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Foreword 
This bibliography was begun some 43 years ago. It grew out of personal curiosity and was added 
to from time to time according to the compiler’s inclination. The work was brought to its present 
more comprehensive state at the behest of Andrew L. Morrison, archivist at the British 
Geological Survey, who conceived the idea of creating a web-based exhibition to mark the 
centenary of the first formal announcement of the Piltdown ‘discovery’ in December 1912. The 
bibliography complements the exhibition by providing, in its commentary, the information that 
was used to inform the ‘Piltdown Timeline.’ The exhibition itself was a joint venture between 
archivists at the British Geological Survey—which provided all the text and some images—the 
Natural History Museum, and the Geological Society of London. 

The Geological Survey played a small part in prompting the eventual exposure of the forgery by 
determining the true age of the Piltdown gravel; and it contributed to the subsequent scientific 
investigation that revealed the full extent of the forgery. 

May 2014 
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Discussion on the Piltdown Skull — a painting by John Cooke, exhibited in the Royal Academy, 1915. 
The picture was presented to the Geological Society in 1932, by Dr C. T. Trechmann, F.G.S.,  and now 
hangs at the Society’s premises in Burlington House, Piccadilly. Back row, left to right:  Mr. F. O. 
Barlow, Prof. G. Elliot Smith, Mr. C. Dawson, and Dr. Arthur Smith Woodward;  front row:  Dr. A. S. 
Underwood, Prof. Arthur Keith, Mr. W. P. Pycraft, and Sir Ray Lankester.  (Reproduced courtesy of the 
Geological Society of London). 

 
Adapted extract from The Sussex Skull  by H. R. H. 

From the Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 15 February 1913 

Two hundred thousand years or so ― 
I don’t quite know how long ago 
This lady lived in the Sussex Weald 
Whose skull’s just lately been revealed. 
Amidst gravelly flints she long had lain 
Before she came to light again, 
And little did she ever think 
That she’d be called the “missing link.” 
The fair sex, in those days of yore, 
Had little chin, but lots of jaw. 
But this was chiefly used to crunch 
The roots and nuts they munched for lunch... 
This damsel’s wits were somewhat dull ― 
Note the great thickness of her skull, 
Its shape resembled ― as you see ― 
In most respects a chimpanzee. 

But of one thing we may be sure 
That she was once the Cynosure 
Of eager swains, whose deep-drawn sighs 
Evoked compassion from her eyes. 
And doubtless she would much delight 
When, for her favour, they would fight, 
Dealing each other mighty whacks 
And smashing blows with stony axe. 
The vanquished she aside would shove, 
And to the victor give her love. 
Just as, in modern times, we find 
Rude strength appeals to female mind... 
 
 
Note: The Piltdown skull was considered 
By A. S. Woodward to be that of a woman 

 

iv 



 

1 Introduction 
‘Ever since the Piltdown man was shown to be a hoax about half a century ago, science has been 
haunted by the spectre of fraud. By and large, most researchers have felt themselves part of an 
honourable tradition of being seekers after scientific objectivity. And examples of trickery and 
deceit have been few and far between. However, recent studies have shaken this view and 
challenged it as at best complacent, at worst misleading. The major scientific crimes of 
fabrication, falsification and plagiarism may be only the tip of the iceberg and there is evidence 
of a much wider and deeper problem, not of outright fabrication of results but of distortion, 
omission and exaggeration.’ So wrote Stephanie de Bono in an article for the Telegraph published 
in 2005. This criticism was aimed primarily at the biomedical profession, but her warning could 
have been applied with varying degrees of justification to almost any scientific discipline. 

Furthermore, the often-made claim that scientific research proceeds in a rational way has been 
shown to be a myth. Thus, ‘Expectancy leads to self-deception, and self-deception leads to the 
propensity to be deceived by others. The great scientific hoaxes, such as the Beringer case and the 
Piltdown man...demonstrate the extremes of gullibility to which some scientists may be led by 
their desire to believe’ (Broad & Wade 1982; for Beringer see Jahn & Woolf 1963). 

Perhaps then, there are still lessons to be learned from Piltdown. Yet the lessons are not confined 
only to a proper understanding of the circumstances of the forgery and its ability to remain 
undetected for forty years! Since 1953, when the fraud was first exposed, we have seen the 
development of an entertaining but unworthy ‘whodunit’ industry, in which almost anyone with a 
link to Piltdown has been considered a suspect. The evidence put forward in these cases is often 
circumstantial and sometimes flimsy in the extreme. The arguments frequently demonstrate poor 
judgement, personal bias and a tendency toward tunnel vision on the part of investigators. Little 
wonder that some commentators have expressed exasperation at the whole messy business (e.g. 
Bowler 1987, Chippindale 1990). 

The list of suspects implicated in the Piltdown forgery has been said to number twenty-seven 
(Henderson 2003), although to the compiler’s knowledge no comprehensive list has yet been 
published. Turrittin (2006) examines sixteen of those directly accused. The following names, here 
given in alphabetical order, have been tainted  by accusation, in some cases supported by detailed 
arguments, in others noted in passing, and in a few instances put forward presumably in jest (in 
the last category may probably be included two ‘confessions’). These are: W. J. Lewis Abbott, 
Frank O. Barlow, W. R. Butterfield, C. P. Chatwin, Chipper the goose, Horace de Vere Cole, 
Charles Dawson, Arthur Conan Doyle, W. L. H. Duckworth, F. A. Hampton, Venus Hargreaves, 
John T. Hewitt, Martin A. C. Hinton, Arthur Keith, A. S. Kennard, Robert Kenward (and the 
young Kenwards), John Lewis, R. A. Marriott, Harry Morris, Félix Pelletier, Grafton Elliot Smith, 
W. J. Sollas, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Samuel Woodhead and Arthur Smith Woodward. Entries 
under each of these names will be found in the bibliography. 

It is the view of this compiler that the Piltdown forgery owed its early success to the grandiose 
ambitions of four rather self-important men, each in search of fame and academic recognition, but 
only one of whom was the actual forger. All, however, feature among the list of the accused. 

The present bibliography, selective as it is, contains some 1190 citations―a remarkable testimony 
to the legacy of Piltdown, a legacy moreover that shows no sign of diminution. Herein will be 
found a cabinet of curiosities, from the sensible to the absurd, from ethical science to creationism, 
from wine to weird fiction. 
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2 Bibliography 
Notes 

It has not always been possible to consult original items, and in such cases secondary sources have been 
utilised. Where appropriate these secondary sources are cited following the annotated entry, or else the 
item may be qualified as ‘Not seen’. It should be noted that the system of bibliographic citation employed 
here does not conform to the BGS standard, but is one that will be recognisable to the user. 

Attention is drawn to the very thorough bibliography and commentary on the Piltdown Man forgery by Tom 
Turrittin (2006), which covers the period 1953–2005. For literature published in the period 1912–1935 see 
Quenstedt 1936, where some additional European foreign language references may be found that are 
omitted from the present Select Bibliography. 

The British Museum (Natural History), at South Kensington, was renamed the Natural History Museum in 
1992 and in the commentaries that follow is mostly referred to by the latter name, sometimes shortened to 
NHM. 

It should be understood that annotations are partly a summary of relevant material from the cited reference 
and partly added commentary by the compiler of this bibliography, together with cross references where 
appropriate.  

A useful general source of information is Richard Harter’s Piltdown Man website. Harter himself died in 
2012, but the site is currently still active. Harter’s website also provides access to the Clark University 
Piltdown Plot Project, a valuable archive of published information from newspapers and other printed 
sources, created by Charles Blinderman, author of The Piltdown Inquest (1986). The material that 
constitutes this archive was digitised using optical character recognition (OCR) and thus contains errors  
of transcription, but a good number of items cited in the present bibliography will be found therein: 
http://richardhartersworld.com/cri_a/piltdown/piltdown.html 

____________________________________ 

 

 
 

+ 

 
 
The red dot (above) and black cross (left) beside 
the River Ouse, indicate the location of Barkham 
Manor, Piltdown, East Sussex. 

(Map, left, by John Bartholomew, from Times 
Atlas, 1955. © Collins Bartholomew) 
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Anon. 1904. Report for 1903: [Sussex Archæological Society, notice to quit Castle Lodge, Lewes.]  Sussex 
Archaeological Collections, 47, xiv–xv. (‘The Council, in the Autumn, received an intimation that the 
Castle Lodge, which had been occupied by the Society since the year 1885, had been sold to Mr. Dawson, 
and a notice to quit at Midsummer, 1904, was soon afterwards served by him on the Secretary. This purchase 
by one of our own Members, and its consequences, took the Council completely by surprise―as it understood 
that if the property was to be sold the Society should have the option of acquiring it...’  This somewhat 
underhand action on the part of Charles Dawson has been cited as one among a catalogue of deceptions 
and questionable dealings which cast his character in a poor light. On the other hand, Francis Vere 1955, 
p.110, claims from anecdotal evidence that Dawson assisted the Society in securing its present and greatly 
improved accommodation at Barbican House close by the Lodge. An update of the situation appeared the 
following year [not seen] in the Report for 1904, ibid, 48, xv–xvi.) 
 
Anon. 1912a. Pre-boulder clay man: discovery near Ipswich. The Times, 1 Feb 1912, 6.  (For the background 
to this discovery see comments under Moir 1912b. The correspondent of The Times reported that ‘the Ipswich 
skeleton thus discovered represents not only the earliest remains of man yet found in England, but, with the 
exception of the Heidelberg jaw, the earliest yet found in Europe, for the chalky boulder clay far antedates 
the period of Neanderthal man whose remains have lately been found so abundantly in France. ...the Ipswich 
remains belong to a much older race than that of Galley Hill...[but] like the Galley Hill man, the Ipswich 
individual is of the modern type. Although both are older in date than the Neanderthal race found in Belgium 
and France, yet neither of them shows the peculiar and somewhat simian features of that race.’ The anonymous 
author of this well-informed article may well have been Arthur Keith, since the piece reflects his views. Two 
weeks after the appearance of this report, Charles Dawson wrote to Arthur Smith Woodward at the Natural 
History Museum to inform him of his discovery of a ‘skull which will rival H. Heidelbergensis...’ Before 
the year was out, Ipswich man would be robbed of his glory by the arrival of Dawson’s Piltdown woman.) 
 
Anon. 1912b. The earliest known Englishman.  Illustrated London News, 140 (23 Mar), 442, 446–447. (An 
account of Reid Moir’s discovery of the Ipswich skeleton, described by him in Feb 1912: Moir 1912b. 
Includes an impressionistic reconstruction of Ipswich Man by the artist Amédée Forestier.) 
 
Anon. 1912c. The earliest man? / Remarkable discovery in Sussex / A skull “millions of years” old. Manchester 
Guardian, 21 Nov. (In spite of Smith Woodward’s attempt at secrecy, the Manchester Guardian became 
the first national newspaper to announce the discovery of an early human at Piltdown. The anonymous 
reporter felt sufficiently confident to assert that ‘There seems to be no doubt whatever of its genuineness, 
and more than a possibility of its being the oldest remnant of a human frame yet discovered on this planet.’) 
 
Anon. 1912d. Notes.  Nature, 90 (5 Dec), 390.  (‘Remains of a human skull and mandible, considered to 
belong to the early Pleistocene period, have been discovered by Mr. Charles Dawson in a gravel-deposit in 
the basin of the river Ouse, north of Lewes, Sussex. Much interest has been aroused in the specimen owing to 
the exactitude with which its geological age is said to have been fixed, and it will form the subject of a 
paper by Mr. Dawson and Dr. Smith Woodward to be read before the Geological Society on December 18.’) 
 
Anon. 1912e. Palæolithic man.  Nature, 90 (19 Dec), 438.  (A well informed summary of the paper read by 
Dawson and Woodward on 18 December and evidently submitted to Nature prior to the meeting) 
 
Anon. 1912f. A Palæolithic skull / First evidence of a new human type.  The Times, 19 Dec, 4. (Report of a 
meeting at the Geological Society of London on 18 Dec, at which a formal presentation was made on the 
discoveries at Piltdown. Dawson is here reported as stating that the first skull fragment was handed to him 
‘four years ago’, i.e. about 1908. In his own published accounts Dawson was more vague about the date.) 
 
Anon. 1912g. A hard nut to crack for Christmas / Have we really found the ‘missing link’ at last?  The 
Graphic, 28 Dec. (Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1913a. Wizard of Sussex.  Daily Express, 4 Jan.  (An account of the career of Charles Dawson as 
amateur palaeontologist and antiquarian, with a photograph of Dawson & Woodward digging at Barkham 
Manor, provided by Dawson. Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1913b. England’s most ancient inhabitant. American Review of Reviews, 47 (Feb), 229–230. (Largely 
quotes from Pycraft 1912 and the London journal Public Opinion. Also included is a cartoon from the 
Swansea Herald which shows a ‘Party Politician’ holding aloft an apelike skull and remarking to another, 
‘See how even in this distant progenitor of ours we may trace those traits which, evolving through the 
ages, reach their almost divine development in us’, with the caption ‘The cerebral formation insignificant; 
the jaw superb’. The cartoon is reproduced in Blinderman 1986, 54.) 
 

3 



 

Anon. (H. R. H.) 1913c. The Sussex skull.  Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 15 Feb. (A witty poem, 
reproduced in part as a frontispiece to this Bibliography) 
 
Anon. 1913d. The Piltdown skull.  The Times, 25 Feb, 10.  (‘The Piltdown skull has now been formally 
presented to the British Museum, Mr. Charles Dawson F.S.A., F.G.S., the discoverer, and Mr. G. M. 
Maryon-Wilson, the owner of the gravel-pit, having made over to the Trustees their respective rights and 
interests in this specimen. On Saturday, after their usual meeting, Mr. Dawson gave the Trustees a short 
description of the skull, the associated specimens, and restorations... The specimen will now shortly be 
placed on public view in the large hall of the Natural History Museum, at South Kensington.’) 
 
Anon. 1913e. Geologists in Sussex.  Sussex Daily News, 14 July.  (A lengthy and detailed account of a 
Geologists’ Association excursion to the Barkham Manor pit on Saturday 12 July, including a record of 
many of those who attended. [Not seen]. A photograph of the GA visit, taken by a Mr Yates, is reproduced 
in Weiner 1955b, plate 8 (for authorship see p. 102; the version reproduced in Spencer 1990a, 79, inscribed 
“Geologists at Piltdown”, has been cropped). For a summary see Walsh 1996, 39–40, 228. Spencer cites 
another newspaper report of the meeting: H. Kidner, A field day in Sussex, The Christian World, 17 July.) 
 
Anon. 1913f. The Piltdown skull: discussion on the size of the brain. The Times, 12 Aug, 5. (The Piltdown 
skull formed the most important item in the programme of the Anatomical Section of the International 
Congress of Medicine on the afternoon of 11 August. The meeting began at the Natural History Museum 
with an examination of the original specimens and a presentation by Smith Woodward before transferring to 
the Royal College of Surgeons where Prof. Keith presented an alternative reconstruction of the skull. In the 
discussion that followed, Prof. Elliott Smith agreed ‘that the brain-cast as moulded by Dr. Smith Woodward 
did require considerable alteration.’ Dr W. L. H. Duckworth expressed agreement with Keith’s reconstruction 
of the skull, having independently come to the same conclusion. Mr Leon Williams exhibited a reconstruction 
of the lower jaw he had made in conjunction with Keith. Comments were also made by professors Anthony, 
of Paris, and Arthur Thomson, of Oxford. It would appear that Keith was the author of this report (Keith, 
1950, 326). Spencer 1990b, 77, states that the now famous painting by John Cooke, ‘A discussion on the 
Piltdown skull’,  purports to represent a discussion that took place at the Royal College on the afternoon in 
question: see Cooke 1915.) 
 
Anon. 1913g. [Discovery of canine tooth at Piltdown]  Daily Express, 2 Sept.  (Woodward announced the 
discovery of the Piltdown canine at a meeting of the British Association at Birmingham on 16 Sept 1913 
(Woodward 1914a), but news of the discovery, made on 30 Aug, had already found its way to the office of 
the Daily Express, whose approach to Woodward for information yielded no more than a confirmation of the 
discovery and a prediction that it would prove ‘of tremendous importance’. Dawson wrote to Woodward on 
the day of the press release expressing annoyance that someone known to him had ‘let out about the tooth 
to the “Express”’. Details from Spencer 1990b, 79, 80–81.) 
 
Anon. 1913h. The antiquity and evolution of man.  Nature, 92 (9 Oct), 160–162.  (A well informed review 
of four recently published books authored by H. von Buttel-Reepen, G. F. Wright, V. Giuffrida-Ruggeri, and 
E. Fischer, the first three of which include remarks on Piltdown. The opinion expressed by this anonymous 
reviewer with respect to the brain capacity of the Piltdown skull betrays the likely hand of Arthur Keith.) 
 
Anon. 1913i. The controversy over the discovery of “Dawn Man.”  Current Opinion, 55 (Dec), 421–422. 
(Recites differing views on the reconstruction of the Piltdown skull as expressed on the one hand by Smith, 
Woodward and Pycraft, and on the other by Keith; the two reconstructions are illustrated in dorsal view) 
 
Anon. 1914a. [Exhibition and discussion] of implements and reputed implements of Palæolithic and earlier 
age, and of flints showing various types of fracture.  Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 
70 (1), ii–xii.  (This meeting, which took place 19 Nov 1913, was essentially a discussion about the eolithic 
controversy. Exhibitors and contributors to the discussion were J. R. Moir, F. N. Haward, S. H. Warren, A. 
S. Kennard, A. W. Jamieson, Prof. W. J. Sollas, Rev. H. H. Winwood, H. N. Ridley, O. A. Shrubsole, W. 
Dale, N. F. Robarts, G. W. Lamplugh, W. H. Cook, Reginald A. Smith, Walter Johnson, Prof. W. Boyd 
Dawkins and P. G. H. Boswell. The meeting was arranged by Aubrey Strahan.) 
 
Anon. 1914b. Eskimos’ extra vertebra / Members of one arctic tribe show abnormal development.  New 
York Times, 2 Jan, 1.  (‘London, Jan. 1.–Charles Dawson, who found the famous Piltdown skull, has made 
another discovery of considerable interest to anthropologists. He has discovered that the members of a 
certain Eskimo tribe have literally more backbone than the rest of humanity;  that is to say, they have one 
extra vertebra to which small ribs are attached. Mr. Dawson has lately been making an examination of 
various skeleton remains brought from the arctic regions and has found that both men and women of the 
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Eskimo tribe in question have this abnormal development.’ The author of this ‘Special Cable to The New 
York Times’, here quoted in full, is not identified. It may have been Dawson himself. See Dawson 1912) 
 
Anon. 1914c. [Note on progress of Piltdown excavations.]  Nature, 94 (3 Sep), 5.  (‘While continuing their 
excavations in the Piltdown gravel last week, Mr. Charles Dawson and Dr. A. Smith Woodward met with a 
second portion of a molar tooth of Mastodon larger and more characteristic than the fragment originally 
described. The new specimen agrees well with the teeth of Mastodon arvernensis found in the Red Crag of 
Suffolk, but is merely a waterworn hindmost ridge, and is evidently a derived fossil of earlier date than the 
deposition of the Piltdown gravel itself.’ Full text) 
 
Anon. 1914c. Dawn Man of Piltdown.  Scientific American Supplement, 78 (7 Nov), 296–299.  (Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1916. [Memorial to Charles Dawson, who died 10 Aug 1916]  Sussex Daily News, Aug 11, 14, 18. 
(Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1921. The Broken Hill skull.  The Times, 11 Nov, 11.  (‘The directors of the company owning the 
Broken Hill Mine in Northern Rhodesia are presenting the recently discovered human remains to the Trustees 
of the British Museum, through Dr. A. Smith Woodward, Keeper of Zoology. There these relics of primitive 
man will join the Piltdown skull, hitherto the most remarkable fossil in the national collection... There is great 
hope that further fragments of human bones may be found. In particular the discovery of a lower jaw is 
desired.’ Woodward went on to publish a formal notice of this skull, which was accompanied by stone 
tools, but no lower jaw was recovered. He named the find Homo rhodesiensis, or Rhodesian Man: 
Woodward 1921.) 
 
Anon. 1924. [Interview with Arthur Smith Woodward on his retirement from the Natural History Museum]  
Evening News, 3 Mar. (Woodward readily admitted that the Piltdown discovery had been ‘the most important 
thing that ever happened in my life.’ Cited in Walsh (1996, 4, 224) who quotes, from the same interview, 
Woodward’s recollection of finding the canine, ibid, 43.) 
 
Anon. ( M.S.R.-G.) 1935. Modern South Saxons: No. 74–Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, LL.D., F.R.S., F.G.S., 
F.Z.S., F.R.G.S.  Sussex County Magazine, 9 (2) Feb, 74.  (Woodward retired as Keeper in the Geological 
Department of the Natural History Museum in 1924 and was knighted in the same year, ‘...and  he came to 
live in Sussex to be near Piltdown. He still explores the remarkable gravel deposits in which the discovery 
he was the first to record, was made.’) 
 
Anon. 1938. The Piltdown Man discovery: unveiling of a monolith memorial.  Nature, 142 (30 July), 196–
197.  (Includes substance of a speech by Sir Arthur Keith delivered at the unveiling of a memorial stone in 
the grounds of Barkham Manor, Piltdown, on 23 July, marking the spot where the Piltdown skull was found. 
A report of the unveiling also featured in The Times, 23 July, p. 9. See also Spencer 1990b, 179–180, for 
additional information.) 
 
Anon. 1944. Obituary: Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, F.R.S: research in extinct Vertebrata.  The Times, 4 
Sept, 6. 
 
Anon. 1953a. Piltdown Man forgery / Jaw and tooth of modern ape / “Elaborate hoax”.  The Times, 21 Nov, 6. 
(The Times newspaper was the first to break the startling news concerning the findings of Weiner, Oakley 
&  Le Gros Clark on the fraudulent nature of the Piltdown jaw and canine. Reports subsequently featured in 
the Evening Standard, 21 Nov; The Star, ‘The biggest scientific hoax of the century’, 21 Nov; The People, 
‘Great missing link hoax rocks scientists’, 22 Nov; News Chronicle, 23 Nov; Daily Express, ‘Did Charles 
Dawson give Mr Piltdown his fake jaw?’, 23 Nov. For other examples of press coverage see Turrittin 2006, 
who also records a number of editorial cartoons that appeared at this time, including Illingworth 1953, and 
Lancaster 1953.) 
 
Anon. 1953b. More doubts on Piltdown Man / Second discovery suspect / Implements stained artificially. 
The Times, 23 Nov, 8.  (Within days of the first announcement it became evident that material from 
Piltdown II was also considered to be fraudulent, and other items were now under suspicion) 
 
Anon. 1953c. Motion tabled on Piltdown Man.  The Times, 25 Nov, 8.  (Several members of Parliament 
have tabled a motion of ‘no confidence’ in the Trustees of the British Museum in light of the Piltdown 
fiasco ‘because of the tardiness of their discovery that the skull of the Piltdown Man is partially a fake.’ 
See Anon. 1953g for outcome.) 
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Anon. 1953d. Piltdown Man hoax / Protest against “attacks”.  The Times, 26 Nov, 5.  (Report of the meeting 
which took place on 25 Nov at the Geological Society, at which Dr A. T. Marston launched an angry protest 
against the British Museum for besmirching Dawson’s character in order to cover up their own ineptitude. 
He had received a letter from Barkham Manor confirming Dawson’s integrity. ‘They should not attack this 
man’ he insisted, adding ‘Let them try to tackle me.’) 
 
Anon. 1953e. Disclosures welcomed. The Times, 26 Nov, 5.  (‘From our own correspondent, New York, 
Nov. 25: Father Pierre Teilhard, of the Wenner-Gren foundation for anthropological research, New York, 
who, as a young student, visited the Piltdown workings several times and on one occasion picked up and 
handed to the late Sir Arthur Smith Woodward the canine tooth which now has been found to be not that of 
a human but of an ape, has commented here on the latest disclosures concerning the Piltdown Man. From 
his acquaintance with Woodward and Charles Dawson, he said, it was virtually impossible to believe that 
Dawson, and still less Woodward, could have been guilty of a hoax. It was a gain for anthropology, he 
added, that the hoax had been exposed―as had been done by Dr. Oakley and his associates―but its origin 
remained a great problem, and one could only speculate on what might have happened.’) 
 
Anon. 1953f. Geologists in row about that skull.  Daily Herald, 26 Nov, 3.  (Report of the meeting which 
took place at the Geological Society on 25 Nov; see also Anon. 1953d, Oakley 1954a, Weiner 1954a) 
 
Anon. 1953g. Piltdown skull / The Speaker’s rejoinder. The Times, 27 Nov, 5.  (There was some light 
hearted debate in the House of Commons in response to a motion of ‘no confidence’ in the Trustees of the 
British Museum in light of the Piltdown fiasco, which ended in the motion being withdrawn. Summarised in 
Spencer 1990b, 205–206.) 
 
Anon. 1953h. Status of Piltdown Man defined / Museum exhibition.  The Times, 3 Dec, 10.  (‘Piltdown 
Man is the subject of a special exhibit that will be open to the public from to-day at the Natural History 
Museum... The Piltdown braincase is still regarded as a genuine fossil of Upper Pleistocene age.’) 
 
Anon. 1954a. 1906 skull was not the Piltdown find.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 1 Jan.  (A Mrs. 
Florence Padgham told an Express reporter that in 1906 her father, Mr. Owen Burley, gave to Charles 
Dawson a skull which was said to have been dug up in Ashdown Forest, Sussex. The skull was ‘brown 
with age, and had no lower jawbone, and only one tooth in the upper jaw.’ Dawson said ‘You’ll hear more 
about this, Mr. Burley.’ Mrs Padgham thought that the skull might be that which Dawson claimed to have 
found at Piltdown in 1912, but the reporter discounts this theory because the Ashdown Forest sand would 
not favour the fossilisation of a skull, which must therefore have been of comparatively recent date.) 
 
Anon. 1954b. Scientists and the press: the Piltdown skull hoax, an unfair discrimination.  Manchester 
Guardian, 12 Jan, 5.  (Report of a speech given to the Royal Society of Edinburgh on 11 Jan, by Lionel F. J. 
Brimble, joint editor of Nature, who expressed dismay at the decision of the Natural History Museum to give 
The Times an exclusive release concerning the Piltdown findings, rather than have an open press conference; 
see background to this in Spencer 1990b, 203.) 
 
Anon. 1954c. The Piltdown bones and ‘implements’.  Nature, 174 (10 July), 61–62.  (Summary of papers 
presented at a meeting of the Geological Society on 30 June devoted to the exposure of the Piltdown fraud. 
Following a paper by A. T. Marston, who opposed the claim that the jaw and canine had been deliberately 
faked, Sir Gavin de Beer, Director of the British Museum (Natural History) introduced a series of papers 
and exhibits by W. E. Le Gros Clark, J. S. Weiner, S. H. U. Bowie & C. F. Davidson, G. F. Claringbull & 
M. H. Hey, and K. P. Oakley, conclusively demonstrating the fraudulent nature of the entire Piltdown 
assemblage. The writer adds that ‘More than five hundred [actually >300: see note under Parker 1981] 
articles and memoirs are said to have been written about Piltdown man. His rise and fall are a salutary 
example of human motives, mischief and mistake.’ A detailed report of the meeting also appeared in The 
Times, 1 July, p. 4.) 
 
Anon. 1954d. Piltdown Skull Site.  Report of the Nature Conservancy, year ended 30 Sept 1954, 25. (‘As a 
result of the discovery during the year that the Piltdown jaw was not genuine and that none of the 
“Piltdown” remains could be definitely attributed to the site, the Conservancy decided to revoke the 
declaration of the Piltdown Skull Site as a National Nature Reserve. Arrangements are being made to hand it 
back to the Barkham Manor Estate on condition that scientists accredited by the British Museum (Natural 
History) have access to the site; that the memorial stone is not removed; and that the windows of the 
trench exposing the gravel in which the bones were alleged to have been found are left intact, in case the 
gravel should be required for further study.’) 
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Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954e. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 1. Incapable of trickery, but he 
faked castle dungeon.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 19 Nov.  (‘What kind of a man was Charles 
Dawson, the Uckfield solicitor who, over 40 years ago, produced archaeological specimens that are now held 
to be fakes? ...an “Express-Herald” special investigator has interviewed many of the people who were closely 
associated with Dawson. They have told an amazing story―the story of a man whom, his close associates 
say was morally incapable of trickery, and yet who, others who knew him well say, would stop at nothing in 
carrying through a hoax.’ He was educated at the Royal Academy, Gosport, where ‘he was considered an 
average scholar, fairly conscientious and studious, but always ready for a practical joke.’ Miss Mabel 
Kenward well remembered Dawson in his capacity as steward of Barkham manor, then tenanted by her 
father: “I do not know what my father would have said about Mr. Dawson being accused of hoaxing and 
forgery. He thought the world of Mr. Dawson, who was of the highest integrity. He was genial, benign and 
kind, and I do not think he had the capabilities to fake the skull.” On the other hand, a former articled pupil 
of Dawson’s could recall an occasion in 1908 when Dawson discovered a long-forgotten wine cellar in his 
garden at Castle Lodge, Lewes, which, with the pupil’s help, he turned into a fake dungeon belonging to the 
castle. “It was a fake from start to finish, but papers were read about it at meetings, and Charles Dawson just 
chuckled. Yes, he was a great leg-puller.” On the identity of the ‘former articled pupil’ see Anon. 1955a.) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954f. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 2. When he took the Sussex 
archaeologists’ HQ for his home.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 26 Nov.  (With respect to Dawson’s 
underhand purchase of Castle Lodge and eviction of the Sussex Archaeological Society, of which he was a 
member, in 1904, it is stated that on 6 May 1907 the Society ‘agreed to buy Barbican House, a stone’s 
throw from Castle Lodge, from Mr. Harry Willett for £2,300, and on June 17, 1908, the new premises were 
formally opened with an inaugural luncheon at Lewes Town Hall... Dawson was among those who attended 
the luncheon and heard Canon Cooper [J. H. Cooper, the Society’s Chairman] say that the society were at 
Castle Lodge until about four years ago when they “were eliminated through what Mr McKenna (Chancellor 
of the Exchequer) would call a pitiless injustice.” Dawson had purchased Castle Lodge in preparation for 
his marriage, and a description is given of the groom’s opulent pre-wedding day reception at Uckfield where 
he was presented with a silver tea tray by members and officers of the Uckfield Urban Council. In his speech 
Dawson said “It is very kind of you to have remembered my love of the antique in choosing this magnificent 
tea tray. As you know, I love everything that is old―old times, old manners, old friends.”) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954g. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 3. Gravel pit that became 
world famous site.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 3 Dec.  (The writer interviewed Miss Mabel 
Kenward, formerly of Barkham Manor but now living at Little Sharpes, Piltdown. Miss Kenward said that 
after Dawson was given what the workman claimed was a piece of ‘coco-nut’ he afterwards ‘visited the site 
on many occasions and searched the heaps of gravel, but it was not until several years later that he found a 
second piece of the skull which fitted one broken edge of the piece given to him by the men. Three more 
pieces were eventually unearthed.’ Miss Kenward stated that “Mr. Dawson and Sir Arthur frequently had 
tea at our home after their digging in the pit. When they found the missing pieces of the skull the others 
were excited, but not Mr. Dawson. He remained his calm, genial self.”  Perhaps Mr Dawson had no reason 
for surprise!) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954h. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 4.  Sussex Express and 
County Herald, 10 Dec.  (Not seen. Edited extracts from the four articles by C.F.E.B. appear in Pitts 2004. 
On the identity of C.F.E.B. see the suggestions of Padgham, D. 2004 and Russell 2004, neither of which is 
convincing.) 
 
Anon. 1954i. Site of Piltdown skull “discovery” no longer nature reserve / doubts about museum exhibits.  
Archaeological News Letter, 5 (7) Dec, 127.  (Not seen.) 
 
Anon. 1955a. Two skulls behind a panelling―were they prototypes for Piltdown Man?  Daily Mail, 6 Jan. 
(This story is based on an interview with Dr Pat Nicholl, the occupant of Castle Lodge, Lewes, who recounts 
an event from his boyhood which occurred before the Second World War. “I was on holiday from school. 
My father had taken on a locum to look after the practice. Some workmen arrived to put right the dry rot to 
wainscoting near the window-bay. They chiselled away the wood and there, in the cavity between the 
panelling and the wall, they found two skulls. The workmen naturally thought they were human skulls 
connected with some tragedy or murder long ago in Lewes Castle. But when the locum doctor, Dr. Maclean, 
came in from his rounds he examined each of the skulls in turn. ‘They are not human skulls,’ he declared. 
‘They are the skulls of two large apes.’ There was no more talk about it... Dawson had been dead about 17 
years at this time...”  The reporter wonders whether these skulls were the prototypes for Piltdown Man. ‘Six 
miles away at Uckfield, Dawson had his office. There are still people who remember his queer “kitchen” 
in a corner of his room. It was only a large saucepan and a gas-ring, but all day long strange old bones 
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simmered on it.’ In Aug 1954 Weiner had spoken with Dr Nicholl’s father, the old nurse, the gardener and 
the foreman who had done work 20 years before, but could find no one to corroborate the story reported 
here. Nicholl jnr had been aged six at the time. Weiner reported the matter in a letter to Le Gros Clark 
(Spencer 1990b, 216–7). Also included in this feature is an account of Dawson’s faked castle dungeon (see 
Anon. 1954e) where the articled clerk who provided the story is here named as Mr R. A. Niedermayer.) 
 
Anon. 1955b. Dawson and the tooth.  Daily Mail, 7 Jan.  (‘In their frenzied search for new scientific 
evidence in the great Piltdown hoax, the scientists have unaccountably overlooked the evidence of Mr. 
Dorren Ditch, Dawson’s former dentist.’ Mr Ditch was inclined to suspect Smith Woodward just as much as 
Dawson. He ‘recollected the very strange meeting which had taken place between him and Dawson years 
ago. It was in the first-class carriage of an afternoon train between Uckfield and Lewes. After some casual 
conversation Dawson fumbled in his pocket, then took out a tooth and showed it to his friend the dentist. 
“What do you make of that, Ditch?” he asked. Mr. Ditch recognised it for a lower canine human tooth, and 
told Dawson so. “It was not a fossil tooth or I should have remarked upon that fact...Yet when Dawson 
showed me the tooth, I think it was either said or inferred by him that he had found it in the gravel bed at 
Piltdown... It appeared to be a human tooth, but it might have been that of one of the larger apes. At the 
time, the question of whether the tooth was human or not didn’t enter into our discussion. Dawson seemed 
more concerned with the size of the tooth and which side of the jaw it might have come from.” Also 
interviewed was L. F. Salzman, who said “The truth about Dawson is coming out at last. Soon the world 
will know what I have known for 50 years. Dawson tried to play me a malicious trick which I have never 
forgotten. If it had succeeded, the consequences to me in the world of archaeology might have been very 
serious. It all showed his character...” He goes on to record Dawson’s attempt to sabotage his election to a 
learned society (Society of Antiquaries). “Fortunately the news of what was happening came to my ears 
and I was able to counter Dawson’s fiendish plot.”) 
 
Anon. 1955c. The “tragedy of Piltdown”, Sir Arthur Keith’s opinion revealed.  Sunday Times, 9 Jan, 1.  (A 
few weeks before his death on 7 Jan 1955, Keith had written to a friend about Piltdown. In this letter, which 
is quoted at length on the front page of the Sunday Times, Keith was in no doubt that he and Smith Woodward 
had been completely deceived by the ‘honest’ countenance of Charles Dawson. He said that “The tragedy of 
the situation is a loss of faith in the testimony of our fellow workers. That is how the Piltdown fraud strikes 
me.”) 
 
Anon. 1955d. Mr. Dawson’s mystery.  The Times, 17 Feb, 11.  (Review of Weiner’s The Piltdown Forgery. 
‘The great merit of Dr. Weiner’s account of the affair of the Piltdown skull is that he makes the reader 
understand the reasons behind its every stage. He shows why the hoax took the form it did; why scientists in 
1912 were in a mood to be deceived in this particular way; and why the increase of knowledge upon other 
aspects of the history of man’s development eventually made the discoveries impossible to reconcile with 
established facts. The book is lucidly written, though there are some minor signs of hasty compilation.’) 
 
Anon. 1962. 6 birds struck off British list as frauds: Hastings ‘catches’ may have been imported in 
refrigerators.  The Times, 10 Aug, 8.  (‘Six birds are to be struck from the official British list because two 
leading naturalists after eight years’ research with scientific help have come to the “painful and shocking” 
conclusion that the records are false... Out of the 49 birds added to the official British list between 1903 and 
1916 no fewer than 32 were from Hastings―the “Hastings Rarities” as they came to be known. Yet since 
1919 Hastings has contributed only two new British birds. “Did rare birds, then, so greatly prefer Hastings to 
everywhere else, and if so why did they suddenly cease to do so?” the two naturalists ask. “Or can it have 
been that in crediting this part of the world only with the Piltdown deception, we have hitherto missed 
recognizing an imposture of even greater magnitude?”’ Most of these rarities had been brought to a Mr 
George Bristow, a taxidermist and gunmaker at St Leonards-on-Sea, who concealed his sources. It is not 
known whether Bristow was responsible for the frauds, or whether he was the victim of someone else. The 
article prompted a response from Harrison, J. M. 1962. In due course it would become apparent that Bristow 
had been acquainted with Charles Dawson. For further information see under Harrison, J. M. 1968.) 
 
Anon. 1972a. Quick guide: [book review] The Piltdown Men, by Ronald Millar. The Times, 10 Aug, 10. (‘A 
new candidate for the immortal hoaxer who foisted the fabulous hominid on the scientific world. Mr Millar 
sketches a plausible case but cannot clinch it. Poor Dawson is denied his place with Clifford Irving and Van 
Meergeren, partly on the grounds that the hoax was too skilful for a layman, and too crude for him to hope to 
get away with it. But it is one of those detective stories where ten chapters of scene-setting precede the crime. 
Once it starts, the story is intriguing, full of crusty professors; it might go well as a stage adaption.’) 
 
Anon. 1972b. Monkey business.  Times Literary Supplement, 29 Sep, 1136.  (This is evidently a review of 
Ronald Millar’s The Piltdown men. Cited in Turrittin 2006. It prompted a response from Zuckerman, S. 1972) 
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Anon. 1973. The Piltdown Man hoax.  London: British Museum (Natural History), Palaeontology Leaflet 
no. 2, 7 pp.  (A short and authoritative summary of the affair, which avoids entering the whodunit debate) 
 
Anon. 1978. Piltdown Man won’t lie down.  New Scientist, 80 (2 Nov), 343.  (With reference to the tape-
recorded views of Prof. James Douglas, as reported by Halstead 1978, the Natural History Museum admitted 
that ‘other tape recordings exist with denouncements, but these are time-sealed until the deaths of their 
makers’. With regard to the rumour that one of these might be by Kenneth Oakley, see Turrittin 2006, 30;  
see also statement by Vernon Reynolds under Chatwin, C. P.) 
 
Anon. 1981. Obituary: Dr Kenneth Oakley / Exposure of the Piltdown hoax.  The Times, 5 Nov, 14.  
 
Anon. 1982. Obituary: Prof Joseph Weiner / Decisive role in the exposure of the Piltdown hoax.  The Times, 
16 June, 14. 
 
Anon. 1983. Arthur Conan Doyle is Piltdown suspect.  New York Times, 2 Aug, C1, C6.  (See Winslow & 
Meyer 1983a) 
 
Anon. 1990. American detective finds fresh clues to Piltdown mystery.  New Scientist, 126 (16 June), 
26.  (A pre-publication announcement of the findings of Spencer 1990a, due to appear in the autumn. The 
feature focuses on Spencer’s allegation that ‘The true architect of one of the most celebrated scientific 
hoaxes, that of the Piltdown man, was Sir Arthur Keith...’) 
 
Anon. 1991. Review: Frank Spencer. Piltdown: a scientific forgery...1990.  Antiquity, 65, no. 248 (Sept), 
725.  (‘Provides a definitive account of the greatest archaeological hoax of them all... In a final chapter, 
Spencer identifies the crook as – in his view – the anatomist Sir Arthur Keith, who has not been so accused 
before [but see Turrittin 2006, 22–24]. The crucial evidence concerns the notice which Keith contributed to 
the issue of the weekly British Medical Journal published just after the Piltdown skull was announced to a 
scientific public. Spencer finds this decisive proof of Keith’s being the hoaxer, but an innocent explanation 
may also be found in the speed of the Journal’s printing schedule, which would allow an article to be revised 
not many hours before the number was printed.’) 
 
Anon. 1996. Unraveling Piltdown, by John Evangelist Walsh. [Book review].  Scientific American, 275 (4) 
Oct, 99.  (‘John Walsh frames the story as a very entertaining whodunit. Disputing several recent theories, 
he points the finger back at the most obvious culprit: Charles Dawson... The wrap-up is unsurprising and 
unsatisfying, however, as Walsh supplies no persuasive motive and uncovers no smoking gun.’ The 
reviewer had clearly not read the book very closely: see for example Hammond, N. 1996, or Walsh 1996, 
189–90, 205.) 
 
Anon. 2001. Obituaries: Professor E T ‘Teddy’ Hall: scientist who exposed the Piltdown Man as a forgery 
and dated the Turin Shroud to between 1260 and 1390.  Daily Telegraph, 17 Aug, 27.  (‘In 1953, Teddy 
Hall used X-ray fluorescence to show that the [Piltdown] bones had been stained with potassium 
dichromate to make them look fossilised; the jawbone was later proved to be that of an orang-utan, and 
Hall found iron filings, indicating that someone had filed down the teeth to make them look more human. 
Various theories were put forward about Piltdown Man, with at least 10 men...accused as the forger. Hall 
was always of the view that Dawson, a proven fraudster in other fields, was the villain.’) 
 
Anon. 2013. Bibliography of published works relating to the eolithic controversy. 24 pp. University of Kent, 
School of Anthropology & Conservation: www.kent.ac.uk/sac/research/files/Eolith_bibliog.pdf2013-08-08 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1905. Machine-made eoliths.  Man, 5, 146–148.  (A response to the claim by Boule 1905 
that all the more characteristic forms of eoliths can be observed in the fractured flints produced at the cement 
mills in the commune of Guerville, near Mantes, France. Abbott was a staunch defender of eoliths as artefacts. 
Cited in Spencer 1990a) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. [1910]. The older prehistoric races of Sussex.  Transactions and Journal, Eastbourne 
Natural History, Photographic and Literary Society, 4; also privately printed, 8 pp.  (Argues that ‘On the 
plateau above Eastbourne and other places through the county, and even in the valleys... can be found... early 
relics of Pliocene man’, evidence of which is provided by their ‘eolithic’ or, as the writer prefers to call them, 
pre-Palaeolithic implements. Abbott would later claim credit for having stimulated Dawson’s interest in the 
search for Pliocene man in Sussex, e.g. letter to Smith Woodward, 15 Dec 1912, in Spencer 1990b, 36.) 
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Abbott, W. J. L. 1913. Pre-historic man: the newly-discovered line in his evolution.  Hastings & St. 
Leonard’s Observer, 1 Feb. (On the view that mankind developed along more than one line, argues a close 
affinity between the Piltdown jaw and that of a chimpanzee, based on a comparative examination of many 
modern and fossil jaws in his possession. As regards the age of the Piltdown assemblage, he confidently 
asserts that ‘we have at last discovered the Pliocene ancestor of at least one branch of modern man...’) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1914. The Piltdown skull.  Morning Post, 2 Jan.  (A characteristically bombastic attack   
on ‘unwarranted oracular pronouncements’ in the press concerning the geological age of Eoanthropus, for 
which the writer argues a Pliocene date. More specifically, this was an attack on the attempt by Dawkins 
1913b to exclude Tertiary man from the Piltdown discussions.) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1916. The Pliocene deposits of the south-east of England.  Proceedings of the Prehistoric 
Society of East Anglia, 2 (2), 175–194.  (Considers the Piltdown gravels to be of early Pliocene date, p. 187. 
Paper read at Norwich, 13 Dec 1915) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. (for obituary see Keith 1933; see also remarks by Kennard 1947, and Edmunds 1953. For 
a discussion of Abbott as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006, 18.) 
 
Adeloye, A., Kattan, K. R. & Silverman, F. N. 1975. Thickness of the normal skull in the American 
Blacks and Whites.  American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 43 (1), 23–30.  (Cited in Tobias 1992c) 
 
Adler, I. 1957. Monkey business: hoaxes in the name of science.  New York: John Day, 128 pp.  (Ch. III. 
Monkey business in Piltdown, pp. 37–63. Essentially a restatement of the findings of Weiner 1955b.) 
 
Adloff, P. 1914. Walkhoffs Kariestheorie und die Umformung d. menschlichen Kiefer und Zähne seit der 
Diluvialzeit.  Deutsche Monatsschrift für Zahnheilkunde, 32, 169–196.  (Criticism of Walkhoff 1913; refers 
to Piltdown, pp. 175, 195. Not seen) 
 
Allcroft, H. 1916. Some earthworks of West Sussex.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 58, 65‒90. (The 
writer is critical of Charles Dawson’s excavation of the Lavant Caves near Chichester, which he considers 
was executed in an unsatisfactory manner and was never formally published, pp. 68–74. While recognising 
the difficulties created for the excavators by subsidence, he nonetheless complains that ‘The skill of a north-
country miner would have dealt easily with the matter at the outset, and enabled the whole area to be cleared, 
searched and planned. As it is, the Caves, it is to be feared, are now lost for all time, and their secrets with 
them, while even the few “finds” are difficult of access to the majority.’) 
 
Allen, J. 2010. The curious history of the Talgai skull. Bulletin of the History of Archaeology, 20 (2), 4‒12.  
(Including its links with Elliot Smith and the Piltdown skull. See comments under Langham 1978, and 
Smith, S. A. 1918.) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996a. The case of the missing link. Part 1. Piltdown perpetrator exposed. Pacific Discovery, 
49 (2), 15–20.  (See under Anderson 1997 for comments. Walsh 1996, 259, included an analysis of this 
paper as an added note in his Unraveling Piltdown, but had to admit that ‘it is hard to decide whether the 
article is meant to be taken quite seriously.’) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996b. The case of the missing link. Part 2. The solution.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (2), 32–33. 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996c. Clarification from Dr. Watson.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (3), 48.  (Not seen) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996d. Piltdown.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (4), 45–46.  (A reply to Drawhorn 1996. Not seen) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1997. The case of the missing link. In: Physical anthropology 97/98 / edited by E. Angeloni.  
Guilford, Conn: Dushkin/Brown & Benchmark, pp. 138–146.  (A reprint of his 1996 papers in which the 
writer attempts to resuscitate the case against Sir Arthur Conan Doyle as the perpetrator of the Piltdown 
forgery based on research by Richard Milner of the American Museum of Natural History. The writer claims 
to have solved a puzzle left by Doyle in his novel The Lost World, published in 1912. Evidently the solution 
leaves little doubt that Doyle was behind it. The author notes that John Winslow had compiled a lot of 
circumstantial evidence against Doyle (Winslow & Meyer 1983), but had ‘failed to find a smoking gun.’ He 
had also failed to notice the puzzle―a cunning cryptogram. In this respect he is not alone! See comments 
under Gornall 2003a–b. Anderson’s 1996 papers prompted reactions from Washburn 1996, Drawhorn 1996, 
and Elliott & Pilot 1996; for others see Turrittin 2006, 19.) 
 
Andrews, P. B. S. 1953. Piltdown Man. Time and Tide, 12 Dec, 1646–1647.  (Also anonymous comment, 
ibid, 19 Dec, 1678. Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
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Andrews, P. B. S. 1974. A fictitious purported historical map.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 112, 
165–167.  (The map purports to show Maresfield Forge in 1724, including Pilt Down, and was used to 
illustrate a paper by W. V. Crake in 1912, where it is described as a copy ‘made by C. Dawson, F.S.A.’ In 
1931 the map was reproduced, from the same block, in Ernest Straker’s Wealden Iron, and has been 
accepted as valid evidence in subsequent studies in industrial archaeology. The map is wholly fictitious 
however, and the article by Crake makes no explicit reference to it. Fifteen specific errors and anomalies 
have been identified by reference to parish records and estate plans. These include the absence of proven-
ance or internal title, distortions of scale, use of anachronistic and inconsistent scripts, and depiction of 
features which did not exist at the time. See Combridge 1981, where the map is credited to John Lewis. 
Russell 2003, 258–260, assuming Lewis’s authorship, suggests that the accommodation of Piltdown on the 
map, which required a serious distortion of scale, ‘was a clever attempt to point the finger of suspicion at 
both Dawson and his latest discovery at Piltdown.’ The insertion of the map would have required the 
connivance of the editor, L. F. Salzman(n), who was certainly no friend of Dawson. See further remarks 
under Crake 1912. By the time this paper was published Andrews had died, but early in 1974 he had been 
interviewed on the subject of the Maresfield map for a feature in The Times (Howard 1974). See also 
Pettitt 1975, who seems to have researched the map’s discrepancies independently of Andrews.)  
 
Anthony, R. 1913. Les restes humains fossiles de Piltdown (Sussex).  Revue anthropologique, 23 (Sept), 
293–306.  (Accepts the association of the Piltdown jaw and skull, but does not believe that Piltdown Man 
constitutes a new genus; he proposes the name Homo dawsoni in place of Eoanthropus dawsoni) 
 
Ashmore, M. 1995. Fraud by numbers: quantitative rhetoric in the Piltdown forgery discovery.  South 
Atlantic Quarterly, 94, 591‒618;  reprinted in Mathematics, science and postclassical theory / edited by B. 
Herrnstein-Smith & A. Plonitsky.  Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 189‒211.  (A criticism of the use 
of numerical data in the early analyses of the Piltdown forgery. Not seen) 
 
Austen, R. A. C. 1851. On the gravel-beds of the valley of the Wey.  Quarterly Journal of the Geological 
Society of London, 7, 278‒288.  (As a postscript to this account, which is actually concerned with Surrey, the 
author adds the following remarks: ‘It forms no part of the present communication to explain the nature 
of the Wealden denudation. Sir Charles Lyell still maintains the view that the denuded area was once 
occupied by an expanse of water of which the escarpments of the chalk were the bounding cliffs, and in 
immediate juxtaposition to this view, and as proof and illustration of the theory, he describes the gravel-
beds at Barcome [Barcombe]. It may suffice for the present to state that this accumulation contains the 
remains of the large mammalian fauna, and that in every respect its history is identical with that of the 
valley-gravels of the Wey and the Mole.’ The Pleistocene gravels of the Wey, in west Surrey, contain the 
remains of ox, elephant and deer. See comments under Godwin-Austen.) 
 
Baden-Powell, D. F. W. 1950. The Pliocene-Pleistocene boundary in the British deposits. In: International 
Geological Congress: report of the eighteenth session, Great Britain, 1948. Part IX. The Pliocene-Pleistocene 
boundary / edited by K. P. Oakley.  London, 8–10.  (‘In the well-known sequence in East Anglia, the Pliocene-
Pleistocene boundary would come as low as the base of the Coralline Crag, if Lyell’s definitions of the 
Pliocene, based on the percentages of living species among the fossil marine mollusca, were taken literally. 
At the other extreme, some British geologists have only counted the Glacial Series in this district as belonging 
to the Pleistocene, leaving the Cromer Forest Bed as Pliocene in addition to the Coralline, Red, Norwich and 
Weybourne Crags. If an intermediate point of view is taken, either the Norwich Crag or the Red Crag can be 
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route was conducted by Mr Lewis, who took the party to examine an ancient earthwork, purposely defaced 
by a former owner, at Tottingworth.) 
 

31 



 

Dawson, C. 1902a. Note on the Hastings Corporation relics of coronations of the kings and queens of 
England.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 45, 110–113. 
 
Dawson, C. 1902b. The history of the Hermitage at Buxted. See Miles, P. 2007. 
 
Dawson, C. 1903a. Sussex pottery: a new classification.  Antiquary, 39 (Feb), 47–49.  (Not seen) 
 
Dawson, C. 1903b. Sussex iron work and pottery.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 46, 1–62, 28 plates. 
(Including description of a cast iron statuette claimed by Dawson to be ‘the earliest known example of cast-
iron, in Europe at least’, pp. 4–5 & plate 1, fig. 1. See C. H. Read 1893. This is now known to be of 19th 
century date. For other failings, questionable claims and demonstrations of plagiarism in Dawson’s article 
see Russell 2003. It is clear that large sections of text were lifted and cleverly reassembled from a Geological 
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menon to a common factor in the lives of these races: the canoe or kayak, and the constant manipulation of 
the hips to maintain equilibrium, necessitating an additional muscle attachment in this region.’ (Millar 1972). 
Although rare in humans, the 13th thoracic vertebra is a feature normal in apes. Dawson’s anxiety for early 
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discoverer of Piltdown.’ Indeed, Dawson’s ‘discovery’ was picked up by the New York Times in Jan 1914 
(Anon. 1914b). See also Hawkes 1916. See discussion in Russell 2003, 133–5. Langham (in Spencer 1990a, 
194–5) concocted a strange tale regarding Dawson’s motive for working on the 13th thoracic vertebra, 
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anywhere else in the South-East of England.’ On 17 Dec Dawson exhibited further samples of zinc blende 
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from the corpses of chained prisoners. This phenomenon was no longer visible when Dawson and Lewis 
reopened the tunnel in 1894. Luckily, Dawson himself had visited the tunnel in 1872, when he would have 
been about eight years old, and had such a clear memory of the ‘striking and unmistakable’ human forms 
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from 27 names to just two men, Charles Dawson and Martin Hinton. Fresh analysis of the suspects’ corresp-
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foolscap, among the papers of R. L. Downes archived at the Sussex Archaeological Society, Lewes.  (This 
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involvement has strengthened. The book describes a bone shaped like a cricket bat... The main character in 
the adventure, Prof Challenger, is Sir Arthur’s alter ago [the frontispiece to the first edition is a photograph 
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of letters arrived at the museum’s palaeoanthropology department accusing the museum of ‘deliberate 
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93 plates.  (Including a highly critical review of the Piltdown discoveries, pp. 65–90, plates XIII–XIV. The 
writer reinforces the incongruity that exists between the jaw and skull. He concludes that  ‘...it must be plain 
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1914, p. 240. Keith devoted a whole chapter to this experiment in his Antiquity of Man, 1915.) 
 
Keith, A. Oct 1915. The antiquity of man.  London: Williams and Norgate, xx, 519 pp; further impressions 
issued 1915, 1916 & 1920.  (About a third of the book is devoted to a detailed consideration of Piltdown Man, 
thus: Ch. XVIII. The discovery of the Piltdown skull, pp. 293‒305; Ch. XIX. The antiquity of the Piltdown 
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man, pp. 479–496. Keith avoids the inclusion of any reconstructions showing how Eoanthropus might have 
appeared in life. See reviews by Woodward 1915b, Wright, W. 1916) 
 
Keith, A. 1916. The discoverer of the Piltdown skull.  British Medical Journal, 19 Aug, 265. (An obituary 
of Charles Dawson. Not seen) 
 
Keith, A. 1917. Men of the Old Stone Age: Their Environment, Life, and Art. By Henry Fairfield Osborn. 
[Book review].  Man, 17 (May), 82–85.  (Keith cannot agree with Osborn’s view that humanity is a product 
of the Pleistocene period. ‘From a British point of view our author is all at sea as regards the discovery at 
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Woodward’s reconstruction, which he was invited to examine at South Kensington on 2 Dec 1912, his 
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Included in this account are reports from William Whitaker, who believes that the brown loam which 
completely fills the skull must have entered in a semi-liquid state [or slurry]; from John E. Marr, who 
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race; the roof of a similar skull having been found associated with other fragmentary remains so long ago as 
1857, in a cavern in the Neanderthal between Düsseldorf and Elberfeld, Germany. So far as can be determined 
from implements, man appears to have passed through three successive grades of civilization in western Europe 
before Britain became separated from the mainland. The earliest stones regarded as bearing traces of human 
handiwork, occur in certain high-level or plateau gravels in the south of England, which seem to date back to 
the Pliocene period before the existing valleys were excavated. These are flints merely chipped round the edge 
to render them more serviceable as implements. They are described as eoliths...’) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1911. On some mammalian teeth from the Wealden of Hastings.  Quarterly Journal of the 
Geological Society, London, 67 (2), 278–281 (with discuss).  (Read 22 Mar 1911. Notes that Charles Dawson 
has made a determined search for further mammalian teeth in the Wealden formation of Sussex, recently 
assisted by P. Teilhard de Chardin and Félix Pelletier. Three further mammalian teeth have been recovered 
from the Ashdown Sands of the Fairlight Cliffs near Hastings. Two of these teeth, which were evidently found 
by Dawson, seem to belong to Plagiaulax but are very imperfect and are not illustrated. The specimens have 
been lodged with the Natural History Museum. The discussion which followed the reading of this paper 
includes remarks from Dawson, W. Boyd Dawkins and Henry Woodward. With regard to these teeth, see 
Clemens 1963.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1913. Note on the Piltdown man (Eoanthropus Dawsoni).  Geological Magazine, dec. 5, 
10 (10), 433–434, plate XV.  (Abridged from a lecture delivered to the British Association at Birmingham on 
16 Sept 1913, but here with the addition of a reconstruction of the skull and mandible. See Woodward 1914a) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1914a. Missing links among extinct animals.  Report of the British Association for the 
Advancement of Science, Birmingham, 1913, 783–787.  (Lecture delivered 16 Sept 1913, including a reply 
to Prof Arthur Keith’s disapproval of his reconstruction of the skull and mandible of Eoanthropus dawsoni, 
and a report on the discovery by Father Teilhard of a canine tooth at Piltdown on 30 Aug, pp. 785–787. The 
lecture was reported in The Times, 17 Sept 1913, p. 10, headed ‘The Piltdown skull: Dr. Smith Woodward’s 
rejoinder’, and briefly reported in Nature, 1913, 92 (25 Sept), 110–111, headed ‘The Piltdown skull’.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1914b. On an apparently Palæolithic engraving on bone from Sherborne (Dorset). 
Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 70 (1), 100–103 (with discuss).  (Supposedly 
discovered by two boys of Sherborne School, but now believed to be a fake. Poor Woodward was once  
again duped, though he was not alone, as appears from the discussion. See Stringer et al. 1995. Ironically, 
this paper immediately follows the second Piltdown paper by Dawson & Woodward. See also Woodward 
1926.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1914c. On the lower jaw of an anthropoid ape (Dryopithecus) from the Upper Miocene of 
Lérida (Spain).  Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 70 (3), 316–320, plate XLIV.  (Read 
29 Apr 1914. Comparisons are made with the jaw of Eoanthropus. He notes that the mandibular symphyses 
of Mesopithecus (a contemporaneous macaque), Dryopithecus and Homo heidelbergensis form a gradational 
series in which there appears to be no place for a stage resembling that of any adult existing ape. Yet it is 
difficult to understand how Eoanthropus can be one of the series. ‘If the outlines of Eoanthropus and Homo 
heidelbergensis be superposed...it will be observed that the former differs from the latter in the specialization 
of the lower border towards that of a modern Ape.’) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1915a. A guide to the fossil remains of man in the Department of Geology and Palæontology 
in the British Museum (Natural History).  London: Trustees of the British Museum, [6],30 pp, 4 plates.  
(Piltdown man, pp. 8–23, plates I–IV. See review by Smith, G. E. 1915a). 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1915b. The Antiquity of Man, by Prof. A. Keith [review].  Nature, 96 (23 Dec), 450‒451.  
(Woodward is critical of Keith’s unquestioning acceptance of a Palaeolithic age for the Galley Hill (Kent) 
and Ipswich skeletons. In his view, Keith ‘proceeds to forfeit confidence in his conclusions by the dogmatic 
manner in which he accepts remains of doubtful authenticity... No geologist would do more than place such 
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remains in a “suspense account,” and the majority would probably ignore them altogether.’ In Keith’s extended 
and rather discursive analysis of the skull and mandible of Piltdown man, Woodward feels that the experience 
of a vertebrate palaeontologist is needed to supplement and modify the ordinary methods of the human 
anatomist. There are some comments on Keith’s restoration of the Piltdown skull.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1916. Obituary: Charles Dawson, F.S.A., F.G.S.  Geological Magazine, dec. 6, 3 (10), 
477–479.  (Charles Dawson was born at Fulkeith Hall, Lancashire, 11 July 1864, and died 10 Aug 1916. ‘He 
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Osborn’s Men of the Old Stone Age, 1915, 2nd edition 1916, and Hugo Obermaier’s El Hombre Fósil, 1916. 
Woodward takes issue with Osborn’s interpretation of Eoanthropus. He expects soon to announce a discovery 
made by Dawson shortly before his death, confirming the interpretation that he and Dawson published in 
1912 (Woodward 1917b). He admits that the associated mammalian fauna, some of which derives from an 
older stratum, does not permit Eoanthropus to be dated with exactness. In 1913 he was able to visit Eugene 
Dubois in Holland in order to examine all the original specimens of Pithecanthropus erectus from Java, and 
was impressed by its resemblance to a gibbon, a view then being entertained by its finder. Osborn considers 
Pithecanthropus to be a lowly type of man, whereas Obermaier treats it as a gigantic ape. Likewise, in 1912 
Woodward went to Heidelberg in order to examine the lower jaw of Homo heidelbergensis and the associated 
mammalian remains. ‘As all palæontologists agree, this mammalian fauna must date back to a very early part 
of the Pleistocene period.’ In 1914 a well-fossilised human skull was found in a river deposit at Talgai in the 
Darling Downs, Queensland. ‘Although in nearly every respect the skull of a typical Australian aborigine, 
this fossil agrees with Eoanthropus from Piltdown in having the relatively large canine teeth interlocking as 
in the apes, and it is the only known skull of Homo exhibiting this arrangement.’) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1917b. Fourth note on the Piltdown gravel, with evidence of a second skull of Eoanthropus 
dawsoni. Abstracts of the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 1003 (9 Mar), 50–53. (Abstract 
of paper and full record of discussion, with contributions from W. P. Pycraft, Prof. A. Keith, Sir Ray Lankester 
and W. Dale; includes details of specimens exhibited. See Woodward 1918 for full text of paper and reprint 
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was presented to the London Natural History Museum that same year (Anon. 1921) and formally named 
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Homo rhodesiensis by Woodward, who recognised its resemblance to the European Neanderthal man, but 
thought it sufficiently distinct and more modern to warrant being placed in a new species. In 1928, after 
Woodward’s retirement, W. P. Pycraft somewhat bizarrely (but influenced by the work of Boule) placed the 
Rhodesian man into a new genus, Cyphanthropus, or ‘stooping man’, a concept which gained little support 
since it was shown by Le Gros Clark that same year to derive from an error of interpretation and was thus 
returned to the genus Homo. The current specific status of Rhodesian Man is a little unclear. See also Harris, 
Woodward & Keith 1921) 
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Woodward, A. S. 1925. The fossil anthropoid ape from Taungs.  Nature, 115 (14 Feb), 235–236. (Reaction 
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86.  (Expresses surprise at W. J. Sollas’s claim in the 3rd edition of his Ancient Hunters, p. 536, that the 
drawing of the head of a horse on bone from Sherborne, which Woodward described in 1914, is a forgery 
perpetrated by some schoolboys. Woodward quotes confirmation from one of the surviving finders as to its 
genuineness. See reply by Sollas 1926) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1931. Sir William Boyd Dawkins―1837‒1929. Proceedings of the Royal Society, Series 
B, 107, no. B 754, xxiii‒xxvi, plate. 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1933a. The second Piltdown skull.  Nature, 131 (18 Feb), 242. (Letter drawing attention 
to the existence of a postcard from Charles Dawson, dated 30 July 1915, recording his discovery of a molar 
tooth of Eoanthropus at an unnamed site, believed to be Sheffield Park. The letter follows doubts expressed 
by Dr Aleš Hrdlički in 1930. The postcard was deposited with the Natural History Museum and is reproduced 
as a frontispiece in Spencer 1990b.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1933b. Early man and the associated faunas of the Old World.  Science, 78, 89–92.  
(Piltdown man, pp. 89‒91. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1934. What the dawn-man was like.  Wonders of the Past, no. 21, 22 Mar, 490–493.  (A 
popular article, with illustrations by A. Forestier. A drawing showing the probable appearance of Eoanthropus 
in profile differs significantly from a similar profile that featured in the Illustrated London News of Dec 1912, 
which accompanied an article by W. P. Pycraft. Woodward here still regards the Piltdown dawn-man as the 
earliest ancestor of modern man. There is much speculation on his likely habits and abilities.) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1935. Recent progress in the study of early man.  Report, British Association for the 
Advancement of Science, Norwich, Sept 1935, 129‒142. (‘The Pleistocene mammals of Europe...show that 
when they flourished on this continent, the only direct land communication was through Asia. The earliest 
races of men must have reached western Europe by that route; and as a succession of stone implements, 
remarkably similar to that which is now so well known in Europe, has already been found with early Pleis-
tocene faunas in Africa, it might at first be supposed that there were parallel migrations of the same men 
from the Asiatic to the African continent. Implements like languages, however, afford no certain clue to the 
races which made and used them, and the same tools must have been invented independently more than once.’ 
Leakey’s claim to have found modern types of human with very primitive implements in Kenya has been 
proved false by P. G. H. Boswell. ‘The only fossil hitherto discovered in Africa, which suggests that that 
continent may have produced man, is the immature skull from a deposit of uncertain age (probably Pleisto-
cene) at Taungs in Bechuanaland, which was named Australopithecus by Prof. Raymond A. Dart in 1925. It 
belongs to an ape, and seems to exhibit more human characters than the skull of any of the existing apes.’ 
After alluding to new discoveries in China, he goes on to discuss the position of Eoanthropus, the geological 
age of which ‘is perhaps the most difficult to determine, because it was found in a flood-deposit which 
contains mammalian remains and flint implements of more than one stage at the end of the Pliocene and 
beginning of the Pleistocene periods. Attempts have been made to sort the fossils according to their colour; 
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ening them.’ He goes on to discuss the ages of the associated mammalian fauna at Piltdown. He believes 
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125 



 

dates back to the early part of the Pleistocene period and must have been a contemporary of Eoanthropus.’ 
Finds from Australasia, North and South America are also discussed.) 
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Piltdown man to the other early human races is indeed still uncertain... The Piltdown skull therefore may 
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among the evolving ape-ancestors.’) 
 
Woodward, A. S. 1948. The earliest Englishman.  London: Watts & Co, 118 pp, 3 plates.  (With a foreword 
by Sir Arthur Keith. The work was brought to publication by Maud Woodward, the author’s wife, following 
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genius and ideas, he was somewhat impatient of routine work and of research which did not promise an 
adequate return of theory or principle, he was nevertheless unsparing in his demand for accuracy, and 
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1996. She was responsible for the posthumous publication of A. S. Woodward’s The Earliest Englishman in 
1948, and she was interviewed in 1954 by members of the investigative team following the discovery of fraud 
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imagined, it “existed in Dawson’s imagination.” She knew that D. was rather queer in his last illness...’ 
(ibid, 239). See also remarks attributed to her by V. Garner-Howe 1997a) 
 
Worssam, B. C. 1973. A new look at river capture and at the denudation history of the Weald.  Report, 
Institute of Geological Sciences, 73/17, vi, 21 pp.  (While it is generally believed that the deposition of river 
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the trial should be aborted and invite Keith to seek substantial damages for wrongful prosecution.’) 
 
Wright, S. 2000. Charles Dawson 1864–1916. Hindsight: Journal of the Uckfield and District Preservation 
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public and private science / by S. Zuckerman.  New York: Taplinger, pp. 61–74.  (Originally from a 1954 
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Imaginary portrait of Piltdown Man, drawn by 
John Cooke for Arthur Smith Woodward, The 
Earliest Englishman, 1948, frontispiece. We are 
told that ‘Mr. Dawson...on seeing this portrait, 
smiled and observed that he thought he could 
match it in Sussex to-day.’ 
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