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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.
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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



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.



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

ouﬁﬁorougﬁ e

= smzf‘st Vst
a1 /S

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

NCthven Atlas, 1955. © Collins Bartholomew)


http://richardhartersworld.com/cri_a/piltdown/piltdown.html

Anon. 1904. Report for 1903: [Sussex Archaological 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. Palaolithic 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 Palaolithic 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.)



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 Palzolithic 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 ealithic
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



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 Il 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.)



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.”)



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 | 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, | 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



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, | 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 | have known for 50 years. Dawson tried to play me a malicious trick which | 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 | 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 s0?” 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)



Anon. 1973. The Piltdown Man hoax. London: British Museum (Natural History), Palacontology 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.)


http://www.kent.ac.uk/sac/research/files/Eolith_bibliog.pdf2013-08-08

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, 1. 1957. Monkey business: hoaxes in the name of science. New York: John Day, 128 pp. (Ch. IlI.
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 Zéhne seit der
Diluvialzeit. Deutsche Monatsschrift fir 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 1X. 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
considered as the Lower Pleistocene; of these two alternatives, there is a slight preference for placing the
boundary line at or near the base of the Red Crag, partly because this seems to be the earliest zone in which
Elephas meridionalis appears, and also because the marine mollusca of the Red Crag reflect the beginning of
the climatic deterioration which foreshadowed the Pleistocene Ice Age.” This leaves only the Coralline Crag
and the Suffolk Bone Bed remaining in the East Anglian Pliocene. See also King, W. B. R. 1955, and King
& Oakley 1950.)

Baines, J. M. 1954. Museum exhibits discredited / Piltdown skull man’s “finds” / Plagiarism in history. The
Times, 15 Nov, 8. (Report of an interview with John Manwaring Baines, Curator of Hastings Museum, who
accuses Charles Dawson of having shamelessly plundered an unpublished manuscript by William Herbert
for his History of Hastings Castle. The Beauport Park statuette and other Dawson specimens held by the
Museum are also considered to be suspect. Baines derived the latter information from the unpublished and
ongoing research of R. L. Downes, who is not here credited. The article prompted reactions from Downes
1954 and Thorne 1954. Baines was also interviewed by T. F. Thompson for the Daily Mail, and see also
Cockburn, C. 1954.)
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Baines, J. M. 1986. Historic Hastings. 2nd ed. amended and revised. St. Leonards-on-Sea: Cinque Port
Press Ltd, xix,438 pp. (An addition to this edition, the work having first been published in 1955, includes a
short discussion of Dawson’s History of Hastings Castle, in which the writer considers that Dawson did not
give sufficient credit to William Herbert’s early manuscript history as a major source for his own work. ‘In his
work Dawson acknowledged his great indebtedness to Herbert’s work in two lines towards the end of his five-
page preface and in such a way that it suggested this referred solely to [Herbert’s 1824] excavations...
comparison with Dawson’s printed History showed that it was largely an extended version of Herbert’s work
and that the real credit should have gone to him. Instead of a few lines tucked away towards the very end
of his preface, it would have been more gracious and honest to have acknowledged his great indebtedness at
its very outset’ (p. xii). On p. 164 there is a short note concerning the ‘Oar Mace’ which ‘was found by the
late Charles Dawson in a pawn-broker’s shop in Canterbury’ and misinterpreted by him. See Thompson
1954.)

Baines, J. M. 1997. Charles Dawson: the saga continues. Hastings Area Archaeological Research Group
Journal, new ser, no. 3 (May), 5-6. (Discussion of the forged brick-stamps from Pevensey, describing the
writer’s first encounter with Dr D. P. S. Peacock of Southampton University and the circumstances that
led to the brick-stamps being dated by thermo-luminescence; see Peacock 1973. This account is stated to
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other australopithecines that came later from Sterkfontein, Kromdraai, Makapansgat, and Swartkrans, as
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the Calaveras skull. For an excellent account of the Glozel forgery, exposed in France in the late 1920s, see
A. Vayson de Pradenne, The Glozel forgeries, Antiquity, 4, no. 14, June 1930, 201-222, translated from the
French by O. G. S. Crawford.)

Cole, S. M. 1975. Leakey’s luck: the life of Louis Seymour Bazett Leakey, 1903-1972. London: Collins,
448 pp. (Leakey’s views concerning Teilhard de Chardin’s supposed complicity in the Piltdown “hoax’,
pp. 374-375, 399. Cole believes that Leakey had no real evidence against Teilhard, only a hunch: ‘Teilhard
had once told him that Dawson, the main suspect, was not responsible, but had refused to elaborate.”)

Cole, S. M. (see also under Daniel 1982b)

Combridge, J. H. 1977a. Ashburnham clock dial and Maresfield sketch-map. Sussex Archaeological
Society Newsletter, no. 22 (Aug), 121. (Short note concerning the writer’s examination of the ‘Ashburnham
clock dial’, the details of which appear in Combridge 1977b. The dial-plate came from a genuine 30-hour
wall timepiece-with-alarum which had originally been made, or at least sold, around 1820 by the clocksmith
Thomas Beeching of Ashburnham. Early in the 20th century it was provided with engraved scenes closely
related to the illustrations and text of Charles Dawson’s Sussex iron work paper (1903). The writer believes
that Dawson’s collaborator, John Lewis of Maresfield, designed the scenes, which may have been engraved
by W. J. Lewis Abbott. “There need not have been any fraudulent intent in the designing or engraving of the
scenes but the possibility of a hoax cannot be excluded.” Furthermore, there are stylistic links between the
clock-dial scenes, published drawings by Lewis, and the ‘Maresfield Forge’ map that appears in Crake 1912.)

Combridge, J. H. 1977b. BEECHING/Ashburnham: a Georgian dial with Edwardian scenic engravings.
Antiquarian Horology, 10 (4), 428-438. (These scenic engravings of Wealden iron-making are believed to
be the work of John Lewis and appear to be a crude attempt to achieve a 17th-century style, evidently done
for Charles Dawson. See remarks under Combridge 1977a. The dial is discussed by Russell 2003, 144-148,
who notes that ‘Dawson himself does not appear to have ever commented on the artefact, either privately or
in print. After his death in 1916, the clock dial was sold at auction...”)

Combridge, J. H. 1981. Charles Dawson and John Lewis. Antiquity, 55 (Nov), no. 214, 220-222. (Adds
further evidence to that presented by Heal 1980, and includes a lengthy discussion of the Maresfield Forge
map supposedly fabricated by Dawson and described by Andrews, but here shown to be the work probably
of John Lewis. Suggests the possible involvement of Lewis in the Piltdown forgery and provides a few
biographical details.)

Cooke, J. 1915. Discussion on the Piltdown skull. Oil painting purportedly based on a much publicised
meeting which took place at the Royal College of Surgeons on 11 Aug 1913; it now hangs at the Geological
Society in Burlington House, Piccadilly, London. (This picture was exhibited at the Royal Academy in May
1915, following a private showing in the artist’s studio on 23-25 March. The subject (see frontispiece to
this Bibliography) may have been inspired by a more informal discussion that took place at the RCS in July
1913, which is recorded by Keith (1950, 326). A report of the August meeting appeared in The Times (Anon.
1913f). The picture attracted considerable notice and was engraved and published in a limited edition signed
by the artist (Spencer 1990b, 113). A feature entitled ‘Scientists discussing Piltdown skull’ appeared in the
Illustrated London News, 146, 672. A notice in Nature, 95, 13 May, 297, states that the painting ‘forms a
memento of a discussion on the Piltdown skull which was held in the conservator’s room at the Royal
College of Surgeons in June, 1913’, and further remarks that ‘Prof. Elliot Smith stands behind on [Keith’s]
right pointing to the disputed middle line of the cranium.” The original was purchased from the artist by Dr
C. T. Trechmann, F.G.S., for £25, and presented to the Geological Society in 1932; see notice in Abstracts of
Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 1251, 6 July 1932, 111; for further information see
Spencer 1990b, 77, 113, 125, 126. Cooke also supplied an ‘imaginary portrait’ of the head of Piltdown Man
which appears in Smith Woodward’s The Earliest Englishman, 1948, and is reproduced as a tailpiece at the
end of this Bibliography.)
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Coon, C. S. (Carleton Stevens Coon, 1904-1981, was an American physical anthropologist at the University
of Pennsylvania. He examined the Piltdown remains at the Natural History Museum in 1951 and became
suspicious that the molar teeth had been artificially abraded, but was reticent to mention his observations
without further reflection. See Oakley 1979b.)

Cooper, C. F. 1945. Arthur Smith Woodward, 1864-1944. Obituary Notices of Fellows of the Royal Society,
5, no. 14, 79-112, plate. (The significance of Piltdown in Woodward’s life is somewhat underplayed in this
brief biography, almost two thirds of which is a record of his publications. We are however told that ‘In his
own research work he employed a method which he once explained to the writer of this notice. He did not
like to hurry matters but preferred to keep the specimen or specimens on which he was working lying in
view in his room so that he could turn to them from time to time in the intervals of his routine work and “let
their message soak in.” Very precious specimens, however, such as the fragments of the Piltdown Skull were
kept in a locked drawer to be taken out on occasions and pondered over.” In his retirement one of his pleasures
‘was often a drive in his car to inspect the site of the discovery of the Piltdown Skull...”)

Cooper, J. 1993. Frogs alive. New Scientist, 138 (8 May), 50. (The Booth Museum of Natural History at
Brighton possesses Charles Dawson’s ‘toad in the hole’, a hollow flint nodule containing a mummified toad,
said to have been discovered by two workmen from Lewes. It was described by Dawson in the 1901 Annual
Report of the Brighton & Hove Natural History and Philosophical Society. See Russell 2003, 126-128.)

Costello, P. 1981a. Teilhard and the Piltdown hoax. Antiquity, 55 (Mar), no. 213, 58-59. (Presents evidence
refuting Gould’s claim of a conspiracy between Teilhard de Chardin and Dawson. See also editorial by Glyn
Daniel in this issue, ibid, 2-4.)

Costello, P. 1981b. Piltdown puzzle. New Scientist, 91 (14 Sep), 823. (The correspondent, who is writing a
book about the Piltdown affair, points out many factual defects in Harrison Matthew’s entertaining and
colourful version of events at Piltdown, recently serialised in the New Scientist. The case against Teilhard de
Chardin is shown to be seriously flawed.)

Costello, P. 1985. The Piltdown hoax reconsidered. Antiquity, 59, no. 227 (Nov), 167-173, plates XXX-
XXXII. (Accuses Dawson’s friend, the Uckfield analytical chemist, Samuel Allinson Woodhead, of being
the Piltdown hoaxer. A prefatory note by Glyn Daniel, the journal editor, describes the paper as a resume of
Costello’s forthcoming book “setting out his complete investigation into the mystery, and coming to what
we believe is the proper and final solution.” This book has never been published (Costello 1989).
Costello’s defence of Dawson brings forth some useful new information concerning the circumstances
under which Castle Lodge was purchased. Costello also obtained confirmation of the ‘coconut’ story from
the daughter of Alfred Thorpe, the labourer who discovered the skull at Barkham Manor. In explanation of
how the skull might have come to be there, he learned from a local resident that the adjacent field is called
Church Field, and found evidence that medieval plague victims had been buried ‘on the common’ (on this
point see Garner-Howe 1997b). He also reproduces (Plate XXXII) part of an OS six-inch map held by the
Sussex Archaeological Society, on which Smith Woodward has indicated the field, just south of Sheffield
Park, where he believed Piltdown Il had been found. A signed annotation reads: ‘P is the field from the
sweepings of which in 1915 | suppose the remains of the second Piltdown Skull were obtained by Charles
Dawson.” Costello’s case against Woodhead is based on a distorted reading of letters written by
Woodhead’s two sons, one of which puts Dawson in a suspicious light, yet is interpreted by Costello in a
completely opposite sense! See Spencer 1990b for transcripts of the earlier letters, together with
comments.)

Costello, P. 1986. The Piltdown hoax: beyond the Hewitt connection. Antiquity, 60, no. 229 (July), 145-
147. (While Costello finds himself easily convinced of Prof. John Hewitt’s involvement in the Piltdown
fraud, based on the recollections of Elizabeth Pryce (Daniel 1986), the editor, Glyn Daniel, admits that Dr
Garry Moss, who has undertaken some historical research and knows about the suggested connection
between Hewitt and the Piltdown skull, has not turned up any firm evidence to support it. Costello suggests
that Hewitt sourced the orangutan jaw from one of his contacts at Imperial College or Cambridge.
Cambridge physical anthropologists such as Haddon and Duckworth had well-known connections with
Borneo. ‘Dr Jack Trevor, a Cambridge anthropologist of a later generation at the Duckworth Laboratory,
had his interest in Piltdown sparked off by a rumour that Duckworth was involved in the hoax (Papers:
Cambridge University Library).” Costello concludes: ‘One thing is certain at least, Charles Dawson was
innocent.”)

Costello, P. 1987 (see Doyle & Costello 1987)
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Costello, P. 1989. The missing link: the strange story of the Piltdown Man. Unpublished typescript. (There
is also an earlier version dated 1985. Copies of both typescripts were supplied to John Farrant of the Sussex
Archaeological Society and were utilised in his very thorough study of Charles Dawson’s career prior to the
Piltdown fraud. See Farrant 2013, 180, Note 4)

Costello, P. 1990a. Piltdown: the forger pinned down. Sunday Times, 7 Oct, 3.8. (A response to the assertions
of Spencer 1990a implicating Arthur Keith in the Piltdown forgery. From Turritin 2006)

Costello, P. 1990b. Piltdown plot. New Scientist, 128 (20 Oct), 59. (A criticism of Frank Spencer’s case
against Arthur Keith. The writer, who boldly claims to speak ‘from a position of authority on the Piltdown
fraud’, repeats his own case against Woodhead and Hewitt. An editorial cartoon by Austin is included, with
the words “There’s a lot of inbreeding up on Piltdown.”)

Cox, D. R. 1983. Piltdown debate: not so elementary. Science 83, 4 (9) Nov, 21-22. (A response to Winslow
& Meyer 1983, drawing attention to misconceptions and omissions in their characterisation of Conan Doyle)

Craddock, P. 2009. Scientific investigation of copies, fakes and forgeries. Oxford: Butterworth-
Heinemann (Elsevier), 640 pp. (Ch. 19: Scientific fraud and Charles Dawson, pp. 471-496. Largely drawn
from published sources and including reference to other scientific frauds. Specific case studies include
Archaeoraptor ‘the Piltdown bird’ (China), the Beauport Park figurine (Dawson), and the Pevensey inscribed
bricks (Dawson). With respect to the sourcing of the Piltdown mammalian assemblage, it is noted that the
high level of radioactivity found in the teeth of the Pliocene elephant Elephas planifrons, which was matched
with examples from Tunisa, can now also be matched with examples from Malta and India (information from
Andy Current, NHM, 26/11/03). The radiocarbon ages derived for the Piltdown jaw and cranial fragments
are presented and discussed in detail (pp.491-3). In ascertaining the perpetrator at Piltdown, the writer notes
that “The reasons for continuing to suspect that Dawson did not act alone are that the material evidence was
too sophisticated for Dawson to have assembled by himself and that the whole fraud was too complex.
However, considered examination of the material quickly showed that it had been crudely manipulated.
Furthermore, the assemblage of stones and bones made no sense at all either as a group, or as being found in
the late Pleistocene acidic gravels of the river Ouse in the vicinity of Piltdown.” Craddock speculates that
Dawson may have been trying to emulate an earlier Lewes worthy, Gideon Mantell.)

Craddock, P. & Lang, J. 2004. Charles Dawson and the earliest cast iron: his 100% fake record maintained
intact! HMS News, Historical Metallurgy Society, 58, 3-4. (See Craddock & Lang 2005 for details)

Craddock, P. & Lang, J. 2005. Charles Dawson’s cast-iron statuette: the authentication of iron antiquities
and possible coal-smelting of iron in Roman Britain. Historical Metallurgy, 39 (1), 32-44. (Scientific
examination of Charles Dawson’s iron statuette and another small figure found more recently at the same
Roman iron smelting site at Beauport Park, Sussex, has shown both to be of coal- or coke-smelted grey cast
iron. The sulphur and manganese contents of the Dawson statuette strongly suggest that it is Victorian, and
not Roman as stated by him. It had also been treated with potassium dichromate, as were the finds from
Piltdown, thereby linking the actual forgery process firmly with Dawson. The other figure is more complex
but still relatively recent.)

Craddock, P. (see also Jones, M. et al. 1990)

Crake, W. V. 1912. A notice of Maresfield Forge in 1608. Sussex Archaeological Collections, 55, 278-283.
(The article is accompanied by a small map bearing the caption ‘Copy of a map of the Maresfield Forge in
1724 [ Made by C. Dawson, F.S.A” Yet the article itself makes no mention of a map and is written as if un-
illustrated. The map is now know to be a fake (Andrews 1974), and Russell 2003 has suggested that it was
possibly concocted by John Lewis and the editor, Louis Salzman, to expose Dawson as a fraud, though its
subtle message appears to have gone unnoticed. What W. V. Crake thought about the editorial insertion of
this map into his paper, or whether he was complicit in it, is not recorded. Russell, p. 258, states that ‘The
1912 edition of Sussex Archaeological Collections, containing the offending plan of the Maresfield Forge,
came out in the spring of 1913, a mere three months after the Piltdown discoveries had officially been
announced to the world.” He suggests that the map, which includes ‘Pilt Down’, was a last minute addition to
an existing article, “hence its incompatibility and lack of clear association with the published text.”)

Crawford, O. G. S. 1956. Editorial notes: the exposure of the Piltdown fraud. Antiquity, 30 (Mar), no. 117,
1-2. (“The exposure of the Piltdown fraud has been welcomed by two very different groups of people.
Human palaeontologists are glad to be rid of objects that were inconsistent with each other and with a large
range of securely established facts; and those who, from envy, hatred, malice, uncharitableness, or just
plain ignorance, rejoice to see ‘experts’ discomfited..” None of the experts were archaeologists, apart from
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Dawson, ‘and his claims were very thin.” The writer was himself present when the Piltdown discovery was
announced at the Geological Society on 18 Dec 1912.)

Cremo, M. A. & Thompson, R. L. 1993. Forbidden archeology: the hidden history of the human race. San
Diego: Bhaktivedanta Institute, xxxviii, 914 pp. (Ch. 8: The Piltdown showdown, pp. 501-525. These authors
have an anti-evolution agenda and claim that modern humans have existed for millions of years, while main-
stream science has suppressed the evidence by the application of a knowledge filter founded on evolutionary
‘prejudices’ about human origins and antiquity. Not seen.)

Crisler, V. 2011. The Piltdown mystery. http://vernerable.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/piltdown-mystery.pdf
(An entertaining examination into the failings of scientific methodology and the influence of confirmation
bias in scientific thinking. After reviewing and dismissing the cases against Doyle, Teilhard and Keith, the
writer suggests a new suspect in the shape of ‘Chipper’ the goose. ‘There is a picture of him standing in the
midst of the men working at the Piltdown site, and he seemed of a surly disposition.” Moreover, the case
against Chipper ‘is proven for the simple reason that nobody has been able to rule the goose out as chief
suspect.” On the other hand, the case against Dawson, which is reviewed at some length, is deemed to be
overwhelming.)

Currant, A. 1996 (see Gardiner & Current 1996)
Currant, A. 2004a (see Taggart 2004)

Currant, A. 2004b. [Book review]: Piltdown Man: the Secret Life of Charles Dawson & the World’s Greatest
Archaeological Hoax, by Miles Russell. British Archaeology, no. 76 (May), 38. (‘...Russell has brought
together all the evidence one could ever need to confirm that Charles Dawson...was in fact a thoroughgoing
rogue of the highest order. Piltdown appears to have been the glorious tip to an iceberg of deception, with
some 33 cases of scientific fraud now proven against Dawson and many others still pending... For me at
least, this puts Piltdown to bed once and for all... It would be good to think that this was the last word on
Piltdown Man. | somehow doubt whether we will be so lucky!” Andy Currant is Curator of Fossil Mammals
at the Natural History Museum. It should be noted that less than half of the 33 cases examined by Russell
can be said to represent fraud on Dawson’s part, and fewer still are ‘proven’.)

Dale, W. (contribution to discussions in Dawson & Woodward 1914b, & Woodward 1917b, in the latter of
which he expresses the opinion that the “hammer-stone’ found by Woodward is of much younger date than
the main Piltdown assemblage because it is “scarcely patinated at all.”)

Daniel, G. 1955. Reading and writing. Archaeological News Letter, 5 (10) Mar, 196-198. (This is a review
or commentary on Weiner 1955h. Cited in Turrittin 2006)

Daniel, G. 1972. Editorial: [comments on The Piltdown Men, by Ronald Millar.] Antiquity, 46 (Dec), no.
184, 262-264. (Daniel considers that this book, while very readable, is hastily put together and contains
many errors. Millar is unable to find any reason why Elliot Smith should have committed the forgery, yet
‘Somehow the whole affair reeks of Smith.” To which Daniel replies ‘Stuff and nonsense!” After discussing
Millar’s treatment of the eolithic controversy, Daniel quotes a story of his own describing a confrontation
between W. J. Sollas and Sir Ray Lankester: ‘Sollas, small and sarcastic, had exclaimed: “I ask any impartial
person, ‘“To what possible human use could that lump of road-metal be put?’” And Lankester, grim and
gigantic, having picked the thing up in his huge fist, had replied, “Well, 1 could kill you with it...”)

Daniel, G. 1974. Perpetrator of the Piltdown forgery. The Times, 18 April, 15. (Takes issue with the confident
assertion of Howard 1974 that the damning evidence provided by the Maresfield map and Pevensey brick-
stamp necessarily proves Dawson’s complicity in the Piltdown forgery. ‘There are many who have been
suspected of being the Piltdown forger. My list, apart from Dawson, includes Sir Arthur Smith Woodward,
Professor W. J. Sollas, Horace de Vere Cole, Lewis Abbott, Father Teilhard de Chardin, Sir Grafton Elliot
Smith, A. S. Kennard, W. H. Butterfield and Martin Hinton.” He expresses the hope that a second revised
edition of Weiner’s The Piltdown Forgery will answer many outstanding questions arising from the Piltdown
affair. Unfortunately Weiner never completed his revision; see Harrison, G. A. 1983. The inclusion of Horace
de Vere Cole in Daniel’s list of suspects was no doubt meant in jest. Cole (1881-1936) was an outrageous
practical joker whose most famous hoax was perpetrated in 1910 (see his entry in Oxford DNB). At best,
Cole’s antics might have given encouragement to the real Piltdown forger. See reaction from Weiner 1974.)

Daniel, G. 1975. Editorial [on Leakey, Piltdown, and Teilhard]. Antiquity, 49 (Sept), no. 195, 165-169.
(Recounts Leakey’s suspicions about Teilhard de Chardin’s complicity in the Piltdown affair following the
exposure of the fraud in 1953. Leakey evidently believed that Teilhard had initially played a practical joke
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on Dawson, but that the two had then developed the hoax together to test how far the pundits could be taken
in. In 1972 Leakey was engaged in completing a book in which he set out these theories and discussed them
with Glyn Daniel in conversations and letters (some of which are here quoted), but would not be swayed
from his views.)

Daniel, G. 1979. Editorial. Antiquity, 53 (Mar), no. 207, 5. (Reaction to Halstead’s accusation against W. J.
Sollas)

Daniel, G. 1981. Editorial: [a defence of Teilhard against the accusations of Leakey and Gould.] Antiquity,
55 (Mar), no. 213, 2-4.

Daniel, G. 1982a. Editorial: [Kenneth Oakley and Piltdown.] Antiquity, 56 (Mar), no. 216, 7. (Oakley and
the Editor had for the last ten years been in constant correspondence and conversation about the real facts of
the Piltdown forgery. His last letter to the Editor, a few weeks before his death, was concerned with this in the
light of accusations made by Harrison Matthews in 1981. A careful reading of Teilhard’s letters had caused
Oakley to re-think his earlier views about Teilhard’s involvement in the Piltdown affair. See Daniel 1982b.)

Daniel, G. 1982b. Editorial: [Sonia Cole and Joseph Sidney Weiner.] Antiquity, 56 (Nov), no. 218, 164.
(After briefly reviewing the careers of Sonia Cole and Joe Weiner, both of whom died this year, the editor
records that ‘On one thing Le Gros Clark, Weiner, Oakley, Sonia Cole, and the Editor of Antiquity were
agreed: Teilhard de Chardin was not the Piltdown forger, and those like Louis Leakey and Stephen Gould
who thought he was, were gravely mistaken... Teilhard was haunted all through his life by the sad suspicion
which, we believe, in the end amounted to a certainty, that he had been duped by Charles Dawson, the man
who he thought had befriended him. From those who knew him well we know that he did not like to discuss
Piltdown. He would have liked it to be a closed book, but the Le Gros Clark, Weiner, Oakley debunking
opened the book wide, and there was one page which troubled and haunted him to the grave: how was it that
he found the canine? What diabolical machinations lay behind the events of Saturday, 30 August 1913?")

Daniel, G. 1985. Editorial. Antiquity, 59, no. 227 (Nov), 165-166. (Prefatory note to Costello 1985, which
identifies Samuel Woodhead as the Piltdown forger)

Daniel, G. 1986. Piltdown and Professor Hewitt. Antiquity, 60, no. 228 (Mar), 59-60. (In response to wide-
spread publicity and a BBC television broadcast in Newsnight on 22 Nov 1985, which followed Peter Costello’s
revelations in Antiquity no. 227, a letter was received from Mrs Elizabeth Pryce, in which she states that in
about 1952/3 she was told by Prof. John Theodore Hewitt that he and a friend had made the Piltdown man as
a joke. It appears that Hewitt and Woodhead (Costello 1985) were acquainted, and that the latter might thus
have been the ‘other’ person.)

Daniel, G. (see also Johnstone 1957)

Dart, R. A. 1925. Australopithecus africanus: the man-ape of South Africa. Nature, 115 (7 Feb), 195-199.
(Discovered in Nov 1924 in a limestone quarry six miles south-west of Taung (then usually called Taungs)
railway station, just beyond the Transvaal border in Botswana. The find consisted of a juvenile skull found
in a cave. There were no artefacts. The announcement prompted reactions from Duckworth 1925, Keith 1925b,
Smith, G. E. 1925a, and Woodward 1925. See subsequent correspondence from Arthur Keith 1925c, who
objected to the inference made by Dart that the Taung skull, Australopithecus, represented the ‘missing-link’
between man and ape.)

Darwin, C. 1859. On the origin of species by means of natural selection, or, the preservation of favoured
races in the struggle for life. London: John Murray, ix,502,32 pp, 1 plate. (As Oakley 1964 has pointed
out, “The appearance of Darwin’s Origin of Species in 1859 dramatically focused attention on the whole
problem of the origin of living things including man himself. In his autobiography Darwin has recorded that
already in the year 1837 or 1838, when he first became convinced that species were mutable productions, he
could not avoid the belief that man must come under the same general law.” Yet Darwin carefully refrained
from discussing man’s origin in this work, except to note in a single line in the final pages of the book that
‘light will be thrown on the origin of man and his history.” This passing note was nevertheless sufficient to
cause a storm of controversy, contradicting as it did the story of man’s origin in the Book of Genesis.)

Darwin, C. 1871. The descent of man, and selection in relation to sex. London: John Murray, 2 vols. (In
this bold and heretical work, Darwin tackled the dangerous topic of mankind’s origin, daring to suggest that
human beings were descended from an ‘ape-like progenitor’. If true, there should be some evidence in the
fossil record to support such an argument. Thus began the search for the ‘missing link’, an ape-man. A
satirical London magazine, The Hornet, published a caricature of Darwin in its issue of 22 March 1871,
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entitled ‘A venerable orang-outang: a contribution to unnatural history.” Darwin’s thesis had to some extent
been anticipated by the work of his able supporter, T. H. Huxley 1863, in which year Charles Lyell also
published his The Geological Evidences of the Antiquity of Man. Both works owed much to Darwin’s Origin
of Species of 1859.)

Davenport-Hines, R. 2004. Dawson, Sir (Arthur) Trevor, first baronet (1866-1931). In: Oxford dictionary
of national biography. Oxford: University Press, vol. 15, 572-573. (Charles Dawson’s younger and more
successful brother was an armaments manufacturer. He was described in 1904, by the then secretary of state
for war, as a ‘clever but somewhat slippery gentleman’ and could be unscrupulous in his business dealings.
At his death his estate was worth £257,589.)

Davidson, C. F. (see under: Anon. 1954c; Bowie & Davidson 1954a, 1954b, 1955)

Davies, H. N. 1904. The discovery of human remains under the stalagmite-floor of Gough’s Cavern, Cheddar.
Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 60 (3), 335-348, plate XXIX. (In his correspondence
with Smith Woodward, Dawson mentions Cheddar Man on more than one occasion, notably in a letter dated
30 June 1912, where he refers to the jaw of the Cheddar specimen, from which Weiner (1955, 89) surmised
that the Piltdown jaw had already been discovered and was in Woodward’s possession (Spencer 1990b, 24-25,
96). Davies considered the Cheddar specimen to be of Palaeolithic age. It has been suggested that the loss of
the articulating condyle of the lower jaw in this specimen might have provided the Piltdown forger with a
helpful precedent.)

Dawkins, W. B. 1880. Early man in Britain and his place in the Tertiary period. London: Macmillan & Co,
xxiv,537 pp. (The author regards the reputed evidence of Pliocene man in France (Denise) and Italy (Olmo
and Tuscany) as unsatisfactory, pp. 90-93. Likewise he considers the presence of man in early Pleistocene
strata as doubtful, pp. 133-134. The subject of eoliths is not discussed, and indeed the concept of an Eolithic
or Dawn Stone Age was not to be introduced until 1883: see Mortillet 1883.)

Dawkins, W. B. 1912 (contribution to discussion in Dawson & Woodward 1912, in which he accepts the
association of the Piltdown skull and jaw, concluding that Eoanthropus is ‘a missing link between man and
the higher apes, appearing...in the Pleistocene age.” He considers the Pliocene fossils, Mastodon etc, to have
been derived from older strata unconnected with the human bones.)

Dawkins, W. B. 1913a (contribution to discussion in Dawson & Woodward 1913b: In response to Keith’s
suggestion of a Pliocene age for the Piltdown deposit, he wished to state only that ‘It was clearly proved to
be later than the Pliocene by the presence of an antler of red deer (Cervus elaphus), a species unknown in the
Pliocene of Europe, and abundant in the Pleistocene and later strata. He agreed with the Authors of the paper
in their conclusion that the deposit belongs to an early stage of the Pleistocene Epoch.”)

Dawkins, W. B. 1913b. [Discussion of differences between Woodward and Keith respecting the restoration
and antiquity of the Piltdown skull]. Morning Post, 23 Dec. (Boyd Dawkins’ letter was prompted by an
anonymous article that appeared in the Morning Post on 18 Dec reporting on the reading at the Geological
Society of a paper by Dawson & Woodward (1913b) entitled ‘Supplementary note on the discovery of a
Palaolithic human skull and mandible at Piltdown.” The article had been written by Keith (Spencer 1990a, 242
n. 63), and not unexpectedly focused on the difference of opinion over whether the skull was of Pliocene or
Pleistocene age. The anonymous article and Dawkins’ response are quoted at length in Spencer 1990a, 79—
80. Dawkins probably knew or suspected that Keith was the author of the provocative article. His letter
prompted reactions from Abbott 1914 and Moir 1914.)

Dawkins, W. B. 1914. The Missing Link. Manchester Guardian, 12 Jan. (Report of a public lecture at the
Manchester University Museum, at which Piltdown was discussed and eoliths were denounced. Not seen)

Dawkins, W. B. 1915. The geological evidence in Britain as to the antiquity of man. Geological Magazine,
dec. 6, 2 (10), 470-472. (An attack on eoliths and on the concept of Pliocene man as espoused by Moir and
Lankester in East Anglia. With regard to Eoanthropus dawsoni, ‘the missing link between primitive man and
the higher apes,” he fully accepts Smith Woodward’s opinion that the find belongs to the early Pleistocene
period. The evidence of the implements and mammalian remains at Piltdown is somewhat equivocal as to age.
‘It must also be noted that the intermediate characters of the Piltdown skull and lower jaw point rather to the
Pliocene than the Pleistocene stage of evolution. We must, in my opinion, wait for further evidence before
the exact horizon can be ascertained.”)

Dawkins, W. B. (William Boyd Dawkins, 1837-1929, was the first professor of geology at Owens College
(subsequently University of Manchester) from 1874 to 1908. Arthur Smith Woodward studied geology and
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palaeontology under him from 1880 to 1882. Dawkins remained Woodward’s principal mentor during his
years at the Natural History Museum and was among the first to be informed of the Piltdown discoveries;
see for example his letter to Woodward dated 6 Oct 1912, cited in Spencer 1990b, 26. Dawkins was a fierce
opponent of the eolithic movement. For an obituary see Woodward 1931.)

Dawson, A. T. (one of Charles Dawson’s younger brothers. See Davenport-Hines 2004, Towler 1953)

Dawson, C. 1893a. A tooth impregnated with phosphate of iron. Abstracts of Papers, Brighton and Sussex
Natural History and Philosophical Society, for year ending June 1893, 14-16. (Dawson exhibited this tooth
to the Society on 11 Jan 1893. The specimen, obtained from a Brighton jeweller, was a calf’s tooth artificially
coloured and polished, ready for cutting by the trade as turquoise. Dawson had attempted to imitate the
process. Cited in Farrant 2013, Appendix 2.)

Dawson, C. 1893b. The Minnis Rock. Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 18 Feb, 6. (In this carefully
researched account Dawson argues against the antiquity of the Black Arches and Minnis Rock recesses at
East Hill, Hastings as claimed in a paper by G. B. Gattie in Sussex Archaeological Collections, 38, 129-36
(1892). A review which subsequently appeared in the ‘Notes and queries’ section of SAC, 39, 222-3 (1894)
was in full accord with Dawson’s views and expressed the Society’s regret at having published the misguided
paper by Gattie.)

Dawson, C. 1893c. Interesting discovery near Goodwood: early British caves in the chalk. West Sussex
Gazette, 2 Mar. (Farrant 2013, Appendix 2, describes this paper as ‘An amended and reordered version of
the report on the excavation of the Lavant caves, the discussion of their origin and the finds list, dated 19
Feb. 1893, which Dawson had sent to the Duke of Richmond, now West Sussex Record Office, Goodwood
MS 1928." See McCann 1981 for discussion and links to other published commentaries on the excavation.
For other newspaper contributions by Dawson on the Lavant caves, not listed here, see Farrant op. cit.)

Dawson, C. 1893d (contribution to discussion on a mammalian incisor from the Wealden of Hastings:
see Lydekker 1893, 283; Dawson’s contribution to the discussion had appeared earlier in Abstracts of the
Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 605, 74—75; the paper was read 22 Mar 1893.)

Dawson, C. 1893e (exhibition of Beauport Park iron statuette at Society of Antiquaries on 18 May 1893:
see Read 1893)

Dawson, C. 1894a. Neolithic flint weapon in a wooden haft. Sussex Archaeological Collections, 39, 97-98,

1 plate. (The description and illustration of the implement in question is said to be based upon a drawing
made by Stephen Blackmore, a shepherd of East Dean, near Eastbourne, who possessed a fine collection of
flint implements, some of which Dawson had been engaged to purchase on behalf of Hastings Museum. It
appears that Blackmore had found the implement, along with several others (illustrated), in digging a trench
above a cliff at Mitchdean, East Dean. Exceptionally, the implement lay in a wooden haft, now completely
carbonised, which ‘crumbled at the touch, and all attempts to save it proved futile.” However, ‘Mr. Blackmore
is fortunately a fair draughtsman and was able to make a drawing of this most interesting discovery.” While
Evans 1897 was unconvinced by Dawson’s interpretation, it was Veryan Heal (1980) who first questioned
the authenticity of the find, noting that ‘It is questionable whether Dawson’s reconstruction would be of much
practical use.” Russell (2003, 51-54) notes that neither the original drawing nor any of the implements illus-
trated in the accompanying plate have survived to the present day. He believes that the plate was probably
the work of Dawson’s frequent co-worker, John Lewis, but presents no convincing evidence to support the
suggestion. See also remarks by Combridge 1981.)

Dawson, C. 1894b. Ancient boat found at Bexhill. Sussex Archaeological Collections, 39, 161-163, 1 plate.
(This rather doubtful-looking boat, seemingly transitional in form between prehistoric coracle and medieval
clinker construction, was recovered from the seashore west of Bexhill after being revealed beneath shifting
sand in the winter of 1887-88. It was removed in broken pieces and seems to have ended up outside a boat
builder’s workshop where it was noticed by Dawson a short time afterwards. With the assistance of the boat
builder, Mr Jesse Young, Dawson attempted to re-create, or perhaps re-imagine, the original form of the boat,
which he determined to be 9 feet long, 6 feet wide and 18 inches deep. He established that it had first been
noticed by a coastguard 30 years earlier when briefly exposed following a storm. The coastguard had also
found some bones, the skull of a small horse which he later sold, and the debris of an ancient forest bed. A
record of the 1888 discovery and removal, not mentioned by Dawson and with differing details, had already
appeared in Sussex Archaeological Collections, 36, 252-253 (1888), being derived from a report found in
the Southern Weekly News of 21 Jan 1888. Heal 1980, in consultation with a Dr John Hale, concluded that
‘With so shallow a draught and sides at such an angle its capacity for open-water travel and rowing would be
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minimal, and its length:beam ratio does not suggest manoeuvrability.” As realised by Dawson its authenticity
is thus questionable. See discussion in Russell 2003, 55-60.)

Dawson, C. 1896. Note on the seals of the barons and of the bailiffs of Hastings. Sussex Archaeological
Collections, 40, 261-264, 2 plates. (Read at the Society’s visit to Hastings, 10 Oct 1894. Photos of seals
are credited to Dawson, who was clearly a very capable photographer.)

Dawson, C. 1897. Discovery of a large supply of “natural gas” at Waldron, Sussex. Nature, 57 (16 Dec),
150-151. (Preliminary report on a discovery of gas which occurred accidentally while boring for water in
the parish of Waldron, Sussex. Dawson reports that ‘I have taken samples of the gas, and submitted it to the
county analyst for East Sussex (Mr. S. A. Woodhead), and he informs me, although he has not yet completed
his analysis, that the gas is probably derived from petroleum... | am making experiments with the gas, and
examining the cores of the boring with a view to ascertain the source of the supply.” See Dawson 1898c)

Dawson, C. 1898a. List of Wealden and Purbeck-Wealden fossils. Abstracts of Papers, Brighton and Hove
Natural History and Philosophical Society, for year ending June 1898, 31-37; also issued separately.

Dawson, C. 1898hb. Ancient and modern “dene holes” and their makers. Geological Magazine, dec. 4, 5 (7),
293-302, plate XI; also Report and Transactions of the South-Eastern Union of Scientific Societies, third
annual congress, Croydon, June 1898, 34-46 (with discuss). (Some of Dawson’s conclusions, put forward
as new, appear to have been lifted without acknowledgement from an earlier report on deneholes by the
Essex Field Club. See Russell 2003, 108-111)

Dawson, C. 1898c. On the discovery of natural gas in East Sussex. Quarterly Journal of the Geological
Society of London, 54 (3) Aug, 564-571. (This paper was followed by a note from J. T. Hewitt, pp. 572-573,
who had made an independent analysis of the gas and come to a conclusion regarding the suitability of the gas
for illumination which differed markedly from that of Dawson. In the discussion that followed the reading of
these two papers, pp. 573—-574, Hewitt insisted that the gas came from a layer of compressed vegetation
and not, as stated by Dawson, from a deeper petroleum-bearing horizon. Hewitt was subsequently proven
wrong, and Costello (1986) has argued that he harboured some resentment at having been “set right by a
mere amateur dabbler, especially in the cocky manner of Charles Dawson.” Hewitt thus becomes another
candidate for Piltdown ‘hoaxer’. For some other published and unpublished material connected with this
discovery see Farrant 2013, Appendix 2, under year 1898. See also Dawson 1899a.)

Dawson, C. 1899a. Petroleum in Sussex. Abstracts of Papers, Brighton and Sussex Natural History and
Philosophical Society, for year ended June 1899, 10-14. (Read at an excursion of the Society to Heathfield,
11 June 1899. From Farrant 2013, Appendix 2.)

Dawson, C. 1899b. Remarks on the visit to the bell pits (or dene holes) at Brightling. Abstracts of Papers,
Brighton and Sussex Natural History and Philosophical Society, for year ended June 1899, 15-17. (This
visit took place on the same day as the Heathfield excursion reported under Dawson 1899a. From ibid.)

Dawson, C. 1901a. Discovery of a mummified toad in a flint nodule found at Lewes, Sussex. Abstracts of
Papers, Brighton and Sussex Natural History and Philosophical Society, for year ended June 1901, 34-39;
also exhibited at the Linnean Society on 18 April 1901 and figured in the Illustrated London News and The
Graphic. (See Cooper, J. 1993; Russell 2003, 126-128; Vines 2003. There is nothing intrinsically wrong
with this discovery, since there are many such records in the older literature of incarcerated toads and frogs.
Thus a letter to the Selborne Magazine, published in April 1912, reported the discovery of several small
toads ‘in solid Chalk’ at Ropley, Hampshire. Edward A. Martin replied by drawing attention to Dawson’s
celebrated “Toad in the Hole’, which was then at the Booth Museum of Natural History, Brighton. He explains
that “the toad had entered the cavity via a small aperture and became trapped as it grew’, Selborne Magazine,
23, July 1912, 131-132. Farrant 2013, Appendix 2, lists four citations on Dawson’s mummified toad.)

Dawson, C. 1901b. The services of the barons of the Cinque Ports at the coronation of the kings and queens
of England, and the presidency of Hastings Port. Sussex Archaeological Collections, 44, 45-54, 2 plates.

Dawson, C. 1901c. Excursion to Heathfield and Brightling, Saturday, June 22nd, 1901. Proceedings of the
Geologists” Association, 17 (4), 171-175. (The principal themes of the field excursion were the natural gas
discovery at Heathfield and the bell-pits working the Purbeck Limestone at Brightling. The remainder of the
route was conducted by Mr Lewis, who took the party to examine an ancient earthwork, purposely defaced
by a former owner, at Tottingworth.)
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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
Survey memoir on The Geology of the Weald (1875) by W. Topley. Dawson also described a ‘transitional’
horseshoe, being a cross between the Roman ‘hippo-sandal’ and a modern horseshoe, pp. 23-24 & plate 6,
fig. 10. Concerning the ‘Sussex Martyrs’ fireback illustrated in plate 8e, see Paine 2013. Farrant 2013,
Appendix 2, provides details of a 24-page Catalogue of ancient Sussex iron implements, ornaments and
utensils that was prepared for an exhibition in December 1901, which gave rise to the present paper.)

Dawson, C. 1903c. Souvenir Normand: note sur le Chateau de Hastings. Uckfield: Brooker & Son, 4 pp.
(This appears to have been issued on the occasion of a visit from the society, Le Souvenir Normand, to
unveil a plaque at the site of the Battle of Hastings, on 20 August 1903. From Farrant 2013, Appendix 2.)

Dawson, C. 1905. Old Sussex glass: its origin and decline. Antiquary, 41 (Jan), 8-11. (Not seen)

Dawson, C. 1907a. The Bayeux Tapestry in the hands of “restorers”, and how it fared. Antiquary, 43 (July),
253-258; ibid. (Aug), 288-292; also issued separately, with minor amendments, as The “restorations” of the
Bayeux Tapestry. London: Elliot Stock, 14 pp. (This article was a by-product of Dawson’s research for his
History of Hastings Castle. Farrant (2013, 173) states that ‘Unless he relied on publications in French, he had
examined the tapestry closely, noticing that wool used for repairs in the 18th and 19th centuries had run into
the linen and that the arrow killing King Harold in the eye [the attribution of this figure to Harold is, however,
doubted by some] was added by Charles Stothard in his 1818 drawing and was sewn into the tapestry during
a later restoration.” Walsh (1996, 187) comments that ‘For many years this article was cited in tapestry
literature as an important contribution, and since no study of its possible sources has yet been made, nothing
can be ventured about its origins. It may in fact represent that extremely scarce commodity, original, underived
work by Dawson... Still, common sense counsels otherwise.” See also Dawson 1909a, Hicks 2006)

Dawson, C. 1907b. Some inscribed bricks and tiles from the Roman Castra at Pevensey (Anderida?), Sussex.
Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of London, ser. 2, 21, 410-413 (with discuss). (On11 April 1907,
Dawson presented before the Society at least three stamped bricks from the Roman fort at Pevensey bearing
the only known epigraphic evidence of the Emperor Honorius in England. Dawson claimed to have found
two of them himself in 1902, while a third incomplete example had been discovered during excavations made
under the direction of the Sussex Archaeological Society in 1906-07 (Salzmann 1908). These brick-stamps
are now known to be modern forgeries: see Peacock 1973.)

Dawson, C. 1909a. The Bayeux Tapestry in the hands of the restorers: additional notes and corrections.
Antiquary, 45 (Dec), 470. (Additions to Dawson 1907a.)

Dawson, C. 1909b [1910]. History of Hastings Castle: the Castlery, Rape and Battle of Hastings, to which
is added a history of the Collegiate Church within the Castle, and its Prebends. London: Constable & Co,
2 volumes (folio), xiii,580 pp, [15] plates, [27] folded sheets (vol. Il. chronical of the Battle of Hastings).
(Dawson has been accused of uncritically plagiarising the work of others in the compilation of this impressive
production. He did, however, acknowledge it as a work of compilation, and his principal failing was perhaps
in having described himself as author rather than as compiler. Farrant (2013, 172—-6) after careful examin-
ation, has concluded that Dawson’s ‘acknowledgements in the preface must be deemed less than was due to
those upon whose work he relied, incuding William Herbert’s.” The work received an unfavourable review
from Salzmann 1910; see also Baines 1954, Miles, P. 1993, Postlethwaite 1953. Farrant 2013, Appendix 2,
states that the work was actually published on 11 July 1910. Its compilation must have required considerable
effort on Dawson’s part.)

Dawson, C. 1911. The ‘red hills’ of the Essex marshes and ‘saltings’. Antiquary, 47 (4) Apr, 128-132.
(Concerning these curious mounds, Dawson puts forward a ‘possible explanation which appears not to have
been considered, and yet is the most obvious, in the light of comparison and deduction — namely these ‘Red
Hills” are ballast-hills, the result of pottery rubbish carried and discharged as ballast by ships sailing from

32



some one or more great pottery centres (probably distant) during a considerable period of time, the return
cargoes being clay for use at the potteries.” Dawson’s article prompted a response from the Red Hills Explor-
ation Committee, which pointed out that the summary of evidence was ‘largely a repetition of what has
already appeared in the [Committee’s] reports’; from Russell 2003, 120-121.)

Dawson, C. 1912. On the persistence of a 13th dorsal vertebra in certain human races. Manuscript and type-
script drafts of an unpublished paper with photographs: Piltdown Archives, Palaeontology Library, Natural
History Museum. (Dawson wrote to Smith Woodward on 12 May 1912 enclosing the draft of a paper on the
unusual subject of the 13th thoracic vertebra, which he described as a ‘new subject’, and asked Woodward if
he would introduce his findings to the Royal Society, since he was ‘very anxious...to secure the priority to
which I am entitled” (Spencer 1990b, 21-22; 1990a, 195). Dawson had visited the Hunterian Museum of the
Royal College of Surgeons, ‘where he detected this extra vertebra in the skeletons of an Arawak Indian, a
Niva-Fu whale-hunter, a male and female Eskimo, and an ancient Egyptian. Dawson attributed this pheno-
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
recognition might be related to the publication earlier that year of a work by the French anatomist A.-F. Le
Double (Spencer 1990b, 22; Le Double 1912), which described this phenomenon. Dawson appears to have
been proficient in French (e.g. Dawson 1903c), though his wife Héléne was of French birth and may have
assisted him in this respect. Weiner (1955, 180) states that although Dawson never published anything, ‘the
newspapers (I am told) ‘ran’ it during or after the Piltdown days as the discovery of a new race by the
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,
which can only be regarded as a flight of fancy.)

Dawson, C. 1913a. The Piltdown skull (Eoanthropus dawsoni). Hastings and East Sussex Naturalist, 2 (2),
73-82, plate 6 + folded section. (A personal account of how he came to discover the Piltdown material at
Barkham Manor. Plate 6 shows Dawson and Woodward searching the gravels at Piltdown, ¢.July 1912.)

Dawson, C. 1913b. [Zinc-blende and pisolitic limonite from the Fairlight Clays, Hastings.] Quarterly Journal
of the Geological Society of London, 69 (2) 29 July, xcviii—xcix. (Brief description of specimens exhibited
at a meeting of the Society on 25 June. Dawson records the zinc sulphide as occurring in ironstone nodules
containing plant remains, noting that ‘zinc-blende is not known to occur at other horizons in the Weald, nor
anywhere else in the South-East of England.” On 17 Dec Dawson exhibited further samples of zinc blende
from the upper beds of the Purbeck formation at Netherfield, Sussex, reported in Quarterly Journal, 70 (1)
Apr 1914, p. xiv.)

Dawson, C. 1913c. The Piltdown skull: explanation of the present situation. Sussex Daily News, 11 Aug.
(‘Statement by Mr. Dawson’ based on an interview. Cited in Spencer 19903, 68)

Dawson, C. 1915a. [Notice of a paper on ealiths, read at a joint meeting of the Prehistoric Society of East
Anglia and the Royal Anthropological Institute, 23 Feb 1915.] Lancet, 13 Mar 1915. (Dawson’s paper was
entitled ‘Sussex Ouse Valley Cultures’, and was essentially an attack on eolithic theory. It was also reported
in Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 1915, 45, 364. Dawson gave a novel demonstration of the
manner in which ‘eolithic’ shapes could be produced by shaking or sitting on a bag of starch, by which means
he was able to produce broken pieces showing typical ‘eolithic’ fracture. The paper was never published but
the Natural History Museum holds a copy of Dawson’s manuscript ‘Notes from the Piltdown Lecture 23 Feby.
1915’ pp. 2-6, in a bound exercise book (Spencer 1990a, 89-90, 219-20 n. 24). Dawson’s experiments are
reminiscent of those described in Moir 1912e, and he leans heavily on the work of Warren and others. He was
no doubt also aware of an early practical demonstration of accidental “eolithic’ fracturing in flint based on
the observations of Marcellin Boule at a cement works near Paris (Boule 1905), which had prompted some
discussion in Britain at the time.)

Dawson, C. 1915b. [Prismatic fracture in starch and flint.] Abstracts of the Proceedings of the Geological
Society of London, no. 973 (31 Mar), 81. (Notice to the effect that ‘A series of specimens illustrating
‘prismatic fracture’ in starch and flint, and its bearing on the form of flint-implements, was exhibited by
Charles Dawson, F.S.A., F.G.S.” at a meeting of the Society on 24 Mar.)

Dawson, C. 1915c. The Piltdown skull (Eoanthropus dawsoni). Hastings and East Sussex Naturalist, 2 (4),
182—-184. (An update on the course of investigations to date, with a discussion on the canine, the capacity of
Eoanthropus for articulate speech, and the recent finding of the bone implement.)
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Dawson, C. & Lewis, J. 1896. Description of and remarks on the dungeon cells at Hastings Castle. Sussex
Archaeological Collections, 40, 222-235, 4 plates (1 folded). (Read at the Society’s visit to the Castle on
10 Oct 1894, where Dawson and Lewis invited members to examine an extensive tunnel with chambers or
‘dungeon cells’ beneath the castle, the clearance and recording of which they had recently overseen. By far
the oddest observation in this account relates to previously reported ‘peculiar markings’ or discoloration on
the south wall of the “‘main gallery’ which were said to resemble ‘two shadows of human bodies on the wall,
falling side by side between the so-called staple holes.’” The Rev. E. Marshall had drawn attention to this
discoloration in 1877, a year before the tunnel was sealed to visitors, and had attributed it to an ‘exudation’
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
that he was able to make a drawing of them, which appears as Diagram No. 6 in the paper. The significance
of these shadow-markings is played down in the text, presumably at the insistence of Lewis. The carefully
drawn plans which accompany the paper, together with their calligraphic labelling, are the work of Lewis.
Photographs are by Dawson, though probably retouched. See Russell 2003, 41-48, for a full discussion.
Dawson published notices in the Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 18 Aug, and the East Sussex News,
12 Oct 1894; cited in Farrant 2013, Appendix 2.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1912. On the discovery of a Palaolithic human skull and mandible in a
flint-bearing gravel overlying the Wealden (Hastings Beds) at Piltdown, Fletching (Sussex). Abstracts of
the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 932 (28 Dec), 20-27. (Abstract of paper and full
record of discussion, with contributions from Sir Ray Lankester, A. Keith, W. Boyd Dawkins, W. L. H.
Duckworth, Clement Reid, D. Waterston, A. S. Kennard, R. A. Smith, and E. T. Newton; includes details
of specimens exhibited. See Dawson & Woodward 1913a for full text of paper and reprint of discussion.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1913a. On the discovery of a Paleolithic human skull and mandible in a
flint-bearing gravel overlying the Wealden (Hastings Beds) at Piltdown, Fletching (Sussex). Quarterly
Journal of the Geological Society of London, 69 (1) issued 25 Apr, 117-151 (with discuss), plates XV-XXI
(some folded). (Paper read before the Geological Society, 18 Dec 1912, at which the first formal announce-
ment of the Piltdown findings was made. The human skull and accompanying ape-like jaw are referred to
Eoanthropus dawsoni, gen. et sp. nov; with a “‘Preliminary report on the cranial cast’ by G. E. Smith, pp. 145-7.
Among works cited by Dawson the following may be noted: Elsden 1887, Mantell 1833, Topley 1875,
Godwin-Austen 1851, Dixon 1878, Piette & Pilloy 1907.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1913b. Supplementary note on the discovery of a Palaolithic human skull
and mandible at Piltdown (Sussex). Abstracts of the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no.
949 (31 Dec), 28-31. (Abstract of paper and full record of discussion, with contributions from A. Keith, W.
J. Sollas, W. Boyd Dawkins, and A. S. Underwood; includes details of specimens exhibited. See Dawson &
Woodward 1914a for full text of paper and reprint of discussion.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1914a. Supplementary note on the discovery of a Palaolithic human skull
and mandible at Piltdown (Sussex). Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 70 (1) 25 Apr,
82-99 (with discuss), plates XIV-XV. (Paper read before the Geological Society, 17 Dec 1913; the principal
new findings included some nasal bones and a lower canine tooth; with an appendix by G. E. Smith ‘On the
exact determination of the median plane of the Piltdown skull’, pp. 93-97.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1914b. On a bone implement from Piltdown (Sussex). Abstracts of the
Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 965 (10 Dec), 15-18. (Abstract of paper and full
record of discussion, with contributions from G. F. Lawrence, W. Dale, Reginald Smith, E. A. Martin,
A. S. Kennard, F. P. Mennell, and S. Hazzledine Warren. See Dawson & Woodward 1915 for full text of
paper and reprint of discussion.)

Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1915. On a bone implement from Piltdown (Sussex). Quarterly Journal of
the Geological Society of London, 71 (1) 17 Sept, 144-149 (with discuss), plate 14 (folded). (The strange
‘implement’ described here had evidently been carved from the limb-bone of an elephant. In the discussion
that followed the reading of this paper, Reginald Smith of the British Museum stated that ‘it would rank as
by far the oldest undoubted work of man in bone...”, but added that ‘the possibility of the bone having been
found and whittled in recent times must be considered.” He could not imagine ‘any use for an implement that
looked like part of a cricket-bat.”)

Dawson, C. (see also Keith 1913c, Seward 1913, Woodward 1911. For other papers by Dawson not listed
here see Farrant 2013, app. 2. For obituaries and biographical accounts see: Keith 1916, Woodward 1916,
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Wright, S. 2000, Spencer 2004, Farrant 2013. The Charles Dawson Collection, held by Hastings Museum
and Art Gallery, consists of two boxes of documents, two boxes of finds and some larger objects. For a full
list of contents see: http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/a2a/records.aspx?cat=509-hasmg&cid=-1#-1 For a
discussion of Dawson as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006, 16-18.)

Dawson, W. R. (ed.) 1938. Sir Grafton Elliot Smith: a biographical record by his colleagues. London:
Jonathan Cape, 272 pp, 4 plates. (Ch. I: General biography, by W. R. Dawson, refers to Elliot Smith’s
examination of the Piltdown skull and visits to the site, pp. 59-60. Ch. VI: The Manchester period, by J. S.
B. Stopford, briefly describes the excitement in the Department of Anatomy at University of Manchester
where Smith was Professor of Anatomy at the time of the Piltdown discovery, p. 160. Full list of published
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Day, M. 1987. Who dunnit down at the gravel pit? Nature, 326 (5 Mar), 24-25. (A review of Blinderman’s
The Piltdown Inquest. Michael Day, Professor of the Division of Anatomy, United Medical and Dental
Schools, London, gives credit to J. S. Weiner for realising that the explanation for the strange anatomy and
the fluorine results had to be fraud. “There is no doubt that the Piltdown forger was knowledgeable, skilful,
cunning and fortunate. The gullibility of the scientists at the time seems likely to have been due not to stupidity
but to a desire to see evidence for a theory that was so compelling and satisfying. The hoaxer could lead them
on from find to find, confirming their best guesses every time and feeding their scientific vanity. We are
never so vulnerable as when others are confirming our views.”)

De Mille, R. 1979. Of Piltdown Men and Don Juan forgeries—the surprising costs of scientific hoaxes.
Human Behavior, 8 (Mar), 68-69.

De Vries, H. & Oakley, K. 1959. Radiocarbon dating of the Piltdown skull and jaw. Nature, 184 (25 July),
224-226. (Radiocarbon dating shows that the Piltdown jaw is of geologically recent age, at 500 + 100 years,
while the cranium of Piltdown | is found to be 620 + 100 years. These dates were later confirmed by Vogel
& Waterbolk 1964. But see Spencer & Stringer 1989.)

Dempster, W. J. 1996. Something up Dawson’s sleeve? Nature, 382 (18 July), 202. (The writer is
unimpressed by Gardiner’s assertion, as summarised in Gee 1996, that Hinton was the Piltdown forger)

Dempster, W. J. 1997. Piltdown: the simple answer. The Independent, 27 Mar. (Response to a report on 21
March concerning a meeting of the Linnean Society (also reported by Barwick 1997) at which various theories
were aired about the possible instigator of the Piltdown forgery. In regard to earlier accusations against Keith,
he points out that Keith had mixed feelings from the beginning about the true nature of the Piltdown jaw. ‘I
was present that day in 1953 when Weiner and co descended on the Buckston Browne Research Farm with a
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respond like that in 1912? He was a young man then and very ambitious, whereas Smith Woodward was at
the top of the scientific establishment...” The writer accuses Dawson, but seems to implicate Woodward also.)

Dennell, R. W. 1992 (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: bemoans the fact that of the 20 and more
persons suspected of complicity in the Piltdown forgery, not one of them is a woman!)
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Oldest’. Antiquity, 68, no. 260, 482-483. (The discovery in 1994 of the Sussex Boxgrove Man has led to
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on 7 Oct, in which he touched on Piltdown man and other English finds.)

Keith, A. 1913h. The Piltdown skull and brain cast. Nature, 92 (16 Oct), 197-199; (6 Nov), 292; (20 Nov),
345-346. (A criticism of Smith Woodward’s restoration, which prompted some heated exchanges with
Elliot Smith; see Smith 1913c)

Keith, A. 1913i (contribution to discussion in Dawson & Woodward 1913b: Keith admits difficulties in
associating jaw, skull and canine as parts of one individual, but regards all as representing one species.
He considers as problematic the presence of a pointed projecting canine, which moreover is much worn
(indicating a mature adult), whereas the third molar tooth, according to the published X-ray by Underwood
19133, is not completely erupted (indicating youth). See response on this point by Underwood 1913b. He
sees no difficulty in regarding the lowest stratum in the Piltdown gravel, from which the human remains
were recovered, as Pliocene in age. 17 Dec.)

Keith, A. 1913j (see Dawkins 1913b)

Keith, A. 1913k. Problems relating to the teeth of the earlier forms of prehistoric man. Proceedings of the
Royal Society of Medicine, 6 (odontol sect), 103—124 (with discuss). (Piltdown mandible, pp. 116-119)

Keith, A. 1914a. The significance of the discovery at Piltdown. Bedrock: A Quarterly Journal of Scientific
Thought, 2 (Jan), 435-453. (Considers that the remains found at Piltdown represent a form of man living in
the later part of the Pliocene period; that speech was not possible with such a conformation of jaw and tongue;
that, on the whole, the evidence is in favour of the mandible and skull being parts of one individual, but that
the canine tooth, which is darker in colour and unduly worn, indicating a fully mature adult, belongs to another
individual of the same race. The third molar, judging by the condition of the empty socket, had not yet fully
erupted, indicating that the jaw belongs to a more youthful individual. Keith does not believe that Piltdown
man is an ancestor of the modern races of mankind. See reaction from Smith 1914c)

Keith, A. 1914b. The reconstruction of fossil human skulls. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute,
44 (July), 12-31. (Keith, by way of an experiment, set out to demonstrate the validity of his reconstruction
of the Piltdown skull, which differs from that proposed by Woodward. As a practical test, he was furnished
with some fragments of a specimen skull which he engaged to reconstruct using the same methodology that
was applied to Piltdown. This was deemed, by Keith, to have been a success. Summarised in Nature, 29 Oct
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
race, pp. 306-315; Ch. XX. Eoanthropus dawsoni, pp. 316-336; Ch. XXI. The difficulties of reconstruction,
pp. 337-355; Ch. XXII. An experiment in reconstruction, pp. 356-375; Ch. XXIIl. Heads—ancient and modern
—in profile, pp. 376-396; Ch. XXIV. The brain of fossil man, pp. 397-429; Ch. XXV. The Piltdown mandible,
pp- 430-452; Ch. XXVI. Evidence of the teeth of fossil man, pp. 453— 478; Ch. XXVII. The face of fossil
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
Piltdown. For him the skull of Eoanthropus is that of an Englishman of the third interglacial period practicing
a pre-Chellean culture. The lower jaw is that of a chimpanzee. Keith points out that just as wide a distinction
in anatomy can be found in regard to the ape-like skullcap and human leg-bone presented in Pithecanthropus
from Java.)
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Keith, A. 1925a. The antiquity of man. 2nd ed. London: Williams and Norgate, 2 vols, 753 pp. (Piltdown,
vol. 1., pp. 399, 491-709, 721-724. As with the first edition, the front boards carry a gilt-embossed profile
of a modern skull with the ‘Piltdown Fragments’ superimposed upon it, about which Kennedy 1992 makes
an interesting, though incorrect, observation. Not seen)

Keith, A. 1925b. The fossil anthropoid ape from Taungs. Nature, 115 (14 Feb), 234-235. (Reaction to the
announcement by Dart 1925 of his discovery of Australopithecus)

Keith, A. 1925c. The Taungs skull. Nature, 116 (4 July), 11. (Philip Tobias has accused Arthur Keith of
rejecting the Taung skull (Australopithecus) as a human ancestor because it contradicted the evidence of
Piltdown. Yet it seems clear from this letter to Nature, being a response to Raymond Dart’s announcement
of his discovery in South Africa (Dart 1925), that Keith’s objection was in favour of Java Man, thus: ‘Prof.
Dart has made a discovery of great importance, and the last thing | want to do is to detract from it. He has
shown that anthropoid apes had extended, during the Pleistocene period, right into South Africa... He has
found an extinct relative of the chimpanzee and gorilla but one with more man-like features than are possessed
by either of these. His discovery throws light on the history of anthropoid apes but not on that of man. Java-
man (Pithecanthropus) still remains the only known link between man and ape, and this extinct type lies on
the human side of the gap.” Dart’s rejoinder and Keith’s subsequent reply appeared in Nature, 116 (26 Sept),
462-463.)

Keith, A. 1925d. Concerning the rate of man’s evolution. Nature, 116 (29 Aug), 317-320. (‘Let us turn for
a moment to another representative of mankind at the beginning of the Pleistocene period—Piltdown man.
I think we are all agreed that his culture was pre-Chellean, and that his period is represented by the deepest
and oldest bed of the 100 feet terrace. He thus belongs to an older and more primitive cultural period than
that of Galley Hill man. In form of skull and in size and pattern of brain, this early representative of Pleisto-
cene humanity does not differ markedly from living races; if not actually on our line of descent, the Piltdown
type cannot be far removed from it. The anthropoid characteristics of his jaws and teeth are the chief obstacles
to placing the Piltdown type on the direct line of our ancestry.” This discourse was delivered at the Royal
Institution on 6 March.)

Keith, A. Oct 1927. Concerning man’s origin; being the presidential address given at the meeting of the
British Association held in Leeds on August 31, 1927, and recent essays on Darwinian subjects. London:
Watts & Co, ix, 54 pp. (An elegant and readable summary of Keith’s views concerning man’s origin. See
commentary under Keith 1928, which derives from the same address.)

Keith, A. 1928. Darwin’s theory of man’s descent as it stands to-day. Report, British Association for the
Advancement of Science, Leeds, 1927, 1-15. (Keith marks the significance of Darwin’s great work, The
Descent of Man, published in 1871, and looks at some of the important discoveries of fossil man that have
occurred since Darwin’s death in 1882. He cites Piltdown as an example of ‘discordant evolution’, in which
we find an essentially modern skull combined with an apelike jaw. ‘The same irregularity in the progression
of parts is evident in the anatomy of Pithecanthropus, the oldest and most primitive form of humanity so far
discovered. The thigh-bone might easily be that of a modern man, the skull-cap that of an ape, but the brain
within that cap, as we now know, had passed well beyond an anthropoid status. If merely a lower jaw had
been found at Piltdown an ancient Englishman would have been wrongly labelled ‘Higher anthropoid ape’;
if only the thigh-bone of Pithecanthropus had come to light in Java, then an ancient Javanese, almost
deserving the title of anthropoid, would not have passed muster as a man.”)

Keith, A. 1931. New discoveries relating to the antiquity of man. London: Williams and Norgate, 512 pp.
(In the light of his detailed studies on the ‘London skull’, the author feels obliged to reconsider the status of
Eoanthropus, which is here redefined as Homo piltdownensis, as he had done in 1913. See review by Smith
1931b.)

Keith, A. 1932. The evidence of paleontology with regard to evolution. Report, British Association for the
Advancement of Science, London, 1931, 369-371. (‘The oldest fossil remains of man so far discovered are
four in number: those of Pithecanthropus found by Dubois in Java (1891-93); of Sinanthropus discovered in
China (1926-30); of Eoanthropus found by Dawson at Piltdown, England (1911-13); of Paleanthropus,
represented by a lower jaw, found near Heidelberg (1907). There is general agreement that the four types of
beings represented by these fossils must be accounted human, and that they differed in structure so much that
they must be regarded as representing four separate genera of mankind... Besides these four early pleistocene
forms there are two others, of later pleistocene date, worthy of mention because of the light they throw on the
evolution of man, namely the Neanderthal type of Europe and the Rhodesia of Africa... As to the relationship
of the three early pleistocene types of mankind—Eoanthropus, Sinanthropus and Pithecanthropus—to each
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other and to the living races of mankind, there are many speculations but no definite data to guide us. I am
less certain than | was that none of these is in the direct lineage of modern races. At one time | believed that
the ape-like features in the jaw and teeth of Piltdown man excluded him from modern man’s ancestry.”)

Keith, A. 1933. Obituary: Mr. Lewis Abbott: prehistorian and jeweller. The Times, 12 Aug, 12. (Keith
notes that Abbott ‘was bold and resolute in formulating scientific explanations of past events, and perhaps
more occupied with the contributions which he himself had made to his favourite subjects of study than
those made by his fellow-workers... His important collection of flint and other prehistoric implements was
acquired by the Wellcome Museum, London.” Another short obituary, by Henry Dewey, appeared in the
Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 1934, 90 (2), I-li.)

Keith, A. 1938a (speech given at unveiling of memorial to Charles Dawson on 22 July, see Anon. 1938)

[Keith, A.] 1938b. Piltdown man: a re-examination. Nature, 142 (1 Oct), 621. (“The reconstruction of the
skull of Piltdown man has been reconsidered by Sir Arthur Keith in the light of later discoveries, and his
results were communicated to Section H (Anthropology) at the Cambridge meeting of the British Association.
He dwelt in particular on the anatomical resemblances between the Piltdown skull and the later Swanscombe
skull [evidently ignoring the observations of Marston 1936b]. Ape-like features in the Piltdown bones and
brain have escaped notice hitherto... Swanscombe man and the ‘Lady of Lloyds’ seem to be some of his remote
descendants... the brain of Piltdown man, though moderate in volume and simple in convolutionary pattern,
is asymmetrical to a degree rarely met with in modern heads, although it has been believed that asymmetry is
a mark of a highly evolved brain, and confined to modern races of man...”)

Keith, A. 1938-9. A resurvey of the anatomical features of the Piltdown skull, with some observations on
the recently discovered Swanscombe skull. Journal of Anatomy, 75, 155-185, 234-254. (Not seen)

Keith, A. 1944. James Reid Moir, 1879-1944. Obituary Notices of Fellows of the Royal Society, 4, no. 13,
733-745.

Keith, A. 1947. Australopithecing or Dartians. Nature, 159 (15 Mar), 377. (“When Prof. Raymond Dart...
announced in Nature the discovery of a juvenile Australopithecus and claimed for it a human kinship, I was
one of those who took the point of view that when the adult form was discovered it would prove to be near
akin to the living African anthropoids—the gorilla and chimpanzee... | am now convinced, on the evidence
submitted by Dr. Robert Broom [Broom & Schepers 1946], that Prof. Dart was right and that | was wrong;
the Australopithecina are in or near the line which culminated in the human form...”)

Keith, A. 1948. A new theory of human evolution. London: Watts & Co, x,451 pp. (In view of the latest
evidence provided by Broom & Schepers 1946, Keith now accepts that ‘of all the fossil forms known to us,
the Australopithecines are the nearest akin to man and the most likely to stand in the direct line of man’s
ascent’, although he differs from Broom in that he attributes the australopithecines to a period earlier than
the Pliocene (pp. 210-11). He further accepts that Africa most probably represents the centre of dispersal for
the forerunners of mankind (p. 214). ‘It should now be my task to follow our anthropoid ancestors into the
long Pliocene period, and to note the rise of their brain and their spread into the adjacent continents of the
Old World. Alas!...not a fossil trace of Pliocene man has been found” (pp. 223-4). He thinks ‘that Piltdown
man was at least a contemporary of Heidelberg man; more likely he was of greater antiquity.” He notes that
experts have attributed the Piltdown jaw to an extinct form of orangutan, or chimpanzee. ‘It is quite true that
the teeth do present a mixture of human and anthropoid features’, while the cranium ‘in its general structure
conforms to the type met with in modern races of mankind... The discovery of Eoanthropus, or Piltdown,
man (1911-13) presented students of human evolution with a conundrum. How are we to account for this
unique type of early Pleistocene man in England while the rest of Europe, and apparently the whole of Asia,
were inhabited by variants of the pent-browed type? If we could get rid of the Piltdown fossil fragments,
then we should greatly simplify the problem of human evolution.” He thinks that England might have provided
‘a refuge for early, aberrant continental types’ (pp. 228-9, 231-2). ‘One enigma remains: What became of
the Piltdown race?’ (p. 264).)

Keith, A. 1950. An autobiography. London: Watts & Co, 721 pp. (Recollections of Piltdown, pp. 323-329,
644-645, 654. Keith admits to ‘a feeling of jealousy’ that the Piltdown skull had gone to Smith Woodward
at the Natural History Museum, rather than to his own Museum at the Royal College of Surgeons. He notes
that *As a palaeontologist Smith Woodward enjoyed, and deserved, the highest reputation, but he had no
special knowledge of the human body. In our chance meetings he had struck me as a proud and cold man,
one with whom | found it difficult to establish a friendship. No doubt he was just as jealous for the interests
of his institution as | was for mine.” Keith describes his first impression of the skull and jaw, along with
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Woodward’s reconstruction, which he was invited to examine at South Kensington on 2 Dec 1912, his
observations being carefully noted in his diary later that evening. His outspoken criticism of Woodward’s
reconstruction of the skull led to a meeting at the Museum of the Royal College of Surgeons in July 1913,
which was attended by Woodward, Lankester, Pycraft, Underwood, Smith and Keith. In that year he
resolved to write a book on Piltdown man, which soon expanded into a systematic account of all the
important discoveries that had been made of prehistoric man (Keith 1915). In later years he and Smith
Woodward became good friends and joint defenders of Piltdown man. Keith spent several months to June
1938 attempting a new reconstruction of the Piltdown skull, which was resolved to his satisfaction only
when he determined that the left and right side of the skull were asymmetrical, the left half being much
larger than the right. He spent eleven months exploring all aspects of the Piltdown—-Swanscombe problem,
the results of which were published in 1939. He mentions on more than one occasion the great warmth and
respect that both he and Smith Woodward felt toward the “honest” Charles Dawson.)

Keith, A. (see also: Anon. 1912a, 1913f, 1913h, 1955c, Harris, W. E., Woodward 1917b, 1948; for obituary
see Le Gros Clark 1955c. For a discussion of Keith as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006,
22-24.)

Keith, L. J. 1990. Piltdown plot. New Scientist, 128 (20 Oct), 59. (In response to Pat Shipman’s review of
Frank Spencer’s recently published book in which he accuses Arthur Keith of being the Piltdown forger, the
following letter was received from Mr Lindsay Keith: ‘The notion that my late great uncle the anthropologist
Sir Arthur Keith forged or even took any part in the Piltdown forgery is silly beyond belief. It does not stand
up to serious examination. Of all those who stood to lose from such a fraud on the scientific establishment of
the time, Keith had most to lose. It was no pleasure for him to be told at the age of 87 that modern dating
methods had shown that he had been fooled over some 40 years. If he had been the forger, why would he
have been still puzzling over the skull as long after the 1912 “discovery” as 1939?’ L. J. Keith also wrote
a short letter of complaint to The Times on 9 Oct in response to the views of Spencer 1990a as stated in a
picture caption in The Times 3 Oct (Tait 1990), which adds nothing to the above statement. He had also
written to the Sunday Times on 30 Sept, ‘Piltdown book makes a monkey of my uncle’ (not seen), having
presumably obtained access to a copy of the book prior to its official release on 2 October.)

Kelly, R. 1998. For sale: the house with a missing link. The Times, 23 Sept. (The East Sussex manor where
the remains of Piltdown man were found has been put up for sale for £1.6 million. The present Barkham
Manor was built in the mid-1830s on the site of a much older house, and was extended in the 1920s. The
current owner, Mark de Gruchy Lambert, was responsible for establishing Barkham Manor Vineyards in
1985 [one of its brands retails under the name ‘Piltdown Man’]. A detached oast house, barn, and modern
buildings housing the winery and the vineyard are included in the sale.)

Kennard, A. S. 1947. Fifty and one years of the Geologists’ Association. Proceedings of the Geologists’
Association, 58 (4), 271-293. (In briefly discussing the eolithic controversy, the writer notes that ‘My
mature judgement is that some show human work or usage but their age is uncertain. Over-enthusiasm has,
however, been too prevalent, and | cannot see any trace of human work in the Eoliths from Piltdown.” There
are also observations on W. J. Lewis Abbott, who ‘was a short, stocky man, with a ferocious moustache,
nearly always wore a boater in the field, and came from a remote part of Essex, the Dengie Hundred... Abbott
was possessed of great imagination, but little clarity of exposition, and his papers are the worse for it... If the
stories | have heard are to be believed, in his later years his imagination had complete control.”)

Kennard, A. S. (contribution to discussions in Dawson & Woodward 1912, Dawson & Woodward 1914b;
see also Hinton & Kennard 1905; for a biography of Kennard see Preece 1990. Kennard, who claimed to
know who the forger was (as reported by Hinton in Spencer 1990b, 227), has himself thereby been implicated
in the deed, e.g. Daniel 1974. Spencer 1990a, 176, alludes to the allegation that Hinton ‘and Kennard, or
another of his Ightham Circle followers, had engineered the forgery with a view to making a fool of Woodward.’
The conjectured involvement of the Ightham Circle seems unlikely given that Woodward was a guarded
supporter of eoliths. It was Hinton himself, in a letter to Gavin de Beer, dated 17 Mar 1954 (Spencer 1990b,
243),who speculated that ‘some unbalanced member of old Ben Harrisons’s circle at Ightham’ might have
planted the material at Piltdown. See also remarks about Kennard’s views in Weiner 1955h, 162-3, 168.)

Kennedy, K. A. R. 1991. Book review: [Piltdown: A scientific forgery, by F. Spencer]. American Journal
of Human Biology, 3 (3), 308-310. (The reviewer is not supportive of Spencer’s case against Arthur Keith,
and instead points the finger of guilt at Chipper the goose. Cited in Turrittin 2006, 30.)

Kennedy, K. A. R. (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: ‘Having examined the Piltdown specimens
at first hand, profited from a 20-year association with Oakley, and learned about Keith from my mentor
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Theodore D. McCown, | welcome this opportunity to share my response to the portrayal of Keith as a culprit.’
The writer points out the curious fact ‘that Keith left undone...the careful supervision of the printer’s sketch
of the gold-embossed profile of the skull that appears on the cover of his 1915 book Antiquity of Man. The
caption reads “Piltdown Skull,” but Keith’s preoccupation with the cranial vault and braincase at the expense
of the mandible caused him to overlook the artist’s rendering of a modern human jaw with well-developed
mental eminence (Oakley, personal communication, 1961). It is unlikely this was the oversight of a forger
eager to gain acceptance of a creation in which the simian character of the lower jaw declared its Pliocene
ancestry to Heidelberg and later fossil hominids.” [This profile also appears as Fig. 98 in the text, where the
caption reads ‘Outline of a modern skull to show the number and position of the cranial fragments recovered
at Piltdown.”] Regarding Tobias’s case against Keith, the writer concludes that ‘Nothing has been proved,
but Keith has been cast in the worst light by the assembling of the circumstantial evidence against him.” He
goes on to point the finger instead at Martin Hinton, based on a suspicion entertained by Oakley. In his reply
Tobias, p. 281, points out an error in Kennedy’s reading of the caption that accompanies the embossed illus-
tration on the front cover of Keith’s Antiquity of Man, which he says actually reads ‘Piltdown Fragments.’
However, see Tobias & Kennedy 1993.)

Kenward, M. 1954 (see Anon. 1954e, 19549)

Kenward, M. 1955a. Piltdown forgery: when a digger found a “coco-nut.” Daily Telegraph, 23 Feb. (A
reaction to Weiner 1955b. The correspondent, Miss Mabel Kenward of Barkham Manor, says of Charles
Dawson, who was steward of the manor, that ‘On one occasion he noticed my father’s workmen digging
gravel by the side of the drive leading up to the house and asked if they might be allowed to watch for
anything that looked different from the ordinary gravel stones (flints). One day, when they were digging in
unmoved gravel, one of the men saw what he called “a coco-nut.” He broke it with his pick, kept one piece
and threw the rest away. This piece was handed to my father, who gave it back to the men, telling them to
give it to Mr. Dawson... For Dr. Weiner to say in his book that the coco-nut story sinks into obscurity is
absurd.” Kenward and Weiner had corresponded on this matter in July 1954 (Spencer 1990b, 246-247).
There is also a letter from Kenward to Oakley, dated 15 Aug 1973, confirming the coconut story but intro-
ducing some confusion about dates (Spencer 1990a, 197). Bowden 1977, 12, cites an interview he had with
Mabel Kenward about the coconut story. Vere 1955, 7, also gives an account evidently based on discussions
with her. Walsh 1996, 256, is dismissive of her testimony because of inconsistencies between these accounts.
See also Smith 1931a)

Kenward, M. 1955b. Red-letter days at Piltdown. Sussex County Magazine, 29 (7) July, 332-334, 336.
(Mabel Kenward was the daughter of the tenant of Barkham Manor at the time of the Piltdown discoveries.
Included in her recollection of events is an account of a mysterious intruder, a detailed description of whom
she gave in a taped interview (Kenward 1973). The intruder has been assumed by some to have been Arthur
Keith (e.g. Keith Langham in Spencer 1990a, 238 n. 10). Another suggestion is that it was Clifton Turner,
Dawson’s managing clerk, although it would surely have been unwise for an employee of Dawson to have
behaved in such a strange fashion when challenged by Miss Kenward (see under Turner, C.). She recalls that
Woodward and Dawson ‘were often joined by other scientists—notably Professor (afterwards Sir Grafton)
Elliot-Smith, Professor Barclay-Smith, Dr. Gordon, and Father Teilhard de Chardin. Also, one August, a
number of undergraduates came to help.” She also recalls entertaining ‘Professor Osborne, of the New York
Museum, the Abbe Breuil, and Dr. Black of Pekin Museum.” She records several others visits to the Piltdown
site by various groups in the years following the discoveries. Thus, in 1923 a society known as the Kibbo-
Kift Kindred marked the discovery site with their own wooden sign which remained there until the official
memorial was set up in 1938.)

Kenward, M. 1973. [Taped interview of Mabel Kenward at her home in Piltdown, by K. P. Oakley in the
presence of Glyn Daniel and Mrs Robin Kenward, 3 August 1973.] Piltdown Archives, Palaeontology
Library, Natural History Museum; quoted in part by Spencer 1990a, 238 n. 10 (concerning a tall, grey-
suited intruder at Barkham Manor), & 239 n. 35 (the coconut story).)

Kenward, R. (Robert Kenward, Mabel Kenward’s father, was tenant of Barkham Manor at the time of the
Piltdown “discoveries’. Charles Blinderman, while researching his book in the early 1980s, records that ‘The
present owner of Barkham Manor suggested to me, one would hope as a joke, that the past tenant of Barkham
Manor, that is, the elder Kenward, did it as a joke’ (Blinderman 1986, 81). Dawson had also written to Smith
Woodward in Jan 1912 with news that ‘some youths about here are preparing all sorts of prehistoric surprises
for future diggings!” He had ‘no doubt the young Kenwards are in it Blinderman adds that ‘Identification of
the young Kenwards as the Piltdown hoaxer would be the most satisfying comic conclusion to the inquest...”
Robert Kenward jnr features in an often-reproduced photograph of the pit from 1912-13, which also includes
Dawson, Smith Woodward, Venus Hargreaves and the infamous ‘Chipper’, e.g. Spencer 1990a, 32.)
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Kermack, K. A. 1974. Ask the Piltdown Man. The Times, 9 Apr, 15. (In response to the article by Howard
1974, the correspondent, who is Reader in Vertebrate Palaeontology at the University of London, expresses
disagreement with the suggestion that all of Charles Dawson’s discoveries are fabrications. ‘Dawson was the
person who initiated the systematic search for Wealden mammals. He carried on this work initially alone,
and later in collaboration with M. M. Teilhard de Chardin and Pelletier. He continued searching for at least
20 years. The search led to the discovery of the first Lower Cretaceous mammals known from anywhere in
the world... Fifty years after Dawson had finished, my colleagues at University College—including Professor
Clemens—and I took up the work again and discovered a considerable number of new specimens. Professor
Clemens considers Plagiaulax dawsoni to be doubtfully mammalian. | think that he is probably right, although
Dr van Valen in 1967 accepted P. dawsoni as a genuine Wealden mammal. There is no question here of
“fabrication”— only a legitimate difference of opinion in the assessment of a fragmentary and difficult
specimen. As far as the Wealden mammals are concerned Dawson’s reputation is quite safe.”)

Kermack, K. A, Lees, P. M. & Mussett, F. 1965. Aegialodon dawsoni, a new trituberculosectorial tooth
from the Lower Wealden. Proceedings of the Royal Society, B, 162, 535-554, plates 55-58. (Describes a
new mammalian tooth from the Lower Wealden bone-bed at Cliff End, near Hastings. The tooth was not
found by Charles Dawson, but is named in his honour because he was the first person to search deliberately
for mammalian teeth in the Wealden.)

King, T. M. 1983a. Teilhard and Piltdown. In: Teilhard and the unity of knowledge: the Georgetown
University centennial symposium / edited by T. M. King & J. F. Salmon. Ramsey, NJ: Paulist Press, pp. 159-
169. (A detailed refutation of Gould’s arguments implicating Teilhard in the Piltdown forgery, based on a
lecture by J. S. Weiner delivered at Georgetown University, 28 April 1981. A videotape of Weiner’s talk is
held at the Georgetown University Library: J. S. Weiner on Teilhard and the Piltdown Man. See also
comments in Introduction, pp. 1-4. Weiner, who died 14 months later, considered Dawson to be the sole
culprit. What becomes apparent from this discussion is Gould’s method of manipulating evidence in
support of his opinions (see also McCulloch 1983). Extracts from the videotape also feature in Pitts 2004.)

King, T. M. 1983b. Teilhard, Gould and Piltdown. America, 148 (18 June), 471-472. (Not seen)
King, T. M. 1994, Piltdown revisited. Teilhard Perspective, 27, 10-12. (Not seen)

King, W. 1864. The reputed fossil man of the Neanderthal. Quarterly Journal of Science, 1, 88-97. (The
writer believes that the character of the remains from Neanderthal, discovered in 1856, are so different from
those of contemporary man as to require separate specific status, for which he proposes the name Homo
neanderthalensis. Controversy over the status of the finds continued unabated for many years until further
discoveries convinced the sceptics that fossil man existed. Of particular importance in this respect was the
discovery of the La Chapelle-aux-Saints skeleton in 1908, which shares numerous features in common with
the Neanderthal remains. Boule (1911, 1912, 1913) was in no doubt that they were co-specific and declared
the French find the type skeleton of the species.)

King, W. B. R. 1955. The Pleistocene epoch in England. The Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society
of London, 111 (2), 187-208. (A review of the evidence on the position of the boundary line between the
Pliocene and Pleistocene is given. This leads to an acceptance of a boundary in England between the
Coralline Crag and the Waltonian division of the Red Crag. A plea is made for basing the boundary on
stratigraphical rather than climatological considerations. See also King & Oakley 1950)

King, W. B. R. (Chairman) & Oakley, K. P. (Secretary) 1950. Report of the Temporary Commission on the
Pliocene-Pleistocene Boundary, appointed 26th August, 1948. In: International Geological Congress: report
of the eighteenth session, Great Britain, 1948. Part |. General proceedings / edited by A. J. Butler. London,
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rudimentary edge-chipped stones which are looked upon as man’s first efforts in flint chipping.” This paper
is followed by a counter argument from Haward 1912.)
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Period he was already evolved.” See also Keith 1912a, and Moir & Keith 1912. For early reports of the
discovery see Anon. 1912a-b. In 1916 Moir was obliged to admit, with commendable candour, that he had
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process. For my experiments with pressure | used a converted letterpress and a differential screw-press, with
which very considerable pressures were obtained.” The results of these experiments are described at length.)

Moir, J. R. 1913a. A defence of the “humanity” of the pre-river valley implements of the Ipswich district.
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Moir, J. R. 1915a. On the further discoveries of flint implements of man beneath the base of the Red Crag
of Suffolk. Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society of East Anglia, 2 (1), 12-31, plates I-VIIl. (The writer
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the Suffolk Bone Bed, the sub-Crag implements, the Foxhall industry, the Cromer Forest Bed, fauna and
implements. Appended is a note by Sir E. Ray Lankester, pp. 654-5, objecting to matters of nomenclature
and terminology.)
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Moir, J. R. [1939]. The earliest men. London: Macmillan & Co. Ltd, 32 pp.
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attributed to Keith for carrying out the fraud are supported by the evidence. He points out that “if the forgery
was intended to enhance his professional stature, then it makes no sense to me at all that he decided that Smith
Woodward should be the scientist whom Dawson would contact at the British Museum. For Keith to benefit
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Man had to exist. In a warped mind, fraud in the service of truth seems hardly fraud at all.” Quote taken from
Blinderman 1986, 101-2, who thinks ‘this is one of the best comments made on the hoaxer...” It might also
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of a fragment of one of the ‘Piltdown’ elephant teeth; Plate XIIA: Mrs A. Foster using a modified form of the
micro-Kjeldahl method to determine the nitrogen content of the Piltdown bones; Plate XI18: Electron micro-
graph of decalcified residue of sample of Piltdown jawbone showing banded collagen fibres.)

Oakley, K. P. 1963. Analytical methods of dating bones. In: Science in archaeology: a comprehensive
survey of progress and research / edited by D. Brothwell & E. Higgs. London: Thames & Hudson, pp. 24—
34, plates I-11. (Dating of the Piltdown finds, pp. 28-31)

Oakley, K. P. 1964. The problem of man’s antiquity: an historical survey. Bulletin of the British Museum
(Natural History), Geology, 9 (5), 85-155, plates 1-3. (I. Antiquity of man: historical background; Il. Periods
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implications of what he saw were too unbelievable to utter in words to me without further reflection. If Coon
had firmly drawn my attention to the markings which he suspected were artificial, | am sure the cat would
have been out of the bag on that day or soon after!” Citing the view of Koestler 1949 that ‘jokes and
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Read, C. H. 1893. [Observations on an iron statuette believed to have been found in Sussex, exhibited before
the Society by Charles Dawson.] Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of London, ser. 2, 14 (18 May),
359-361 (with discuss). (C. H. Read, Secretary of the Society, stated that the statuette had been ‘found in
1877 in Beauport Park, Sussex, in digging in a slag mound (locally called a cinder heap) at a depth of 27 feet,
and that human bones were found near the bottom of the heap.” The statuette was clearly Roman in style, and
though greatly decayed it appeared to represent a miniature copy of a horseman from the Quirinal at Rome. An
attempt had been made to ascertain whether the figure was of wrought or cast iron (Dawson himself thought
it to be the latter). An analysis by W. C. Roberts-Austen (Professor of Metallurgy at the Royal School of Mines)
concluded that it was not of cast iron. In the discussion that followed, A. H. Smith exhibited another statuette
of the same design in bronze which had been obtained in southern France and was stated to be Roman, though
he considered it to be modern. The general view of the meeting was that the statuette was a modern replica.
This was not the outcome that Dawson had wanted and he continued to gather evidence to support a view
that would eventually emerge in his 1903 paper on Sussex iron work. See Russell 2003, 61-70, for a full
discussion of this artefact, and Dawson 1903b for links to other published references.)

Reader, J. 1981. Missing links: the hunt for the earliest man. London: Collins, 272 pp. (Piltdown Man,
pp. 55-81, & bibliography, pp. 252-253. A well-informed account, including a review of the development of
ideas on human origins (particularly those of Arthur Keith) which paved the way for the all too neatly-timed
appearance of Piltdown Man. John Reader successfully presents the scenario within which the Piltdown drama
unfolds. There are also useful chapters on Neanderthal Man, Java Man, Australopithecus, and Peking Man.
An expanded and fully updated edition of this work was published by Oxford UP in 2012, 538 pp.)

Reed, C. A. 1983. A short history of the australopithecines: the first find to the death of Robert Broom (1924-
1951). In: Hominid origins: inquiries past and present / edited by K. J. Reichs. New York: University Press
of America, pp. 1-77. (Cited in Fidele 1992)

Reid, C. (contribution to discussion in Dawson & Woodward 1912: Clement Reid, of H.M. Geological
Survey, pointed out that no detailed mapping of the superficial deposits (‘drift’) had yet been carried out by
the Geological Survey in the area that includes Piltdown. The speaker had examined the Pleistocene deposits
of the Sussex coastal plain, and from his knowledge of these deposits considered that the Piltdown gravels
were unlikely to be pre-glacial, or even early Pleistocene. See Geological Survey)

Reynolds, V. 1982. Obituary: Joseph S. Weiner. Royal Anthropological Institute Newsletter, no. 52 (Oct),
15-16.

Reynolds, V. (see Miles, H. 2003, and quoted correspondence from Nov 2011 under Chatwin)

Rhodes, J. (photographer) 1925a. Geological Survey and Museum: British photographs: A2942. British
Geological Survey, Keyworth. (Shows ‘gravel-pit’ in Plateau Gravel, Barkham, looking WSW, Apr 1925,
with description: ‘Current-bedded gravel composed mainly of subangular iron-stained pieces of Tunbridge
Wells sandstone and little-worn flints in dark-brown to black sand, feebly cemented in places by iron oxide’.
This photograph possibly shows Smith Woodward’s ongoing excavations in a trench on the N side of the
hedge that runs beside the driveway at Barkham Manor: Rhodes 1925b, Toombs 1952. The image is
preserved as a glass-plate negative (possibly now degraded) and a bromide print pasted into an album. See
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‘It is a little annoying that, given the mass of data demonstrating Dawson was a great antiquarian fraud and
serial hoaxer, so many continue to prolong the conspiracy theory. | suppose that’s the legacy of the X-Files.”)
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and died! Years of controversy followed, with some anthropologists arguing that the skull was pathological,
or that it belonged to an imbecile. Huxley 1863 recognised the primitive features of the skeleton but did not
consider it to form a link between man and apes, regarding it merely as an extreme variant of Homo sapiens.
However, William King, an Irish anatomist, considered that the shape of the skullcap, with its large brow
ridges, was distinct enough to indicate a separate species, and at the 1863 meeting of the British Association
in Newcastle he proposed the name Homo neanderthalensis, the first new species of fossil human, which he
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Woodward, A. S. 1898. Outlines of vertebrate palseontology for students of zoology. Cambridge: University
Press, xxiv, 470 pp. (Devotes three pages to the Hominidee: ‘Of the immediate ancestors of man...scarcely
anything is known from the discovery of fossil bones... The oldest known traces of a man-like skeleton seem
to be an imperfect roof of a skull, two molar teeth, and a diseased femur, from a bed of volcanic ash containing
the remains of Pliocene mammals, near Trinil, in central Java [Dubois 1894]... The oldest human skeletons
of which the geological age is determined with certainty, are two from the cavern of Spy, near Namur, in
Belgium. These were found in association with the remains of the mammoth and other Pleistocene mammals
... They are essentially human in every respect, but seem to represent a race inferior in skeletal characters to
any now existing. They are small, but powerfully built... This type is now generally known as the Neanderthal
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 Dusseldorf 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 Palaolithic 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 Palaontology
in the British Museum (Natural History). London: Trustees of the British Museum, [6],30 pp, 4 plates.
(Piltdown man, pp. 8-23, plates I-I1V. 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
had a restless mind, ever alert to note anything unusual; and he was never satisfied until he had exhausted all
means to solve and understand any problem which presented itself. He was a delightful colleague in scientific
research, always cheerful, hopeful, and overflowing with enthusiasm.” As a Fellow of the Geological Society
a short obituary dutifully appeared in the Society’s Proceedings for 191617 (Quarterly Journal of the
Geological Society of London, 73 (1), Apr 1918, p. Ixvi), but gives very little information. Short obituaries
appeared in The Times, 11 Aug, p. 3, headed ‘Discoverer of the Piltdown skull’, and Nature, 97, 17 Aug,
p. 503; a longer obituary appeared in Hastings & East Sussex Naturalist, 2 (6), June 1917, 251-3, but is in
large part a reprint of Woodward’s account.)

Woodward, A. S. 1917a. Early man. Geological Magazine, dec. 6, 4 (1), 1-4. (A critique of Henry Fairfield
Osborn’s Men of the Old Stone Age, 1915, 2nd edition 1916, and Hugo Obermaier’s EI Hombre Fosil, 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 paleeontologists 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. 1917h. 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
of discussion.)

Woodward, A. S. 1918a. Fourth note on the Piltdown gravel, with evidence of a second skull of Eoanthropus
dawsoni. Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, for 1917, 73 (1) 1-10 (with discuss), plate
I (folded). (Read 28 Feb,1917. Further extensive excavations at Piltdown during the summer of 1916 failed
to yield anything of interest beyond a battered nodule of black flint, here supposed to be a hammer-stone.
During the winter of 1914-15, Dawson had searched a large field about 2 miles from the Piltdown pit and
had succeeded in finding two well-fossilised pieces of human skull and a molar tooth belonging to a second
individual of Eoanthropus dawsoni. An appendix is included by G. Elliot Smith ‘On the form of the frontal
pole of an endocranial cast of Eoanthropus dawsoni’, pp. 7-8. In the discussion which followed the reading of
this paper, W. P. Pycraft exhibited the right half of a chimpanzee mandible sent to him by Gerrit S. Miller, in
which the molars were worn flat like those of the Piltdown jaw, but Pycraft regarded this as an abnormality.
Sir Ray Lankester suggested the possibility, ‘although highly improbable’, that the new molar and piece of
frontal bone could belong to the first Piltdown find, though not the occipital fragment, which was already
present in the latter. Little did he realise how prophetic this suggestion would prove to be!)

Woodward, A. S. 1918b. A guide to the fossil remains of man in the Department of Geology and
Palaontology in the British Museum (Natural History). 2nd ed. London: Trustees of the British Museum,
32 pp, 4 plates.

Woodward, A. S. 1919. The Antiquity of Man. Nature, 104, 212-213, 335. (Discussion of Eoanthropus
and Pithecanthropus)

Woodward, A. S. 1921. A new cave man from Rhodesia, South Africa. Nature, 108 (17 Nov), 371-372.
(A skull was discovered at the Broken Hill Mine, modern Kabwe, in what is now Zambia, in June 1921. It
was presented to the London Natural History Museum that same year (Anon. 1921) and formally named

124



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)

Woodward, A. S.1922. A guide to the fossil remains of Man in the Department of Geology and Palaeontology
in the British Museum (Natural History). 3rd ed. London: Trustees of the British Museum, 34 pp, 6 plates.
(Piltdown man, pp. 8-25, plates I-1V)

Woodward, A. S. 1923. The first man on earth. Weekly Dispatch, 4 Mar. (Not seen)

Woodward, A. S. 1925. The fossil anthropoid ape from Taungs. Nature, 115 (14 Feb), 235-236. (Reaction
to the announcement by Dart 1925 of his discovery of Australopithecus)

Woodward, A. S. 1926. The Palaolithic drawing of a horse from Sherborne, Dorset. Nature, 117 (16 Jan),
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 Ale$ Hrdli¢ki 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;
but the varied staining has no special significance... The colour of the first pieces of the skull of Eoanthropus
itself, indeed, were altered by Dawson, who dipped them in bichromate of potash with the intention of hard-
ening them.” He goes on to discuss the ages of the associated mammalian fauna at Piltdown. He believes
there cannot be much difference in age between Piltdown and Heidelberg man; and likewise ‘Sinanthropus
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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.)

Woodward, A. S. 1938. The Piltdown bone implement. Nature, 141 (11 June), 1059. (Further to the letter
by Moir 1938 in response to Breuil’s conclusion that the cut marks on the Piltdown implement are the result
of gnawing by a rodent mammal, and not by man, Woodward draws attention to the fossil skull of an extinct
panda which provides a fine example of gnawing by rodents and is exhibited in the Natural History Museum,
not far from the Piltdown implement. ‘It is therefore easy to compare the work of rodents with that ascribed
to man.’)

Woodward, A. S. 1942. Obituaries: Mr. W. P. Pycraft. Nature, 149 (23 May), 575.

Woodward, A. S. 1944. The geographical distribution of ancestral man. Geological Magazine, 81 (2),
49-57. (‘The latest studies of fossil Mammals appear to show that the Upper Pliocene and Pleistocene
mammalian faunas of Europe were chiefly immigrants from the Asiatic region... So far as the facts are
known, they favour the idea that central Asia north of the Himalayan Range is the area where Man most
likely evolved.” Woodward goes on to discuss the work of Dr. W. D. Matthew (1915, revised 1939) who put
forward the view that evolutionary centres must have been surrounded by rings of successive forms which
had come into being, the earliest pushed to the outermost limit, the latest nearest the centre. ‘Each of these
forms would presumably survive longest at the outer limit of its range, where it avoided later competitors.’
Woodward does not consider Australopithecus or other southern African human-like apes as ancestral to
modern man. ‘Equally remote from the presumed Asiatic centre is the fossil skull from Piltdown, Sussex.
Like the ground-apes of South Africa, this still remains an isolated discovery.” He thinks it resembles the
Chinese Sinanthropus, and in some respects Neanderthal man, but yet is unique. ‘The relationship of
Piltdown man to the other early human races is indeed still uncertain... The Piltdown skull therefore may
perhaps indicate that before the type of modern man became fixed there was more than one approach to it
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
his death in 1944. It appears that Woodward had begun the writing of this work and had completed the first
chapter before the end of 1915, but other commitments eventually compelled him to set it aside. The present
work was dictated to his wife during his blindness. A prefatory note by Maud Woodward records that ‘the
last word was written the day before he died.” The content is organised along the following lines: I. The
story of the discovery; 1. The Piltdown gravel and its flints; 111. The fossils of the Piltdown gravel; IV. The
tools of the Piltdown gravel; V. The everyday life of Piltdown Man; V1. The anatomical details of Piltdown
Man; VII. The animals living with Piltdown Man; VII. The evolution of man in the context of the Piltdown
finds.)

Woodward, A. S. & Watts, W. W. 1938. William Johnson Sollas, 1849-1936. Obituary Notices of Fellows
of the Royal Society, 2, no. 6, 265-281, plate. (‘Sollas was a man of wide and varied interests. A good
linguist, remarkably well read both in his own subject and in general literature, he delighted in discussion
and controversy, in which his pleasant and occasionally sarcastic humour, his command of information, and
the often unexpected turn of his attack, rendered him a doughty antagonist... Although, like other men of
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
untiring in extracting, by experiment, observation, and hypothesis, the maximum yield from his facts...”)

Woodward, A. S. (see also Anon. 1924, Dawson, C, Given 1914, Harris, W. E, White 1926; for biographical
notices and obituaries see: Anon. 1935, Anon. 1944, Brook 2014, Cooper, C. F. 1945, Woodward, H. 1915;
also personal remarks by Keith 1950; the Natural History Museum has an unpublished manuscript auto-
biography that was utilised by Walsh 1996. Apart from the odd speculation (Dorren Ditch in Anon. 1955b),
and an unpublished accusation by J. C. Trevor at Cambridge University (Spencer 1990a, 232, n. 78, records
a rough draft of a communication intended for publication in Nature, dated 13 Feb 1967), Woodward had
never seriously been considered a suspect in the Piltdown fraud until he was accused in 1994 by Gerell M.
Drawhorn, who argued that Woodward’s driving ambition to become Director of the Natural History
Museum, an aspiration that was not fulfilled, led him to concoct Piltdown man in partnership with Dawson;
see brief discussion in Turrittin 2006, 28-29. Concerning Woodward’s ambition see Spencer 1990a, 157 &
232, n. 81, and letter by G. G. Simpson in Gardiner 1987.)

Woodward, H. 1915. Eminent geologists: Arthur Smith Woodward. Geological Magazine, 6 (2), 1-5.
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Woodward, M. (Lady Maud Smith Woodward, 1874-1963, frequently accompanied her husband during
the excavations at Piltdown and can be seen in a photograph by her daughter, Margaret, reproduced in Walsh
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
(Spencer 1990b, 233-4, 238-9). She was present when the nasal and turbinal bones were found (ibid, 233),
and she had a slightly fuller story of how Teilhard de Chardin found the canine: ‘Dawson threw a pebble on
to a heap of spread material and suggested that T. de C. should sit there and look things over’ (ibid, 234); as
regards the Piltdown |1 site ‘she was firm that D[awson] would not give details of the exact spot, that her
husband was most anxious about it, and that D’s illness made his enquiries fruitless, and that he spent much
time searching for site Il... It seemed to her that her husband regarded site 11 as something that D. had
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
terraces is related to changes in the base level of the drainage system, causing alternate aggradation and
downcutting, the author here proposes that some river terraces were subject to the controlling influence of
climate rather than of sea level. This theory would account for the broadly contemporaneous terraces in
separate basins having different ranges of altitude.)

Wright, R. F. 1943. Samuel Allinson Woodhead [obituary]. The Analyst, 68, 297.

Wright, R. V. S. 1992 (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: the writer contends ‘that Spencer and
Tobias have misinterpreted Keith’s reference to his visit to Piltdown. Keith does not write in his diary that he
failed to visit the site or pit. What he writes is that he did not see “the gravel bed.” Because the pit was under
water when he visited it, it is not surprising that he did not see the lower levels, where the gravel bed was to
be found. To reinterpret the two diary entries [the other concerning his writing of the British Medical Journal
account of the Piltdown meeting before he went to it, for which there is adequate explanation] is to remove
the original grounds for suspecting Keith, and we are left with the corroborative evidence. Onlookers at the
trial (Spencer’s simile, not mine) will surely feel uncomfortable if the prosecution has to abandon its original
case yet still asks to present corroborative evidence. If | were the counsel for the defence | would argue that
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
Society, 6, 4-18. (This article derives in large part from Weiner 1955, Downes 1956, Walsh 1996, and a Mr
Norman Edwards, resident of Uckfield. It is not free of error. An important piece of new information, said to
originate from John Frisby, the Uckfield photographer, runs as follows: Mr. Frisby told George Bingham
Towner, also a photographer (whose grand-daughter supplied this information), that ‘the fraud by Dawson
started out as a joke to see whether he could fool the experts. It backfired as it was taken seriously and after
all the hooha he found he could not retract and admit the hoax.” John Frisby also claimed that he had provided
Dawson with the chemicals. Meanwhile John Frisby’s son, Frank Simmonds Frisby, was doing a roaring
trade by taking photographs of the ‘dig” which he then turned into postcards to be sold at ‘“The Lamb’, later
the ‘Piltdown Man’. Compiler’s note (DGB): in 2011 the pub reverted to its earlier name after coming under
new ownership. The distinctive pub sign (the last of several variant designs over the years) and all the framed
Frisby photographs were thrown into the skip by the previous publican, as | was informed when | visited the
place in Dec 2011.)

Wright, W. 1916a. [Review of The Antiquity of Man, by A. Keith, 1915]. Man, 16 (Aug), 124-127. (The
reviewer is not convinced by Keith’s arguments in support of an association between the skull and jaw of
Eoanthropus, particularly given that his reconstruction of the skull shows it to fall within the range of human
variation, whereas the jaw is clearly ape-like. He briefly alludes to J. Symington’s criticism of Elliott Smith’s
interpretation of the endocranial cast, which prompted a response from Smith 1916c¢, and a reply from Wright
1916h. William Wright was Dean of London Hospital Medical College.)

Wright, W. 1916b. The endocranial cast of the Piltdown skull. Man, 16 (Oct), 158. (In response to Smith
1916¢, who accuses the present writer, in Wright 1916a, of inaccuracy in respect of Symington’s supposed
criticism of Smith’s method of reconstructing the Piltdown skull, he replies that ‘It is quite true that Professor
Symington has not discussed the mode of reconstruction of the skull, nor was it stated that he had, but he has
criticised the mode of reconstructing the brain by taking a cast of the interior of the cranium... Professor
Symington has further shown that even when an endocranial cast is taken under the most favourable conditions,
such a cast can only convey a general idea of the external appearance of the brain’, the more so when ‘the
cranium is fragmentary, and its reconstruction admittedly faulty...”)
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Young, S. A. 2001. Edward T. Hall. Nature, 413 (11 Oct), 592-593. (Professor ‘Teddy’ Hall, 1924-2001,
was a scientist who worked with developing new methods to locate, date and authenticate ancient objects.
He applied X-ray fluorescence spectroscopy to the Piltdown remains in 1953. An obituary also appeared in
the Daily Telegraph, 17 Aug, p. 27.)

Zarris, V. 2009. Fake — review. Chicago Stage Review, 14 Oct: http://www.chicagostagereview.com/fake/
(“Steppenwolf Theatre creates an extravagant gothic setting for their world premiere of playwright Eric
Simonson’s Fake. It tells the story of the controversy surrounding the 1912 discovery of the infamous
“Piltdown Man” skull, purported to be the missing link between ape and man but later proved to be an
elaborate hoax. Famous writer Sir Arthur Conan Doyle invites the finders of the skull and an American
journalist to his home for an evening of witty banter regarding the find. When accusations of a prank arise,
egos get bruised and the stage is set for a non-linear time-traveling who-done-it melodrama.’)

Ziman, J. M. 1970. Some pathologies of the scientific life. Nature, 227 (5 Sept), 996-997. (‘Scientists are
in tacit cooperation when they communicate their results to one another, criticize, recognize, refer to, appoint
or promote each other. They act in expectation that their contemporaries will behave according to certain
conventions. Any serious breach of these conventions is a pathological symptom, deserving our attention...
Strangely enough, deliberate, conscious, fraud is extremely rare in the world of academic science... the only
well-known case is “Piltdown Man”, which is more of a monument to the absolute trust that we have in a
reputable fellow scientist than an example of a grandly conceived crime... Self-deception...is an exceedingly
common phenomenon in the scientific world.”)

Zuckerman, H. 1977. Deviant behaviour and social control in science. In: Deviance and social change /
edited by E. Sagarin. Beverly Hills: Sage, pp. 87-138. (Reference to Piltdown occurs on pp. 92, 100-101.
From Turrittin 2006.)

Zuckerman, S. 1971. Art and science in anatomical diagnosis. In: Beyond the ivory tower: the frontiers of
public and private science / by S. Zuckerman. New York: Taplinger, pp. 61-74. (Originally from a 1954
essay. Speaking of the Piltdown fiasco, Zuckerman rather naively says: ‘Accepting that the jawbone was
deliberately planted and faked, the faker must have known more about primate anatomy than all the highly
distinguished anatomists he deluded. He knew enough to take them in not once but repeatedly.” Not seen.)

Zuckerman, S. 1972. The Piltdown men. Times Literary Supplement, 27 Oct, 1287. (A response to Anon.
1972b. Zuckerman is sharply critical of Ronald Millar’s assertions against Elliott Smith. Not seen)

Zuckerman, S. 1973. Sir Grafton Elliot Smith. In: The concepts of human evolution / edited by S. Zuckerman.
London: Academic Press/Zoological Society of London (Symposia of the Zoological Society of London, no.
33), pp. 3-21. (Defends Elliot Smith against the accusations of Millar 1972. Not seen)

Zuckerman, S. 1990a. A new clue to the real Piltdown forger? New Scientist, 128 (3 Nov), 16. (Refutes
the claim by Frank Spencer (as stated in Shipman 1990) that Sir Arthur Keith was the hoaxer, and instead,
points to Harrison Matthews’ contention that Martin Hinton, either alone or with some other person, was
involved. Hinton’s entry in Who’s Who in 1935 records that he was interested in hoaxes and had studied
many of them. The article reproduces Hinton’s posthumous entry in Who Was Who 1961-1970. See comment
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