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Mr. CROOKES’b EXPERIMENTAL PROOF OF T H E EXISTENCE  
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D r .  W . B. C a r p e n t e r ,  F .R .S ., introduced into a Public Le&ure 

isj an  experim ent which he alleged to be that upon which I had

-3 relied for proof of the existence of a hitherto undetected force.o
Eg I t  was not my experiment, but an unjustifiable misrepresen-
5-

tation of it. Called upon to apologise for the wrong he had thus 

publicly done to me, Dr. Carpenter threw the responsibility from 

him self upon others whom he stated to have been his in

form ants. I print the Correspondence, and leave it to the 

judgm ent of the scientific world.

W ILLIAM  CROOKES.



20,. M o r n in q t o n  R o a d , N .W .
February 21 st, 1872.

P r o f e s s o r  G. G. S t o k e s , S e c . R.S.
D e a r  S i r ,

My a tten tion  has been called to  some sta tem ents publicly m ade 
by D r. W . B. C arpenter, F .R .S ., who gives you as the au thority  for 
som e serious m isrepresen tations respedting myself.

On F riday, ig th  January , 1872 , D r. C arpenter in a L eftu re  a t th e  
V estry  H all, Chelsea, said :—

“ T here  was one fa£t of th is kind in connex ion  w ith Psychic Force 
w hich he would grapple w ith. Mr. W illiam  Crookes had sent 
a  paper to  th e  Royal Society las t sum m er, contain ing  investi
gations into w hat he called a new force. I t  w as returned 
to  him  by the Secretary , w ith a le tte r telling him th a t the 
Society would not refuse to  receive papers upon the subject, 
bu t th a t some kind of scientific evidence ought to  be given. 
Mr. Crookes afterw ards sent in a second series of experim ents. 
T he S ecretary  did not like to refuse th is paper on his own 
responsibility, so it cam e before the Council of the Royal 
S o c ie ty ; it was a  m ost unusual th ing  for th e  Council to  
refuse a paper sen t in by a m em ber. Mr. Crookes’s" second 
paper cam e before the Council a  m onth ago, and a  Com m ittee 
of two was appointed to  exam ine it. T hey  gave in th e ir 
R eport to  the Council yesterday, and it w as unanim ously 
resolved th a t the paper be returned to  him, as in the  opinion 
of th e  Royal Society it was good for nothing. Anybody who 
had  a pair of scales in the house could m ake an experim ent to 
prove th e  fallacy of one of th e  points in Mr. Crookes’s paper.” 

D r. C arpenter here exhibited an experim ent intended to show (and 
w hich some of his audience m ust have believed really  did show) th a t I 
w as ignorant of the m erest rudim ents of m echanics, and was deluded 
by an experim ent the fallacy of w hich an intelligent schoolboy could 
have pointed out. H e exhibited a glass of w ate r poised aga in s t an 
equal w eight upon a balance, and showed th a t by dipping a  finger in 
w ater—th a t is, by pressing w ith a force exa ttly  equal to  the  w eight of the 
w ater displaced by th e  im mersed finger—he increased th e  w eight on 
th a t side of th e  balance. Now, unless the  audience were intended to 
believe th a t I w as ignorant of th is childishly simple fa£t, and, fu rther, 
th a t it com pletely accounted for the  resu lt of my experim ent, for w hat 
purpose w as th is experim ent shown ?

A gentlem an presen t who had read an account of my researches 
subsequently w rote to  D r. C arpenter, p rotesting  against th is mis
leading experim ent being pu t forward as fairly represen ting  w hat I had 
tried . In  his reply to  th is pro test, D r. C arpenter says :—

“ So far from having been labouring to  prejudice Mr. Crookes a t 
th e  Royal Society, I did not even know of his having sent 
in a second paper until a fter it had been rejedled by the 
Council. T h is rejection took place on T hursday  afternoon, 
and I heard of it and the grounds of it from Professor Stokes 
and Sir C harles W heatstone a t the evening m eeting. W h a t I 
sta ted  as to Mr. Crookes’s experim ent w ith the balance was on
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their authority,* as I shall be prepared to prove if the corredt- 
ness of th a t statem ent is impugned.”

Now, as a member of th a t Committee which decided on the rejedtion 
of my papers, you, of course, are aware tha t Dr. Carpenter’s balance 
experim ent wholly m isrepresents my experiment. My illustrations 
showed you th a t the vessel of w ater was placed over the centre of the 
fulcrum. You had likewise read w hat I wrote in my last paper, tha t 
“  im m ersing the hand to the utm ost in the water, does not raise the 
Jevel of the w ater sufficient to produce any movement whatever of the 
index of the balance.”

From  the construction of the instrument, as shown by the several 
draw ings and photographs, and fully described in words, you would 
also have seen th a t not only was it impossible for any such effedt 
to  have taken place, but th a t the single experiment in which I 
employed w ater contadt was one I had specially devised for the 
purpose of getting  over some untenable objedtions raised by yourself 
against one of my early experiments.

My papers, as well as the illustrations accompanying them, there
fore distindlly prove th a t I could not have made the blunder which 
D r. C arpenter told a  public audience I had comm itted; and as 
D r. C arpenter, being pressed on the subjedt, now endeavours to 
sh ift the burden of m isrepresentation on to your shoulders, I shall 
feel obliged by your informing me if you really did make the statement 
w hich he attribu tes to you.

I rem ain,
T ruly yours,

(Signed) W ILLIA M  CROOKES.

A s im ila r  le t te r  w as  sen t to  S ir C harles W h ea ts to n e . In  due 
t im e  I rece iv ed  th e  fo llow ing rep lie s:—

A thenaeum  C l u b , P a l l  Ma l l .
February 28th, 1873.

D e a r  S ir ,
T he conversation between Sir Charles W heatstone, Dr. Car

penter, and myself, to which you allude in your letter of the 21st inst., 
has wholly passed out of my memory. I t attradted no particular 
a tten tion  on my part, as I had no conception tha t a mere casual 
conversation in the tea-room of the Royal Society was going to be 
reproduced, w ith g reater or less accuracy, at a public meeting. I can 
only speak w ith confidence of what I could or could not have said 
from the clear recolledtion I have of w hat I then knew.

You m ay recolledt th a t in writing to you on the subjedt of your first 
paper, I s ta ted  as my own opinion, that the mere fadt tha t a paper 
professed to establish the existence of a hitherto unrecognised force 
w as no reason why a scientific Society should refuse to accept it, but 
was a  reason why the experiments should be subjedted to the most 
rigorous scrutiny. This position you accepted as perfedtly^ fair and 
reasonable. I also pointed out conceivable^modes of explaining the 
resu lts of some of the experiments you described, by referring them to 
th e  adtion of perfedtly well known causes. I did not maintain that the

* The italics are Dr. Carpenter’s.



( 4 )

resu lts w ere actually produced in th e  p a rticu la r w ay I suggested, bu t 
only th a t they  m ight reasonably be conceived to have been so produced, so 
th a t a  person professing to establish th e  existence of a new force was 
bound to  m ake his dem onstration free from such objedtions.

Among o ther th ings, I pointed out th a t th e  glass vessel of w ate r 
w hich you employed in one of your experim ents rested  on th e  board 
a t  some distance from th e  fu lc rum ; and th a t, consequently, when the 
hand  was dipped into the w ater contained in the  copper basin w hich, 
resting  on a firm independent support, dipped into the  w ater contained 
in the glass vessel, w ith  w hich its in terio r w as in com m unication by a 
hole, if tim e were given for th e  w ater to run th rough , the p ressure on 
th e  base of the glass vessel would be increased by the  w eight of th e  
w ate r displaced by the hand, and consequently th e  spring balance 
would be affedted.

W h eth e r in th e  le tte r you wrote me in reply th is particu lar point was 
noticed I do no t a t th e  m om ent reco lleft, nor does it  signify, for in 
your second and th ird  papers, one or both, I  noticed particu larly  th a t 
you modified your experim ent by placing th e  glass vessel w ith its 
middle over the fulcrum, and tested  by diredt experim ent w hether the 
insertion of the hand in th e  w ater in the  copper vessel had any sensible 
effedt on the balance.

T hese modifications I noticed particu larly , as they  had been m ade, as 
I presum ed, expressly to m eet certain  objedtions w hich I had raised. I t  
is quite im possible, therefore, th a t in my conversation w ith D r. C a r 
p e n t e r ,  after your papers were ordered to  be retu rned  to you, I could 
have represented  them  to him  as open to th is objedtion. I may have 
ta lked  to  him  on th is subjedt (I don’t  know th a t I did), w hen your first 
paper alone had  ap p e a re d ; and, if so, it is conceivable th a t he m ay 
have confounded two conversations held, one several m onths ago, the 
o th er quite recently.

I wish to  m ake one rem ark  before 1 conclude. T he question brought 
before the Comm ittee of Papers of the Royal Society w ith reference to 
your papers w as simply w hether they  should be accepted or declined. 
T he decision of the Com m ittee, as entered  on the M inutes, w as sim ply 
“ declined.” W h a t estim ate of the value of your papers each 
individual vo ter m ay have formed—w hat considerations m ainly m ay 
have influenced him in giving his vote— are questions which he alone 
can an sw er; so th a t no one, as I conceive, has a rig h t to  add to  th e  
form al decision his notion of the  grounds of it.

I am , D ear Sir,
Y ours sincerely,

G. G. STO K ES.
W il l ia m  C r o o k e s , E sq ., F .R .S .

19, P a r k  C r e s c e n t ,
P o r t l a n d  P l a c e , N .W .

March 14 , 1872 .
D e a r  S ir ,

I did not sta te  to  D r. C arpen ter th a t the w ater experim ent 
disproved th e  existence of your hypothetical psychic fo rc e ; w hat I did 
say  was to  the  effedt th a t no argum ent in its favour could be deduced 
from the experim ent w hich you put forward so prom inently.

You say, page 20 of your first pam phlet, “ I am now fitting up an 
appara tu s in w hich contadt is m ade through w ater in such w ay th a t 
transm ission  of m echanical m ovem ent to the  board is im p o s s i b l e a n d



again, a t page 28, "A s  the mechanical transmission of power is by this 
m eans entirely  cut off between the copper vessel and the board, the 
power of m uscular control is thereby completely eliminated.” In both 
these sentences you explain why you employed the interposition of 
w ater, and you sta te  nothing from which I can infer thatyou had any other 
reason for doing so. I t  is further evident tha t in the experiments first 
com m unicated to  Professor Stokes, the vessel of water was not placed 
diredtty over the fulcrum of the lev e r; for you say (page 28) “ In my first 
experim ents w ith th is apparatus, referred to in Professor Stokes’s letter 
and  my answ er, the glass vessel was not overthe fulcrum, but nearer b.” 
T h a t under such circum stances a mechanical pressure is exerted on 
th e  lever when the hand is dipped in the water is an undoubted fad t; 
w hether it produces the effedt in question or not depends on the 
sensib ility  of the apparatus and the placing of the vessel. A dis
placem ent of 3 cubic inches of w ater would exert a pressure which, if 
diredtty applied to  your machine, would be equal to 6816 grains; the 
extrem e pressure of your imaginary psychic force being, according to 
your own statem ent, 5000 grains. The fludtuation of the pressure in 
your experim ent would naturally follow from the varying quantity of 
w ater displaced owing to  the unsteadiness of the hand in the liquid.

From  the above it appears to me th a t your experiment with the 
w ater vessel does not offer an iota of proof in favour of your dodtrine of 
psychic force, or any disproof of the effedt not being m echanical; 
though it m ight easily lead persons unacquainted with hydrostatic 
laws to infer th a t no m echanical pressure could be communicated 
under such circum stances.

I cannot see w hat p art you intended the water to play when you sub
sequently placed the vessel over the dead point, and it appears to me 
con trary  to all analogy th a t a force adding according to physical laws 
should produce th e  motion of a  lever by adting on its fulcrum.

Yours faithfully,
C. W H EA TSTO NE.

W . C r o o k e s , Esq.
PS .— I enclose a  note which I have received from Dr; Carpenter.
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U n iv e r s it y  o f  L ondon ,
B u r lin g to n  G a r d e n s , W.

Feb. 28, 1872.
D e a r  S ir  C h a r l e s , _ .

If  you should be communicating with Mr. Crookes on the subjedt
as to w hich you spoke to  me, it may be as well th a t you should let him 
him  know w hat was my understanding of the m atter, as derived from 
yourself and Professor Stokes, and w hat was the account I gave of it
in my Ledture. . , , ,  , „  . .

I understood from you th a t Mr. Crookes had adduced the descent 
of a balanced vessel of water, on the immersion of Mr. Home s fingers 
into it, as a  proof of the exertion of some force which could not be 
m echanical, and which m ust therefore be a new force, calhtpsychic, spi- 
ritua l, o r w hat you please. And I showed my audience that the immersion 
of th e  fingers into a tum bler of w ater so balanced would produce its 
descent simply by hydrostatic pressure; from which I drew the ^ te r-  
ence th a t Mr. Crookes’s experiment gave no proof whatever of the 
existence of any force not known to us.



( 6 )

I f  I have in any way m isunderstood your account of Mr. C.’s experi
m ent, and have thereby  done him injustice in my represen tation  of it, 
I  shall be quite ready to  m ake any corredtion th a t you (as a m utual 
friend) m ay consider to  be called for.

Believe me,
Yours faithfully,

W IL L IA M  B. C A R PE N T E R .
S ir Chas. W heatstone.

20, M o r n in g t o n  R o a d , N .W .
March 2 7 th, 1872.

D e a r  S ir  C h a r l e s ,
You m ust allow me to  pro test against the experim ents given 

in m y Royal Society paper of Septem ber 37th , 18 71 , being ignored 
and the discussion being m ade to tu rn  on a less decisive experim ent 
referred to in an earlie r paper. T he experim ents of Septem ber 27th , 
18 71 , a re  those referred to  by D r. C arpenter, and reported  on by P ro 
fessor Stokes and by yourself. T h a t there  is no doubt of th is  being the 
case is evident from D r. C arpen ter’s language a t  C helsea and else
w here :—

“ Mr. W illiam  Crookes had sent a paper to the Royal Society last 
sum m er [June 14 th and June 28th , 1871] contain ing investi
gations into w hat he called a new force. I t  was re tu rned  to 
him  by the Secretary . Mr. Crookes afterw ards sen t in a 
second series of experim ents [Septem ber 27th , 18 71 .] T he 
S ecretary  did not like to  refuse th is paper on his own respon
sibility, so it cam e before the Council of the Royal Society.
. . . Mr. Crookes’s second paper cam e before the Council 
a m onth ago, and a Comm ittee of two was appointed to 
exam ine it. T hey gave in th e ir Report to the Council yeste r
day [January , 18th , 1872] ,  and it was unanim ously resolved 
th a t th e  paper be re tu rned  to him , as in the opinion of the 
Royal Society it was good for nothing.”

“ T h is rejedtion took place on T hursday  afternoon [January  18th , 
1872] ,  and I heard  of it and the grounds of it from Professor 
Stokes and Sir C harles W heatstone  a t the evening m eeting. 
W h a t I sta ted  as to  Mr. Crookes’s experim ent w ith the  balance 
was on their authority."

D r. C arpenter here explicitly refers to the experim ents given in my 
paper of Septem ber 27th , 18 71 , and not only says th a t you m entioned 
to  him  the grounds of th e  rejection of th a t paper on th e  very day 
it  occurred, bu t th a t you described to him  one of th e  experim ents given 
in it.

I m ust therefore objedt to  having th e  discussion draw n from the 
point at issue, from the  testing  experim ent in question presented  to the 
Royal Society, to  an im perfedt form of the sam e experim ent w hich 
was m erely referred to  in a paper published elsewhere.

From  my pam phlet reprin ted  from the “ Q uarterly  Jou rnal of S cience” 
for Odtober xst, 1871 (page 28), you quote-the following w ords:—

“ As the m echanical transm ission of power is by th is m eans 
entirely  cu t off between the copper vessel and the board, the 
power of m uscular control is thereby  com pletely elim inated .”

You also quote a foot-note in w hich I refer to an early  and imperfedt 
form of the experim ent, and you thereupon com m ent on these passages, 
speak of well-known hydrostatic  law s, and give calculations, as if my
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published experiments in question really afforded any grounds for 
severe rem arks. t.,uuuus Ior

I t  is m uch to be regretted tha t you should have selected from mv 
pam phlet two passages occurring on page a8, and should have omitted 
to read the few l.nes wh.ch conned  these passages ; otherwise it must 
have been apparen t to you th a t your self-evident exposition of a well- 
known hydrostatic law had no bearing on the case in point

L et me supply the deficiency. The following paragraph, from 
page 28 of my pam phlet, fills up the gap between the two passages you

V 'V 'V 1

“  On the board, exactly over the f  ulcrum, is placed a large glass vessel ' 
filled with water, 1. h is a massive iron stand furnished with 
a n  arm  and a ring, m n , in which rests a hemispherical copper 
vessel, perforated with several holes in the bottom. The iron 
stand is 2 inches from the board, a b , and the arm and copper 
vessel, mn, are so adjusted that the latter dips into the water 
i i  inches, being 5 } inches from the bottom of 1, and 2 
inches from its circumference. Shaking or striking the 
arm  m or the vessel n produces no appreciable mechanical 
effeCt on the board A b  capable of affeCting the balance. 
Dipping the hand to the fullest extent into the water in n  does not 

, produce the least appreciable action on the balance. As the 
m echanical transm ission of power is' by this means entirely 
cut off between the copper vessel and the board A b , the 
power of m uscular control is thereby eliminated.”

I ven ture to  th ink th a t had you read the above connecting Jink 
between your two quotations from my pamphlet, or had even noticed 
the parts  I have italicised, you would not have written,—

“ T h a t under such circumstances a mechanical pressure is exerted 
on the lever when the hand is dipped in the w ater is an un
doubted f a d  ; w hether it produces the effect in question or not



depends on the sensibility of the apparatus and the  placing of 
the vessel. A displacem ent of 3 cubic inches of w ate r would 
exert a p ressure w hich, if diredtly applied to  your m achine, 
would be equal to , 6816 g ra in s ; the extrem e pressure of 
your im aginary  psychic force being, according to your own 
sta tem en t, 5000 g ra in s.”

I have preferred to  quVte from the rep rin t o f m y paper in the 
“  Q uarterly  Journal of Science ” for O ctober xst, 18 71 , as your cita tions 
appear to show th a t yc%. have derived your inform ation from i t ;  but in 
my Royal Society com m unication of Septem ber 27th , 1871—the paper 
to  w hich D r. C arpenter"and yourself referred—the sam e experim ent is 
described in alm ost identical words, and is, m oreover, illu stra ted  w ith

B ut why refer only to th e  w ater-contadt experim ent ? T he true  ex
planation  is the one w hich will reconcile all th e  indisputable fadts. How 
does th e  well-known hydrostatic  law account for E xperim ent 2 on p. 29, 
in w hich the vessel of w ater was rem oved ? Or E xperim ent 3, in  w hich 
the force a<5ted through a  space of of 1 foot ? O r Experim ent 4 , in w hich 
th e  force adted a t a d istance of 3 feet ? O r Experim ents 5 and 6, in 
w hich ano ther kind of appara tu s w as used, and th e  force likewise adted 
a t a  d istance?

T he  only sentence in your le tte r  bearing  in any w ay on my adlual 
experim ent is th e  las t one, in w hich you s a y :—

“ I cannot see w hat p art you intended the w ater to  play when you 
subsequently  placed th e  vessel over the dead point, and it 
appears  to  m e con trary  to  all analogy th a t a  force adting 
according to physical laws should produce the m otion of a  lever 
by adting on its fulcrum ."

In  th is I en tirely  agree. I too cannot see the  p art th e  w ater 
p layed ; nor can  I trace  th e  analogy betw een th e  psychic force and a 
force acting  according to  known physical laws. Yet the fadts recorded 
in m y papers are  true  for all th a t.

I rem ain,
T ru ly  yours,

W IL L IA M  CROOKES.
S ir C h a r l e s  W h e a t s t o n e , F .R .S ., &c.
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