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brevicornis. R. elongatus is certainly Euterpina acuti-
frons, but the “ 1st gnathopod ” does not seem to
belong to it.

(3) Regis scrvus is Wolterstorffia confluens Schmeil.
It is possible that E. racovilzar may be W. blanchardi.

(4) Herouardia paradoxrus certainly includes Hali-
cyclops magniceps, but some of the figurcs cannot be
correct. For example, in no known Copepod is
there an exopod on joint 3 of the 2nd antenna, and
leg 1 (Fig. 176) has some quite unique characters.
Labbé lays great stress on the presence of a spiny
operculum in his new species, and, if it actually
existed, it is, of course, impossible that he could have
been dealing with H. magniceps. Oun the other hand,
he figures 1t (Fig, 174) on the ventral side and
attached to the fourth abdominal somite—a quite
impossible situation.

(5) Mesquieria ceerulescens
Kric.

It appears, then, that reliance cannot be placed on
the accuracy of Labbé’s deseriptions and figures.
FKurther, if he has in some cases confounded two or
more species in one description, it seems that the
whole edifice of theory which he has built on his facts
must crumble, for the suceession of forms on which
it is based disappears.

With regard to the reliability of the experimental
methods, 1t does not seem necessary to say much
sinece (p. 211) Labbé himself admits that no attempt
has been made to prevent contamination of the
cultures by the introduction of extraneous nauplii.
He disposes of this difficulty simply by saying that
his interpretation is more probable than that species
should always have been introduced in the same
order, and by the statement that the allomorphs
always appeared in his cultures long before they were
“ generated ** in the salines, On the other hand, we
arc not told anything about the number of cultures
in which this orvder of sucecession was observed, or
indeed anything whatever about these observations,
so that it 1s impossible to weigh the probabilities. 1t
is very neccssary to know more about them. For
example, these Harpacticids are minute creatures
creeping about in mud and vegetation, and in any
culture in which they would be able to thrive it
would be most difficult to rexnove and examine the
whole population. They can seldom be recognised
oxcept under high powers of the microscope, and
without examining the whole, or at least a large
part, of the population of an aquarium, it would be
rash indeed to say that all the individuals belonged
to one species. A very small aquarium stocked as
Labbé’s seem to have been stocked might readily
contain half a dozen species, and it might involve a
lengthy examination before all of them were dis-
covered. The Harpacticids provide peculiarly bad
matorial for an investigation of this kind.

It is most remarkable that the salines of Croisie
should contain only an assemblage of now species
and genera and lack so many that are characteristic
of such places. Tor cxample, no species of Amphi-
agceus is mentioned ; no Tachidius; no Mesochra and
no Stenhelia. Labbd¢’s identification of Nitocra hiber-
wica is obviously wrong, and there can be little doubt
that other species of this genus actually oceur. As I
have pointed out above, some of these genera were
probably actually present and have been described
under other names.

Almost every page and paragraph of this paper
provokes criticism, but it seems scarcely worth while
to pursue the subjeet further or to deal with Labbé’s
views on the systematics and comparative morpho-
logy of the Copepoda. They need not be taken
seriously. The only question which concerns zool-
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ogists is whether or not species at Croisic are giving
rise by allelogenecsis to new species or genera, If this
paper contains all the proof which Labbé is prepared
to offer, one can say with complete certainty that
there is no substantial evidence that such is the case.
RoBERT GURNEY.
Ingham, Norwich, Aug. 3.

Ectoplasmic Matter,

A proTEsT should surely be made against the
statement of the reviewer on page 111 of NATURE for
July 23 that ““various kinds of . . . ectoplasmic
formation are facts of experience.”” The number of
persons, among those competent to form an opinion,
who are of this belicf, must be a very small minority,
and the supposed existence of cctoplasm is no more
proved than that of any other psychic phenomenon.

Oune of the proofs of the existence of ectoplasm
relied upon by Dr. Geley in the book to which the
review refers are wax masks of spirit hands. As
has recently been shown by Sir Arthur Keith and
others, these can easily be counterfeited, wax being
a substance that readily becomes plastic and capable
of fraudulent manipulation at quite low temperatures.

I have, therefore, elsewhere recently made the
suggestion that these masks would be more conclusive
if made, say, in cast-iron or some .other metal which
ig rigid and nonplastic at ordinary temperatures; but
T fear that ectoplasm would frizzle just as easily as
the living hands of the mediums or of their con-
federates, which, I am convinced, are the real agents
involved, A. A, CAMPBELL SWINTON.

Trr complete sentence in my review was: “‘Jt
must naw be admitted that the wvarious kinds of
lucidity and of ectoplasmic formation are facts of
experience as actual, though as sporadic, as hypno-
tism, insanity, or physical deformity.” Mr. Campbell
Swinton’s protest is interesting, because it seems to
imply that all facts of experience must be scientific

Jucts and, inversely, that all scientific facts aze

common facts of experience. The gist of the review,
ag well as my previous communications on psychic
phenomena (Oct. 23, p. 588, and Nov. 13, 1926,
p- 693), is to the effect that no °proof,” in the
strictly scientific sense, has been obtained of any
supersensible phenomenon, Many ‘facts of experi-
ence’ cannot be explained as yet by exact science,
which requires a formula so that the experience may
be repeated or prevented at will. Again, much of
the phenomena of scientific laboratories are not
general facts of experience and are accepted credul-
ously and without understanding by the lay majority.
Such common facts of experience, known to the
majority: as disease, deformity, dreams, and insanity,
are adimitted to be actual, but they do not, therefore,
come under exact science, since the laws underlying
these states of matter have not been clearly, that is
sciontifically, defined. Secience has advanced and
will continue to advance by discovering the laws
underlying all facts of experience, thus bringing the
latter under self-conscious control,

Uncommon facts of experience, known only to the
minority, are not readily admitted by the majority,

“for the very good reason that experience is an in-

dividual matter. To ‘helieve’ 1 the reality of
another’s experience one must have had an analogous
experience unless one understands the laws behind or is
an undeveloped, ecredulous person. This is a beneficent
law of individual development, and a protection
against superstition and charlatanism. On the other
hand, we cannot believe that all those who have had
experiences unknown to ourselves are fools or knaves.
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