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We in the West have no syllogism exactly equal to the anumana and it is a
shame that we do not, because had we such a rigorous form by which to
check our inductive reasoning, Bishop Timothy Archer might well know of
it, and had he known of it he would have known that his mistress waking up
to find her hair singed does not, in fact, prove that the spirit of his dead son
has returned from the other world.

Philip K. Dick, The Transmigration of Timothy Archer
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