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1.  Confirmation bias 

Confirmation bias is not hard to understand.  It‟s what happens 

when you want to believe in something so badly you accept 

flimsy evidence for it, or you ignore contrary evidence.  We all 

do this from time to time―in life, in love, in sports, in the 

voting booth.  I must admit that I, too, who prides himself on 

his caution and diligent attention to the highest standards of 

truth and objectivity―when the pay is good―do it from time 

to time.  I suppose the great hope (and sometimes great 

delusion) of what‟s called “methodology” is to remove as 

much bias as possible by setting up rules of inquiry.  If you 

follow all these rules, you‟ll pitch a perfect inning as far as 

epistemology is concerned.  At least that‟s the hope. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One can, of course, misuse the concept of confirmation bias.  

Consider a scientist who fires his confirmation bias cannon off 

at another scientist.  The other can just as easily return the 

compliment and lay siege with insulting mortar fire about the 

other‟s close relatives and business connections.  I‟ve noticed 

that psychological explanations about why we do what we do 

are often just cover for insufferable ad hominem attacks, i.e., 

intellectual food fights.  

In the case of Piltdown Man, however, we don‟t have to prove 

confirmation bias.  Darwinists admit it right up front.  In 

summing up the lessons of the Piltdown forgery, John E. Walsh 

speaks about the “pernicious effect on science of fashionable 

ideas, „the degree to which a prevailing paradigm may 
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influence and even dominate not only thinking but 

discovery.‟”
1
 

Granted, he takes it back a bit when he claims that the danger is 

greatest in “pioneering studies” where evidential material is 

supposedly still scarce.  It‟s doubtful, however, whether 

philosophers of science would agree with this limitation to 

earlier studies, for they think that even in the area of later, 

“normal-science” there is great danger.  Popper, for instance, 

believed that complacent, “normal-science” was always bad, 

and true science was always pioneering, revolutionary science.
2
 

There is no question the theory of evolution was behind the 

ready acceptance of Piltdown Man.  Arthur Keith, after a visit 

with Arthur Smith Woodward, chief promoter of the Piltdown 

finds, said, “The simian character of the lower jaw surprised 

neither of us; if Darwin‟s theory was well founded, then a 

blend of man and ape was to be expected in the earliest forms 

of man.”
3
 

In addition, J. S. Weiner, the scientist who exposed the 

Piltdown hoax in the 1950s, said: “[Lewis] Abbott‟s whole 

attitude to the Piltdown discoveries testifies eloquently to the 

accomplishment of the Piltdown hoaxer in bringing to 
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realization a set of ideas and theories already entertained, in 

lesser or greater degree, by others.”
4
 

As we said, Walsh‟s distinction between earlier, “pioneering” 

work and later, objective, “settlement” work doesn‟t always 

pan out.  It certainly doesn‟t pan out in the Piltdown case.  The 

evidence for fraud in the Piltdown finds was overwhelming 

even in the earliest days.  According to Miles Russell: 

“[Woodward‟s] failure to spot flagrant pieces of forgery in the 

blatantly artificial wear patterns in the teeth of both Plagiaulax 

and Eoanthropus, the steel cut marks in the Piltdown elephant-

bone tool and the chemical staining of the entire Piltdown bone 

and flint assemblage is unforgivable, but he appears to have 

been totally taken in by Dawson‟s „discoveries‟.”
5
 

Despite the “flagrant” signs of fraud, the theory of evolution 

provided the motivation for accepting Piltdown Man as 

genuine, and prevented an objective evaluation of it.  

Confirmation bias infected the whole case from the start.  As 

one contemporary newspaper put it, “The theory of evolution 

applied to man suggest that he had a common origin with the 

apes, and since Darwin‟s theory gained acceptance the need 

has been felt for discovering „the missing link‟ between the 

highest apes and the lowest men [sic].  The gulf between the 

two has not yet been bridged, though we must wait for the 
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judgement of the experts to know how much it has been 

narrowed by the discovery in Sussex.”
6
 

There was indeed a psychological “need” to find confirmation 

of the theory of common descent―of bridging the gulf 

between the “highest” apes, and the “lowest” men.  So great is 

confirmation bias in the theory of evolution that even now 

some Darwinists are making excuses for previous failures to 

recognize the Piltdown finds as fraudulent.  Walsh claims that 

far from Piltdown Man being a disaster for science, the 

uncovering of the hoax “greatly simplified and even 

strengthened the general theory of human evolution.” 
7
 

Even the salutary lesson of caution about not speculating when 

evidence is fragmentary is thrown under the bus in the interests 

of Darwinism. E. A. Hooton said: “I do not agree that 

anthropologists should refrain from formulating theories of 

human evolution around incomplete and fragmentary fossils.  

If Dubois had not been willing to speculate [about 

Pithecanthropus] an important phase of human evolution that 

was accurately forecast from this discovery might have had to 

await the discoveries of Van Koenigswald nearly a half-century 

later….”
8
 

As if Piltdown Man were not enough to undermine such 

theoretical complacency as expressed by Hooten, scientists 

have had to backtrack on formerly ballyhooed finds such as 
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Nebraska Man and Ramapithecus.  In 1922, Nebraska Man was 

touted by the New York Times as “forg[ing] a new and strong 

link in Darwin‟s theory that man and ape descend from a 

common group.”
9
  The Times reporter went out of his way to 

associate the find with Nebraska, “home of William Jennings 

Bryan, where he formulated his arguments against Darwinism 

and the theory that man was related to a monkey….” 

The reporter mentioned the Nebraska tooth was found by a 

geologist named Harold J. Cook, who had made no suggestions 

about its anthropoid origins.  That had been done by Osborn:  

“In recognition of his work Dr. Osborn has suggested that the 

name of this new prehistoric primate, or Ape-Man of the 

Western World, shall be Hesperopithecus Haroldcookii.” 

The reporter couldn‟t make up his mind about what to call it.  

Sometimes he wrote, “Ape of the Western World” and at other 

times, “Ape-Man of the Western World.”  It is difficult to see 

how the evidence could have supported the Ape-Man claim 

anyway.  The reporter had even cited Osborn to the effect that 

it was not an ape-man: “I never stated that Hesperopithecus 

was either an Ape-Man or in the direct line of human ancestry. 

. . . Until we find the complete dentition, or parts of the skull or 

of the skeleton, we cannot ascertain whether Hesperopithecus 

is a member of the anthropoid ape stock or of human stock.” 

Nevertheless, this admission by Osborn did not prevent him 

from joining the fun at Bryan‟s expense.  He called attention to 

his newspaper debate with Bryan, and how it was a “humorous 
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coincidence” that the tooth had been found in Nebraska.  

Osborn further portrayed himself as the voice of reason 

regarding the Nebraska tooth, between the pro-human ancestor 

optimism of G. Elliot Smith, and the skepticism of Smith-

Woodward (chief scientist of the Piltdown excavations). 

Osborn also wrote a book in 1925 called The Earth Speaks to 

Bryan, dedicated to John Scopes, defendant in the Scopes trial.  

The dedication says, “To John Thomas Scopes, courageous 

teacher who elected to face squarely the issue that the youth of 

the State of Tennessee should be freely taught the truths of 

nature. . . .”
10

  Among these truths of nature, Osborn cites 

Piltdown Man as an example.
11

  Additionally, here is what he 

said about Nebraska Man: 

“It is noteworthy that shortly after this pledge to accept the Truth appeared 

in 1922, the Earth spoke to Bryan and spoke from his own native State of 

Nebraska, in the message of a diminutive tooth, the herald of our 

knowledge of anthropoid apes in America.  This Hesperopithecus tooth is 

like the „still small voice‟; its sound is by no means easy to hear.  Like the 

hieroglyphics of Egypt, it requires a Rosetta Stone to give the key to 

interpretation.  Our Rosetta Stone is comparison with all the similar 

grinding teeth known, collected from all parts of the world and described or 

figured in learned books and illustrations.  By these means this little tooth 

speaks volumes of truth―truth consistent with all we have known before, 

with all that we have found elsewhere.”
12
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From there Osborn went on to instruct us about the relation 

between truth and preconceived opinion: “What shall we do 

with the Nebraska tooth? . . . Certainly we shall not banish this 

bit of truth because it does not fit in with our preconceived 

notions and because at present it constitutes infinitesimal but 

irrefutable evidence that the man-apes wandered over from 

Asia into North-America.”
13

 

While Osborn avoids the term “ape-man,” his term “man-apes” 

gave more evolutionary significance to the find than he 

originally claimed in the Times article.   Other scientists quoted 

in the Times threw caution to the wind.  “It adds another item,” 

they said, “in the enormous mass of evidence showing that man 

is merely a specialized derivative of some „ancient member of 

the anthromorphous subgroup,‟ in strict accordance with 

Darwin‟s conclusion.” 

They also managed to go on the war-path against American 

Indians, claiming that the tooth “bears strikingly similarities 

not only to a similar second molar of the chimpanzee, the 

gorilla and the gibbon, but also to the same tooth in the 

American Indian.”  

Finally, the Times reporter provided a “just so” story for the 

Nebraska Man, giving it a life-history, and indicating that it 

had gradually gone extinct, “only to be discovered,” says the 

reporter, “a million years later as a bit of refutation of Bryan‟s 

arguments.” 
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Nebraska Man turned out to be an extinct pig. 

Old Ramapithecus fared a bit better.  It was at least a genuine 

fossil discovery, and was not some misidentified porker.  It was 

also found too late for the purposes of taunting Bryan.  The 

fragments of Ramapithecus had been discovered in 1932 in 

India, but were not regarded by most anthropologists as 

ancestral to man until Elwyn Simons found the jawbone in a 

museum at Yale.
14

  He and David Pilbeam began claiming that 

Ramapithecus was an ancestor of man and before long, as 

James Shreeve says, “Ramapithecus was flaunting its „Earliest 

Man‟ status in introductory anthropology texts and museum 

dioramas around the world. . . .”
15

 

Simons and Pilbeam only had some teeth and jaw fragments, 

but still declared that Ramapithecus walked upright.  

Ramapithecus even made its way into the infamous 

evolutionary “perp walk” in the Time-Life book Early Man.
16

 

Some scientists, such as J. T. Robinson, had warned that the 

evidence was not strong enough to prove anything.  “In the 

case of Ramapithecus,” said Robinson, “the evidence seems to 

me to be equivocal and totally inadequate to justify placement 

in the Hominidae.”
17

  However, while admitting differences of 

opinion about Ramapithecus, the majority of anthropologists 

accepted it as an ancestor of man.  Frank E. Poirier said, “With 
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modifications, most anthropologists adhere to the view that 

Ramapithecus is a hominid.”
18

 

Richard Leakey spoke of Ramapithecus as the “first true 

hominid,” but he admitted, “Now, if we are absolutely honest, 

we have to admit that we know nothing about Ramapithecus; 

we don‟t know what it looked like; we don‟t know what it did; 

and, naturally, we don‟t know how it did it!”  Nevertheless, 

Leakey claimed, “But with the aid of jaw and tooth fragments 

and one or two bits and pieces from arms and legs, all of which 

represents a couple of dozen individuals, we can make some 

guesses, more or less inspired.”
19

 

He continued: “The most dramatic thing to have happened to 

Ramapithecus during that frustrating fossil void is that it 

learned how to walk upright.”  Apparently Ramapithecus 

managed to do a lot of dramatic things during its career as an 

ancestor of man.  Said Leakey, “Ramapithecus stood up, that 

we know. . . .”  Yet earlier he had said we didn‟t know, but 

could only guess.
20

 

Unfortunately for Leakey, Simons, and Pilbeam, brother 

Ramapithecus was hit with a double-barreled scientific shot-

gun.  First, the team of Vincent Sarich and A. C. Wilson 

undermined the “hominid” status for Ramapithecus by way of 
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their molecular studies.
21

  Second, according to Shreeve, “new 

fossil evidence eventually showed that Ramapithecus was not 

Earliest Man after all, but some sort of primitive orangutan.”
22

 

Even Pilbeam gave it up after 1976.  His expedition to 

Pakistan, where the original Ramapithecus fragments had been 

found, turned up a Ramapithecus jaw that showed a non-human 

dental pattern―bad news for what was essentially a “dental 

hominid” (Poirier).  As Ian Tattersall said, “In any event, by 

the early 1980s Ramapithecus was no longer a contender for 

status as an early human, leaving Australopithecus with no 

obvious antecedent in the fossil record.”
23

 

The moral I would draw from this, or drag out of it if it balked, 

is that fragmentary evidence is not a sound basis for 

overconfident conclusions.  As one who has had long 

experience with fragmentary evidence and overconfident 

conclusions, I can report with some satisfaction that the 

principle holds good on a fairly consistent basis, and not just at 

tables. 

It was actually a great run of luck for Charles Dawson that his 

finds at Piltdown were a perfect fit for current theoretical 

expectations.  His fraudulent finds were not perfectly executed, 

and a little healthy suspicion combined with scientific 

objectivity could have seen through the hoax.  Nevertheless, 
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methodology took a back seat to theory:  “As [Michael] 

Hammond shows in detail, the then prevalent view of 

paleontological theory about human evolution―always subtly 

changing―by 1912 had reached precisely the stage of 

scientific expectation most welcoming to Piltdown Man, 

several disparate factors converging.”
24

   

This is the sort of thing Kuhn called paradigm blindness.  It‟s 

what we‟ve referred to as confirmation bias.  Dawson was an 

old fraud, and his fake fossils and tools should have easily been 

recognized as such, but the “expectations” of early twentieth-

century Darwinists undermined basic scientific methodology. 

That same bias exists today.  Darwinists still want to interpret 

every fossil man as confirmation of the theory of evolution.  

Weiner says, “Though today we are still far from an 

understanding of many matters concerning Man‟s origins, we 

are in no doubt about the reality of the transformation which 

has brought Man from a simian status to his sapiens form and 

capability.”
25

 

There‟s nothing like having a good methodology I always 

say―among other things I always say.  It can clear your mind 

of mental cobwebs at a minimum.  Nevertheless, if your 

assumptions defeat your methodology, you might as well throw 

in the scientific towel from the start. 
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2.  Planted “evidence” 

As a study in bias, you can‟t find a better example than the 

scientists who headed up the study of the Piltdown 

remains―Arthur Smith Woodward and Arthur Keith.  

Woodward wrote a book all about it called The Earliest 

Englishman.
26

  The book is really a “just so” story about 

Piltdown Man and his adventures.  Of the skull and jaw, 

Woodward said, 

“We may therefore conclude that the fossil skull from Piltdown belonged to 

a race which had only just become human.  Its brain was still a little 

unfinished, and the powers of speech and reasoning must have been 

comparatively limited.  The face could not be well described as refined, and 

the neck would not accord with our usual ideas of elegance.”
 27

 

I‟m not sure what part of the skull or jaw gave Woodward the 

information about the neck, but it is a very good description.  I 

am glad he was able to make the comparison with our “usual 

ideas of elegance.”  That is certainly a worthy standard by 

which a man can judge intelligently of the necks of his 

ancestors without fear that he might look like a silly goose in 

trying it. 

“His jaws,” continued Woodward, “still bore many marks of 

the ancestral apes which have since disappeared in all human 

races.  He was indeed a man of the dawn, and has been 

appropriately named Eoanthropus, from two Greek words 
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which mean Dawn-man.  His full scientific name is 

Eoanthropus Dawsoni, which recalls his discoverer, Mr. 

Dawson.” 

In the forward to Woodward‟s book, Arthur Keith says, “Here, 

then, is a record of fact which will continue to be read as long 

as Englishmen love the land of their birth; for many a century 

to come experts, seeking to unravel the complicated problem of 

human origins, will find inspiration in its pages.  It is a book 

full of thought, the right stuff to form a volume in The 

Thinker's Library.”  Keith further said of Charles Dawson: “In 

these pages Smith Woodward does Dawson full justice.  My 

heart went out to Charles Dawson, the scholarly country 

solicitor; as long as England can produce such men, her place 

in the Society of Nations is assured.” 

Until now I had never heard anyone cite Dawson as the cause 

of England‟s decline in recent years, but it is a good theory, 

and bears study. 

In response to Franz Weidenreich, who had doubted the 

authenticity of Piltdown Man because it contradicted his own 

view of how man evolved, Keith said: “I am firmly convinced 

that no theory of human evolution can be regarded as 

satisfactory unless the revelations of Piltdown are taken into 

account.” 

Eventually, scientists reexamined the Piltdown skull and dated 

it to the 14
th

-century A.D.  Before that, however, Grafton Elliot 

Smith had announced authoritatively, from his Darwinist 

perspective, that the Piltdown brain was “the most primitive 
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and the most simian brain so far recorded.”
28

  Even after 

learning of the forgery, Keith could still claim he was fooled 

because, among other things, the skull had “orang-like 

features.”
29

 

Additionally, scientists determined that the jaw was from an 

orangutan dated to the 15
th

-century A.D,
30

 and the fossil teeth 

were chimpanzee in origin and had been filed down to make 

them look human. 

Other so-called discoveries included Clactonian-style tools, 

consisting of hand-axes, hammer-stones, flint-borer, and pot-

boilers for heating water.  Another alleged find was a “cricket-

bat” tool made from elephant bone.  The animal bones found at 

Piltdown were of hippopotamus, rhinoceros, elephant, red-deer, 

horse, bison, and beaver. 

Researchers believe Dawson seeded the Piltdown gravels with 

all sorts of bones and flints he had obtained elsewhere.  It‟s 

surprising that Dawson didn‟t sneak gold-fish into the pit so as 

to add a little aquatic variety.  A whale would have done 

nicely, too.  J. S. Weiner, the scientist who uncovered the 

fraud, doubted everything about the Piltdown finds, not just the 

human fossils:  “The two Piltdown „men‟ were forgeries, the 

tools were falsifications, the animal remains had been 

planted.”
31
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3.  Persons of Interest 

There are as many claimants for the role of chief suspect in the 

Piltdown case as there are claimants for the role of the Anti-

Christ.  As with the latter case, when you take context and 

probability into account, the answer is not as difficult as it 

might appear at first.  Those who absolve Dawson in favor of 

another usually portray Dawson as a dupe or as a co-

conspirator (working with an accomplice). 

Some of the more prominent “persons of interest” were 

Teilhard de Chardin, Arthur Conan Doyle, and Arthur Keith.
32

  

Conan Doyle can be dismissed easily.  Doyle became a crank 

spiritualist in his old age, and the primary character-trait 

displayed in his acceptance of spiritualism and Fairies is that of 

the enthusiastic naïf.  Given this character-trait, it‟s more likely 

he would have been taken in by Dawson, for as Walsh says, 

“The complete convert, [Doyle] questioned nothing, rejected 

nothing, accepted all―the table rapping, the ghostly 

materializations, the spirit photography, . . [etc.].”
33

 

Doyle‟s combination of enthusiasm and naïveté made him the 

perfect mark for a bamboozler, and so he fell into the Piltdown 

trap just as he would later fall into the Cottingley Fairy trap.  

You‟ve heard of the Cottingley Fairies haven‟t you?  It‟s the 

old story of two girls who lived at Cottingley, England, who 

took photographs of themselves and some purported Fairies.  In 
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the photographs, the diminutive Fairies were all dressed in 

white, had wings, and were dancing in front of the girls. 

These are obviously faked pictures since anyone can double-

expose a photograph, or can cut out cardboard characters, set 

them up, and photograph them around humans.  Besides, every 

intelligent person knows that Fairies are bashful of dancing and 

cavorting about in front of strangers.  They also wear the more 

fashionable green and tend to avoid white, so as not to 

encourage stereotypes. 

Even if Doyle had lived long enough to see the exposure of 

Piltdown Man, he probably would have continued to believe in 

Dawson.  Even when confronted with confessions by 

spiritualists of their fraudulent practices, Doyle refused to 

accept their confessions.  All in all, Doyle‟s psychological 

make-up predisposed him away from originating fakery, and 

toward accepting it with the unquestioning faith only a mother 

could summon up, against all experience, regarding the honesty 

and uprightness of her children. 

The claim has been made that Doyle‟s The Lost World was the 

inspiration for the Piltdown Hoax.  Unfortunately for this 

theory, however, Doyle‟s “ape-men” in The Lost World are 

simian in character;―they have low foreheads, and sharp 

canine teeth, just the opposite of Piltdown Man.
34

  In addition, 

Doyle would have had little motivation for the fraud, as he was 

already famous and had no need to add to his fame, nor put it at 

risk by originating fake fossil finds.  Finally, far from Piltdown 
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Man being the inspiration for The Lost World, it actually came 

from Doyle‟s friend Ray Lankester, who wrote the book 

Extinct Animals in 1906.  Doyle even references Lankester in 

the text of The Lost World. 

The Catholic priest and writer, Teilhard de Chardin, has also 

been accused of the fraud, first by Louis Leaky (1971), then by 

creationist writer, M. Bowden (1977), then by Stephen Gould 

(1980).
35

  The case depends almost entirely upon a letter 

written by Teilhard after the exposure of the fraud, in which 

there are some discrepancies as to the order of events that took 

place.  It is obvious, however, that after 41 years Teilhard 

simply forgot some of the details of the discoveries, or jumbled 

them together. 

What‟s interesting about the letter is that Teilhard sends out the 

strongest possible signal that he may be inaccurate about the 

details. He uses such phrases as “if I am correct,” “must have 

been,” “I cannot remember whether,” “I believe,” “your 

question makes me doubtful,” and “I think.”  Teilhard is 

whispering between the lines that his chronology might be off, 

and is implying that it may need to be corrected. 

Unless you have an infallible memory, as I do when I can 

remember to use it, you will find it hard to remember what you 

did last week.  What store did you go to, and what did you do 

afterward, and when did you go to the dentist, and when did the 

                                                           
35
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police officer give you a ticket, and when did the crack-of-

doom strike?  It would be near impossible to relate these events 

without hemming and hawing about the exact time-line.  How 

much more difficult would it be trying to remember a timeline 

from 41 years ago? 

Another problem with regarding Teilhard as the gray eminence 

at Piltdown is that in 1920 he wrote an article in which he 

rejected the idea that the jaw belonged to the skull.
36

  It 

wouldn‟t say much about Teilhard if he rejected the very thing 

that gave Piltdown Man its interest as a human ancestor, the 

correlation between the skull and the jaw. 

Arthur Keith has also been dragged in as a person of interest in 

the Piltdown fiasco.  However, the probability that Keith had 

any hand in the fraud, even as an accomplice, is low.  Keith 

himself believed Dawson was the culprit, and wrote in 1955 

that Dawson had “deliberately misled his best friend, Smith 

Woodward, and me.”
37

  Walsh says, “What would have made 

the taste of disillusionment even more bitter for Keith was the 

memory of how much glowing praise he had heaped on 

Dawson over the years―in letters, by word of mouth, in an 

obituary, in his varied writings on Piltdown, at the 1938 

monument dedication, in his foreword to Woodward‟s book, 

and in his own 1950 autobiography.”
38

 

                                                           
36

 Walsh, p. 137. 
37
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38
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There is one suspect of interest who has never been brought up 

for questioning, and I think it‟s a dereliction on the part of 

Piltdown researchers that they‟ve never fingered this 

individual.  I speak of “Chipper” the goose.  Chipper was 

present at the site when some of the other main suspects were 

in attendance.  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. Mr. Russell says of this goose that he 

“protects the pit from unwelcome visitors.”
39

 

Perhaps this odd behavior was a way of looking for the right 

opportunity to plant evidence, of seeking the best means to 

betray the confidence of those who had befriended him and 

allowed him a step up in life.  The reader might be skeptical of 

such a theory, but the case is proven for the simple reason that 

nobody has been able to rule the goose out as chief suspect. 

4.  Dawson’s guilt 

From my reading of books on Piltdown Man, I don‟t actually 

have any doubt that Charles Dawson was the guilty party in the 

fraud.  And he was the only guilty party in the fraud.  In fact, 

the common thread that runs throughout all of the alleged 

discoveries is the presence of one and only one man, Charles 

Dawson. 

There seems to be an inherent need among some people to 

absolve a criminal of his crimes, and to indict just about 

everyone else in the neighborhood.  For instance, it was not 
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John Wilkes Booth who killed Lincoln, but Andrew Johnson, 

Edwin Stanton, or whoever.  It was not Lee Harvey Oswald 

who killed Kennedy, but Lyndon Johnson, George Bush Sr., J. 

Edgar Hoover, and so on.  It was not Muslim terrorists who 

killed Americans on 9/11 but George Bush, Jr., Dick Cheney, 

Donald Rumsfeld, Jews, or even space aliens. 

I don‟t know where this blame-shifting need comes from, any 

more than I know where a need to believe in conspiracy 

theories comes from.  I suppose it‟s based on a desire to 

explain a lot of useless facts.  I don‟t have anything against 

useless facts.  I‟ve got lots of them, enough to give to charity 

and not feel pinched.  The difference is that for me, these facts 

are disjointed, scattered, and usually entirely, utterly worthless 

in the larger scheme of things.  For conspiracy theorists, 

however, all such facts, no matter how small, disparate, or 

valueless, are conscripted for purposes of serving larger 

theories of nefarious causation. 

With respect to Piltdown Man, most of the case for other 

suspects rests upon attempts to absolve Dawson of 

dishonorable motives, or claims that he lacked the technical 

skills allegedly required to carry out the fraud.  The case falls 

apart, however, if it can be shown (a) that Dawson had a 

history of dishonorable conduct, and (b) that he had all the 

skills necessary to carry out the fraud. 

In recent years Piltdown researchers have come to believe 

Dawson is the chief and only real suspect.
40

  This is mainly 
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because Piltdown Man was not the first of Dawson‟s frauds.  

These earlier fakes and frauds have undergone more study in 

recent years, and it‟s convinced them Dawson had the means 

and motive to perpetrate the Piltdown hoax.
41

  In fact, by the 

time Dawson turned his hand to faking fossil men, he had 

become quite practiced in cooking up frauds.  He had many 

years to learn his techniques and to get results out to customers 

without undercooking or slopping on carelessly.  Such 

experience helped him immensely in pulling off the Piltdown 

hoax. 

Early fakery is an indicator of future fraud.  I don‟t think 

there‟s any doubt that Dawson‟s pre-Piltdown productions reek 

of fakery, gross misinterpretation, outright plagiarism, or 

wholesale compiling of other people‟s writings with little or no 

credit given.  There‟s nothing worse than a man who fakes his 

intellectual coin and borrows literature with no contract.  It 

takes no talent at all to do that―which means I could do it in 

my sleep.  I have to admit I could probably do it awake, too, 

which saddens me . . . a little. 

Piltdown researchers have noticed that for many of his pre-

Piltdown finds, Dawson tended to be vague about the exact 

nature of find spots, the exact time of the finds, and the 

stratigraphy of the finds.  This vagueness, which is so 

characteristic of Dawson‟s early work, would be repeated again 

in his Piltdown “discoveries.”  The suspicious nature of the 

early finds was first noted by Weiner.  Other scholars have 
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come to similar conclusions.  Even one faked artifact would be 

enough to condemn Dawson and expel him from the ranks of 

trustworthy archaeologists.  Two or three such fakes would 

sink any chance that his subsequent finds would be taken 

seriously by the academic community―at least the academic 

community of the early 1900s.  Nevertheless, Dawson‟s 

“discoveries” add up to much more than one, two, or three 

faked finds or grossly misinterpreted artifacts or plagiarized 

documents.  The actual number turns out to be in the thirties.  

Miles Russell has provided an encyclopedic discussion of these 

Dawson-finds, as follows: 

 

 

# Name Find Evaluation Culprit 

1 Plagiaulax dawsoni a tooth supposedly representing a “Cretaceous Mammal” Fake Dawson 

2 Lavant Cave assemblage supposed Neolithic & Roman flint mine Fake Dawson 

3 Hastings Castle Alleged imprint of men on walls in alleged dungeon Fake Dawson 

4 Castle Lodge Supposed dungeon in castle Fake Dawson 

5 Blackmore's Stone Axe Alleged Neolithic axe Fake Dawson 

6 Bexhill Boat ancient boat found in Wealden clay Fake Dawson 

7 Beauport Park Statuette "cast iron" Roman statuette Fake Dawson 

8 Uckfield Horseshoe "Roman shoe" or "hippo-sandal" horseshoe Fake Probably Dawson 

9 Herstmonceux Fireback A Sussex fireback called the "Dacre Crest" Undetermined Unknown 

10 Chiddingly Dog Gate Gated claimed to be by Fuller of Heathfield forge Undetermined Unknown 

11 Lewes Prick Spur spurs allegedly worn by Norman knights Fake Probably Dawson 

12 Bermondsey Abbey Curfew fireguard allegedly from the Middle Ages Undetermined Unknown 

13 Hastings Mace tipstaff allegedly used to make arrests on the sea Undetermined Unknown 

14 Arabic Anvil blacksmith's anvil, with supposed inscription date of 1515 (AD) Possibly Faked Dawson 

15 Beauport Park Axe small iron axe supposedly of Roman origin Possibly Faked Dawson 

16 Bulverhythe Hammer antler hammer, but actually cheek-piece of bridle bit Fake Dawson 

17 St Leonards Bronze Hoard alleged bronze age collection Fake Probably Dawson 

18 Suxxex Loops Late Bronze Age bracelets Undetermined Unknown 

19 Chinese Vase alleged 3rd or 4th century BC Chinese bronze bowl Fake Dawson 

20 Pevensey bricks brick with Latin text allegedly from AD 395 or so, modern brick Fake Dawson 
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21 Dene Holes report of subterranean passages in southern England Plagiarized Dawson 

22 Sussex iron, pottery & glass report of Sussex iron & pottery 

Compiled from 

others‟ writings Dawson 

23 History of Hastings Castle history of the castle 

Compiled from 

others‟ writings Dawson 

24 Red Hills of Essex report of mounds of red clay in Essex 

Compiled from 

others‟ writings Dawson 

25 Heathfield Natural Gas discovery of alleged natural gas in Sussex wrongly interpreted Dawson 

26 Toad in a Hole mummified toad allegedly preserved in hollow nodule Fake Dawson 

27 English Channel Sea Serpents report of supposed sea serpent Fake Dawson 

28 Thirteenth Dorsal Vertebra report of extra vertrebra in Inuit skeletons, as also in apes Plagiarized Dawson 

29 Hastings Rarities report of exotic birds in Hastings Fake Undetermined 

30 Maresfield Map supposed map from the eighteenth-century Fake Undetermined 

31 Ashburnham Dial reputed Georgian artifact Fake Undetermined 

 

 

The above categories for “Evaluation” and “Culprit” could be 

stronger, but I have in the main adopted Russell‟s judgments 

on these.
42

  In reality, while admitting clear instances of fakery 

and of Dawson‟s guilt, Russell often allows Dawson to be 

taken off the hook and thrown back, so to speak.  Others, such 

as Weiner and Walsh, have harsher judgments about these 

finds, but even with Russell‟s relatively soft-pedaling 

approach, the results are still damning for Dawson‟s credibility. 

It is sometimes claimed that Dawson did not have the technical 

skills necessary to carry out the fraud without detection.  

However, Dawson knew how to stain artifacts, and had a fairly 
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good knowledge of archaeology.
43

  Staining was the way the 

hoaxer made the bones look like fossils, and as an amateur 

archaeologist he knew exactly what Woodward and others 

were looking for.  As Walsh says, there‟s a reluctance to admit 

that an amateur can fool a scientist.  Because of this, the idea is 

that Dawson needed an accomplice with scientific credentials 

to convince skeptical scientists. 

As the magician James Randi often pointed out, however, 

journalists and academics, including scientists, are often fooled 

by clever charlatans.  The main reason for this, I think, is that 

there is a lot of psychological manipulation involved in snake 

oil sales and in “psychic” phenomena.  Scientists are trained to 
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remove as much human psychology from their experiments as 

possible, so are not used to dealing with psychological 

manipulation when it is used for underhanded purposes.  That‟s 

why scientists who study “paranormal” phenomena need to 

have a professional magician on hand to review the 

experiments or the proceedings.  Magicians know 

psychological manipulation is a large part of the success of 

their magic acts, and since magicians pretend to be charlatans 

for purposes of entertainment, they can easily see through the 

gimmicks of the real charlatans. 

Dawson may not have had formal scientific training, but as the 

table above indicates, he had plenty of experience where it 

counted―fooling the scientific community.  Even some who 

accuse others of the fraud still indict Dawson as a shill.  Gould, 

for instance, while chasing Teilhard down the highways and 

byways of speculation, acknowledged that Dawson was an 

accomplice, thus admitting his guilt.  

What‟s interesting is that some of the local Sussex scientists 

suspected Dawson of fraud right from the start.  Harry Morris, 

an amateur archaeologist, was very knowledgeable about the 

flints in that part of the country, and upon seeing one of 

Dawson‟s flints, he rejected their Lower Pleistocene 

designation and regarded them as Neolithic in age.  Morris did 

not suspect Piltdown Man to be fake, but did write down his 

suspicions about the Piltdown flints (though he never published 

his doubts).  Through a masterful job of tracking down the late 

Morris‟s old filing cabinet, Weiner came upon the Piltdown 

flint with two accompanying documents.  They said the 

following: 

“Stained by C. Dawson with intent to defraud (all). – H.M.” 

“Stained with permanganate of potash and exchanged by D[awson] for my 

most valued specimen! – H.M.” 

“I challenge the S[outh] K[ensington] Museum authorities to test the 

implements of the same patina as this stone which the impostor Dawson 

says were „excavated from the Pit-!‟  They will be found [to] be white if 

hydrochlorate [sic] acid be applied.  H.M.  Truth will out.”
44 

Morris also wrote: 

“Judging from an overheard conversation, there is every reason to suppose 

that the „canine tooth‟ found at P[ilt] Down was imported from France.” 

Then the words: 

“Watch C. Dawson.  Kind regards.”
45

 

It is true that Morris may have held a grudge against Dawson 

because the latter attacked his own theory about “eoliths.”  

Nevertheless, often-times competing theories provide 

motivation for proponents to be more critical of their 

competitors.  That is in fact why Weidenreich questioned the 

association of the Piltdown skull with the jaw.  It went against 

his own theory of human evolution.  So Morris was keyed up 

to see errors or fakery while others turned a blind eye to it. 
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Morris‟s friend, Major Marriott, a career naval officer, also 

voiced skepticism about the Piltdown finds.  He was joined by 

others, including Captain Guy St. Barbe, Alfred Oke, Reginald 

Smith, and A. S. Kennard.  None of these men, however, had 

the kind of scientific authority that could compete with such 

luminaries as Smith Woodward or Arthur Keith, so they were 

largely ignored.
46

 

Dawson was not well-liked in his community.  He had earned 

the enmity of a number of people due to a shady real-estate 

transaction.
47

  Additionally, local skepticism about the 

Piltdown finds led to very little local interest about Charles 

Dawson.  Despite this, the rest of the world wanted to honor 

the man with a monument (before the hoax was exposed), so 

they set one up to honor him.  It is now forgotten by all but 

Piltdown researchers, and its inscription says, untruthfully: 

“Here in the old river gravel Mr Charles Dawson FSA, found 

the fossil skull of Piltdown man 1912-1913.” 

An illustration of Dawson‟s habit of exaggerating and telling 

very tall tales can be found in his report to Woodward of a sea-

serpent he supposedly saw in the English Channel.  It is a 

remarkable account, and must have given Woodward pause 

about the scholarly sobriety of his friend: 

“It was some two miles away right ahead of the ship.  While trying to focus 

on the object as sharply as possible I heard two men (passengers) talking 

about it.  One said, „Hallo!  What‟s that coming, the sea-serpent or what is 

it?‟  The object had then shifted its course and instead of coming at us had 
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turned on a side track of about 45 degrees from our port side, but offered a 

more extended and less complicated view.  I could not see any head or tail 

but a series of very rounded arched loops like the most conventional old 

sea-serpent you could imagine, and the progressive motion was very smart 

and serpentine for when one loop was up its neighbor was down.  I could 

see no detail except the long black arched line, dipping into the water at 

either end. . . . The loops were fully 8 feet out of the water, and the length 60 

to 70 feet at the smallest computation. . . . I watched it receding from the 

vessel in an oblique direction until it entered the path of the sun‟s rays upon 

the water until [I] finally lost it.”
48

 

Some years before this, a captain M‟Quhae reported seeing a 

60-foot long sea-monster that accompanied his ship, HMS 

Daedalus, for about twenty minutes.  It had a head that 

resembled a snake‟s, and a mane that resembled a horse‟s.  

This began the public‟s fascination with sea monsters.
49

  A few 

weeks after the M‟Quhae report, the crew of another ship, 

HMS St Vincent, sighted what they thought was a sea-serpent.  

They described it as having a “shaggy mane, about 100 feet 

long, and tapering towards the tail; it was going with the tide, 

and had a rapid, undulating motion.”  This is very much like 

M‟Quhae‟s report.  As the ship got closer to the “sea-serpent,” 

the sailors raised their weapons ready to take out the monster.  

However, as they got close enough to a make out what this 

shaggy-maned, undulating, sea monster was, they were in for a 

surprise: 

“[J]ust as we thought the sport was about to begin,” wrote one of the 

witnesses, “down went the guns, and from their gestures we saw something 

very laughable had occurred.  On their return we found that the supposed 
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serpent was a long line of soot.  Some steamer in the Southampton Waters 

had evidently swept her dirty flues, and the soot from tubes or flues is 

always of a very sticky nature, and as it was pitched overboard it went away 

with the tide, sticking together, and gradually forming into the shape of a 

long serpent, the wave motion giving it an undulating life-like appearance.”  

Here then is a plausible explanation for the M‟Quhae sighting 

as well.  It may simply have been some bit of pollution and 

debris in the water that they saw from afar off and mistook to 

be a sea-creature.  Dawson‟s report cannot be so easily 

explained.  He says he saw the sea-creature “two miles away” 

and describes it as looking exactly like a sea-serpent from 

conventional imagination.  He even says the sea-serpent had 

“loops” that came up fully eight feet out of the water, one 

going up while the other was going down. 

Dawson‟s report is too specific to be explained as some bit of 

pollution or debris in the water.  If he had not been so specific 

in his description, I could pass it off as the product of an over-

active imagination rather than the production of a deliberate 

confabulator.  That‟s too bad, for up to this point, I was 

reluctant to question Dawson‟s commitment to the highest 

standards of honest inquiry and intellectual rectitude.  It‟s true, 

I swear. 

I hesitate to add, because it‟s rather well known and in no need 

of proof, being on the order of the self-evident, but sea-serpents 

do not “loop.”  They do surf on occasion, and take in the sun, 

when responsibilities can be laid aside for a time and the home 

isn‟t neglected.  They do tend to be rather friendly, for when a 

wave sweeps a man out to sea, it is the sea-serpent that is most 

likely to fetch him back with most of the parts still attached.  

That‟s different from the shark who rarely guarantees more 

than a fifty percent return on investments. 

5.  Dawson’s motivation 

Dawson‟s motivation for the hoax did not seem to have much 

to do with Darwinism.  He was undoubtedly a Darwinist, but I 

can‟t find any evidence he was digging for that particular bone.  

His real motivation was personal ambition.  His pre-Piltdown 

finds are usually not of a spectacular variety, guaranteed to 

bring the world to his doorstep.  Rather, they were just 

sufficient to give him some local fame, and to enhance his 

reputation step-by-step up the ladder of respectability.  Walsh 

says, 

“[Dawson] had now set his sights on the ultimate prize in the intellectual 

arena, a fellowship in the Royal Society, and for this campaign he changed 

his tactics.  A reputation as a historian of British antiquities was his new 

goal.  To achieve it, he turned his back on the fabrication of actual objects 

and took up plagiarism.”
50

 

Weiner thinks Dawson‟s career of fraud can ultimately be 

traced to a desire to outshine his brothers, both of who had 

been successful in their careers.
51

  His brother Hugh had 

become the vicar of Clandown, while his brother Trevor served 

in the Royal Navy, and was knighted in 1909.
52
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Weiner spoke about the persistence of Dawson‟s concern for 

the “transitional” or “intermediate” form.  Most of his finds are 

of the “intermediate” variety.  In other words, he had a 

continuing interest in the “missing link,” whether of a 

technological, historical, or biological variety.  “In the long 

period,” says Weiner, “between Plagiaulax and Piltdown, he 

brought forward such examples as a „transitional‟ boat, half 

coracle and half canoe (1894), a „transitional‟ horseshoe 

(1903), a neolithic stone weapon with a wooden haft (1894), 

the first use of cast-iron (1893), a form between Ptychodus and 

Hybocladus (1903), a Norman „prick spur‟, a cross between 

goldfish and carp (1909).  That Dawson should thoroughly 

appreciate the full implications of a „Dawn man‟―faunistic, 

geological, archaeological, and even anatomical―emerges 

irresistibly from the record of his activities, his abilities, and 

his habit of thought.”
53

 

None of these finds were authentic, but at least they had the 

aura of the transitional, which was the equivalent of the Holy 

Grail for many nineteenth century archaeologists and 

historians. 

Dawson believed that finding missing links was the path to 

acclaim.  He invested all of his fraudulent instincts into that 

stock, and certainly got a good many years‟ return out of it.  

Weiner says, “There emerges also from our survey the 

certainty that Dawson was always eager for new and arresting 

discoveries.  His anxiety for recognition is clearly displayed 
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over his belief that at the Royal College of Surgeons he had 

found a new race of man.”
54

 

New race of man?  The “new race” consisted of “certain 

human skeletons” which had “the 13
th

 Dorsal Vertebrae.”  This 

was important to Dawson because humans have 12 dorsal 

vertebrae whereas apes commonly have 13 dorsal vertebrae.  In 

evolutionary theory, this means man lost a vertebra during his 

evolution and couldn‟t find it again.   The trick was to explain 

the persistence of the extra vertebra in some humans. 

These were actually Intuit skeletons housed at the Royal 

College under the care of Arthur Keith.  Dawson purported to 

study these skeletons and wrote up an eight-page paper, with 

pictures, about the “new race.” Dawson wrote to Woodward 

that he wanted to “secure the priority to which I am entitled.”  

The subject matter was not new, however, and a book about it 

by A. F. Le Double had already been published in France.  

Arthur Keith had the book, too, and had even been asked to 

write a review of it.
55

  This shows that Dawson was so addicted 

to the quest for fame that he went so far as to work up a 

plagiarized paper in the midst of his other fraud, the Piltdown 

finds. 

He could not get enough of respectability.  It consumed him.  It 

led him to more and more fixes, in the hopes of repeating the 

original high.  It must have stressed him out a good deal, too, 

for no man can live very long with that much respectability 
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coursing through his system.  It is not natural.  Also, it‟s likely 

if he had lived longer his continual “discoveries” would have 

become so outrageous even the clueless Woodward might have 

suspected something was afoot. 

Dawson was fluent in French, and the success of his plagiarism 

depended on the fact that most people were unlikely to read 

scientific publications in French.  If he had plagiarized directly 

from an English book, it would have been too obvious, but a 

French book?  Alas, in the end, nothing came of the paper.  

Woodward, wanting to keep the focus on Piltdown Man, 

wisely chose not to push any more of Dawson‟s “discoveries.”  

Doubtless, he did not suspect fraud, but probably sensed the 

enthusiasm of the amateur in Dawson, and chose to steer the 

solicitor away from any recklessness that might tarnish the 

prestige or uniqueness of Piltdown Man.  Woodward always 

knew who or what buttered his bread.  I think it‟s an admirable 

trait in him―one to be emulated by all those who would seek 

to walk in his steps and to achieve a similar reputation. 

Heidelberg Man had been discovered during Dawson‟s days as 

an amateur archaeologist, and researchers believe this more 

than anything else determined the direction of Dawson‟s next 

fraud―human fossils.
56

  Until the discovery of Heidelberg 

Man, Dawson‟s fame had been local and his largely plagiarized 

History of Hastings Castle, 1909, did not provide the acclaim 

he was hoping for.  Nevertheless, even prior to Piltdown Man, 

the results of all his labors gave Dawson an enviable local 
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reputation.  He became known as the “wizard of Sussex”
57

 

after the similarly named “Wizard of Menlo Park,” Thomas 

Edison. 

6.  Impact of Piltdown 

The Manchester Guardian ran the headline, “The Earliest Man?  

Remarkable Discovery in Sussex.  A Skull Millions of Years 

Old,” and claimed the discovery was “one of the most 

important of our time.”
58

  The London Times followed with a 

similar headline, and the Illustrated London News even 

provided a picture of Piltdown Man hunting with spear in hand 

(November, 1912). 

There‟s no harm in that I suppose.  If I had been hired to 

illustrate Piltdown Man, I would have built him up into a solid, 

upstanding, honest politician, complete with a platform that 

would be harmless to business interests, pleasant to farm 

interests, and rounded out with “free silver” and sound money.  

Oh just number the things I wouldn‟t do for a paycheck. 

The New York Times announced “Darwin Theory Is Proved 

True,” and claimed: “A race of apelike and speechless men, 

inhabiting England hundreds of thousands of years ago, when 

they had for their neighbors the mastodon and other animals 

now extinct, is the missing link in the chain in man's evolution, 

which leading scientists say they have discovered in what is 

generally described as „the Sussex skull‟” (December, 1912). 
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How the reporter knew Piltdown Man could not talk is not 

made clear, but it is good to know nonetheless.  Reporters say 

lots of things that are good to know. 

In their book, A New Human, Mike Morwood & Penny Van 

Oosterzee say, “The excitement caused by these finds was 

great, and the English newspapers took up the cry that „Dawn 

Man‟ had been found in the south of England. . . .”
59

  The 

headline writers were followed by book writers, who echoed 

the sentiments of the papers.  Ray Lankester in his Diversions 

of a Naturalist claimed that “in Eoanthropus we have in our 

hands, at last, the much-talked-of „missing link.‟”  Arthur Keith 

in his Antiquity of Man claimed it was “the earliest specimen of 

true humanity yet discovered.”
60

  Then, in what must be an 

acutely embarrassing moment for Darwinists, atheist defense 

attorney Clarence Darrow relied on “experts” who cited 

Piltdown Man as a witness for human evolution at the Scopes 

Trial.  To add to the shame-inducing pot, H. G. Wells appealed 

to Piltdown Man as proof of human evolution in his arguments 

against Roman Catholic polemicist Hilaire Belloc. 

Unquestionably, Piltdown Man served a need among Darwin‟s 

supporters.  The find provided the confirmation they were 

looking for, that at long last, here was the “first true „missing 

link.‟”
61
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After the exposure of the Piltdown hoax, Darwinists began the 

process of damage control.  In 1955, W. E. LeGros Clark 

remarked that the elimination of Piltdown man “greatly 

clarified discussions on the origin of man, for it has to be 

realized that . . . it was entirely out of conformity with all the 

fossil evidence of hominid evolution available from other parts 

of the world.”
62

  Clark would have us believe that Piltdown 

Man was a minor distraction, that all the fossil evidence was 

against it―had been for years.  Piltdown Man was really just 

“this odd assemblage of relics . . . [which] has been the subject 

of speculation and controversy.  Indeed, many authorities had 

been led to conclude that they present an insoluble problem.” 

Weiner also claimed that Piltdown Man had little consequence 

for the theory of human evolution:  “But as early members of 

the human family were discovered in Africa and Asia during 

the 1920s and 1930s, Piltdown Man was pushed into an 

increasingly peripheral position in the story of human 

evolution, because nothing else resembled it.”
63

 

In short, Piltdown Man was a rebel without an effect. 

On the other hand, Ann Gibbons claims the opposite: “For 

forty years, in fact, fallout from Piltdown would delay the 

recognition of the authentic fossils, including Dubois‟s Java 

man.”
64

  Her alleged proof for this is the universal belief in the 
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1940s that modern races evolved separately, but at different 

rates.  In this view Java man gave rise to modern Australian 

aborigines, Chinese homo-erectus man gave rise to modern 

Asians, Cro-Magnon man gave rise to Europeans. 

This is very strange.  The theory Gibbons is referring to―or 

variations of it―persisted long after the exposure of Piltdown 

Man.  In fact, the scientist most responsible for its popularity 

was Franz Weidenreich, who was also the chief critic of 

Piltdown Man―even before its exposure.  The theory is still 

held today under the name of the “regional continuity model” 

of human evolution. 

Of course, Weidenreich‟s theory has been pushed to the 

background by the “Out of Africa” model that posits all 

modern humans evolved from a single ancestor.  We will have 

to discuss it later.  Needless to say, the old idea of separate but 

differential evolution of modern humans has nowadays been 

shorn of any racist implications, with more emphasis on the 

“separate,” and virtually no emphasis on the “different rates.”  

Even though regional continuity may not be as respectable 

today as is the Out of Africa theory, its current status had 

nothing to do with the acceptance of, nor the rejection of, 

Piltdown Man. 

Gibbons also claims that Piltdown Man prevented for many 

years the recognition of the Australopithecines as ancestors of 

man.  She provides no proof for this, and later uses the 

modifier “perhaps”―meaning she doesn‟t know.  Her strongest 

bit of evidence is that Arthur Keith claimed the Taung baby 

was mistaken for a hominid because its youth made it look 

more modern.  That‟s pretty much it as far as her evidence 

goes.  There are, however, more likely reasons for the rejection 

of, or lack of interest in, the Taung child.  For one thing, it was 

found in Africa rather than Asia.  During the 1930s, Asia was 

regarded as the cradle of human evolution, not Africa.  In 

addition, at that time most evolutionists thought the evolution 

of the brain was more important than anything else in human 

evolution (e.g., bipedalism, jaw development, etc.).  The Taung 

baby went against their theory.
65

 

Gibbons provides a more likely reason for the tepid response to 

Australopithecus.  Dart‟s discovery was upstaged by the 1931 

discovery of Peking Man.  Gibbons even mentions this and 

says, “By the time Dart appeared in England, his presentation 

on the Taung baby was anticlimactic, and the scientists he 

visited were much more interested in talking about the Chinese 

fossils they had seen and an Asian origin for humans.”
66

 

So on the one hand, Piltdown Man was merely an insoluble 

problem in the development of the theory of human evolution 

since it went against all the evidence (Clark), or, was pushed 

aside by the evidence (Weiner) or, on the other hand, was an 

inauthentic fossil that delayed recognition of true fossil 

ancestors of man (Gibbons).  Piltdown Man either did or did 

not hinder the progress of the theory of evolution.  It can‟t be 

both, but leave it to Piltdown Man to play his pipes and lead a 

new gaggle of scientists astray. 
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Not content to let sleeping dogs lie, Ian Tattersall actually 

praises the Piltdown fraud as establishing “the central place of 

the fossil record in understanding the mysterious process by 

which modern humans had emerged from an „ape‟ ancestry.”
67

  

He fully recognizes that Piltdown was a “fiasco” but he must 

still polish and wax it up, and leave the reputation of 

Darwinism unsoiled from its frequent association with low 

characters.  “Unusual as this paleoanthropological tradition 

might be,” Tattersall says, “it certainly adds excitement and at 

least the appearance of progress to the study of human 

evolution―which may be what we want most out of the study 

of our own ancestry.  And for better or for worse, this way of 

doing business can be traced back to the Piltdown fiasco.” 

Ah, if we could only go back to those balmy days when fraud 

and fakery served so well the cause of science.  We don‟t get 

enough of that today―except in politics―but true science will 

undoubtedly advance when fraud is allowed to leaven the 

whole lump.  That always works better than scattershot, in my 

judgment.  

7.  Addendum: 

I came across an unusual admission from a Darwinist on the 

“talkorigins” website: 

 http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/piltdown.html 
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Tattersal, p. 49.  

The “talkorigins” website can always be counted on to defend 

everything Darwin and to criticize everything creation or 

intelligent design.  However, one of the writers of the site, 

Richard Harter, is in this instance more honest than some of his 

fellow Piltdown researchers.  He rightly rejects the Darwinist 

idea that Piltdown Man provided a good example of science 

correcting its errors.  He quotes the Daily Sketch as follows: 

“Anthropologists refer to the hoax as „another instance of desire for fame 

leading a scholar into dishonesty‟ and boast that the unmasking of the 

deception is „a tribute to the persistence and skill of modern research‟.  

Persistence and skill indeed!  When they have taken over forty years to 

discover the difference between an ancient fossil and a modern chimpanzee!  

A chimpanzee could have done it quicker.” 

Harter comments: “Far from being a triumph of Science the 

hoax points to common and dangerous faults.  The hoax 

succeeded in large part because of the slipshod nature of the 

testing applied to it; careful examination using the methods 

available at the time would have immediately revealed the 

hoax.  This failure to adequately examine the fossils went 

unmarked and unnoticed at the time―in large part because the 

hoax admirably satisfied the theoretical expectations of the 

time.” 

He concludes: “The hoax illuminates two pitfalls to be wary of 

in the scientific process.  The first is the danger of inadequately 

examining and challenging results that confirm the currently 

accepted scientific interpretation.  The second is that a result, 

once established, tends to be uncritically accepted and relied 

upon without further reconsideration.” 

http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/piltdown.html
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Harter moralizes well, but neither he nor any of his Darwinist 

colleagues really accepts this in practice.  The theory of 

evolution is the largest hoax in recorded history, yet it is still 

uncritically accepted and relied upon without further 

reconsideration by Harter and his colleagues.  That‟s the way it 

has been for a long time now, and that‟s the way it‟s going to 

be for many years to come.  The remedy is for scientists to 

stand up to the usual Darwinian group think, and expose the 

hoax for what it is. 

Nevertheless, I think I‟m going to go short on that, rather than 

long. 

 

 

Finis

 


