The ‘“Margery’’ Affair
THoMAS R. TIETZE!

The “*Margery™ case is'by now far enough in the past torallow us
to leok at it with greater objectivity than perhaps we could have
done a’generation ago. Now we are,more likely to think of the
case, if-we’ think of it at all, as an episode in the history of
parapsychology which occurred during the. transitional period when
research was_moving out of the seance roomv.and/into the labora-
tory. Some of us first heard of the case in survey texts, blistering
with accusations, of fraud; others heard of it from~ spiritualistic
literature, in which’’ Margery remains a venerated figure; some
lucky few heard of it'from people ‘'who had known the woman
herself; fewer still remain whose-memories include evenings spent
in ‘the darkness of the fourth floor at'10 Lime Street while a harsh,
ghostly-voice gibed and chuckled from the impenetrable obscurity.
It is likely ‘that all of these sources for our modern impressions of
the case are, in one. degree or another, unreliable. No debate
regarding the genuineness of'the phenomena can be fruitful at“this
date, I believe; it“appears to, have been virtually Margery solast
wish,, in fact, that that question remain forever a ‘subject of
wrangling unenlightened by absolute certainty. But the facts of the
case need tocbe more widely known 'than’'they’are, in part because,
as°] wish to argue, there i1s a causal .connection between the
mediumship and thé transition to modern parapsychology.

[t is therefore not the medium’s elusive personality, nor the truth
or falsity of the-claims made on behalf of her seance-room gftects,
that interest me here. ‘Instead, I want to look at the case as a
backdrop to the controversy-itself. What people came to ‘believe—
and what they were willing to assert—after their experiences with
“Margery 4s a complex and highly textured intellectual terrain.

Between 'the death in 1920 of James H: Hysloprand the death of
“Margery'’ »in 1941, American psychical” research:endured a
troubled period:-that‘William Roll has not hesitated to compare to
Watergate (Rolk, 1974, 'p. 417). Ambitions of breakthroughs” into
unknown frontiers of rational knowledge blended with 1dealistic
hopes of scientific endorsement of weligion: stern intentions of

"Some of the material and opinions i this’ papér have appeared and are morée
fully dis¢ussed in my book, Margery (Tietze; 1973).

The Journal of the American Society for
Psvchical Rexearch Vol. 79, July 1985

£



340 Journal of the American Society for Psvchical Research

procedural rigor clashed with flamboyant  personalities and out-
rageous “conditions” under which rémarkible phenomena were
said to be studied:; and events as they actually ‘occurred filtered
down to the interested public in an undifferentiated mass of reports
by writers whose attitudes varied from enthusiastic naiveté to
cautious skepticism. Word from Europe thad reached” American
psyehical researchers of an outbreak of physical phenomena‘ifi the
seance’room: Hyslop's reservations with regard to/the Study of
such, events as telekinesis, and materialization had be€n, in part
responsible. forforestalling American involvement in their investi-
gation. In 1920, however. influerntial members of the ASPR Board
of Trustees, chafing at’what they perceived as a backwardness in
this country, urged that the inquiry be made a priority.

The ASPR’'s choice of 'the brilliantlyounorthodox psychologist,

William McDougall, to preside, aftér Hyslop's death intensified
divisiveness on the Board. Several members supported Mec-

Dougall's philosophical collaboration “with the research officer
Hyslop had groomed to succeed him—the former ¢lergyman, Wal-
ter Franklin Prince {Tietze, 1976). These people felt that Hyslop's
standards, which, they regarded as rigorously cautious, needed to
be maintained: The more ‘powerful Board members, however. en-
couraged a,number of changes in the Society’s goals and public
appearance. Metivated, apparently’ by a belief that supernormal
psychical events—in¢luding survival—Had by now been adequately
demonstrated, the Board encouraged‘publication in the Journal of
reports from the continent relating to the, wonders of physical
mediumship. Meanwhile, the Soei ly was to pursu¢ every lead in
an ¢ffost to find home-grown performers whose ‘exploits ¢ould be
recorded:“Finally, and perhaps most outrageously, "the Journal
isell was_to ‘be- transformed into a more “aceessible’” format—a4
banstormation that was finally completed in the mid-1930s. when it
began to'bear an embarrassing resemblance in conterit and appear-
ance boa popular occult magazine.

Under thetincredible pressure of a monthly publication schedule.
but now lacking the indefatigable Hyslop's endless output, during
the 1920s the job of research was increasingly overshadowed by
that of getting new material for the Journal, regardless of its merit.
Most of the offerings were modelled on Hyslop's‘original format:
research reports (usually seance notes with commentary), accounts
ol spontaneous cases. philosophical ruminations. theoretical
speculations; and reviews of recent books and “foreign /journals.
While M¢Dougall, Prince, and the young Gardner Murphy were
still contributing théir work. the Journal maintained, its Sense 6f
balahce and reserve. but already in 1924, most of the reseiarch

reports were contributed by amateur inquirers whose credentials
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“ ' | reports
rovided, and 9 out’ of the 15 'EKP'?T}":‘E,“"H' =
::'Z IZI:;’HEErUpeun authors delaili[lg foreign m?h::ﬁ;‘f;h.alnn‘:g;ﬁ:
the Journal reported no American I‘EEFHTS for Ih;:glt year but
delayed “wolume of the Proceedings daﬂt‘e l uw“h e Sty
copyrighted 1928 [Bird, 1928] dealt Excm?wehy Journal fov 1927;
e): Thiv pattefp was briefly reversed in the Jolnfe J57c =
Calr? }l; contained a variety of mediumistic studies. The 192¢ w';uee
pegf with an,artcle by the Chair of the Publications Conimittee
Mary Dérieux. frankly apologizing for the' lac f“ ulz ent fonder
during the last several years “after;the death o SE;)R %va*a ready "to
(Derieux, 1928, p. 1). She felt that now }F % eux. 1928, p. ).
erect the structure ofa gredter usefulness | 'E”'l 15 Ire;{inglﬂﬂ
The ASPR had just purchased a large buﬂdmg at 4 thuis bad
Avenue. which was now C","HEd ‘Hyﬁlﬂp: Hkpuaeﬁﬂney to expand
plenty of room and a solid library<-only 1"1: Iln‘)g‘i'lﬁ seems to have
| search activities. The Journal, t@o, in 7 -'5 o
:t:isker?ﬂn fresh life: A variety of case StU;JllEh of tlﬁ’[?ﬁ:'gt&?;; ‘m d
v Sl were printed, as well as an :
?epnpﬁeyntxcizﬁf:ISIE; S‘Chlgﬁliﬂﬂ Winther of expe_r;lmenslqluatlﬁwézelf
eiicgil telekinesis on command {Wmlheu Iguﬂl:ed S}’ Frenchnian
about 20% of the articles and papers W?-r 5 L.un(}pux;en several anony-
René Sudre and Englishman) Harry Price, an etwn_. e tegs 2
mous pieces appeared—ing¢luding an ambﬂ?luibnutﬁ" (1928).
titled simply “The Universe: What Is “ “McDougall resigned as
At the beginning of this'downward spiral, CT glees -;ppﬂinlﬁ'd
resident. and. on April 6, 1923, the Board 01;‘ ru; ver:end Fred-
EL‘!I‘I:IEOHE of a radically different ba‘:kgmundi.'ﬂ?i f for“the spir-
erick Edwards proved to be a very ODNZENIY %E:Le whole of his
itualisti¢ faction in the ASPR. He hznd s.pem‘. %IITE}TEdwardR 10554
protessional Jife ds ciﬁrgymﬂz T ézzgeyz::rlfwlidwards l;::u.i been
astothree and ¢ ancliéade of
prcslﬁii}vellrf renllgzggd in the, painstaking tq:ﬂllecuulnhaad 32;:2;23 Eﬁ
mediumistic data. primarily'cpmmumcanqnh “;“h}llcis mfly ot who
have originated-in the survaying PE"S"‘"?HI“F.U Ve h head of
had died in the war:_His only other quglltﬁ_c;111qn lf}: bEUni;éd States
the leading psychical research organization mdt E‘h bt
s Y T & Fiﬂl'idi} g;l‘ﬂﬁlp_ ﬁ:ﬁr;s% lﬁf;lfl: {flm*i ;;j' Psvchical
lhm‘ugﬁflthddlrﬂll:lelSﬁiil.L ;l.’:}l];b[-ln a letter. Prince 1[?cﬂlqd
{i:e-.;gu:e ; R e i‘n C;m:.adcgtl- but he may have been speaking In
Jﬁsé'(;wwrdu W;“- 6nly too glad to pressure Prince ugalnsll"‘:d'esu;uic];
R r‘eseurlﬂh. i.e.. analyses Ithulh Pnln:sélﬂlsginp;ﬂpﬂr?;t;; l ghr:;ﬁm'
. ) ( icular [hose : : /-
zl:ftn{]ﬁ'li:;e,lelp‘ﬁﬁ;: [I}SIFSE?III‘LZFI). Prince chafed under these press
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sures, but with a wife in the last phases 6f cancer and a daughter to

support on his $3,000 a year salary, heé was loath to resign (Tietze.

1976, pp. 9-10). He published no ‘more “destructive’ research in

the ASPR Journal or Proceedings.

Meénwhile, in Prince’s own words,«"in May, 1923, thére blazed
out-the most brilliant star in the firmament ofcalleged , physical
mediumship that America had seen in fifty years” (Prince, 1926/1927.
P- 199). He'was speaking, of course. of the woman whose unique
position ‘in, the ' history>of American psychical research is only
rivalled by her, uniquely mysterious psychology: Mina Crandon:
soon to be known<to the world as “Margery.,” the medium.

The start of this most, spectacular mediumship was really very
little different from the ordinary spiritualistic dabbling that was so
common in the 1890s. Born in 1888, Mina Stinson's first acquaint-
ance with Spiritualism cameé in her,own home near Princeton,
Ontario, when her older brother. a dashing and lighthearted chap
named Walter, related his experiences, in 4 Boston seance. The
mythology surrounding Mina's early knowledge ‘of Spiritualism is
complex and dubious (Tietze, 1973. pp. 3—-4), but ‘Mina herself
recalled, withvher typically careless occasional candor, that Walter
teased the younger children with imitations of big-city spook-show
tricks. The kids were /all taken. in (Flynn, 1926, p. 7).

Walter moved away from his sternly fundamentalist family”in
search of adventure. At the age of 16, Mina. too. broke free from
the family bonds and securéd a position as secretary of the Boston
Union Congregational Church” wheré” her talents on the cello
earned her a chair in the church orchestra.” In 19105 she married a
Boston grocer, Earl P. Rand, and in 1913 she bare heronly child,
John. These years of growth and excitement,, during which. she
developed the piquant and vivacious personality “that would be-
come a Kind of trademark, were darkened. howeyer, by the acci-
dental death ‘6f her brother. Walter. employed in an-adventurous
and Tomantic job with the railroad. was crushed beneath an over-
turned boxcar in 1911.

No one can really’know the personal or psychological effect that
this event had on Mina. The objective and undeniable effect. how-
ever, i1s certain: Walter's personality became a permanent part of
her mental landscape until the day of her death? He was waggish,
rakish, and iconoclastic; no woman was allowed-such expres-

sion~<ertainly not the daughter of a fundamentalist—<certainly
not in the Boston of those days. Perhaps ‘Walter ‘became -her
dream’ self-extension. a personality with “whom' she felt somfe-
how:identified, btit she never underwent psychoanalysis—an éxpe-
rience that would only become fashionable some decades oo late’
2
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Certainly, however, the urgesto-assert her special gifts were there,

Ing to emerge. - ‘
ﬁglgg?li in 1917. an outlet for at least some of hjer perz:,u‘n(f;l tt;ﬂt:ﬁ;
opened up in a perhaps nm-ﬁnuunexpecfddwta}_fl. §?$£]Tfh e

ol ; ation (the details | ¢
hospital in“Dorchester for an opera \ Br.

* shed and attractive surgeon,
wn). Mina met the dlstmgumihe | . .
ir;kﬁn; G;ddard Crandon. She fell in love with him anél f:legldnecil] ;3
end-her marriages Mina’s divorce was final in 1918%(Crando
d hisosecond divorge in 1917). o
c::!gl r[;;lsziin by all’accounts, was an avid male‘lnahﬁt fgr g?ﬂ&iti;i
ims ligi | rdities.Through a lecture by Si '
claims of religion weré absurdi | et
" eadi f a namber of works on psy
Lodge and a subsequent reéading o e fxiad un
* iC S dltered. Now he profes :
search, Crandon’s public stance aiter ed
{relterest in exploring these buu@ary-lmes betwee? $atfnél:zi€
science and supernaturalistic religion. The works o ﬁ;srd" b
ford were particularly suggestive lg‘h,um.h '[ndee"sj;i (l:;ﬁ:rmark huere
- " & A . ® 5 5 ip wa i - .
the investigation of phyS{cﬁ}l_ medium % _
:‘gpresenting %::mh the possibilities and the pitfalls of such an In
qullzyfuur important books, Crawford, a Belfast aninferétf:guriﬁg
: . ided helpful suggestions to
his own efforts and provided helptul e
' atic telekinetic and ectoplas p
o e i the Goligher eirclé(Crawford, 1918a, 1918b, 1919.
a produced in the Golighercircled raw y :
?Ef:lp;r The seven memberscof the Goligher family_“iifzi?sntsﬂgggﬁﬂg
o itati : lasmic mpateriali .
reate raps. levitations, and ectop ‘
:f:.uilber of prea&:ﬂns. the Crawford Et)'eseirrﬂl _segggf‘a af;ﬂér;ﬁgiﬁ
— ¥ 10 Di LeRO1
(Tietze. 1974, pp. 30-33). Bu ' kS taward the
¢ ew -one  might' take to |
these ‘reports were {whdteyer V1 | i hin) inspira-
the Margery mediumship
subsequent/developments 1n Xy ! S Cbindon Qo
i ithin ds Crawford’s ‘accounts, .
tional. Within' days of reading | PR e
| ' Whetherthe tall; sar .
ided to try a_home circle uf his own. : it _ T
z:iitgtmatic :urgenn had at this point a"ginulnebresearggﬁfigzst ;i
" . av as well have been *
not now, knowable,ohe may as o 1
William MeDougall. would suggest, by a ﬁdesm_:- ilﬂ;}?ﬂ;{g:tﬂei »
foolishness of psychical research. In any case, Mbma cf rEmarkﬂblE
her new husband's interests, and in 11;911 a ";;“I'; ;" ]‘{?} S e
' i acon Hi
nts took place in thew home, pear be | m IS
Ejgn addresz that would “soon become a kind of spiritualistic
>ca. : .
Miccnrding to the account of Dr. Crandon and a ct;r*‘:leugfucii
friends. da‘table tilted at the first ﬁear;::ei an?;*dllnrds;'i b;;lu ringing
: : | speE ( dpPs. " 3
ions. the,room was enlivened _fu_rt €r Dy Spe« e 7=
3111?(? bt«tnu:w:sa from both an invisible harmonica and an lllnhal;glb;
piano. A’ table Was said to run down the hallway, ‘propelled by at
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INVIS] i :
ter” n?ii.?‘é';‘iid EI-"E'“'V . Mina herself went into a trance and **Wal
his first words thl*rfm-e}f' During a seance,on June 9, 1923, he s ni :
thisothrough!™ “\’Eﬂ?ﬁ through Mina’s mouth: ““I said I‘Cﬂulgpuf
il B alter” soon proved Hi oy .
and im: proved himself a witty/ ch:
i maginativ spectal personality Wihin th decde ad
| Xy s HG sned and maintai Ve
m.?l”sl': famous ghost. aintained hisoposition, as’ America’s
e ‘mini ienic .
“Walter™ Gl;ns antf: science made their first acqudintanée  with
McDougll lﬁen tiw ;;vf:eks'aﬁer his first appearancél, William
Esvand. o i ¢ .erad ofsthe department of PS}"EhD]‘Dg}":a[
Gardner Murph? a?-.ﬁ tﬁdi?ypr}{?f theses in psychical research. and
R s arry _Helson wére | )
clz‘g 1tnqmry began on’ July 1 |9a3n cit Interested. The first offi-
ntranced, Mina produced xeno.
: : 1 xenoglossy~in Italian (;
rintabl g' y7in Italian (al
Ehineseﬂéafﬁnc:h' rGennan. ‘S-WEdISh. Dutch, Gref{:kleiiﬂ]y =
a day’s 1"«2*5.&:::%1rr:.;l-l i?lepdri[? sessions. ‘e Harvard i"quirérs fellel"lflzl:
e each language ought'1 | |
a bright _ : ght'te have been a
reall f waﬂ?;ilﬂ?ﬂlngas?ler brief phrases and senlences.dﬁ’qhua&:lih?r
the dark, and/‘n d;;l”};ﬂ?:jﬂ; fﬂ?hn upplied: The table levitated ir%:
> * g all™ 1} nt that still --
Cri . : uzzle:
Scrgzﬁl.intleh_materrahzatfﬂn “cabinel"——z thlf;e-;\;:;}e[he s
fnrces.._Sudlg;!ﬁlthifﬂmedmm sdat in _nrder to “gather the ‘;;]}?Shﬁg
Mina's hands and}ti »Eg*apﬂn while, McDougall himself held
Sible, the invests [EE{- tllunconvinced'that collusion was im
ot fhie Tosth ﬂga ors bent every, effortito sé4l off the seanﬁe rpﬂs-
Complice. wax gﬂrr 31' the _C‘randnn house’ The only Dﬂsqibleﬂf}m
e The o randon himself;Nevertheless, phﬁ‘ﬂﬂm‘ena S
floofs; “Wzﬂlgr‘f‘-mmfem a whistle seemed toocomé’ from the Imﬂc-
Was. filRd witk "h;a'ﬂl::"j:;i ”r:ahr;ﬂggd to speak; thotigh Mina's mnuteg
(oM 4/ reme cDougall and Hélson hel iy
;u:c;nulll Ilﬂfr:m?]e e of the house, “Taps™ was PTH?’E‘I(? El: v E'andbf
ik th?: Li:::ki? in the house stopped during the aitti'r? e ,;‘!?Es:
ki s estigating team found their seals i B;, AOF-
seance-roomadoors: seals ntact on the
Thoug Ty 1424
the L‘u:":i:itnln {:I-Edﬂy -Iden“ﬁﬂble confederate presented himself f
the P“‘ﬁih“;‘i‘ﬂ‘ S ?ﬂﬂﬁldﬁ‘l‘ﬂ“ﬂﬂ. IhE‘}" retained nagging doubt :.iE b )
Ct-il1ﬁtr'1}¢;lud t}f ol outside collusion. The house itself waﬂb? et
. 0 . s g ) . S dlim
s uhmmdﬁ;mr;:::e such suspicions: Nooks, crannies. and {'ﬁ[
undertaken by this c no thorough architectyral search Was E‘: :
housl has ‘;}ifnmlhl;ﬂnkmlttze or any other. (I'understand tHat t}?
YA S, since the Crandon occupanc oane i :
intéimal ré : pancy.” undergo. |
%Ii(}i:t]rtl ltquelmg. so that speculatiunsyabuut rf}znedex@we
~ "l'hu:b L!';inuir; ﬂl‘:l_JHL unfortunately, remain unveriﬁ'th'llje }Uﬂrb "y
ROSEsL ihing 1o a ¢elue the te: ' wac
yarn that“may or m: cam discovered was 4/pieces
may oranay’ not have played a part in the f'r:::ul:t;*::l“
/
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ording to the Crandon camp in this
ougall tried to extract a confession

Mina strove to
1101115 People
interview hard/m

moving of a piano stool.”Acc
unresolved controversy, McD
from_Mina based on this piece of stfing, while
restrain 4n impulse to giggle (Bird, 1925b, pp.
who knew MeDougall found this version of the
accept. |
Whilé this fivestigation was proceeding, the seeds were being
sown for a4’ more public’ exposure of the Crandon'‘gase.” James
Malcolm Bird was an editor ofi;the staff of the Scientific American.
His curiosity about such then-current controversies as Einstéinian
physics had brmfght hini/to prominence on the magazine, and now
he became interested in psyéhical research. Soon a black-bordered
notice appeared in the Seientific’ American (“Announcing $5000,"
1922, p. 389), announcing a remarkable “prize of $5.000 to be
awarded to anyone able to convifice a committee of the genuine-
ness of supernormal physical events: Bird -was ‘charged by the
publisher, Orson Munn, with creating #’commitiee (0 judge the
entiants. Composed of some of the leading figures on the American
scene. Bird's committee represents a perfect cross-section of the
personalities. cpurposes, and styles of people drawn 10 psychical
research during this period. From psychology. he obtained William
McDougall; from mainstream psychical research, Walter Franklin
Prince: from engineering. the inventor-of the cinema’s technicolor
process, Daniel Frost Comstock: from legerdemain, Harry
Houdini: and from a region of publictawareness very difficult to
classify. the scholar-turned-popularizer, Hereward Carrington.
Despite a discouragingly sparse/responsg to this offer, a gener-
ou¢ and”irresistable proposition came from’ England. SircArthur
Conan Doyle, the world’s leading prophet of Spiritualism, offered
the “Scientific. Anterican his considerable expertise’and aequaint-
afice with-Eurdpe's most productive mediums. Bird wastnvited to
travel to Etirope ‘and sée, what might be seen of the. cream of
European meditumship./Fhis trip opened Bird's mind with fegard to
the possibility ©f paranormal events: as well, it gave him rapidly, a
wide personal experienceswith the range of physical phenomena
that were fashionable 4t this’stage in the history of Spiritualism. On
his return. the committee’foundsfew applicants willing to be so
carefully scrutinized, and all”who were examined were quickly
exposed as frauds (Bird, 1923 1924a. 4924b). Finally, taking a
suggestionfrom Conan Doyle. Bird contacted Dr. Crandon indBoston.
Crandon readily agreed to allow the Scientific Amerjcan €om-
mitlée to mieet his wife, graciously offered his home for thew
conveniénce dtring the course of the investigation, and generously
promised. should they Win the prize, to donate thes money 10
further research with other mediums. Bird. wishing to preserve the
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anonymi ;
~"'f’f”1i?;‘erE?ME£ éll}e ..C%Eh“dﬂns* invested ‘Mina with the nom du
mock-epic pnf 031{1 e resulting investigation was a fiasco of
it ﬂmjr)wﬁhn:vns. BII'C‘I.. who had no official, voice in the
oublich alléged HCCD was 10 serve merely-as its Secretary, began to
oGS ot 1 ounts n!‘ the research that were in fact glowi
the medium’s Wit, Chal‘m‘ and Uﬂpﬂraﬂeled 'E;SYC]I'II:E

talent. Carrington. wh i -
, who, with Bird, st :

/aECUS q . 3/ . : k 3 x ayEd ﬂt ][} L"TI ~ ]
2w Egrz?tidt:}anvmﬁd an affair with *“Margery™ and at:c:ptsi;;e?b? I:E::LS
against the Casé ang%?_ﬁiaﬂ ‘-f'*’zﬁh charged with being’ pr'ejudir.:eg
e s . nce with being t | :
in a seance- . Ve 1 being too old and deaf
incnmp;zi ggum inquiry. Houdini/publicly charged the ct'-?hzr]':cx:flitgl:

, harvete, -or. collusion with the medium “Walter”

called Houdini a “God-damned bastard” and accused him of

lanti i : :
E}’ I-Ilzr:n:lmgn;ilrlri"35;:]i CSI::'];‘E-;U? In"the materializing cabinet. Bird, stunned
i Ilg tforward remarks, impugning his gc:nd faith
was fired from fhaer:};‘nl;}g;hz? lm:u-]}]"rll-:mee’ ans:l, not long afterward, hé
Hngﬁyance and embarrassn?:ﬁt. - CrRReavsalved 1n mised
e onlv indis
Mina Cr:::-fyd (;Ed;:;fu?; x;hn emerged substantially unscathed was
name (because or ok self; he had a new and popularly recognized
Americd¥ team"q cgpbﬂslng newspapermen had followed the Scientifie
together). Mnreéwe t}? 1{3 _lee Street and had put two and two
of fraud look ver}’r ‘;luecl?d}jikn;a;aifddiéﬂ miﬂ:kef? majority decisior
ersecuti . atement of incom
Eatinn J;ﬂ:.p};;uflnl S Effurts on the public/stage and irllj ?Itleen;ﬁbﬁf
ton Medium Map et—"Houdini Exposes the Tricks of the Bos-
sectiiad, by theirrﬁery (cf. Gibson & Young, 4953, pp. 134—161)—
but in the magici Er}l;_exce.sses 0 Indicate @ flaw, not in Marger
ance the actu%m:ﬁnt dImSEIf' Skill in polemics seemed-to nvﬂrbeﬁ:
thé displlo, Thisd e T_fedenuals of controversialists involved in
did to the aa[iﬂn_1P?CU_idrl_y American approach2~appealing as it
as 58 an .inherentb 11n5tu‘1c‘lwe sympathy for the underdog as well
template for allth Suspicion of “'specialists”—was to strike the
mediumship. Add ; subsequent controversy about the Marge
veinforcing éware :e~lf} ;hls was—it cannot be ignored—a dﬂﬁb?
cineteenth Eaituy lﬁ;; n:éﬂ? ».:gfe s::;?avimignal assumptions of thg
. ’ ne \ e s . ¥
/ :Ei;ﬂdﬁ;ﬁ{;ﬁ?:; E-:L and psychically giﬁid; fr;ibfhe Tx:fill?t?:tﬁh E;E*
direing their Ui:'i ?.EE" to be eémerging as indiyiduals capable of
tion'in the public mir:zesa-ndﬁilgieurgsegsj Etclly B o (e
recogniti ‘ ; nt stru i iant}
imcpugsllc;ﬂl;};et seen alternatively as those of ﬁﬁitﬁgf Ifi?]ilaﬁiz
all creative feminine expression. In t:itlh:r uggemtﬂsﬁe‘ﬂlﬂi II;E; T:[Ed
’ SLop-

2

.

ping her. Despite the committee 8,1
lic;performances acc
papers, she had won

more sinisterly, she had
members of the American Society

two. different investigations were undertaken by“i
qui
seal of the respectability of research on
spite all the stresses placed upon it i
grow more and more versatile.

and her husband had taken-a jaunt to

attracted the attention of Conan
inquirers. The case seemed to

rounding it, one of paramount significance.
young men on either side of the Atlantic to
research was Eric J. Dingwall,
Psychical Research and, beginning in 1921,
department-of physical phenomena for
his personal experience and the available
say that the Margery mediumship is one of
its kind would be an understatement:, it is, 1t
markable hitherto recorded” (Dingwall, <1926, p. 84).
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eservations and Houdini's pub-
using her of blatant fraud, through the news-
the hearts of the American public. Perhaps
also won the interest of some of the
for Psychical Research. "

officially involved, however,
ndependent-in-

rérs that served/both’to,. increase the confusion and to set the
the case. Moreover, de-

he mediumship continued, to

Before the ASPR was to become

estigation took place, Margery

England, where her work had

Doyle, Oliver Lodge, and other
be, despite the controversy sur-
One of the most gifted
be ‘drawn to psychical
research officér of the Society for
special director of the
the ASPR. On the basis of
literature, he wrote: "T0
the most important of
hink, the most re-

Before the Scientific;American iy

of an anonymous Boston member of
ome to America to study the
the literature s’most interest-

With the financial support
the SPR. Dingwall was enabled to ¢

case His subsequent report is one of
ing and‘detailed studies of alleged mediumship. It is also: perhaps,

the most frustratingly inconclusive. Allowing Crandon’to retain his
customary: position as controller of the medium’s. right, hand,
Dingwall, was privileged to observe. among the usualodisplay  of
spiritualistic_phenomena: the brand-new appearance of ectoplasm.
Hitherto~psychical researchers had reported ectoplasm-in various
forms. front fogs out of which paper faces emerged (Geley! 4920,
pp. S51-63), to<ragged cheese-cloth-like draperies, to various
amorphous masses resembling cauliflowers (Feilding, Baggally, &
Carrington, 1909, p. 443). Margery's efforts were (and remain)
anparalleled. These materializations. as they flopped onto the table
i1 “the nimbus of red light, were revealed 1o be weirdly organic
substanegs. On one occasion a hand appeared. silhouetted against a
luminous ¢ardboard plaque: a sinuously moving blackomass
squirmed{and;/in_Dingwall's werds. from the central pulp, “one,
two. three. four orfiye fingers of all shapes were made to suddenly
grow out from the mass,some quickly, some slowly. Then'a short;
coarse thumb Cand fidally one long projection with a hook in it, in
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all twelve inches long™ (Dingwall, 1926, ppo116-117). Despite this
and other manifestations. Dingwall was unable to verify absolutely
that the ectoplasm had not been an illusion created by the Crandons
outof reshaped animal tissues manipulatéd and worked by hands in
the dark: or even animated with tubes connected to rubber bulbs.
like ‘@ child’s toy Jjumping frog. William Mc¢Dougall thought that
slides of the ectoplasm gave clear evidence that'the substance was,
specifically, animal lung tissue. shaped into handsy two Harvard
specialists“agreed when shown the slides. Dingwall was also the
first to”observe, during a magnesium photographic flasH,  that
Margery’'s mouth ‘thoved during” the production of the “diréct
voice™ (Dingwall, 1926.p. 124). In his final report, Dingwall was
unable to make a firm decision eithet for or against the genuineness
of the Margery phenomena,, and. in, the ntervening years. he has
continued to maintain that he has no further light to shed on the
case. Dr. Crandon himself reviewed the report in a letter appended
to Dingwall’s (1926) paper. He listed the “¢artload of objects
Dingwall had hypothesized could have been used to simulate all the
effects he had seen: without denying that Dingwall's suspicions
were valid, Crandon merely ridiculed the improbable assumption
that all this’ material, cofild have been smuggled into the room
without detection., “The author.” concluded Crandon, *‘is a nut”
(Crandon, 1926, p. 158).

The case was entering ‘a new phase: Seance-room effects were
branching out in very ereative directions, and the Crandons were
becoming increasingly skillful at imputations of hostility. closed-
mindedness, or incompetence of the ‘part of any investigator who
was-unable to endorse the mediumship.

Al_the same time, political divisions withi the "ASPR “were
becoming more-and more sharply defined. ‘Ostensibly be¢ause of
Prince’s worsening hearing problem. the Board determined to di-
vide the responsibilities of the research officership and/to add one
more Speciahist to the staff. Prince would be in charge of inguiries
into mentak _phénomena. and the new man would head up/ a
vigorous investigative program into physical phenomena. Prince
was already piqued by this move. but when he learned who it was
that the Board intended to hife. Prince thought they had taken
leave of their senses. In January of 1925, he resighed and began a
neéw: position with the recently formed Boston Society for Psychic
Research (Tietze, 1976, pp. 13-15). ‘

Jo- Malcolm Bird—former editor for the Scientific American.
sometime secrétary to the first major investigation into thé Cran-
don case, pérsonal friend and publicist of the medium. creator 6f
her:nom' du seance, and. most recently, the author of a lengthy
lome r.:nli/lled “Margery” ‘the. Medium (Bird. 1925b)—was_ pre-

/
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pared to offer his services to the‘ASPR as specialist In ﬁhyslﬁﬂ
phenomena. To fully grasp Prince’s stupefaction, one real ydm i
read Bird's book. It could be used as a l?xlbnnk for 'fh_ﬂ stu j: f
the pre/cise- use of what Prince called ‘!ungpage thfttrsqum an
Prince Avrote”/a balanced review of “Margery the f!ffn: nun.drzll: |
viding *documentary evidence . . . that Mr. Bird ‘twmtf:ci anle i 1151;
torted facts in“his possession, including some plamﬂ]y (; eczrtctde
the official ‘notes of, the“sittings™ (Feilding, ]-humglan{;1 :3}!1 s
1927, p. 416). (There is‘eyvidence in Prince s curre:;apc}nB;r:lf::eb gk
for the next several 'years. he wnulc! Uccasmm}lly take dlf‘ 5'*1?1}:;&
from the shelf, pefuse it for a few minutes, until he found a l'!’ll*h w
or distortion he had notmnoted l;:ﬂfnre* and then jot it dnwnf on a w.a :
He seems to have enjoyed lgls me?tai)exermse in the same way
rs might enjoy crossword puzzles.)
Dﬂ;ﬁsieadgnf puhllaliahing an objective review, however. lhﬁ, L?SE]E
afforded Mr. Bird an opportunity that *tf:w of .us hm:'ff c? T
treviewed his own book in the Jnm*{m!.‘ ihougl] Prince’s rEdan”_—
critique of Bird was too controversial for publICHl;ii;I:l} ﬁm t;] e. u:j "
nal. the ‘Board was less diffident wl'fr-:n, |n'Jul}h 2], *E:_}fvréﬂi-
lished a virulent attack on Mc;){éugalllﬁ ru;f: n:nelllt?e Margery inves
ati . LeRoi Goddard/€randon himself. -
gﬂtﬁﬂ: TSE[E a[.r;ﬁumed almost a cqm":e_rted. official position :]r'lulrﬁ:
sponse to the next full-scale investigation of the Marge:}f nlz illliam
ship. For the second), timey, Harvard UHI‘\’EI'S:l[}"h'[\fI{i i
McDougall) offered to grant credit for work i pa:_fc ica drett; o,
and, a committee of professional staff andgraduate _ﬁtl;ﬂ E::n klg;ﬂ.
formed for the purpose of studying the Crandon case n Y cly*'th;li
The Crandons consented to participate and cooperate ﬁ{ y'm e
reasonable requests. The committee held its sntmga;c}wﬂy '
Lime  Street, in “order to improve control of tt;e »e:nwmnmdium
factors that were always disquielmg_when investigating a me p
in herown heme. As she’had for Dingwall, M‘urgery whu?n?tiym
robe and slippérs, and she ‘was _SEHI.”ChE:d before each si {)Erder
minimize the potential for smuggling in props. M{}TE{}\FE'I{‘EEIS v
to keep track of her movements in the dark. _the Cli‘:in(‘lll‘l'll o ‘and
Margery to wear luminous elastic bands n_m'inrel?eld . W :; o
ankles. Crandon, who also-attended the Hlllll:lgﬁ.';t SO 1WL|-}| Seel
ous markings. Hudson Hﬂaglaﬁugi. T:huhhﬂj mff“%“:-tf;d:me ﬂhnd Y
vard investigation, controlled the hands ¢ ¢ ¢ s
E'ﬁ‘re_“r(}dr;ml £ uﬁe, another graduate student. xyhusehhnb}"};n :::::
legerdemain! controlled Margery’s left hand. and anot er Lkuuf gt
tee ‘member/lay on the floor at Margery's feet to keep trac

luminous-anklets.

Nevertheless, despite ‘these prec_aulinns. the cumwﬂt;&m?ﬁ:;
nessed telekinésis  andomaterialization, as well as the Familic
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“Wal‘ter" independent voice. “Teleplasmic-terminals™ touched sit-
ters in the darkness, and the men tried to learn, more about the
substance that felt like ““the fleshy part of a/hand; rather rough™
(,Hﬂ‘ag]and* 1925, p. 673). Hoagland managed to, maneuver the
luminous plaque in such a way as to silhouette ““a human right
fﬂﬂt: .. ..ankle.and leg” (Hoagland, 1925, pv675)./On checking the
luminous ankl_ets, Code noticed that a complete ring shone on/the
fl6or, suggesting that one of the bands was off Margery‘s leg. He
read. th‘lﬁ nhserv_atiﬂn into the notes, and the ring suddenly’became.a
semi-circle”again/ After the séance, the luminous band was in-
spected: It had slipped down (or back up?) so that it was now
stretched across her foot“from instep to heel instead of her ankle
(Hoagland, 1925, p. 673} For the first time someone had the idea to
obtain an impression of the teleplasm in modelling clay. (Walter
St":lld. he thought Hoagland's tactile description of the teleplasm as
similar to a “soft leatherlike object’™ was”very good. and Walter
added that he expected the clay impression to look like coarse skin
[Hoagland, 1?25* p. 673].) The “*Walter” impression/was later com-
pared to an impression made of Margery's foot, but identification
of the prints was not possible due to the blurring of the teleplasmic
impression. However, the teleplasm deposited into the clay traces
of lint and microscopic substances identical to those found inside
one of Margery's slippers, so the circumstantial case was becoming
stronger.

The hypothesis of fraud was given further-support when Grant
Code showed his fellow coOmmittee members that he could dupli-
cate all the telekinesis they had’seen simply by, the adroit use of a
freed right leg. Determined to put their doubts to‘rest, the Harvard
group increased the stringency of control, /anticipating -either
change “or, cessation of the phenomena.

However, on the night they planned to close i on awily trick-
ster—June’ 30, 1925—Margery was confident, “Walte¥” was caus-
tic, and the phenomena went on as usual, despite the imcreased
—seemmgl)f insurmountable—controls. “Walter” even knew all
about Code’s duplication of the previous seance: Hoagland felt the
dlsplay_nf knowledge was “uncanny’ (Hoagland, 1925, p. 678). But
something was different: The teleplasmic terminal had by this eve-
ning become a partially articulated hand whicl-Margery let the
sitters touch. It felt, said Hoagland, ‘‘cold., moists and flabby"
{_Hﬂagland1 1925, p. 678). There were, to be sure, several indica-
tions n_f fraud, e.g., Margery's arm band seemed to twitch at the
same time that the “*hand” moved, and a plasticine impression of
the teleplasm revealed the print of "a small, Chainlike’ structure,
prgsumably used to aid in the mechanical manipulation“of the
artificial hand »(Hoagland, 1925, pp. 678-679). But with the contvol

/
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in place that night, Hoagland and the others were unable to explain
how fraud could have been accomplished.

The explanation was soon forthcoming. Two days after the

seancein question, Grant Code informed the committee that he
had. in collaboration with the medium, produced the dazzling ef-
fects they had seen. Code, in charge of the medium’s right hand,
had slipped her luminous arm band up to her‘elbow thus effec-
tively reléasing her. “She then proceeded to remove various ob-
jects from the-region of herlap with her right hand, the, bathrebe
being thrown open in the dark, and to manipulate them<-on the
table” (Hoagldnd, 1925, p. 679). Code believed that Dr. Crandony's
“profound religious faith”in the’ phenOmena was sincere and “that
a sudden exposure on the partof a group of observers in which he
had placed so much trust would give him a shock that might be
dangerous’ (Feilding, Hoagland; & Code, 1927, p.@27). He there-
fore took it upon himself to meet ‘privately with Margery—their
relationship was, at that time, quite close (Tietze, 1973, pp. 83-84)
Zzand persuade her to confess and give upthe game. According to
Code. the two had a private seance in the ‘afternson at which
“Walter “manifested through the independent voice, an effect the
entranced Margery managed by throwing her voice against,the
materializing cabinet. ““Walter? asked for Code's help, and Code
consented. Margery herself’was, atcording to this first psychologi-
cal theory of her motivation, highly susceptible to suggestion: her
seance effects were produced fratudulently while in an altered
mental state that left hercunaware of ‘what she was doing and
dnable to remember anything“she did-while entranced. Dr. Cran-
don. Code felt, had emphasized his/interest in psychic¢al matters o
such. an @xtent that he had apparently hypniotized his wife into a
belief in the necessity of creating the phengmena: Thus, both the
docfor andchis wife were morally mnocent.

This theory. though widely accepted at the time and apparently
still Believed by some of her friends and family, has‘a number of
weaknesses, especially considering the involved preparation neces-
sary in order’to create teleplasm from lung tissue, rubber,”and
leather. Further. the story of the private seance seems unbelievable
(cf. Feilding, 1926, p.-168) and Margery recorded an affadavit
denying that it took place (Tiétze, 1973, p. 87). In any event,
Code’s story rests on his word alone.

As'to Crandon’s sincerity, there is now no way [0 judge—but,
25 some were able to point out, if the teleplasm were manipulated
lung tissue, where did the tissue come from, if not fromv the
surgeon-husband of the medium? Other body parts ‘would @appear
during later seances (‘Fietze, 1973, pp. 166-167), and, the possibility
of Crandon's having procured such items from a hospital must al
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least remain a lingering and disquieting question. Finally, the de-
fenders of the mediumship resorted ‘to, ad hominem attacks on
Code’s personality, suggesting that ‘his emotional dependence on
Margery had grown to unmanageable proportions. He was even
indiscreet enough to commit his feelings to“a letter’whichZ-in due
course; fell“inta Mr. Bird's hands. Bird, apparently on”ASPR sta-
tionery, wrote Code a letter in which he threatened him/ with
making the contents’of Code’s letter public. As a further pérsuasive
factor, a Tumor was set/afoot, crediting Dr. Crandon, with’ the
intention of bringing suit against Code for having made an ‘dmorous
approach to‘Margery, By 1927 1wo years later, the charge “had
escalated to attempted-rape (Tietze, 1973, pp. 87-89).

The second Harvard investigation/thus came to an end as murky
as any previous inquiry. Despite the faet that (if the story related
by the committee were true)sthe “¢ircumstantial case for fraud
seemed persuasively supported, neverthéless, the techniques em-
ployed by the Crandons and their supporterssmanaged once again
to bolster the mediumship through a campaign that impugned the
Investigators’ sincerity, integrity, honesty, and morality. Further-
more. this episode demonstrated that there was, increasingly, un-
derlying the’ mediumship$/a powerfully ambiguous image of eroti-
cism. For some. Margery was @ beleaguered saint, whereas for others.
she was “The Witch of Lime Stréet.”” Code was not the first, nor
would he be the last, to be (as’the newspapers say) “romantically
linked” with Mina Crandon.

Whether or not this investigatorand the medium ever in fact had
an affair, the erotic undercurrent of the Margery case surfaced here
most.glearly. It 1s a complicated element’in the polemical side of
the story’ and though much of the medium’s alleged sexual activity
may never have happened, it remains today.a major part of the
“common knowledge™ about the case. Some of this éfotic subtext
iscsupplied by the charged environment of the spiritualistic’ seance;
some by the special conditions peculiar to this mediumship, some
by the medium's, attractiveness. and some by her own’ rather
suggestive—or/free-spirited—behavior.

Eroticism in connection wyith the seance as a social activity goes
back to the very beginnings of Spiritualism. from Mr. Livermore's
account of the lingering kisses of his materialized wife (Sargent,
(875, pp. 16-17). to William Crookes’ embracing of Katie King
(Crookes, 1874/1972), and all the way through'to thé orgasmic
trances of Eusapia Palladino (Lombroso., 1909.0pp. T12-113%, The
darkness, the’ hand-holding, and the closeness almost tnevitably
lend any sédnce. as the sociologist George Lawton observes.* an
excitement of a sexualcharacter more or less disguiSed ™ (Fawton.
1932, H, ,263).
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Doubling this effect are;the speculations cunce_ming the anatomi-
cal concealment of “props” to aid in the simulation of phenomena;
nowhere else in the literature of psychical research has a medium's
vagina’been so frequently thought about. It was nl_:w_l?us from the
first appearance of teleplasm that a luglc_ai possibility was th:ql
Margery‘had prépared the tissue, stored it in her body. remqved it
in the dark. and replaced it in her vagina before the seance ended.
“There is good evidence:” wrote William McDougallin the I%f:.ﬂ::ﬂ
Eveniné Transcript for February 18, 1925, “that ‘ectoplasm does
issue. or did issue/on some, and,probably on all, occasions from
one particular *opening, in the aratomy.” The more interesting
question is—How “did it°gomesto be 1:'s,fllihm ‘the anatomy
(McDougall, 1925, p. 3)-€Codé’s guphemistic reference to the artifi-
cial hand of June 30, 1925, being withdrawn from ““the region of her
lap” (Hoagland, 1925, p. 679) was wryly ridiculed by J. Malcolm
Bird: *Mr. Hoagland and his collabofators/from the Department of
English are under an obvious and severe mlsu_nd'erstandmg as to
the-size, shape, and other dominant characteristics nt: _ [this]
anatomical storehouse™ (Bird, 1925a, p. 727). Theughin, this case
these dimensions are unknown, something odd dDEj.‘ﬁ seem’to have
been going on, because on those occasions when Mina (;‘randur] did
allow an examination by a femalesdoctor, she was wearing sanitary
napkins and so naturally demurred grnm an internal inspection.
Clearly Dingwall had fixed early ‘on this question, because, as Mina
cheerfully told Grant Code, = “The firskthing he tgld_ me . . . was to
take off my clothes” ™ (Tietzey 19731 p. 6"7}'_ By ‘¢liminating possible
hiding places in the medium’s garments, Dingwall had narrowed the
focus considerably. Dingwall asked'@ gynecologisi -whe*the‘r or not
suchospeculation was worth the effort. She I'E’pll{iid by  indicating
that the space ‘in_question might contain = "a considerable portion
of siuch,substance™” - (Dingwall, 1926, p. 135n).

That Margery's, seXual center should also he_lh'e. centér of re-
search interest-was only intensified by the medium s personal at-
tractiveness: Evén women were irresistibly drawn to hm:. Despl_te
the fact that in’the 1930s Méargery phoned a number of influential
psychical researchérs to tell them that she had just been filling in
the then newly arrivedspsychic, Eileen Garrett, with detailed 1n-
formation she might use in her readings. Mrs. Garrett told me in
April of 1967: **She was probably the most utterly chamlmg woman

I have ever known.” Margery's circle of female friends was large
andintensely, warm. The warmth was felt by the men as well, The
oeneration was still trying to cope with the values and assamplions
of Victorian&as it’met the new freedoms (and tensions) of thedazz
Age: so it is perhaps mot surprising that erotic attachments often
still 106k the Torm of male protectiveness of female honeor. J. Mal-
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colm Bird virtually admitted in his boek that'he was smitten by her
effervescence (Bird. 1925b, pp. 114-115); and’zn his later years,
Hereward Carrington often reminisced,abotit his loye affair with
her (Tietze, 1973, pp. 58-39). Whether sex was ever actualized as
frequently’as rumor indicated, the stance taken by her partisans in
print very strongly resembled that of outraged lovers leaping to the
defense of a woman sullied by unjust accusations. Here, for in-
stance. 4are, the gallant, /if unrestrained, words written by lawyer
Daniel Day ‘Walton,- a trustee of the ASPR, published in” 4he
Society's official Proceedings, offered as a response to the ¥eport
of a committe€ that found itself uhable to accept Margery's phe;
nomena:

After a vear and a thalf's cogitatiom,on the events of this tragic
occasion when the pledged covenant of a man was so brutally
broken. the three investigators, to’protect the reputation of their
confrére. united in an explanation of the matter that belies their own
contemporaneous record made in the coursesof their professional
duty, and if true, would indicate deliberate simulation of illness by
Margery-to evade detection of a fraud in which Crandon was neces-
sarily an aceomplice, The frequent defense of a criminal is an alibi
supported by’ manufdctured evidence. It has remained for an at-
tempted investigation of ‘psychic phenomena to disclose that even
men of academiic repute, mayCresort to an analogous technique,to
support a théory previously held and published and escape condems
nation for inexcusable conduct/S(citedoin [Dudley], 1933, p. 747)

Finally, the eroticism implicit il the case was scarcely minimized
by-Mina herself. She tended“to embrace’and kiss male sitters
(Tietze, 1973, pp. 58-59: J. B. Rhine, & I°0E. Rhine, 1927, p. 417).
Houdini 4pparently kept some sort of photographic evidence of
Margery’s fruitless attempt to “vamp’ hify, and ‘both Prince and
McDougall“appear to have had to resist her ‘charming blandish-
ments. Not all men were so strong. She apparently’had no gualms
about 4itting’in the nude for her investigators. On such occasions,
she mights, through Walter, tease a sitter into touching  the
ectoplasm—which insthe darkness seemed indistinguishable from
one of her naked breasts (Bird, 1928, pp. 229-230). Today this
frank light-heartedness about sexuality is cammonplace and widely
regarded as delightfully healthy. In the 1920s.ohowever, her be-
havior was daring and even open to the sinister intefpretation of an
intentional effort to go *‘fly-catching™ (J."B, Rhin¢ & L. E. Rhine,
1927, p. 417) in order to enlist male’ support, that/would make
denunciation $ocially awkward. By 1926, R.d. Tillyard, speaking of
himiself in'the third person, reported:

when he mentioned’10 Lime Street. . . . [Bostonians{ begged/him not
10/go to that plate. Oneé professor ol Harvard told him that it was a

/
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thoroughly bad place. that his/honor would be stained for ever if he
went. that no decent man or wornan should set foot inside that door,
and they even insinuated that Margery was a descendant of Mary
Magdalene. . . . [Tlhey said . . . that the woman, was @.vampire.
(Tillyard, 1926, pp. 706-707)

/

For all her ptiblic life and after her death, the stigma of her sexual
charims would haunt her reputation to at least as great-an extent as
her mysterious motivations‘and the controversy Over her, alleged
POWETS. / | |

Caught up in the spirited defense’of Mina Crandon, the powers
within the ASPR neverthéless recognized the need to settle the
question, which had so long been a matter of’epinion, in a thorough
manner. unhampered by amatetr intrusions. Walter Franklin
Prince’s resignation left a vacaney that,was temporarily filled by
the prominent psychologist, Henry Clay McComas, then on leave
of absence from Princeton. The ASPR charged, him”with the re-
sponsibility of forming a committee to verify’the genuineness of the
Margery case. Two distinguished colleagues agreed to/investigate
the mediumship with McComas. but found their experiences un-
convincing. After their investigation was completed, they com-
posed a report. which was dulysubmitted. A year later, the report
was still unpublished, so McComas;took a remarkable step: He
decided to “‘produce” a seance of his own. Obtaining a fraudulent
medium. he contrived toinvite several members of the Society to
two “test sittings.” While “the sitters controlled the “medium.'_:
McComas performed all the tricks. 1 have fished in'many waters,
he wrote, ““and have shot different sorts of game,but I'have never
known a thrill to match that of saving your medium from an
exposure just incthe nick of time” (McComas, 1935,.pp. 147-148),
Several of the stamdard Margery effects were accomplished{ .and
fifteen of the pro‘Margery ASPR members signed a staterment indis
cating their endersement of the phenomena produced. Ttewas only
then that MeComas revealed that the performance was fraudulent.
McComas finally closéd his report in April of 1927 by suggesting
that further study of the mediumship was pointless. The ASPR
refused to publish the report it'had financed, arguing that one of the
investigators drank too much and the rest were biased and incapa-
ble of finding evidence in favor of psychical phenomena (Tietze,
1973. pp., 97-99).

1 'B. RHine and Louisa Rhine were, in 1926, at the beginning of
their careers in-psychical research. Intrigued by Bird's exXtravaganl

praise of Margery'sowork, they managed to obtain a Lime Street

sitting. Also, présent were two trustees of the ASPR: The ‘phenom-
ena wére. standardized. telekinetic effects—the tipping of a scale,

—
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the levitation of a basket, and so on—acgomplished while Mina
sat inside a special cabinet, carefully designed by Dr. Crandon to
assure observers that the medium remained- immobile and under
strict’ control at all times during the production of phenpmena (ct.
Crandon. 1927, p. 82). The Rhines noticed that.the scales had been
tampered with,.that the control cabinet allowed the. medium plenty
of opportunity toclevitate objects by picking~them’ up with: her
te¢eth. that another device (used to assure the independence of the
Waltéi voice) was easily ddjustable and provided no control ‘at all.
Rhine also saw the medium’sfoot, silhouetted against a Uminous
plaque. as it Kicked over adrumpet.

The ASPR trustées were apparently pleased by the performance,
however. and Bird. thé.research officer of the Society, had been
enthusiastic in his endorsément of these effects. How, then, could
the Rhines stroll onto the scene’and! in one evening's observation,
manage to notice such elementary ‘trickery?) Is it possible that Bird
and the leading lights of the ASPR could have been so dim as to
miss these obvious areas of concern? The Rhines/(at least in print)
supposed that Margery’s votaries were duped. caught, up by the
excitement of the, discovery of the unknown and overwhelmed by
her feminine allure: i

For Bird..in fact, the situation was much more complicated than
that: “If I sucéeed in reducing [theaeader] . . . to the plea that | am
the confederate orthe fraudulent reporter, 1 regard myself as hav-
ing done my full duty by him. and as having carried him as far
along the road of ultimate’ education in the facts as it 1s possible to
carry him™ (Bird, 1928, p. 5):/The Pplain fact is that all the while
Bird-continued to assure the readéers-of the ASPR’s publigcations, as
wéll as the audiences of his lectures and press, interviews; that he
fegarded. theé® Margery mediumship as “valid.”"“he nevertheless
knéw, thal fraud had taken place under his direct observation on
séveral occasions.

This knowledge and his records of such observations Bird“kept
to himselfs.as hée had kept a blank check once given him by Dr.
Crandon. He intendéd to use both these records and the checko
offer in evidence against the mediumship, should the circumstances
ever warrant their release. (The check he finally cashed, for what
he deemed the “customary amount”—whatever that might mean!)
That he knew of the fraudulent element almést from the beginning
was nhever made public in Margery's lifetime, due tosa series of
events to/be discussed later. How many of the caSe’s other advo-
cates ‘were similarly aware of occasionab fraud, but“kept it 10
themselves-in the interest of continued Lime Street/priviléges or
efhotional perquisites.is now unknowable. The unfortunite, aspect
of this-reservation” of damaging information is that ‘of course, it
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vitiates whatever Bird.at least, testified to as genuine in the vol-
uminous accounts he did choosé 1o publish.

The Crandon case thus became an ASPR “‘family affair” in
whichlgnly the trusted initiates were involved. They were to be
amazed and moved by the usual telekinetic and teleplasmic’demon-
strations. but something new and really quite remarkable was tocbe
added: “Walter “nnounced that he would produce 'the ultimate
proof of postmortem /survival—his own fingerprints. In the dark-
ness Gfthe seance foom, @ plate of heated dental wax and a plate, of
water were-placéd before, Margery. Walter materialized his hand,
made an impression of his thumb in‘the wax, cooled it in the water,
and left the spec¢imen’ for thé”examination of the Lime Street
guests. |

The most frequent visitors, besides Mr, Bwd, were Mr. E. E.
Dudley. a spiritualistic journalist whose search for a story had led
him to a deep conviction in the reality of Margery's phenomena:
Mr. Daniel Day Walton, the almost stereotypically melodramatic
lawyer who had, as we have observed earlier, espoused the case
with an extraordinary emotionality; and, most:significantly, Mr.
William ‘H. Button. a “patron” of the ASPR since the early twen-
ties (so named due to his contribution of a thousand dollars to the
Society's research fund). Butten earned his considerable wealth as
an excellent and even well-known corporation lawyer in New York
City. G

All of these men (and several others-less important) became
polemicists in the incredible defense of’Margery and her phenom-
éna. Dudley’s somewhat limited abilities were involved in a lengthy
and fatiguing study of the Walter thumbprints, which the Crandon
cirele. had-been producing since the summer, of 1926. With the
assistance of‘Malcolm Bird, Dudley would, publish complex ‘and
intricate analyse$-of this unique spiritualistic'phenomenon for the
next three years, Already, Walter's thumbs were talked “about all
over the world as though they were the most conclusive of all
demonstrations of human immortality. They did not seem 1o think
of this new phase as it might actually have been intended, thats,
as a satirical comment ‘On the continual attempts of psychical re-
searchers to provide materiabproofs of a nonmaterial reality. What
could more point out the essentially materialistic basis of Spir-
itualism than the production of a ghost’s fingerprints? It even may
be suggested that the whole matter of spiritual dermatoglyphics can
hardly Be-appreciated without reflecting first upon this gatirical
significance " 'Whether the satire was that of Walter or the Cran-
dons; the point 1® much the same.

But more eXtraordinary than any spiritualistic phenomenon con-
nectéed, with’the Margery case was the unique character of;the
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published defenses of the Crandons. In no other case in modern
history have such vituperative and personal attacks been used to
vindicate any single medium. Bird, Dudley, Walton,“and then But-
ton would satirize, threaten. cajole, and bully all opponents; and no
attack was considered too dangerous to ‘be used. Mr.”Bird, as we
have seery, in his discussion of the Harvard investigation, suggested
that Grant Code was mentally irresponsible and indove ‘with Mina.
He darkly hinted that there was a letter (which he would rather not
make puablic) imwhich Code ‘had declared his devotion to her/in the
most effusive, manner. This is what the public saw, and It was
indeed incredible enough that'an investigator’s personal life should
be relevant to his denunciation of a-medium and that such material
should be used to discredit his findings. But this was what the
membership of the ASPR @nd a great ‘many newspapers were
treated to. both in the Society's Journal and Proceedings as well as
in a privately published pamphlet entitled Margery-Harvard-
Veritas: A Study in Psychics, issued above the names of Mark W.
Richardson. Charles S. Hill, Alfred Martin, S. Ralph Harlow,
Joseph DeWyckoff, and (of course) L. R. G. Crandon, Printed by a
small Boston company in, 1925, this singular pamphlet was com-
posed of extravagant claims. of “improved conditions™ in the
Margery sitfings, of virulent pérsonal attacks upon the mental and
emotional competency cof all adverse investigators, two articles
reprinted from the Journal'of the"’American Society for Psychical
Research. and the seanice notes of ‘the Harvard sittings. These
notes were prefaced by the camments, that'they appear absolutely
as ‘written and signed,” and that’’the ‘mediumship can well afford
to-stand or fall by these signed records” (Richardson et al., 1925, p.
37).

This was indéed an extravagant measure, in viewof the‘fact that
the notes wére most certainly not printed “absolutely’as written
and’signed”, by the Harvard group. Dr. Walter Franklin Prince;
whose Boston® Society for Psychic Research had the irrevocable
policy neversto publicly deal with the Margery affair in any way,
nevertheless received ‘the complaints of his newly made friends;
Hudson Hoagland and Grant Code. Neither Hoagland nor Code
had been very pleased by their treatment at the hands of Mr. Bird
in his hot-headed attacks in several Journal articles published since
thé issue of the Harvard report. Prince, who ‘Was perhaps the best
Known ‘of Margery's critics, had solicited their commerts on this
pamphlet and was interested to learn—or, rather, to confirm, his
suspicions—that many key statements in“the notes had been
deletéd, as ‘well 4s several essential paragraphs, in ‘the corre-
spofidencé allegedly printed as originally written by Hoagland and
Code. Prince added these items to the mounting number of such
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purposeful omissions, errors of fact, and actual lies currently In
print beneath the names of Crandon, Dudley, Walton, and Bird.
Already armed with over a hundred samples of such errors and
distortions which he had gleaned from a casual reading of less. than
a third of Bird's book on “Margery” the Medium (Bird, 1925b), Dr.
Prinice felt' himself prepared to criticize the quality of the research’
that had then been published. His single article on the caseuntil the
early “thirtiesc appeared in the American Journal of Psycholagy
under the’title “A Review of the Margery Case.” It was later
reprinted in The Cdase Forand Against Psychical Belief (Prince,
1926/1927), along with the, text of several other Clark University
lectures intended to survey the field of psychical research. The
“Review™ was not originally given as ca lecture, for Prince had
preferred to talk about some positive side of his researches, but as
soon as he learned that Crandon’s talk was to be_published for an
even wider audience. Prince insisted that his éwn article appear In
the same volume. It was, of course, imperative to the interests of
psychical research that the reader of these lectures understand that
D1 Crandon’s long discussion of the case was not the last word
that needed’ saying.

Thus it came @0 be said by the Crandon advocates that- Walter
Franklin Prince was an active and open enemy of the case. So
much was at least partly true: He was opposed to the continuation
of the fruitless and even embarrassing investigation by the ASPR,
and he had published hisocopinions in one article. But from this

fenuous position, it came to'she actually’believed and publicly

suggested that all the adverse comment onthe case proceeded from
the writing. desk of Dr. Prince. In a letter dated March 16, 1927,
E. E.'Dudley asked Prince if there was any truth“te the rumor’that
Prince had writteft.both the Harvard report and, the Rhine report.
He goes on: .
As for the parentage of the Rhine literary offspring—from the re-
cords it would seem to béa seven-months baby; that is,if it was
actually conceived at theé sitting in July. But if, on the other hand its
date of coneception“was somewhat earlier then explanations are in
order. I can understand’why you might not wish to be involved in
such a matter. These gases of illegitimate children are often most
embarrassing. . . . Just onthe side; as it were, does Rhine know that
he wrote that thing? . . . . As'you say,.it has nothing to do with the
B.S.P.R. and he wrote the whole of it—except for some help from
his friends! . . . . As an impartial (?) observer you must admit_that
most anyene would be suspicious of those Hoagland, Rhine articles,

They“look a< though someone must have written them. (Dudley,
1927)

And ‘on he goes, giving further evidence of his rather, severely
misguided’ convictions ‘and of’his less than impressive inteliect.
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The controversy had been constructed in sucha way as to leave
the’ mediumship forever ambiguous, a question, of ‘whose word to
believe. Af one believed the rumors: and’the published material
appedring ‘from the Crandon camp, ORne would ‘suppose-  that
Margerywas (das-Dr. Mark Richardson n.d.]would later suggest’'in
his unpublished manuscript) a “saint,” and that she was @ martyr to
thecvindi¢tive and inexplicable hatred of a group of fools, ‘villains,
and even athéists. If one believed, on the other hand, thé criticisms
of Hoagland; Rhine; and Prince=—criticisms that were accompanied
by precise descriptions, of ‘observed. fraud and of distortions dn
print—then a perfectly respectable Boston lady and a Fellow of the
American College of Surgeons weré dndulging in one of the most
complex and perverse schemes €ver seen in the history of psy-
chical research. It would, indeed; seefivlike a fair enough choice to
an open-minded but uninformed student of the published material
of the day: It would be reasonable to Suppose’that there could be
people who entertained a particular animosity for Margery or
perhaps for“the whale area of supernormal physical phenomena,
and that ‘such people ‘might never believe in her, no matter how
conclusive thécevidence became. If the partisans of Margery could
get that weédge firmly entered,“the rest would be simple. All that
had to be doné was effectively to ¢ast doubt upon the intellectual
honesty or the mental competency of amy person who attacked the
case. This was the programcsystematically carried out by the
Margery propagandists from),1925/to 1938.

Prince (1926/1927) had nonethelesssubmitted his “Review" to
the ASPR Journal before sending it'to.E. G, Boring for publication
i the Arierican Jowrnal of Psvchology. It was refused by the
ASPR.6f course. in spite of the advocacy given the paperby some
of the-memBers of the Board of Trustees, including Dr./George H.
Hyslop. the son of the Society’s founder. It appears that Hyslop's
sentimental dttachment to the organization led him to act-as a'sorl
of spy in the.Crandon camp, attempting wherever possible to sway
the trustees from taking too extravagant a course. His pleas for
balance and fair play fell on-deaf ears, however, and the decision of
the Committee of Publications forced Prince to make use of his
friend E. G. Boring's influence with the Auneriean Journal of Psy-
cliology. 2

Shoftly before the appearance of Prince’s article, things began to
assime very remarkable proportions. and Margery seems 1O have
behavedoas atidaciously as she had when she threatened, to send
some’of her friends to beat up Houdini (Gibson & -Young, 1953, pp.
547-543Y. These actions moved the whimsical psychjc researcher
to write 1o Di,, Hyslop:

£
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Margery says that if my forthcoming article . . . is horrid, she will
“crucify” me. Isn't that awful? And Dudley. of The Banner of Life
(£°Boston Spirtualist newspaper], says | will come o a“bad end. |
shall have to put on my pistol belt. I fancy that Margery fearsithat |
willtell some things that have never been told—but no I am gﬂi[{ig to
be a perfect gentleman. It is all very funny. Aad if Tshould call on
Margery today. She would receive me just as Sweetly“as ever.
(Prince;> 1926a)

Following-the Rhines™ single-~but illuminating—seance at Lime
Street. the question arose bétween’Prince and J. B. Rhine as o
whether the ASPR“aweould’publish _a réport of the trickery and
wholesale fraud they encountéred. Neither cof them thought the
prospect likely, and their supposition was accurate: for, a few
months later. after a considerable delay: Rhine’s paper was infor-
mally refused by Mr. John Gordon of the ASPR Publications
Committee. As things stood at that time, with the’ three most
sighificant articles of a critical nature now denied publication, the
Society seemed really to have turned its back upen its’reputation
and its own purpose. Prince. in a letter to George”/H. Hyslop,
indicated his appreciation of Hyslop’s continued behind-the-scenes
efforts to save the organizatior from self-destruction:

The late Dr. Hyslop’would have régarded the present state of your
Society as that of/scientific damnation.“¥our own position, as his
son. respecter of his principles,.is anextraordinarily difficult one. |
can imagine that you are tempted/to.leave the sinking ship, and yet
the only hope of possibly bringing it back into safe waters may
séem to be that of sticking by it. Heaven Knows that I would like to
see it/return to its former state, whenoit_had the respect ofcthose
whose leatning and sympathy with its purported /aims make their
respect dmmeasurably more valuable than thatcof the” upinstructed
and”undis¢riminating mob. 1 would like to see thegtwo“Societies
amalgamated, but that’¢an never be until the principles-of James H.
Hyslop are ‘again triumphant. (Prince, 1926b)

But the worstchad fiot yet come. In the winter of 192619271
Frederick Bligh Bond, whose spirit-assisted excavations at Glas-
tonbury Abbey had earned him’gonsiderable press in psychic cir-
cles. arrived in America, eager to see the wonders of Lime Street.
Bondswiftly fell under Margery's spelband accepted the dogma
that Walter Franklin Prince was persecuting the Crandons with
printéd. attacks and rumor campaigns. (The Crandon advocates
referred to the‘BSPR as “The SSMM"—the Society for the Sup?
pression,_of ‘the, Margery Mediumship!) On a visit to’ the BSPR
offices, Bond was left @lone for about twenty minttes, With re-
markable;audacity. he/went right to the file cabinet, opened 1t, and
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began to check through Prince’s correspondence. He found a letter
from-Grant Code to Prince, written thé previous April, in which
Code indulged in the common pastime of speculating on Margery's
vagina—he ‘was wondering if it might not have been surgically
enlarged.“Bond apparently copied out the offending paragraph and
went immediately to-the Crandons with it. At first, the Crandons
werérfurious and ‘Margery told everyone the terrible things, that
Prince was saying about her/while Crandon threatened him witha
legal suit. Bond bégan to see rumor-tracing as a kind of quest; and
so he continued to keép: his ear to the ground.

Before long Bond learned of apother. rumor, connecting Dr.
Crandon with an alleged financial scandal at Boston City Hospital.
This rumor was investigated, and foundoto be groundless—but
Bond unwittingly discovered that,Crandon’s “loss of position and
prestige” mentioned in the Rhines  paper 4J, B. Rhine & L. E.
Rhine. 1927, p. 419) was not related to financial misappropriation,
but to the doctor's reputed treatment of nurses. Bond's efforts to
“pull ‘psychics’ out-of this very malodorous cesspool” were having
1 reverse effect.“and were beginning to make more difficulties for
the Crandons than for thé enemy.” Bond was too filled with
righteous indignation to be gasily called off, however; on his own he
began to write létters tocElwood Worcester, president of the BSPR.
Here is a section frfom. oné of my personal favorites:

A speedy Nemesis now awaits-the “author of>the worst of these
accusations and innuendos©and nothing ‘can save,him. You will
discover that vou have been grossly déceived.

Margery is about the finest medium God ever gave and /her sub-
jective’ work so marvellous that it will suffice to vindicate her abso-
lutely: This work shall be preserved and she shall now be protected
from afy further mischief. (in Tietze, 1973, pp. 118-119)

A man who ¢an write in this style might be capable of“anything.
The ASPR appointed him editor of the Journal. This appointment
should explain @ great-deal about the conduct of the Society in the
late 1920s.

The Crandon group managed somehow to stop Bond from actu-
ally publishing his correspondence with Worcester and Prince, and
nafrowly averted a full-scale investigation into the ‘personal and
ptofessional background of the Crandons. Meanwhile, J::Malcolm
Bird found himself edged out of the Margery affair. From 1927 until
1930, though he was still nominally the editor of the Journal, he
wrote“yvery liftle relating to Margery. He was, howeyer, working on
a lengthy Yolumeof the Proceedings which was to’be the second
book-length treatment of the case the ASPR would bring out. Thas

book. he lef it be known’ to his employers, would deal in part with
/
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the evidence of occasional fraud that he had detected. This com-
pleted -manuscript was lost, and the second Margery Proceedings
(labelled 1926—1927, but actually published in 1933) was rushed out
of E.E; Dudley's typewriter instead. Selections from Bird's book

were not published until 1973 in my own book on the case (Tigetze,,

1973, pp. 137=139).“Bird’s defection was kept a secret from the
public, and”his work was limited to other matters.

There “were other ‘upheavals behind the scenes. Dri George
Hyslop, one of the few trustees of the Society to be embarrassed
by the depths to“which it had sunk. grew restless. Dr. Hyslop—
who had once. in 1925, written (Hyslop, 1925) to Prince his op-
timistic opinion that the Margery. case would be settled once and
for all within six months—was now faced with, the choice of
“playing the game,” as he put it, lor getting out: He decided that 1t
was best for all concerned if he stayed with'the Society his father
had founded twenty years before, resolving that whenever possible
he”should attempt to alter the Society’s course. On the first of
March/1927, Hyslop drew up a formal statement to be considered
at the meeting of the Board of Trustees called for March 3rd, in
which he voiced the following criticisms:

For two years now it has been the hope of various members of the
Board that the Crandon case‘could be submitted to a proper investi-
gation. Through no deliberate or intentiénal policy. the Society has
become publicly associated with this case,“which regardless of its
merits has been the centef of frequent and violent controversy. We
have attempted to document the case and, as it sochappens, our
publications have devoted much ‘Space to,the case. Most of the
articles/have happened to represent one side of/the controversy. To
an Gndetermined degree our Society is regarded as inclined to favor
the genuineness of the phenomena. The most réegnt illustrations, can
be found inthe Boston American for February 7, 1927, In this paper
it/was stated that the’A.S.P.R. did the following things:

Ist—-Rejected the Rhine /manuscript.

Ind—Made an investigation after his sitting and reported’ his
charges to béowithout foundation.

3rd—The A.S.P.R. Committee was satisfied that the phenomena
in their sittings were legitimate and honest.

So much for the position of the Society before the public. From
the standpoint of the Society( it is to be regretted that any case
which is subject to controversy can place the organization In a
position which cannot be maintained and supported by facts beyond
criticism. v, .

[t hds beer the official position of the Society to attempt @lscien-
tific’ study /of theé”case. Certain members of the Board, in thew
enthusiastic acceptance of the Crandon case, have in effect com-
profmised the Soctety. . .~

Mr. Bond and-Mrs. Crandon submitted a prepared statement-and
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demanded that the newspaper in question publish it as a defense and
apology. A threat of libel proceedings,was made. In this statement it
is implied that the A.S.P.R. stands in’favor 6f the case, and the
names of Drs. McComas and Overstreet are used quite out of con-
téext. and in a manner which seéms to make them to some extent
sponsors and vouchers for the validity of the/phenomena. 1helieve
that Dr. ‘Crandon denies attempting to for¢e publicity of his prepared
statement.

As longago as October, 1925 the Research Comimittee considered
dropping the case as far as the Society is concerned, but two mem-
bers insisted upon-further efforts. 1 believe that some members of
the Board still feel the desirability of further efforts on the part of the
Society to investigate this case.

All of the above represents 4’skeleton outline of the history of the
case as far as it is-officially related to the A.S.P.R.

[ cannot state too strongly my . opinion as follows:

Ist—We should close our columns to further consideration of this
case.

2nd—We should state in our columus that we have been unable to
submit the case to further investigation under proper conditions; that
we have no-verdict to render and that the Society cannot afford to
interest itself further in the case.

3rdIf any members. of the Society are sufficiently interested in
thé case to continie contact with it, it should be understood that
they dosso as private individuals and that the Society itself in no way
sponsors their activities.

Even with the prestige by-association which Dr. Hyslop enjoyed,
his suggestions went unheeded. The/majority of the Board of
Trustees seem to have been jn faver of continuing work on the
case,. No substantial concession-was made to. Hyslop's recom-
mendations, save for an introductioncto the May ¢ 1927¢ Journal
which said,‘in effect, that the Society as an.organization could not
give its support to the individual conclusions of the contributors to
its publications, even when such contributors were employed byoor
officers in, the Society (Derieux, 1927). Nevertheless,” work
seemed to continue as usual; the standards of the Journal seemed
to maintain their mediocre level, not descending noticeably, bat at
the same time failing to' make adjustments to the apparent unlikeli-
hood of ever succeeding in'reaching a satisfactory conclusion in the
Margery case.

In February, 1927, the ASPR faced this issue-in typical fashion
when- they appointed Hamlin Garland! the prominént American
novelist' who had a lifelong interest in psychical matters; to the
Board of Trustees. It was their intention that Garland would settle
the controversy‘once and for all. He found in fayor of the cdse, and
his account was sympathetic. He was awarded with a Walter print
in wax. but'his endorsement of the case only revealed his extreme
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open-mindedness. This issue of ‘Walter's fingerprints had become
of considerable significance, not only in proving that the prints
obtained in the softened dental wax ‘were not those of anyone
present’im the room, but also because of a recent and mostremark-
able ‘discovéry. apparently on the part of Mr. Bird. It“seems-that
the sitters/were ¢asting about for ideas as to ways of proving that it
was Walter and no other who left his prints in the/dark. The eldetly
Mrs/ Stinson, now staying with her daughter in Lime Street, re-
called that a razor Walter had used was stored in a trunk in the
attic. A search thtough’ Mrs. Stinson’s apparently considerable
cache of belongings léd to the discovery of a straight edge razor
with its tantalizingly smoothvhandle. When the handle was dusted,
only a portion of a thumb. print,was feund.

On comparing the partial print onthe razor handle with the finely
detailed prints from the seances,a mysterious:Crandon advocate
named Captain Fife (whose qualifications ‘as,a “Finger Print Ex-
pert” were apparently attested by the presence of “F.P.E.” fol-
lowing his signature) declared that the identification was certain:
For the first time in all history, a human spirit had, proved that it
had survived death unchanged in mind and body.

This highly revolutionary announcement was greeted with miXed
emotions by those whose familiarity with the Margery case had
conditioned them to be wary in su¢ch matters. Members of the
Boston Society, of course. could: only’ throw up their arms in
despair—what more incredible’ fantasy. could cbe envisioned and
enacted than that a ghost should leave fingerprints? In England, the
reaction was as lukewarm and reservedoas was customary in all
cases of’controversial physical phenomena. In _France—the nation
noted’for theé unheard-of success it had attained in finding genuine
médiums who c¢ould produce, in test conditions, everything from’a
pithec¢anthropus to 4 condor out of thin air—the famous plasticine
molds of Franek Kluski (Richet, 1923, pp. 542-543) established a
somewhat more, respectable background for Walter's incredible
revelation.

But at the American’Society for Psychical Research, there was
much intellectual jubilation., The Margery mediumship was con-
tinuing to branch out, t6e: In"1928 she began to succeed in so-
called “cross-correspondences’” with other mediums. such as the
dubious “Dr.” Henry Hardwicke and the ‘‘thoroughly discredited”
George Valiantine (Salter, 1932, p. 389: see also Richardson, 1928),
and ’in-the/same year she began the practice of giving “solus
sittings.” /In these_seances, the medium and her investigator, would
enter the seafice room and seal the doors. ostensibly to exclude
outside cOnfederates. Reports of these sittings did little towards
removing serious doubts about fraud (Tietze. 1973, pp. 133-135).
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In the midst of all this dubious/ ‘progress,” J. Malcolm Bird
dropped out of sight of the psychical research'world. The ASPR, in
a dazzling display of consistency, rejected Bird's'Proceedings and
fired him in 1930. He was replaced by the enthusiastic Frederick
Bligh Bond. Since 1930, Bird's whereabouts and occupations have
remained unknown, despite the concerted efforts of Canon William

/Rauscher and myself to find even a trace of him. Bird's defection
was theo first ©f several.

The internal changes within the Society—including, the resig-
nation from the Board of G. H. Hyslop—were reflected "by
noteworthy changes in the Journal. Aside from discussionssof
astrology and cabalisti¢’rites, readers were also treated to some of
Hereward Carrington’s stranger theories by way of the space he
filled after the loss of the prolific Mr.”Bird. Carrington's thoughts
on the Margery case were ‘acceptable to the Board, as he still
retained the opinion that “‘a number of’seemingly genuine, super-
normal manifestations™ (Carrington, 1930,"p., 203) had been ob-
served by him, It is not surprising that so skillful a magician as
Carrington|should; continue to accept some of Margery s phenom-
ena. for he had. in fact, been denied entrance to the Lime Street
seance room. since the Scientific American sittings had ended.
Thus, his opportunities, to investigate the case had been severely
restricted—why 1t 1s,not Known.

Even the title”of the Journal underwent change: From 1928 to
1931 it was rechristenied Psychic Résearch,and shifts in paper size
were tried, possibly with the notion’of making the publication
appear to be more an accessible magazine than a scientific journal.
Certainly the content followed form. The articles were uncritical
and the analyses shallow. Much space was now ‘devoted to en-
thusiastic discussions of metaphysics and religion. For several
months. articles composed by “William James and the S.P.R:
Group,” under the heading of * Discarnate Knowledge,  had been
communicating facts about the spirit world to Journal readers.
These ineredible, documents were included without editorial com-
ment. and only those readers who had taken care to followtthe
series would be aware that the authors were the spirits of James;
Myers, and other figures of psychic fame who had been dead for
years. There was even a postmortem  contribution by Charles
Darwin (Glover, 1931)!

Then. some time in February, 1931, Mr, William H. Button was
elected’ president of the American Society for Psychical Research.
His sole object of study was the Margery mediumship.

Mr. Dudley, meanwhile, poured laboriously overthe collected
thumbprints of all those who had ever attended a'Margery seance,
comparing them carefully with the prints Walter proclaimed as his
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own. While he was engaged in this work, Mr. Dudley was financed
by the generous Dr. Crandon, as it had “‘developed that he was
sontewhat needy financially™ (Thorogood, 1933, p. x). Articles from
His enérgetic pen were to be seen frequently in the Journal.

However. a schism began once again to very slowly, and insidi-
ously develop within the already badly torn Society whose offictals
had so/obligingly taken the Margery case under their wing. It seems
that' Mr. Dudley himself was growing disenchanted:

We Know that Dudley was, introduced to the Crandons, through
his journalistic associations. He'tgok an active part in the lowzlevel
defense of Margery's honor which appeared In The Banner of Life
after the Rhine report was published. and his superficially critical
writings were so warmlycappreciated-that he was actually pursuing
his “investigation” of the case under the beneficent employ of Dr.
Crandon himself. Mr. Dudley was a Spiritualist, @cpropagandist,
and a man who was paid to discrédit the adverse report of J.
Malcolm Bird. This last task was his 4t ,the express,wish of the
Saciety, the leaders of which saw no other course of safety than to
actually attack the character and undermine the reputation of the
man who/ more than any other, was responsible for Margery’s even
being under the drooping gaze of the current regime. By“this
typical. but nonetheless reprehensible activity, Mr. Dudley came
into his own. Mr. Bird had been shawn to have been unworthy of
public confidence in his observational abilities; and this curious
victory at once disarmed an attack and.cut off much of the previous
defense of the case. If that were not enough, a rumor was somehow
set“afoot suggesting that Bird's/ frequent Boston trips were the
tloak Tor a series of illicit amours™(Tietze, 1973, p. 141).

The appeintment of Mr. Brackett K. Thorogood in June of 1931 to
the specially created post of research consultant completes the tran-
sition/begun by the forced resignation of Dr. Princé /in 1925—a
(rafisition that breught psychical research out from the Cloistered
domaincof thé specialist and placed it in the hands of the masses.
Thus it was, that. -admirable though these democratic intentions
may have beef the critical’ standards of this important science
came to be determined by those for whom the study of such
phenomena was an avocation/This is not to totally disparage Mr.
Thorogood's critical faculties, He was, In many ways, the most
cafeful of the fervid crew now steering the course of the Society's
researches.

Nonethéless, the post given Thorogood should, by squatter's
rights, have béen given to Mr. Dudley. He had. after ally studied
the prints in'greatér detail than anyone else had: he had been 'there ¢
loniger than mostof the current believers (excepting Richardson, of
coursey and ‘he had devoted considerable effort to rewriting’the
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enormous mass of material left behind by Mr. Bird. Somewhere
along the line, however, Dr. Crandon ‘had decided that Mr. Dudley
did not suit his needs quite so exactly as Mr. THorogood. Accord-
ingly, with his characteristic abruptness, Crandon had, in the last
half 0f'1930, determined to place Thorogood in coniplete ¢ontrol of
Margery’s seances. The Society's officialsowere ‘thus more or less
forced to'appoint Thorogood to this new position, although circum:
uan:es indicate that they were not displeased by the néw man’s
work.

Meanwhile, “Mr. Dudley “had become understandabl; piqued:.
Dudley (whe had enjoyed the’ privilege, shared by nearly’ all
Margery’s investigators since the Sciéntific American adventure. of
entering the house om Limé Street whenever he should find the
door open) now began to‘find himself less welcome. The climax of
the situation came when Dudley found a lock on the door to the
seance room, placed there by Crandon to protect the apparatus set
up by Thorogood. As Dudley later complditied, I found myself
forced out™ (Thorogood. 1933. p. xi).
~ Why this became necessary is difficult to imagine. The most
likely explanation (from the skeptical point of view) may be that
Crandon knew that Dudléy was on a dangerous track which would
one day lead him to make uncomfortable discoveries about Walter
and his invisible thumb. From the beginning, Dudley had provided
some superficial“assurance of the supernormality of the wax im-
pressions by comparing Walter's prints (all clearly made from the
same thumb) with those’of every sitter present at the seances.
What he thought he had established—and what the Society
wished others to believe—was’ that this last’ fact proved the
presence of “someone’ else in the séance room. Now. however.
Mr. Dudley’embarked upon the somewhat more ‘ambitious coufse
of comparing Walter's prints with those of every sitter who had
attended a Lime Street seance before his arrival on the scene. He
therefore consulted Mr. Bird's list of sitters for 1923—1924and began
to get intouch with them wherever possible. It was about the time
that this activity began that Dudley found himself less welcore
than before. He nonetheless continued his efforts.

Other problems were devéloping within the Society as well. In
/ 1929, after observing Margery perform at a private seance in Lon-
don, Harry Price, the “Foreign Research Officer” of the ASPR.
wrote the following to Theron Pierce of the Board of Trustees:

It 1s'obvious to every psychist in this ¢ountry;‘that the pohicy of the
American’ S.P.R. is rapidly changing. Whens.in 1925, I consented to
represent the'Society in Europe, | felt that under, its néw Research
Dfﬁt;r. experniments. of a scientific nature would be-carried ®out and
th:}il Its’ reports would” attract the attention of official science. Oy .

The “Margery” Affair 369

But what has happened is this:"the American Society for Psychical
Research is now in the grip of the spiritualists, and the stranglehold
of the Crandon-party—on both sides of the Atlantic—i§ sJowly but

surély throttling the life out of it. . . . Were it not for its finéjjournal
., withy its important foreign contributors. the American S.P/R.
would/have no particular reason for continuing its existence. s . . |

am/ thoroughly sympathetic with the tenets and ‘philosophy of the
spiritoalistic religion, but “faith”™ has no connection whatevercwith
scientific research:]. . . My sincere and disinterested advice, to the
American S.PR,1s: get/clear of the **Margery™ case before the crash
comes. (Crted, in Tabori, 1950, ppc 163-164)

In 1930, Price felt compelled to resign the ‘office: and. by 1931, his
featured “International Notes —tidbits of psychic interest which
had graced the last seventy-one months of the Journal—were now
terminated.

The crucial eruption in the case. however, oceurred in March of
1932: The indefatigable E. E. Dudley, in the proceéss of routinely
comparing the Walter prints with those of the people on the list of
1923-1924 Lime Street sitters, found that Walter's thumb was identi-
cal to the thumb of Mina Crandon’s dentist, Dr. “Frederick
Caldwell. Things began to happen fairly quickly now. Fortified by
his personal knowledge of what had happened to Bird when he
found evidence of fraud, Dudley's first;plan was to get back his
Proceedings rewrite from Willilam Button and make “‘certain tex-
tual changes™ in it. Buttoncwas suspicious, so Dudley had to tell
him what he had found. In a“letter writtencon March 18, 1932,
Dudley explained that he had identified the Walter prints

with the thumb prints of a living person. one of the early sitters.., .
After these had been enlarged and analyzed I, tookK them 10 compe-
tent experts who_agreed that the identification was unusually com-
plete; . . . Two things are proved: Three-dimensional prints®f nor-
mal formvcan besuccessfully duplicated: and the “Walter™ prints/are
not ‘these of ‘Walter'Stinson, deceased. (Dudley, 1932b)

Button didn"tunderstand, sohe went to *“*Walter™ and asked him:
Walter simply “'ridiculed the.idea.” Button's sagacity may be dem-
onstrated by his response too, Dudley: “Why, he wondered,
“should Walter select the print of a’living man to produce all these
years?” No attempt to make the’importance of his discovery clear
to Button, met with any success. Finally, Dudley produced a sepa-
rate ‘paper dealing with the issue. The ASPR, of course, rejected it.

Dudleyoinformed Prince of his findings and offered his paper for
publication by the BSPR. Fearing with good cause that the ASPR
would suppress this report as it had suppressed those of Hoagland,
Code. McComas. thé Rhines. Bird, and even Dr. Prince's own
review of the case! Princeaccordingly decided to sponsor Dudley's
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article for publication as a Bulletin of thee BSPR. The members of
the Boston Council agreed with Prince in believing this to be even
more conclusive than Mr. Bird's long paper, ahd, it was therefore
published as the Bulletin of the)Boston Society for) Psvchic Re-
search, Yolume XVIII, October, 1932 (Dudley, 1932a). Dudley had
been/the man who had refused even to‘see the cogenc¢y of Bird's
evidence of fraud. He had been employed as-an apologistfor the
ASPR for the special purpose of discrediting Bird as anobserver,
Until this discovery was:made, Dudley had been one-0f Margery’s
most energetic supporters-Now he had produced an article that
created near pandemonium ‘when it was at last published.
Thorogood was instructed by the Research Committee to do what
he could to combat the chargesi:‘meanwhile, Button submitted the
enlargements of the prints to’'Dr. Hareld Cummins of the depart-
ment of anatomy at Tulane dJniversity for his opinion.

Thorogood and Button at last voiced the conclusion, expanded in
Thorogood's “The Margery Mediumship™ (Thorogood. 1933). that
Dudley, either through neglect, or for more‘conscious reasons
known best to him, had substituted the real Walter ‘prints for those
made from dies of"Caldwell’s prints. Although this is a simplifica-
tion of the argument-——an argument replete with many intricate
convolutions and many, unanswerable pieces of evidence—the gist
of the report was far from complimentary on the question of Mr.
Dudley's integrity, It ‘accused him’ of harboring deep-seated res
sentments towards Crandon.and the Society for their exclusion of
him from any controlling, position. Itantimated that Mr. Dudley
sought any means possible 30 discredit /the ¢ase. due to this
thwarted ambition. But beyond ‘this, Thorogood attempted to fight
the charge with new evidence—an unusual’method for the Society
in those vyeéars.

He analyzed the early paraffin gloves ‘and found that the
thumbprints ©in them did not match in any way with those of
Caldwell.” Going back through the records, Thorogood suggested
that these were so incompletely documented as to afford little
assurance that the prints really were Walter's and that the print
Dudley called the “standard”™ Walter print was by no means stans
dard. A new series of experiments was therefore conducted with
the view towards obtaining a standard set of prints which would be
certainly established as Walter's. These néw prifits were found to
differ significantly from the Caldwell prints when subjected to a
microscopic comparison. Such, in summary. was, thé-text of
Thorogood’s defense.

The opinion requested from Dr. Cummins had come in géod time
to be ‘includediin Thorogood's report. Cummins, who knéw nothing
of the controversy, but who was merely consulted on a,question of

/
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expertise on fingerprintcidentification, was of the opinion that the
“Walter” print and that of Dr. Caldwell were absolutely identical.
Perhaps it is uncharitable to suggest that Mr. Button and his friends
saw novalternative to publishing Cummins’ adverse report in the
Journal, except to endure the constant worry that word, would leak
out that/the expert consulted by the Society had, with compléte
independence  of interests, found against the mediumship. Cum-
mins’ conclusions were therefore printed, surrounded.chowever, by
the criticisms of Mr.Thorogood, mechanical engineer and amateur
abnormal ‘psychologist. "Thorogood had made a crash study, of
fingerprint science and had concluded that Cummins was mistaken
and biased against ‘psychic phenomena:

A few months after the Proceedings came out, the Boston Soci-
ety for Psychic Research published.its Bulletin XXII (April, 1934),
entitled: The “Walter'-“Kerwin” Thumb Prints. In-this volume,
Dr. Cummins (1934) analyzed the attack ‘made “upon his compe-
tency, not by engaging in personal abuse (such as had been leveled
against him), but by once again going over the specific items of
identification which led him to three conclusions: (1) The right and
left thumbs. of ““Walter” were identical with thosé of Frederick
Caldwell; (2)“those prints which included both the palms and ‘the
prints of *Walter” were composites: The thumbs were Caldwell’s,
whereas the palms were those of an unknown individual; and (3) 1t
is a “simple process’ to” makeé  dies ‘precisely suitable for the
fraudulent production of any “Ssubject’s, fingerprint.

Even Mr. Frederick Bligh Bond-was Shaken’by Cummins’ first
report. On December 31, 1933,°“when Thorogood's work of defense
had just appeared, Mr. Bond wrote in a’private-letter:

Things at Hyslop House are going more crazily than ever and now I
am_called uponas Editor to publish an article by our President on
the' old **Margery” ‘business of the thumb prints |sic'],-and I .cannot
refuse to do so, though’lr-am ashamed to have to sponsorits appear-
ance even to/this extent. It is sheer nonsense—not In any ‘sense a
scientific 'document but ‘@piece of special pleading and to my mind
very weak and Jacking in any feeling of sincerity. But I hear that
our Board are detepmined 1o pursue their course of “vindicating™
this mediumship and have arranged for another year's investigation
and retained the services of their research man for the whole of 1934
for this purpose, making his fee a first charge on the fund for our
endowment. Meanwhile our home resources at Hyslop House are
strained, our salaries cut, and all clerical help denied. We have not
eveén an office boy to answer the door. (Kenawell, 1965, p. 102)

But even thé pathetic loss of faith we thus see bowing the
shoulders. of the exuberant Mr. Bond was yet to worsen“into open
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animosity. The issue around which this final crisis in the Margery
case grew was the publication of a thirdireport frnm Dr. Cummins,
éarly in 1935. It was prmted by the Society faor Pb}r’thC:ﬂ Research,
that bastion of conservative silence regarding ‘the Margery case
during the half-decade of most heated debates It was-in this report
that the mostoconclusive evidence was revealed.

It seem’s’/that Margery had not exercized sufficient care aboit the

distribution of ‘her brother's thumbprints. On the 7th/ 8th, and 9th-of

December, 1929, the seanice room of the (London) Society was used
for demonstration, sittings by’ the visiting Dr. and Mrs. Crandon
(Cummins, 1935). Present. @mong others, were Dr. V. J. Woolley
(then Research Officer of the SPR). Mrs. Eve Brackenbury (also
of the SPR). and the pérsistent Harry Price, who had insisted on being
given a Margery seance in’spite of Dr.Crandon’s suspicious reluc-
tance to allow the renowned ghost-breaker a place in any previous
sitting. Dr. Woolley and Mr. Price were, each rewarded with a
Walter thumbprint, and it was this indiscretion on Walter's part
that now came back to haunt him.

Dr. Harold Cumamins happened to be in London incthe summer
of 1934, wheré he metwith Mr. W. H. Salter. Salter mentioned to
Cummins that the Society’s secretary had recently come into pos-
session 0f a_key, previously Kept by Dr. Woolley until his resigna-
tion. The key opened a box i which Woolley had stored the
ghost’s thumbprint, after 4he sitting of December 7th, five years
before—a sitting which occurred “more than three years earlier
than the start of the present.controversy/ Salterand Cummins were
equally eager to have another:look at this printc If it could be
shown to be a Caldwell print, then there could be no‘doubt that
Dudley had not substituted any prints out of“a spiritof vindictive-
ness toward Margery and the ASPR, as’'the American-Society's
Proceedings had accused—nor could there then be any doubt that
“Walter”” had.” for eight years. been using Frederick Caldwells
print’ for his own.

Accordingly, ‘on, August 1, 1934, in the rooms of the Society for
Psychical Research, Dr. Cummins opened the box and examined
the wax impression in the presence of Miss Newton., W. H. Salter.
and Stanley de Brath (a Margery believer who had been invited to
bring along a Walter print in the possession of the British College
of Psychic Science). In addition to the prints;supplied to Cummins
by Woolley and Mr. de Brath, he was availed of the opportunity to
similarly ‘inspect two Walter thumbprints sent for the purpose by
Lord Charles Hope. Later, he was able to.examnine three prints
owned by Professor F. C. S. Schiller, dated September 9,10 and

. 1929 All these impressions had been untouched for five years:
/

>
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And all of them, unquestionably, were the thumbprints of Dr.
Frederick Caldwell of Boston.

The Crandon party never adequately replied to this evidence.
There wis, indeed, little purpose in doing so. Here was no‘case of
an investigator saying he saw one thing, whereas a Margery advocate
claimed to haveseen quite another: The evidence was clear and
permanent. and no rébuttal of these facts could have been of the
least -use. Howevér. when Bligh Bond. bitter and disillusioned,
published’a summary of Cummins’ findings in the Jouwrnal, the
ASPR summarily fived him and”published a special supplement
disclaiming Bond’s_right, to haye ¢ircumvented the Publication
Committee (Tietze, 1973, ppo 171=176).

Within a few days of Cummins’ discevery. Dr. Walter Franklin-
Prince died at the age of seventy-one. “Through  his efforts to
acquaint the public with facts that might otherwise have been
suppressed. he helped to clear the way of the impediments of
progress so perfectly exemplified in the Margery /mediumship. He
provided a forum not only for the most significant criticism of this
particular case. but also for the many positive studies which culmi-
nated in 1934 with the publication of the book that would reshape
the future of psychical research—Dr. J. B. Rhine’s Extra-Sensory
Perception (J. B. Rhine, 1934). Prince’s most succinct estimate of
the affair was written in a letter to Joe Rinn on February 1, 1934,
only seven months before his death: “*Now, in my judgment, the
Margery case will, in time, come to bé considered the most inge-
nious, persistent, and fantastic complex offraud’in. the history of
psychic research.”

The ASPR languished in the grip ‘of the /Crandon group untl
1941 “swhen“Mina died at the age of 54.The Margery affair had
dominated the blackest era in the history of'the ASPR and psy-
chical research/in géneral. It was responsible for nearly irreparable
harm-to the cause of progress in that field, and, because of the
importance of the subjects studied in psychical researchi il was
therefore a blow as dwell tocscientific understanding of human psy-
chology. Even if there were some elements of genuineness in the
case. these can now never be confidently established. The most
convinced believer in the ‘mediumship will admit, I think, that the
whole affair could not have /been more badly handled for the
purposes of scientific assessment. Truly critical observers. one
after the other, were banished from the seance room by Dro Cran-
don. The few psychical researchers with training and experience
were, gradually replaced from 1925 on with occult dilettante who
managed to bring the problems presented by psychic phenomena‘to
the attention ,of the man ©on the street.
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This effort to change the investigation of'such problems from an
embryonic science to a kind of popular presentation of some very
fuzzy metaphysics may be more properly appreciated if one thinks
(as 'do) that psychical research ivolves questions which are best
studied by, specialists trained in suchcmatters, There was glearly
evident a kind of anti-intellectualism prevalent in ¢the mood of the
leaders of the ASPR. particularly after the publication of Rhine’s
early Duke work. There was the implied suggestion, for instance,
that ‘statistical evaluations:may be all right in their way,, but any-
one can See that, if Margery scores 52 hits in a deck of playing
cards (as she’once, in fact,-did). no such evaluation seems neces-
sary. Modern parapsychologists may wince to read these words
from President William Button’s report ““To the Voting Members of
the A.S.P.R.” in January“of 1936;

In conclusion, I wish to statej.soméwhat didactically, from investi-
gations which 1 have conducted myself and from investigations in
which I have participated, that the/following are facts. 1. The
transferénce of thought and conception from one mind to another
without, the intervention of ordinary sensory channels. 2. Clair-
voyance. 3. Telekinesis. 4. The passage of matter through matter as
we understand the térms. 5. The transportation of matter over com-
paratively great di§tances. 6, The production of music without in-
struments.

I do not propose to elaborate on these things. | state them to be
facts and the time is not-far distant when they will be recognized as
such. (Button, 1936,/p. 54)

Even in the light of the remarkable findings of modern parapsy-
chology, Mr. Button's prediction -was quite ‘visionary, No one
would try to say that these things aré, a priori, impossible: It is
merelysa question of how good the evidence’is, for them. Mr.
Button's background in physics may have been exténsive, but no
trace of/ it may be found in his writings. He was an/amateur
indulging in that most exhilarating activity, the baiting/of profes-
sional orthodoxy:

In short, the/feature of psychical research at that time which is-of
most interest to us here'is, the amazing lack of even the first notion
of scientific reserve. These people were, in the main, lawyers,
businessmen, physicians, and their respective spouses; and yet
they were endlessly vouching for phenomena which; if true, would
alter ‘the basic conceptions of the scientifi¢’ ordér, and they
vouched’ for them as though these things “were the plainest of
facts which only the bigotry and bias of established science kept from
general recognition, With this kind of mood pervading the psy-
chical research’ of the,day, it was no wonder that those.open:-
mindéd sciéntists who did read the Journal were aghast at’the

/
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extravagance of the assértions“that filled that publication from
dover to cover. Perhaps today’s pardapsychologists, who may often
feelthat their findings are not given a fair hearing by the scientific
establisiment. will now look upon the problem with a new sym-
pathy. The faect must simply be faced: The established Organization
of American psychical research was devoted, from 1925 untit 19411
to-littlé ‘more ‘than what is generally called “occult science.” De-
spite “the continuing  pléa for dialogue between psychology and
psychical/research, despite the care and rigor behind recent ex<
perimentation-in the parariormal, ‘despite the affirmative findings of
many such studies; therestill lifigers at this late date the belief that
the whole matter is imbued“with a vague kind of occultism that is
understandably distasteful to madern seientists,

This belief may be attributed. in/great “measure to the fervent
group which was in charge of the Margery mediumship. Reason
and restraint went out the window when the Cause seemed en-
dangered: Critics were charged with physieal inadequacies, moral
turpitude, unbalanced minds, and even (in the thumbprint contro-
versy) deliberate forgery and substitution. If the Margery medium-
ship did nothing else—if it established no case for survival and no
unambiguous evidence for the physical phenomena of
Spiritualism—it did at least/perform one enduring, signal achieve-
ment in pointing up, better than anyprevious case, the need for
rethinking parapsychological ' methodology. This became the ironic
legacy to modern science of the-gnigmatic woman whose peculiar
abilities and inscrutable motivations led hertto rock the foundations
of psychical research.
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