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case. Imad Elawar remembered not only a non-fatal bus
accident in which his previous personality was involved,
but also a truck accident in which his previous personal-
ity's cousin was killed. Moreover, he seems to some degree
to have confused the two events.

Murphy (1973) found the confusion "odd," but noted that
the memories are "by hypothesis filtered through the mind
of a young child. It is not Personality 1 that communi-
cates with wus; it is the little boy Imad who is making as
much sense as he can out of a man's memories" (p. 126).
Murphy adds that, to 1Imad, "the fact that there were two
serious accidents may have been far more important than the
details of how they happened and which members of the
Bouhamzy family were involved" (1973, p. 126). Similarly,
Imad never mentioned the first name (Ibrahim) of his previ-
ous personality. The failure was due perhaps to the fact
that "for the <child this name was remote and irrelevant"
(1973, p. 126).

This 1is close to Stevenson's (1966, 1974) own interpre-
tation of the case. W. G. Roll (1977a), however, toock a

different view. For him, Imad's memory of an event in
which his previous personality was not directly involved
indicated "merged rebirth." Further, the fact that a

second child was found with the memories of the cousin who
died in the truck accident suggested to Roll (1982) that
here was "divided as well as merged rebirth" (p. 200).

Roll (1977a, 1977b, 1982, 1984a, 1984b) has cited this
case repeatedly with the same interpretation, despite two
replies from Stevenson (1984; Stevenson, Tart and Grosso,
1980). In 1979, Michael Grosso cited Roll (1977a) and
echoed his interpretation (Grosso, 1979, p. 377). ©Now D.
Scott Rogo (1985, 1986a, 1986b, 1987) has carried Roll's
interpretation into the popular literature. "Dr. Stevenson
discovered that two children, at different times, recalled
the same past 1life," Rogo tells us. "If that weren't
enough, one of the children seemed +to be recalling his
past-life by moulding together information drawn from the
lives of two people who had been relatives" (Rogo, 1987, p.
191). Rogo, moreover—--in portraying Roll's interpretation
as the accepted version of the case--has moved a step
closer to establishing Roll's interpretation as definitive.

Are we to accept the case of Imad Elawar as closed, with
Roll's interpretation as the verdict? Have Stevenson and
Murphy been overruled? Let us review the case.

In 1959, when he was between one and a half and two
years of age, Imad Elawar first spoke the name "Jamileh" (a
pseudonym assigned by Stevenson, 1966, 1974). Thereafter
he frequently spoke this name, and also several others,
among them "Mahmoud." His former surname he said was
"Bouhamzy," and he had hailed from "Khriby." He described
the house in which he had lived and its environs. He spoke
also of a truck accident in which someone was killed, of an
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operation in a hospital, of a bus accident, and of a
quarrel with a bus or truck driver.

Imad uttered these things in the fragments typical of a
child his age, but his family, in an effort to make sense
of them, strung them together in a certain way. They
believed he was claiming to have been Mahmoud Bouhamzy of
Khriby, who had died of injuries after having been run over
by a +truck following a guarrel with its driver. They
thought he had been a wealthy sheikh with a wife named
Jamileh, and they assumed that others of the names Imad had
mentioned had been those of his sons.

When the case came +to Stevenson's attention in 1964,

Imad was five years old. He was still speaking of the
previous life, but no effort had been made to verify his
statements. Stevenson took down the testimony of Imad's

family (who reported to him their interpretations of Imad's
statements as if Imad himself had so expressed them), as
well as new statements made by Imad himself. Proceeding to
Khriby, he set to the task of verification. ‘

Only gradually did the errors of interpretation become
apparent. There were in Khriby several families by the
name Bouhamzy, and there was among them a Mahmoud. But
this man was still living, and his house did not resemble
the house 1Imad had described as his previous one, The
search for a better match 1led to an Ibrahim Bouhamzy.
Ibrahim had died unmarried, at 26, of tuberculosis. But he
had had a lover named Jamileh. And he had had a cousin,
Said Bouhamzy, who had died in the hospital after having
been run over by a truck--an accident that had made a great
impression on Ibrahim.

From the start of the investigation in Khriby, Stevenson
had known of a related case. A few months after Said
Bouhamzy's death there was born a child who in subsequent
years claimed to remember people and incidents from Said's
life, d4including the fatal truck accident. All of Said's
family and the entire town of Khriby had come to accept the

child's claim. Stevenson met and interviewed this person,
Sleimann Bouhamzy, now grown into manhood, and living in
Syria. Stevenson accepted Sleimann's statements as refer-

ring to Said, who had been run over by the truck. He
concluded that Imad had been talking about Ibrahim, who had
been involved in a non-fatal bus accident, but who had
heard about the truck accident, and been much affected by
it. All but four (unverified) statements of Imad, when
freed from +the interpretations imposed by his family, fit
perfectly with the life of Ibrahim.

Before continuing, it might be useful to address a
guestion first raised by L. E. Rhine. She charged that
Ibrahim had been identified as the past personality "only
when the assumption was made that some of the wrong
impressions the parents of the child had formed from his
remembered sayings were their own mistaken inferences and
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