 (Vol. II., p. 143). A woman who is scrubbing a floor
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thinks she seces her old lov er looking in at the window. Sce objec-

tions 3 and 17,

The pereipient has ¢ had an auditory hallucination on one other.
oceasion, when she heard herself eallod hy the voice of her husband,
who, it turned dut, had died at a distance two d: 1vs hefore.” Voices'
of absent loved ones are too eommon to by reported daly in a census,

There is little evidenee that the pereipient did not really sce the
person she thourht she saw, exe ept that a witness says that the de-
cedent’s unpln\'-ls iy the city sl that they had receined news, the
testimony of o withess in- Madp: as, this testimony itself being very
111\01\ second-hand, (hat that person had<lied on that day. T am not
comm(ul he ever went to Tndia st all. )

The cdinvidence of date is not cortain,  Mr, Hensleigh Wedgwood
took a note of the wmnutnon, May 16, 1578, This nete aives the
time as “one Satord; 1y ownmfr, about six wecks ‘wo " .\1\ weeks

before May 16 wys April 4, and April 6 was Saturday ; but the death

was reported to have occurred on Saturd: ay, Mareh 36.

- The wholé circamst: wmees are no¢ suflic iently ‘giten,

The probability of coincidence would be 1 in 17,000 ; but, owing to
the doubt abont the date, this would have to he doubled. - T prefer,
however, the supposition that she saw the veal person, since I do not
think the probabiity of this hypothesis is less than 1 in 1,000, This
measure of improbability T am w illing to allow, . i

Case 300 (Vol. II., p- llb). A sailorgees bis futher on o i'ovngn.
See objections 11 and 17, : ‘

Women, children, sailors, and idiots are recognized by the law as

Inxw\ peculiarly Tiable to imposition. “If sailors’ yarns are to be ad--

mitted, the reality of ghosts is put beyond doubt at once, and further

(115(,(1\51()“ is superifuous,
The story is weagee.  Mr. Gurney tlnnhs 1t “ould lm mone cncllhlo
if still-more. so. A disagree ‘with hipg., }

\\h'\[(\cv

‘Case 350 (Vol. II pp. 2104, \\\) This is thcxidiculous tale of the
three maid-servants anl the face lithe window.+ Sce objeetion 11),
My explaation given above is. complc e and satisfaetory ; andMr.
Gurney has not been able to plck any flaw in it of the least conse-
quence.  As tricksters invent btlful"'(‘ things, and do not tell their
secrets, [am at liberty to deaw mudl apon my imagination in this kind
of explanation. Not is 1t at all nc‘u»sm Y to suppose all the details
of the testimony true. It s only necessary to invent an explanation -
which will strike a shrewd person :as not utterly preposterous. and
as sufliciently a acconnting for the stt!)uw, told by the witnesses. Every
amateur Jumrler will agree that xti i would be asl\m" too much to re-
. N \
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quire_me to assume the witnesses saw precisely what they thought *
they saw. I '1('1\!)0\\1\\]"«_‘ that the mistress says that it was not
known that the person with whom thc apparition was identifiod was
near death. Bud that does not prove that the servants did not know
all T have supposed they knew. Thave sail the decedent i a caneer.,
I way have confound. d the ¢ase with 205 at any rate, there is no
testimony tlx at the diseize was a caneny, M Gueney endeavors to
make much of this possible error; hut it is quite ins sianificant ; no
pntut my theory is busod upun that.  He also thinks that I have
taken a great lllycn\ with the evidence iy chaneing the phrases
Steving to 1ok and e l\l:l“’"‘ come up [ {rom the \ll'l'“‘J to
make gune” of lhu wirls, into lonking in and smiling af the girls,
It seems to be the nmlml siling

where T us? no quuotation marks.
that offends him so. e splits hairs to find ¢
theory. e says the skalis inconsistent witl <ome of the evidenee,
as il we were hound to wimit that ghostiseers see all they think
they seet I hope the reader will tarn to the case aud see which hy-
I flatter myself common-sense

weak point jn my

pothesis he judzes the more credible.
will e upon my side.

Case $55 (Vol. 11, p. p-296). A nautieal case ocerring in 1853,
Mr. Gurney withdraws lt . ‘

“Case 605 (Voll 1T, 5. 693). A mother sees her son. who hiad died
eizht hours previously of enterie fovorin the Sondan,  See objections
2 and 17. » )

A meagre storyv. told at second-hand.

We ku:‘)\\' nothing of the state of healiliof the pereipient,

er husband savs she was not an\mn», but this is hard to be-
lieve. It is more likely she concealed lier anxicty in order not té
alarm her hushawl. The son had dictated o letier Auoost 21, to
say he had entevie fever, and hal dietated another S September 7, to
.sn.\' that he was better and expected soon {o be lumw. There was
114)~thin‘_: more till October 12, when he could not even dictate a letter;
‘but a Sister Thomas wrote tn say that he had been verg il hut

s getting on very nicely now.”  This last Tett v couldd not have bvcn
received lons belore October 24, the date of the apparition, Ilow
coulid a mother fail to Le anxions? Is it not a calumny to say that
she was not sn?  And it the hallucination had proved non-coinei-
dents u, \mnld it not have been attributed to anxiety, .unl S0 not

reported in answer to a census-question ?

I assume that it was antecedently certain th.lt the hallucination
would relate to her son, and I estimate his chance of dying on a
given day at 1 in 100, which is therefore the autecedent proba-
bility of the coincidence.

K

i order tu muke it accord with that of (he death.
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Case 697 (Vol. I, p. 69 7). The ¢ practical ” wife of a practieal
business man,” who informs us the bt there can be no doubt what-
ever that there is some transmissiou for which no explanation has
yet been given by the s savants,™ sees, one night. an apparition which,
the folowing evening, she recogiizes as a clerk in hor hushand's
countmg-lm_umr just as her Lushamd s abont to annouuce the death
of this clerk.  Sew s
the Intter Lead.

The percipient's shivering fright lends color to tlm view that there
was w gennine hallacination.

She may ave heard of the death duaring the day: before she had
made up fier mind whom thye apparition rese mbled. My, Gurney
avers that this pad not appened s but as he adduees 1o testimony
but his own. the stae ment goes for nothing.

The practical business man aives us ahint when ho s says, T shonld
scarecly have Lelivved [the story Tt velated to me of any one else.”
Lam zomewhat disposed o follow his example..

The Tady had seen the unfortunate follow - and the hushand's ex-
pression, T havd some sad news to toll You,” shows that her pity had
been excited 5 so that we m: W oasstie that the antecedent probabiiity .
that her lmlhl« ation would refer to the decedent w: s one-fourth.
Considering wht appears (o have heen the nature of the . sease, and
its history so far as we can mude it out, the antecedont probability
that he would die on o given «day, thoush very uneertain, may be
taken at 1 in 200.

)yu tions G-and 7, and My. (;uxnc_\ s reply under

°

This woull make the probability of the coinei-

dence 1in w0,

Case 702 (Vol. 11, P “O3). The percipient, while llul up with
Jamaica fever. had o dream, which, after sudden w .mm-r Was ¢on-
tinued as a vision. It represented an old ldy friend of his, whoe
spoke.  Neo uh]w tious 4, 3. 6, and s,

The poereipient, in his first account, savs, I+ believe (e following
was the result of illness.” Altnnn-rh he has sinee heen conuverter]
from that opinim by Mr. Gurne W dtis elear that 1 the case had not
been coincidental, it would not have heen reported in answer to the
census-question, with its wood-headth clunse, Henee, it must pos-
itively he oxcluded from the arcament.

The date is quite in doubt.  In his original account the pereipient
has the year wroni. - Ile now alters his recollectc  date by four days,
“lL‘lO 1S no inde-
pendent evidence,nd he was so ill that his memory was not to be

__trlhtwl My oviginal statement conveys an entirely correet inpres-

sluu, except that 4 may have misunderstood the altered si; 1t('mvnl

th'lt the vision took pl tee *a few minutes past midnight, June 11.'
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My professional halits led me to understand this in the sense in
which an astronomer would use the expression.  But as the story
has been cookeil, [ suppose the intention was to make it right.

An unnumbered ease (Volo I, po 2350, note). See objection 17

Mr. Guraey admits that the story is told in so meagre o form that it
‘has no evidential value.  SGI Le retains it. I cannot do so.
I will now collect and sum up the numbers of halluzinations that
* thiere would have to be in the long run, to have among them thirty-
ont coincidences as extranordinary as these.  The following are the
“numbers alréady estimated : —

| . .
Casc. :\'umb«'r.l Ca~r, .\nmhcr.i Caxe, Numnber.

26", 1,667 | 19 . 200.!'-31:). : 100
927 . 156 o0 L 208, 1,000
28, 2,000 ! 1¢ 0300 .

29 1,050 01850,

170 . 0 | 20: 0| 355"

172, 0214, . 100 695, . .

173 . 0> 11697, . .

174 . 0 ) 0 T2, L.

175. 37 1,560 0 Unnombered

1S2. 20 20.0010)

184 . : 51210, 45 Total . 94,851

Thus, 20,851 cases of hallucinations are called for, in ovder to
produce as remarkable a series of ecoincidences as these. A heliever
in telepathy would, no doubt, reckon the number us lavovrs on the
other hand, T have asecrtained that many shrewd and expericnced
men would hold that I have not alloweld suflicient weight to possi-

bilitics of frawd.and concoction. T have, of course. heen hinssed ; but

T have endeavored to he on iy guard against my bins. T am sure that
hypotheses of small probability. say less than 1in 500, have not been
allowed theiv due weight, « Especially, I have notsulliciently taken into
account thre possibilities of explanations that have not been thought of.
On the othier hand, it is casy to sce that Mr. Gurney has notconstracted
the strongest possible argument of the same general nature.  We
can only conclude, then, that 30,000 ceincidences ity be the num.hcr
called for. Tfwe suppose that hallucinations ave four times as connnon
as the census shows, the 30,000 coincidences ought to have oceurred
in a population of two millions ; but two-thirds of this number is

wanted to account for Mrs. Duck's ease aloue, and no prob{:nhle

[ 1
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induction can, of conrse, be based on a single instance.  This ease,
however, comes from the “ Lnglishman” newspaper, whicfi may
recount the most vemarkable expericnces of more than a miliion of
persens. Tt is likely that some of the other more valuable Cuses,
such as 26, 237, ote., have heen derived from the advertiseiments,
which. for the reasons 1 have given, must have drawn the most re-
marikable experiences from a large popualation, woing up perhaps into
millions. .\ candid consideration of the whole matter will, I think,
convinee thereader that until the telepathie theory of ghost-stories
has been rendered far more antecedently probable than it now is, it
is useless to try to establish it as a scientific truth by any accumu-
lation of unscicentific observatious.

‘REPORT OF TIE COMMITTEE OX THOUGHT-TRANS-
FERENCE.

Tur Comnmfftee on Thought-Transference has little but negative
results to repott.  In fact, the only work of which an account can be
given this evening is aset of experiments undertaken by the chairman

and secretary of this committee, with the assistance of Dr. W. S,

Bigelow ind some observations wade by the 'S(-(-rvt:u'_v, or comununi- -
cated to him in response to the last request for eodperation,

Among the conditions possibly fuvorable t) thought-transference,
supposing it to be a renuine phenomenon, the offect of @ suelden and
wnexpected impression made on the mind of the agent seemed particu-
larly worthy of investigation.  For this purpose experiments were
made in which a brillantly illuminated fizure or dinoram conld he
suddenly displayed to the agent while sitting i a darkened room.
This was effected by the withdrawal of a shutter, cither permitting
the agent to look directly upon a transparent illuminated surface
upon which the figure was drawn, or allowing the figure to be
projected by a beam of -sunlight and a lens upon a screen in {rout
of the agent. :

The chuirman of this committee, the seeretmy, Mr. Iodgson, and
Dr. W, 5. Bigelow took part in these experiments, which were twanty
or thivty in number, and conducted on different, days in the month of
July last.  As absolutely no evidence of thought-transference was
obtiined, the details of the experiments may be omitted.

The suggestion made in the last report of this counmittee that .a
drug might be discovered, which by its action on the cerebral centres
might favor thought-transference, seemed also worth testing. - Tor
this purpose experiments were tried with Mr. Hodgson, acting both

..q




