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" For ‘mongst men [ sec

That justice brings, in time,

All things to light.”

— Furirines 2

PREFACE

FINGERPRINTS

Importance of the
Ruxton Case

By SHERIFF WILTON, K.C.

(Author of “Fingerprints: History, Law end
Romance )

My 1938 book, arising from my introduc-
tion in 1933 to the science, through Scotland
Yard experts appearing as prosecution wit-
nesses before me in a Glasgow -case, had
for its aim the vindication of Dr Henry
Faulds, medical missionary in Japan, as the
foremost of fingerprint pioneers. Sir William
J. Herschel, Bart., had made that clear by
disclaiming in 1917 in “ Nature” all credit
for the suggestion that criminals might
be discovered by tracing their fingermarks
on crime loci. That was the major con-
ception of Faulds. His minor conception of
fingerprint registration for recidivist identi-
fication was shared equally with Herschel.
Both had independently thought of it and
told of their discoveries in “Nature” in
1880. Herschel’s disclaimer was missed by
students. His “ Remarks,” containing it, was
unindexed. It caught my eye.

-Recently 1 learned that Sir Norman
Kendal, Assistant Commissioner of the
Metropolitan Police, and until 1945, chief of
:c‘he ‘Yard’s C.LD. had published in 1934 an

Adaptation” of a work on “Criminal
Investigation,” first printed in 1893 by the
}‘ate Har}s Gross of Prague. Kendal’s
“Adaptatl_on ” is a revised edition of prior

Adaptations” by English barristers in
Madras. Sir Norman was unaware of
Herschel’s disclaimer. Otherwise he would
never have asserted in his “ Adaptation”
tha't Herschel, Galton, and Henry were
entitled “above all others” to the credit
of originating fingerprint registration and
of its developments since 1901 when, under
Henry, supported by Galton. the Yard’s
Fingerprint Bureau was started.

FAULDS IGNORED
Sir John Guest Cumming was also
ignorant; otherwise he would have very
differently compiled in 1935 the Yard’s
ibliography ,of Crime Literature” so far
as its fingerprint section is concerned. Con-
tributions of Faulds between 1880 and 1923
Were excluded from his list. The place of
1lmour was given to Herschel, with his 1880
etter to “Nature” by way of friendly reply
to the famous letter by Faulds to  that
journal the previous month! ~ American

bibliographers *starred” Faulds.

Becoming aware of the Yard's sponsorship
under the editorship of Kendal's successor,
Mr R. M. Howe, of a *“Fourth Edition"” of
the “ Gross Adaptation,” the disclaimer of
Herschel was brought by me to his notice.
His publishers replied that he did not agree
with my estimation of Faulds and that his
‘ Adaptation ” would show no alteration upon
Kendal’s statements. Now published, it is
altogether silent. Readers are not even
referred to his predecessor’s “ Adaptation.”

I did not tell Mr Howe's publishers that
Herschel’s son, the Rev. Sir John C. W.
Herschel, Bart., does not approve of the
Yard’s deliberately ignoring Faulds. Whole-
heartedly and, indeed, magnanimously, he
approves of the estimate made in my 1938
book of the relative positions in the science
of Faulds and Herschel Dr Heindl, Dr
Hoover, Sir Sydney Smith, and many others
have noted the distinction of Faulds.

Mr Howe and the Yard differ from me
over the paramount importance of the
Ruxton case. Through information I have
from Dr Hoover and Mr Vollmer, and from
consulting American and other books, maga-
zines, and police documents, I have realised
that the procedure followed by the Glasgow
City Police fingerprint expert in going to
Ruxton’s Lancaster house in search of
“chance” prints of the maid whom Ruxion
murdered at the same time as he Kkilled
his wife, was an absolutely new approach in
fingerprint identification.

RIGHT HAND PROOFS REJECTED

Without relating all details in that new
approach, it is sulficient to record that for
the purposes of Ruxton’s trial and on the
advice of the Yard, the Director of Public
Prosecutions accepted the fingerprint
expert's epidermal “ proofs” obtained of the
left hand of the maid and rejected his
dermal “ proofs” of her right hand, treating
these as invalid. Sir Percy (then Captain)
Sillitoe; as Chief-Constable of Glasgow’s City
Police, submitted these rejected “ proofs” to
Dr Hoover. Three of his experts inde-
pendently examined and certified their

| identification sufficiently. In good time for

Ruxton’s trial in March 1936 their findings
were made known to the Director of Public
Prosecutions. )

In the course of Ruxton’s trial, judge and
jury were told that prints of the maid’s left
hand were alone available for fingerprint
evidence, and that her right hand had been
cut away. After Ruxton had been found
guilty, Professors Glaister of Glasgow and
Brash of Edinburgh, leading medical wit-
nesses for the Crown, made public that they
were told it had been found unnecessary to
use the right hand “proofs” of the maid as
evidence! 1 know of no British precedent
{91‘ the procedure adopted by the prosecu-
ion.
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I believe the Glasgow fingerprint_expert’s
search for a victim’s “chance” prints was
due to a happy inspiration. Mr Howg.mam‘-
tains the technique was not “ revolutionary.”
Dr Hoover tells me that in his experience it
was “unique.” Before 1935 the only way,
as recognised by criminologists in America,
by which cadavers could be identified, where
their bodies yielded fingerprints, was by
finding their counterparts on C.I.D. or other
files. Sixty thousand “ unknowns”—not all
criminals-—represent the yearly average of
people so interred hitherto in the United
States. Since 1943 the Yard and other C.I.D.
centres in England have made some striking
identifications by cadaver “chance” prints,
Faulds, like American and other crimino-
logists, never thought of it.

UNIVERSAL REGISTRATION

Lastly, the Yard is not in accord with
the majority of medical jurists, crime experts
and others, in regard to the great benefits
that would result in so many directions
from , universal registration—civil and
criminal. So far as opinion for the Yard has
been officially expressed, annual reports
made by Commissioners to the Home Secre-
tary in recent years indicate that the Yard
is apathetic—too much of a burden. I do
not know the personal views of Sir Harold
Scott. Dr Hoover is not deterred in his advo-
cacy of this reform by the vastness of the
population of the United States in compari-
son with that of this country.

THE SCOTSMAN,
FRIDAY, MAY 5, 1950.

All my monographs of 1951, -53 and -55 derive from this Article.
It was written in Broadelyst, a few miles from Exeter, where we were
resting in 1950 on our way back to Scotland after nearly ten years
absence in South Devon. It appeared in The Scotsman as soon as
received, Copies of the paper were then nosted, among others, to Dr
Hoover, HMerschel’s son {the Rev. Sir John), Sir Perey Sillitoe and
Chief Constable A. C, West, Portsmouth, No notice or answer of anv
kind has heen made 10 it by The Yard in The Police Tournal, its official
organ, or elsewhere. | am indebted to the publishers of The Scotsman
for their permission to reproduce it.

Looking at it now, its moderation in covering all, or nearly all, the
topics in my contreversy with The Yard since 1949 amazes me. So
many facts coming to mv knowledge more than contirm all that i3
there so briefly mentioned.

This article erred, however, in stating that “ Ifaulds, like American
and other criminologists, never thought of it” |i.c. identification by
cadaver “chance” prints].

His Tetter to Nature in 1880, which was overlooked, directly bears
on the method adopted by Hammond for the ijdentification of the
mutilated remains of Mary Jane Rogerson, Ruxton’s domestic, After
mentioning in that letter that bloody finger-marks might lead to the
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scientific identification of criminals (his major conception) and telling
of his experience in discovering a delinquent through greasy finger-
marks and clearing another person of suspicion in respect his finger-
marks did not tally with sooty ones, Faulds observed :—

“Other cases might occur in medico-legal investigations, as
when the hands only of some mutilated victim were found.”

From the context it is clear that Faulds must have been thinking
of the identification of such a victim through resort to the chance
finger-marks or impressions of the victim. Search for such impres-
siong can only be made where there is ground for suspecting that the
corpse may be of someone with a fixed residence and knawn to have
disappeared. Tramps and gypsies, as Faulds unoted in his magazine,
when found dead cannot usually be identificd, unless, as in some
countries abroad where their finger-prints are registered by the police.

The error in the article was due to Faulds making observations
in 1923 in one of the three monthly and only issues of his short-lived
Fingerprint Magazine over the unidentified remains of women found
mutilated in Californian canyons.

Dr Hoover sent me in 1949 an article by Dr Israel Castellanos
with & composite anot:vmous omne by members of his staff upon the
identification of the dead contributed to the Federal Investigation
Bulletin in 1935 and 1949 respectivelv. Both articles pleaded for
compulsory universal registration of fingerprints as the only escape,
in cases of accident, disease or misadventure, from burial or other
disposal of unidentified cadavers as unknown. In his 1935 paper, Dr
Castellanos estimated 60,000 cadavers were yearly disposed of in the
U.S.A. as unknown.

These two articles proved conclusively up to 1949 that nothing
was known in Cuba or the United States of the innovation effected
by Hammond in the science of fingerprints for the ideutification of
cadavers except in cases where their fingerprints had beent registered
as offenders and preserved in police or other special files. It was thus
right that interest in Hammond's innovation should be thoroughiy
awakened. T am deeply indebted to Dr Foover for enabling me to
vindicate Hammond.?

The main text of this monograph is the exposté of facts relating
to the way in which the Fingerprint Branch of the C.I.D). of The
Yard dealt with the precognition or precis of Hammond’s evidenco.
It was submitted to The Yard for the vuidance of the Director of
Fublic Prosecutions in preparation for Ruxton’s trial. Resulting
unprecedented procedure is traceable to Dattley, then in charge of
the Fingerprint Bureau. Cherrill, it is suggested, might have kept him
right. Tle was. as his assistant, aware of his ill-adviscd attitude to
Hammond.

The vindication of Iaulds as pre-eminent for the part he plaved
in the development of personal identification by means of fingerprints
15 beyond cavil.* Cherrill’s contention that Herschel anticipated his
advanced coneeption it is thought cannot honestly be held by anvone
unless, hke Cherrill, he disregards the disclaimer of Hcrsc.hcl.r That
Hammaend was a pioneer in giving etfect to the intuition of Faulds
cannot, 1t is thought, be gainsaid. Omn this point, Cherrill has offered
his Superiors, | believe, no “ considered opinion ™.
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Dr Hoover requested Sir Percy Sillitoe in January 1936 to send
to him full particulars of the circumstances attending the crimes of
Ruxton and of Hammond’s fingerprint investigation work. That
request was immediately complied with, But, perhaps, owing to world
tension at the time, the attention of Dr Hoover’s staff and of police
agencies throughout the United States was not directed to their signi-
ficance until some time after April 1949,

By letter dated 4th October 1949, Sweet & Maxwell Ltd., Tondon,
informed me that the Tiditors (Howe and the four collaborators) of
his “Fourth 1idition ” |sic] of “Gross: Criminal Investigation”
stated :—

“We think as far as fingerprints are concerned there was
nothing revolutionary in the Ruxton Case. After the finding of
the remains, the examination of his house for prints of the victims
was just ordinary police work and the investigating officers would

5

have been lacking in their duty if they had failed to do this.” s

[t was not just routine police business, as The Yard, on Howe's
authority, asserted. It was a revolutionary development and the only
one since 1900 in the ‘use of fingerprints at The Yard. The other
conception of Faulds over the marks of criminals on crime scenes
had gone into practical operation in the nineties.

Cherrill, who had been under Battley in 1933, was the first, ]
believe, to follow in the trail of Hammond. No acknowledgment has
ever been made by Cherrill to Faulds for his conception of such a
search or to Hammond for his being the first detective to demonstrate
its practicability. Sece chapter iv. p. 12 infra.

Fingerprint experts in other parts of England were not slow in
appreciating from such works as “ The Trial of Buck Ruxton”,
“Medico-Legal Aspects of the Ruxton Case” and, may be, “1938”
that Hammond provided thern with a further method applicable to the
identification of cadavers, whether victims of crime or not.,

Of the portraits reproduced in this monograph as part of its
illustrations, TFaulds with Herschel and Vucetich had  all pasged
away before 1933, when fiugerprints first attracted my interest. But
as my writings disclose 1 did gain the friendship of Herschel’s son
and that of the daughters of Faulds. The letters of the Rev. Sir John
Herschel record the unreserved satisfaction with which he regarded
the complete reconciliation of views between the two families upon the
respective positions of their parents in the science of fingerprint
identification. See my 1951 and 1953 monographs.

Subject to these observations no one whose portrait appears in my
cellection can be assumed as pro-Faulds unless my writings clearly
show this as fact by the citation of his published statements or in other
specified ways. Accordingly, Director Hoover, Dr Castellanos and the
late Dr Sannie must be regarded as neutral. Heads of police organisa-
tioms do not discuss matters in which other administrations, such as
The Yard, may involve themselves. Dr Hoover corresponded with
Sillitoe in 1936 over the Ruxton Case and with Dr Sannie and Dr
Castellanos, provided me later with factual information bearing on
Hammond’s position in the science.

The indiscretions of Battley, primarily responsible for kecping out
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of the Trial of Ruxton, all the evidence of Hammond over the right
hand dermal proof of the maid, neither helped nor hurt the defence
of Ruxton. Circumstantial evidence was so strong that even finger-
print evidence with its per se conclusive value was not essential to his
conviction. Justice did not miscarry. Ne inquiry now would serve any
useful purpose.

It is, of course, significant that Cherrill, through his friends
Browne and Brock, should in 1954 represent that Hammond’s whole
available evidence was given at the Trial. See chapter v : Transparent
Camoutlage.

No matter of law is noted in this monograph. Any one interested
in law may find the dissertations of Sir Malcolm Hilberry instructive
and, specially so, when read along with L.C. Birkenhead’s deliverance
——as distinct from the judgment—in the Scottish Appeal Case, reported
1921 5.C. (H.L.) 73. That deliverance is not found in the English
report L.R. 2, A.C. 68, except by reference in its narrative to W.N.
85 for 1921. It is not cited in English text books on Evidence.

In the course of last year efforts were made to secure some benefit
for the daughters of Iaulds from the Government by way of increas-
ing in these times of stress their very small income. Their claim is
based on their having suffered from “inconsiderate actions” of
members of The Yard by unjust reflections upon their father and his
work., In December 1956, the Home Secretary thep in office, held
their claim could not be entertained. The Yard had acted on the
“expert” advice of Cherrill. In his ““ considered opinion”, Faulds had
played no decisive part in the development of identification by use of
fmgerprints. In the appraisement of Cherrill’s opinion, no knowledge
of fingerprint technique is required. Any intelligent person can deal
with the import of letters in clear language, such as are the letters of
Faulds and Herschel. But can there be more conclusive confirmation
of all disinterested scientific opinion in favour of Faulds than the
admission of Herschel himself !

Cherrill has done more harm than any other member of The Yard
to the reputation of Faulds. Through the publication in 1954 of three
fingerprint books, with which he is closely identified, Herschel is
represented as having foreseen all the logical developments to which
Faulds adverted in his 1880 Nature letter. In none of those three
books, of which one is The Yard’s, is it disclosed that Herschel in
1917 disclaimed all credit for the conception of such developmants.
Credit for them was due, Herschkel said. to Faulds alone,

It is unusual for anyone described as Cherill has been, as “scrupu-
lously fair”, to withhold vital facts, of which he is well aware, per se
are decisive of all disputes.

Can the Commissioner of The Yard honourably maintain that,
nevertheless, the opinion of Cherrill must still prevail in precluding the
Home Office from entertaining all appeals for the so grievously
injured daughters of Faulds? The Home Secretary in office in 1956
does not seem to have had his attention drawn to Cherrill’'s disregard
of MHerschel’s disclaimer.

In these circumstances, steps have been taken for the revision of
the December decision by the Home Seccretary now in office. The



6 PREFACE

Annexe sets out all the facts in support of this Appeal. The story is
sad.

Letters to me from Dr Hoover and Dr Sannie with those from
the Reverend Sir John Herschel and some other documents deposited
with our National ILibrary may be found of interest to future re-
searchers in their references to the decisive parts in fingerprint scicnce
played not only by Faulds but also by Hammond.

G. W. WiLTon.

The Royal Bank of Scotland,
(Drummond’s Branch),
49 Charing Cross,
London, S\W.1. July 1957.
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NOTES

The late Gilbert Murray, O.M.,, in writing t¢ me, said he could not find this qurtation,
attributed by Harbottle in 1897 to Euripides. It was a common thought, Murray wrote, with
Grecian writers. Nevertheless, the Reverend Sir John and 1 liked it as apt in the circum-
stances under which my ’51 monograph was published. The thought was common to
Biblical chroniclers. See Mural Tablet at foot. It seems still apt to facts since 1951.

Faulds stated in that magazine that there was no way short of universal registration of
identifying bodies of * unknowns ” with no records of their finger-marks filed by the police.
He had been dealing, as Editor, with a case of suicide on a railway line in the South of
England. Fingerprints, by reference to The Yard, revealed that in his youth, he had heen
comvicted of a petty offence. He was known to have heen living respectably in Kent,
about a hundred miles from where his body was found. No cne thought of making a
search at his home for his chance fingerprints. Prior to the Ruxton Case in 1935, the refer-
enc: by Faulds to the identification of mutilated victims escaped the notice of police
an( others interested in crime investigation. See Udey Chand’s Case, 'S1, p. 16 n.

Dr Hoover graduated in law hefore he hecame tn 1924 Director of The Federal Bureau of
Investigation. See ’SI, p. 22, He is an honorary law graduate of many, universities and
colleges in the United States. Although I reier to him generally as *“ Dr” Hoover, it is
the practice in America to call him either “ Mr” or “ Director” Hoover,

Faulds is described by other writers as an Englishman. He died as such in law by reason
of his not returning to Scotland, his domicile of origin. e settled in, England after he
left Japan in 1885. e always regarded himself as a Scot.

It is thought that a great opportunity was lost by Howe for putting The Yard right in
regard to both Faulds and Hammond.,
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[T Vs : .
You told a lic: an odious, damned lie;
Upon my soul, a lie, a wicked lie.”

Shakespeare’s Othello, Act T, §.2, 1. 180.

Ruxton Trial Revelations

I
HIAMMOND'S ACHIEVEMENTS

Plow 1 1949 T readised that Hammond, an Faglishman, in 1933
had initiated the way suggested by Faulds for the identification of dead
bodies was first brietly indicated in my 1953 Fingerprint lacts, one of
three monographs supplementing myv 1938 Fingerprints : History, Law
and Romance. In 1935 Hammond was Superintendent of the Finger-
print Branch of the Criminal Investigation Department of Glasgow's
City Police Force.

FFurther facts, not disclosed in previous writings, are here revealed.,
Without unnecessary repetition of what is found narrated in these
writings, it is essentlal to set out some previously well-known facts in
order that astounding procedure over fingerprint evidence in the Trial
of Ruxton mav be hetter appreciated,

Hammond got prints of the ridge characteristics from all fingers of
the left hand and palm of Mary Jane Rogerson, Ruxton’s maid. Then,
as never before by any detective anvwhere, he searched for and found
on bottles, dishes and other articles in the Ruxton dwelling her corre-
sponding mpressions in complete identity with these cadaver left hand
prints,

Of a right thumb he found two impressions: one complete on a
medicine bottle and the other, partial, on a wash-hand basin, He could
not then say these impressions had been made by the maid’s right thumb,
Her right hand was missing. Her parents’ Morccambhe dwelling was
not searched. She went often there. Impressions of her right hand
would no doubt have been found. Vann, Chief Constable of Lancaster,
so far as T know, did not suggest that course to Hammond."! Hammond
says he was sceptical about any success from such a search. It was
believed that the right hand would never turn up. That explains why
only two chance impressions, in case it did, were taken.  After all, one
stngle print of a palm or of any finger is enough for identity purposes
when matched in police files, by some other registered mark or with
chance impressions of a person, living or dead.

Wife and maid were murdered on 15th Septemper 19330 The
maid’s right forearm and hand was found on 4th November, 1935, some
five weeks atter discovery on 29th September, 1935, of so much of her
body and of that of Mrs. Ruxton as had been pitched by Ruxton over
Mottat Road on to the banks of Gardenholme linn, Dumfriesshire, by
him sometime hetween 15th and 19th September.

The right forearm and hand was so far advanced in decomposition
from weather and action of maggots that the epidermis or surface skin
had wholly disappeared with much also of the dermis or under skin.
"'he iltustration 9n Plate xi. due to the courtesy of Sir Willian Morren,
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late Chief Constable of the City Police of Edinburgh, shows it as
photographed on 4th November, 1935, by that Force. Hammond had
also ﬂphotographcd it on the same date.?

I'rom the only available part of the under skin of the right hand
Hz.immond,. with great skill, obtained a thumb print. This is the dermal
print to which reference is made in my 1953 monograph and about which
this monograph is so much concerned. The two chance impressions,
already mentioned, matched this dermal print: medicine bottle one,
completely ; wash-hand hasin one, only partially,

II
HAMMOND MEETS BATTLEY

In preparation for Committal Proceedings and Trial of Ruxton for
the murder of his wife, the Director of Public Prosecutions, through X.
one of his staff, was furnished by Hammond with 2 précis or statement
(called in England, a “ proof ”; in Scotland, a “ precognition ') of his
proposed fingerprint evidence on both hands of the maid with explana-
tory photographic charts. In due course X. submitted all to the Yard.
It fell to Battley to consider the same and advise X.3

Hammond was called to London to an interview with Battley on
21st November, 1935. Cherrill was present. Battley, turning down the
dermal print, sent Hammond to X, As pre-arranged with Battley, X.
requested Hammond to furnish him with a fresh precognition and charts
corresponding, all confined to the left hand. 1In my view, this was an
mmproper demand. Hammond was not bound to comply and should
not, as he did, have complied. Hammond differs from me on this point.
Compliance, however, cannot condone or justify the subsequent conduct
of Battley.

- On 21st March, 1950, Hammond returned a questionnaire sub-
mitted to him in reference to this interview with Battley. His answers
and observations, as signed by him on 14th March, 1950, were appended.
,lo.the truth he affirmed in statutory form on 18th February, 1952.
This document is preserved in the Register of the Books of Council and
Session at Edinburgh.*

FFrom Hammond’s answers to that questionnaire, it appears that
Battley said at the interview Hammond could not prove that dermal
prints of the right hand would or could be the same as epidermis prints,
Hammond retorted, as he states :——

“In no uncertain manner, that it would be a bad job for the
fingerprint system if, on removal of the outer skin, the under skin
showed a ditferent pattern of ridges. . . . Superintendent Battley
asked me what I would do if he sent an Officer to rebut evidence.
I'told him not to send anyone but to come himself. T should have
an answer to his rebutting evidence. Superintendent Battley was
very annoyed that an Officer from Scotland should be in * on the
case,” as he expressed it, < of the century.””

Owing to his attitude, Hammond states in the document in
question :—
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“1 did not enlighten Mr. Battley as to how they [dermal prints]
were done.”

Hammond gives his formula in the article he contributed to the
American journal. He alludes there to this interview.s

Hammond was able to detect the presence of a typist hehind a screen
in the right hand corner of the room. What an indignity to put upon
Hammond ! He desired Battley to hring her into his presence.  Upon
that Battley became alarmingly lurid! IHammond was never offered
any civilities—not even a chair—upon his arrival after a midnight
journey from Glasgow. He was not a Scot hut, unfortunately, a Scots
police officer—team spirit !

At the Magisterial Inquiry, at which Hammond was a witness, the
Magistrates were told by X, on the information, as | helieve, of Battley,
that all skin and tissue was, when found, completely removed from the
maid’s right forcarm and hand. |lammond was asked no questions about
the right hand.*

Hammond’s dermal print with medicine hottle chance impression
was confirmed by three experts on the staff of Dr. Hoover, Director of
the Federal Burcau of Investigation, Washington (1D.C.). Dr. Hoover’s
report, as narrated in my 1938 hook, was received on 14th February,
1936, Informed next day of this [not mentioned in “ 1938 7 : not then
known], X. telephoned Hammond to send back to him at once the charts
he had shown in London, those he had sent to Washington, copy
correspondence with Dr. Hoover, and, when reccived, American
experts’ charts. Hammond did as desired.

Of this development, Ruxton’s solicitor was informed. All the
medical experts were also informed.,

11
CROWN STATEMENTS IN TRIAL

Omn 2nd March, 1936, Ruxton’s Trial began.  Defore witnesses were
examined and, as [ assume, on information supplied through X by
satiley, it was asserted by counsel on hehalf of the Crown that -——

1. the flesh on the right forcarm of Mary Jane Rogerson had been
cul away;
she had an operation on her thuml ;7
it had left a scar going into her flesh ;
the hand with that thumb had been cut awoay; and
from the left hand it had heen possible to get fingerprints,

According to the usage of Fnglish Courts, Hammond was sworn as
a witness on 2nd March to answer truly all such questions as he might
e asked. On that date he testified to plans of Ruston's dwelling and
surgery. His evidence on fingerprints was not taken Gl the ninth day.
He was the fast witness for the Crown and most miportant of all
scientific witnesses in the conclusize nature of his fingerprint testimony.
Ths evidence, so far as taken, concerned the left hand only of the muid.
The Crown's case was closed with the statement that prints had euly
been got from that hand.

The right forearm and hand was a Court exhibit preserved, by

ot .J_. SN
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direction of Professor Brash, in formalin and spirits of wine. Its con-
dition, a5 found, was the subject in the Trial of much medical
exammation on hoth sides. .

Hammond, an officer, under discipline, was unable to give or
volunteer evidence {unless asked by counsel, jury or judge) upon the
right hand of the maid. Hammond had no suspicion of Dattlev’s
intentions.  This is clear from his actings subsequent to the interview.
Battley had no thoughts of Hammond appealing to Director Hoover
with a request that the ederal Investigation Bureau experts should
examine and report upon his dermal * proofs.

By advice of the Yard, as he himself indiscreetly told me, Battley
remains tonvue-tied,  1he present Director of Public Prosecutions, Sir
Theobald Mathew, was invited by me to obtain explanations from X.
for the statements in question made at the Trial, Sir Theobold in repiy
was courteously non-committal : no admissions and no denials,

It 15 understood Hammond remonstrated with N. over the request,
or, rather command, to withdraw his original statement.  Battley was
sutliciently skilled and informed to advise X, that, for the purposes of
the Crown Prosecution, Hammond had placed it in the position of being
able to prove the identity of the remains of the maid in any one of seven
distinetive and conclusive Wavs [ —

(1) palmar, and (2) to () each of the five fingers; all of her
left hand, and (7) her dermal right thumb. All are different: non-
identical.  The only virtue in putting all or more than one print (and
of so many chance impressions of each that might have been found in
ditferent places) hefore the Jury lay in the cumulatively dramatic effect
upon their minds,

Iv.

FAULDS-HAMMOND TECHNIQUE : CIVILIAN
IDENTITICATION,

Hammond's innovation is not confined to the sphere of crime.
Cherrill's most notable success by adopting his technique happened in
what Cherrill describes as the ** Peckham Case.” A man, found almost
collapsed, was taken to Dorking Hospital in Surrey.  Dying there, he
wis buried as unknown,  His clothes were, however, preserved by the
police.  His cadaver fingerprints were taken. Mrs, “ (i in Peckham
had expected her hushand after months away back at Christmas. Not
returning, she apprised local police that he was missing.  Surrey police,
lewrning of this, invited her to inspect the clothes,  She could not
identify them. Cherrill was called in.  He searched her dwelling. Her
hushand’s finger marks were found on his T-square! So she, his
widow could obtain immediate payment of insurance policy monies,

Cherrill did not acknowledge his indebtedness to Hammond.” I am
under the impression that Cherrill is the first detective who henefited
from Hammond's innovation in obtaining this success. | have seen
nothing in print from the pen of Cherrill that he has made this claim.
There appears to me, however, to e no excuse for Cherrill omitting
cither in the historical part of the Introduction or in the technical text
of the Yard's official hook of 1934 all recognition of Hammond and of
this advancement of the science through Hammond. For all that appears
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in that hook, nothing is specifically deseribed as new by way of develop-
ment of the science. R

Cherrill was not generally interested in (1ngerprint.invesng:}tlon in
parts of England or Scotland where he was not called in to assist. At
Portsmouth, for instance, of which A. C. West is Chief Constable, a
naval rating drowned himself in the harbour there.  He could not be
identified through police files.  West consulted Colin Campbell of
Preston.  His services are frequently requested all over the country
outside the Yard's arca. He searched the rating’s Lancashire home
and found in a back vard his finger impressions on a tool there. It was
identical with his cadaver fingerprints.

The Peckham Case was followed by a very remarkable identification
in 1947, effected by Camphell, with the aid of George A. Maclean of
(ilasgow, successor there of Hammond. The torso of a body, bereft of
head, legs and arms, except one arm with two hngcrs ltjft, was found
washed up on the lancashire coast. Rumour‘cl;ume(‘l it as the body
of a voung Glasgow R.AL pilot.  Campbell, going to Glasgow on other
business, requested Maclean to make a search in his place at the house
of the pilot’s parents. Maclean found in his bedroom two casual prints
on the negative of one of his photographic films identical with the
prints obtained from the two fingers of the cadaver. Ttis understooq his
plane was hroken up with all trace gone. So it could not be examined
for fingerprint marks. The evidence of Maclean satisfied the Coroner
about the identity of the pilot. The “ remains” were then buried as his.
The pilot's parents could thus claim whatever was due in respect of his
death and vouch their title to any property left by him. Both Campbell
and Maclean share the credit for this civilian idcntiﬁc;l'ti(m.. .

Cherrill and Campbell in the forties hoth procured identification of
crime victims through discovery of their chance impressions in agree-
ment with their cadaver prints. In 1943 Cherrill found a finger mark
in the house of Mrs. Manton upon a pickle bottle. She was murdered
by her husband and her hody put into a sack. He threw the sack into
the River Lea at Luton. The chance impression was identical with her
cadaver print.  Manton confessed. He was tried, f(y)und guilty, apd
sentenced to death but reprieved. In 1945 a woman’s body was dis-
covered partly buried near Red Wharfe Bay, Anglesey. Believed to
have lived in a bungalow near that spot, Campbell searched there and
found her chance impression on a Veronita hottle, Nettleton, he:
husband, was charged with her murder and found guilty of

anslaughter. )
" n;\‘inc: his retirement  Cherrill has publicly mentioned that the
Fingerprint Branch of the Yard's C.L.D. has been rqcewmg.(}n?lmlls‘llun;{
requests from other than metropolitan districts fur 1ts services. ere
are forensic laboratories in various parts of Iingland other than the
North-\Western at Hutton, near Preston.
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V.
TRANSPARENT CAMOUFILAGE.

Before passing to the way in which Browne and Drock, under
Cherrill’s supervision, handled the results of Hammond’s identification
of the body of Ruxton’s maid as alleged by them to have been given at
the trial, it is interesting to examine briefly what two writers tell us, or,
rather, do not tell us. One wrote immediately after Battlev’s A1 About
Fingerprints had appeared.”.  The publicafion of the other did not
appear until 1948,

Up to the publication of the present monograph, no notice of any
irregularity in the Trial of Ruxton is discoverable in any publication
made under the authority or patronage of the Yard or, indeed, in any
text book on medical jurisprudence, police science or otherwise dealing
with crime, except in my 1953 monograph.

The first suggestion of interest in Hammond’s work came from
Vann. Itis found in his Article on Rex v. Ruxton in The Police Journal
for October, 1936, where knowing the case so intimately,” he observes
that Hammond and his assistant : —

“ powdered every single article from the lamp shades in the top
bedroom to the medical bottles in the basement. . .. Their diligence
[not Hammond’s skill I won universal admiration.* (My
interpolation and italics.)

No mention is made of Hammond’s achievement over the maid’s
right thumb.  Nor does Vann own that he had never heard of such a
search as Hammond made. He did, however, allow that the left finger-
print part of the evidence as alone given by Hammond at the Trial was
“ the most damning of all.”

No reference would have heen made in this monograph to the 1948
publication by Firmin, entitled Scotland Vard : The Inside Story, but
for these facts :—

(1) that—as he states categorically—the Yard was not called in at

all to deal with the Ruxton Case; and

(2) that inaccurate statement, coming in 1949 to my knowledge,

moved me anew to research.

Firmin, describing himself as Correspondent to The Daily
Telegraph : accredited to Scotland Yard,” professes to he highly trained
and fully experienced in the getting of facts and the writing of crime
stories. He writes of the Ruxton case as “classic ” in the annals of

3ritish crime,

Two points, on which he dwells in his account of what he calls the
Ruxton “ murder mystery,” need only be noticed.

The Police, he says, had absolutely not the slightest clue as to who
the murdered women were, He could not ““ glean ” that * fact ” in the
Trial of Buck Ruxton. Besides clothing and other clues, he omits to
mention what is so well known that the police, before Ruxton was
formally charged, were in possession in October, 1935, of Hammond's
“proofs 7 of the cadaver prints and chance impressions of the maid’s
left hand.

In these circumstances—no clues —the identification of Mrs. Ruxton
and the maid was, according to this writer, secured in this previously
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unheard of way. Scientists (meanirrg medical men), drawn from
Glasgow and Iidinburgh, he declares, picced fragments of flesh and bone
together and produced “ photographic reconstructions” of how they
thought these two dismembered women wust have looked in life!
Relatives of each victim were shown the pictures, he says, recognised
them and were able to give the necessary evidence of identification for
Ruxton being charged. No facts support what he calls *“ this wizardry ”
of scientists.'®

It is no surprise to find that this author confesses, p. 8, that he is
no writer of fiction! He was asked for but declined to give the source
of the information on which his account of the Case is based.

So soon as IFirmin’s account of the case was considered, Dr. Hoover
was consulted with the result that, as monograph 1953 discloses, the
position of Hammond as a pioneer was immediately recognised. My
contribution of 5th May, 1950, to The Scotsman followed.

Professor Polson of leeds University in his [ingerprints and
Finger Printing: An Historical Study, contributed in 1950 to the
American Journal of Criminal Lazwv, etc., supra, noted Hammond as the
first detective to search for chance impressions of a victim of murder,
basing this information on communications from Professor Glaister and
myself. Later, it will be seen how Polson’s statement has been accepted
as a scientific fact by Hilton, Police Science Editor of that Journal.

Cherrill, becoming a freelance in February, 1953, does not come into
association with the Ruxton Case in public print until 1954, Browne
and Brock published their book in February, 1954. Ome of its main
designs through Cherrill's association with the authors was clearly to
exalt Herschel and to degrade and even, if they could do so, obliterate
Faulds.”

Cherrill is cognisant of the writings of Battley and Firmin and
knows a good deal of the treatment to which Flammond was subjected
by Battley. He is also familiar, from what the Trial of Buck Ruxton
narrates, with the statements made by Crown Counsel in opening and
closing the case against Ruxton.

Associating himself with Browne and Brock in bringing out their
hook, both he and they found themselves in a dilemma. Could such a
case as the Ruxton Affair be left out of their History. 1t was a case
out of the common in regard to the method of identification of the bodies
of the victims. But then, was there not something unusual about the
manner in which Hammond’s available evidence was only partially dis-
closed in the Trial? Would that side of the story have to be told? The
dilemma was resolved by allowing readers to understand that there was
never any difficulty with regard to what use should have been made of
Hammond's ** proofs.”  Their book discloses that the whole of his
evidence on both hands had been placed hefore the Judge and the jury!

This presentation was thus accomplished. Dealing with the evidence
of Hammond, it is observed from their book, p. 125, that all prints
from the left hand of Body No. 1 {the maid’s| :—

“showed more than the eight points of agreement. Lieutenant
Hammond, in his cvidence at the Trial gave this as the minimum
lic usually required.”

Then, p. 126, it is stated :—

(1) Hamond also found in the house numerous [not correct — only
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Is there no way in which the Yard can put itself right in regard to

Hammond?
It seems somewhat apt to Battley's activities to recall the thought

of Scott -—
Ol wwhet a tangled web we weave,
When first we praclise to decetve.”
Scott's Marmion, Coi, LL.178.

VL
TRIBUTES TO HAMMOND,

In the Essentials of [Forensic Jurisprudence, published in 1935,
Polson observes, p. 100, that for the first identification of a cadaver
credit goes to Hammond. The Professor refers to Hammond’s
obtaining chance impressions matching a “dermal” print. This was,
however, an achievement within his main achievement in the general
search for such impressions. Before 1935 cadavers not known on police
files were, as explained in the text, huried as unknown.

My review of Howe's Gross, along with the article by Hammond
on The Ruxton Murders, and Polson’s [Historical Study, all contributed
to that American Journal, enabled Hilton, as its Police Science Iuditor,
to affirm that :—

“The technique emploved in this case of identifving the dis-
membered fragments of a body by means of fingerprints are unigue
and represent a new mode of procedure which had not been under-

taken in any criminal investigation prior to this time.”  Vol. p.803,
1952
Hilton’s pronouncement is the first authoritative statement made in

the United States in confirmation of the fact, deduced in 1949, from the
information then vouchsafed to me by Dr. Hoover,  Inevitably, such
recognition of Hammond reflects on the relative intuition of Faulds.

VI

CONCLUSION.

The Commissioner, Nott-Bower, in his Foreword to Cherrill’s
Introduction to the 1954 hook of the Yard, refers to Cherrill as com-
petent to write about all the developments in the science during the
jubilee period covered by that hook.  Hammond's development, the onl
one of any importance, although imperfectly described in the technicu!
part, is not acknowledged as due to him.  The Yard has always been
professedly receptive to team work. The Ruxton Case, however, dis-
closes an instance, where in this respect it lamentably failed.

Renewing correspondence towards the end of 1949 with Professor
Charles Sannic¢, Director of the Service de 1 dentité Judiciaire i

daris and its Prefect of Police, he directed @ search in his archives for
anv records of fingerprint identifications obtained according to the
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collection in this country, and those who are responsible for the
central collection in London do their utmost to keep it as small as

possible.” (My italics.)

NotEs.
See Chapter V.
See ’38 p. 194; Hammond’s block has been lost.
Che Director, then Sir Tindal Atkinson, was not personally connected with the conduct
of the Case.
Hammond tells me le made a slip in answering the questionnaire by stating that other
detectives were present at the interview.
It seems unnecessary now to reproduce IIammond's article and my Review of Howe's
book. See Fingerprint Facts, ’53, p. 20.
In the article contributed by MHammond to the American journal, Hammond refers to
Battley’s attitude over dermal prints. His ignorance of the physiological structure of

skin tissue is clear.

This operation may refer to a whitlow that had been at the base of the thumb: not at the
tip. See Trial of Buck Rurton, pp. 144 et 174,

No such interference by Battley with Hammond’s original statement was in my mind
Consequently, no questions were put to Hammond in my questionnaire arranged before
1 knew of or realised the import of Battley’s actions.

See Cherrill of the Yard, p. 115 et seq.
See Fingerprint Facts, ’53, p. 16, with nothing about Faulds or the Ruxton Case from

Battley!

See Vol. X., V :
Constable promoted to Maidstone and now in Cheshire.
A photograph of Cherrill is one of the illustrations in Firmin’s hook.
him, Cherrill is a remarkable man and * scrupulously fair.””

See ’55 monograph, passim. No doubt all three counted by so doing upon increasing the

Yard’s prestige.

On this matter, scientifically, they are correct, as doubtless Cherrill told them. Fingerprints
per se are conclusive. No other corroboration is needed for conviction. All medical
text book writers do not appreciate this.

See also ’55 monograph, p. 10 et seq.

This should be qualified. Identification was effected in Egypt in the twenties by Sir
Sydney Smith matching a dermal print with a registered print. See 38 n, 22, p. 200
I believe, however, that Polson is the only medical jurist who has called attention to this
particular feat of Hammond. He mentioned the general search in his Histerical
Study of Fingerprints and Fingerprinting in the American Journal of 1950,

Here is the opportunity to correct information in my 1938 book concerning L’Affaire
Scheffer. ILocard of Lyons claimed for that city that in 1910 a conviction for serious
crime upon the evidence of fingerprints alone had heen obtained. Dr. Sannie has proved
by an article contributed to Rezue* that Bertillon must be credited with this distinction
not only for Paris and France but also for the world. It is ironical that this credit
should fall of all men to Bertillon. He told Faulds that fingerprints were tahoo to him.
There is, however, no doubt about it. In 1902 Bertillon was using Dactylotechnie as an
adjunct to his cumbrous system of measurements, ete. Scheffer was convicted of some
minor offence in March of that year. His fingerprints were recorded. Reibel, a dentist’s
servant, in Qctober, 1902, was found murdered in his employer’s house. On the glass
door of a cabinet in the dentist’s drawing-room fingerprints were found. No suspicion
attached to Scheffer. Checking these with those registered in March, 1902, Scheffer’s
identity, however, was revealed. Arrested in Marseilles and faced with his fingerprints,
he admitted his guilt. sentence hard labour; his victim, heing a man equally dissolute,
the French compassionate verdict is explained. A reprint of Sannie’s article, partly in
English, will he deposited in our National Library. Here is also the opportunity to
answer criticism by Glasgow Police of the day upon my observations on the Slater Case
in “ 1938 p. 164, to the effect that Scottish Judges did not accept fingerprint evidence.
That criticism is not well-founded in fact, but, e¢ven on such assumption, the Police in
their own interest were ill-advised in neglecting to take chance impressions of the
criminal.  Such, if taken, would have conclusively proved Slater’s innocence or guilt.
The statement in Fingerprint Facts, p. 10, that Herschel’s Hooghly Letter gave rise to
Fingerprint Registration Bureaux all over the world should be qualified.  That letter was
not published until 1894, It seems proper to attribute the rise of Burcaux to the
publication of the letters of hoth pioneers to Natwre in October and November, 1830,
See Plate xii.

p. 325 and Vol. XL, p. 4i3, See the reference to the lancaster Chicf
i Chap. L, p. 9 supra.

“According to

The Inquest Police document will he deposited with the National Library.

See his Report for 1036, p. 110
* Internationale Do Police Criminelle, 1950, tom. 41, p. 255,
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WIDE VISION OF FAUILDS
CON THE SKIN Furrows o TrE HAND

In looking over some specimens of * pre-historic’ pottery found in Japan. 1
was led, about a year ago, to give some attention to the claracter of certai.
Fnoer-marks which had heen made on them while the clay was still soft .

a comparison of such finger-tip impressions made in recent pottery led me to
ohserve the character of the skin-furrows in human fingers generally.

A large number of nature-prints have heen taken by me from the fingerg ot
people in Japan aend 1 am present collecting others {rom different nationalitics,
which 1 hope may aid students of ethnology in classification.

| can imagine that the careful study of thesz patterns may be useful in

several ways.

3. 1M so, those which are found in ancient pottery may become of immense

historical importance.
4. The fingers of mummics, by special preparation, may yield results for
COmMPpArison . . .

5. When bloody finger-marks or impressions on clay, glass, etc, exist, they

may lead to the scientific identification of criminals. Already T have had experience
in two such cases. In one case greasy finger-marks revealed who had been drinking
<ome rectified spirit . . . In another case sooty finger-marks of a person climbing
a white wall were of great use as negative evidence. Other cases might occur 1.
medico-legal investigations, as when the hands only of some mutilated victim
were found,

I have heard, since coming to these general conclusions hy original and patient
experiment that the Chinese criminals from early times havie been made to give
the impression of their fingers, just as we make ours yield their photographs.

There can be no doubt as to the advantage of having, besides photographs,
a nature-copy ot the forever-unchangeahle finger-furrows of ‘mportant criminals.”

HOPE OF HIS DAUGHTERS

We look forward hopefully to the insertion on one of the walls of
the entrance hall to New Scotland Yard of a plaque in bronze with
medallion it memory of our Father as soon as, with the approval of
the Home Secretary, permission therefor is given by the Commis-
goner—Who will he be? Grace thus mecting with grace, nothing
it what appears within the asterisks will there appear: All other
matter now shown disappearing with out forgiveness.*

A, C. T
I.J. F
WorsTaNToN.  May 1956.




RENEWED APPEAL TO THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT
FOR
THI. DAUGHTERS OF FAULDS

But hard be hard’nd, blind be blinded more,
That they may stumble on, and deeper fall.

MivrtoN’s Paradise Lost. II1. 1.. 200

The Mural Tablet or Memorial Tombstone to the memory of
Faulds, as reproduced in this Annexe, was a prominent, and perhaps,
an unusual feature in the printed Appeal to the Government lodged
in July 1956, with the Premier’s Private Secretary (“ P.P.S. ” here-
after) for aid to his daughters. Their position is altogether different
from normal supplicants for Crown grants from funds set apart for
prescribed awards. They have suffered from inconsiderate actions
of Government servants » over their father’s claim to recognition for
his scientific services. Al members of The Metropolitan Police Force
(as with the Postal Service) are Crown servants.

The Tablet summarises the ill-considered attitude to Faulds of High
Command Officials of The Yard for more than fifty years; enshrines
the kindly thought and feeling of the Herschels for his daughters ;
acknowledges the tributes paid to his work by impartial writers; and
records that two Government grants were made to them in 1933 and
1952 respectively in €xpress recognition of his work. Prematurely, if
not deservedly, it immortalises Cherrfll. His recent actions, much more
than merely inconsiderate, are the climax in that long period of
injustice.?

The Appeal came in November 1956 before The Home Secretary.
then Mr G. Lloyd George (now Lord Tenby). On 18th December
1956, it was officially intimated that he had been unable to entertain it.
To two Members of Parliament, interesting themselves in the Appeal,
the Home Secretary sent a letter in terms as follows : —

“ Whitehall,
London, S.W.1.

. 20th December 1956,
Dear Swingler,

You sent to me on the 26th November the enclosed
documents from Mr (;. W. Wilton, Q.C., about the late Dr Faulds.
The claim that Dr TFaulds played a” decisive part in the develop-
ment of identificaion by use of fingerprints was made by Faulds
himself for many years before his death, and has since been put
forward on numérous occasions.® T can only say that the considerd
opinion of successive generations of experts fin this field at Scotland
Yard has heen in consistent disagreement with this claim and my
predecessors have been unable to take any action in relation to if,
I am sorry that T have been unable to find any grounds which
would  justify my taking any other views.

Yours sincerely,

) G. T.rovp Grorgr,
Stephen Swingler, Esq., M.p.” s

Juan Vuckricn

Plate



The right forearm and hand of Mary |

ane Rogerson
White arrow indicates where flesh came off in
See Hammond’s Article

attempt to take inked impression
in American Journal.

“ »
CADAVER PrINTS wiTH CHANCE IMPRESSION oF NoMME “ P.
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. On 4th March 1957 the Home Office advised that the last of these
‘ successive generations of experts ” is Cherrill and that his “ con-
sidered opinion ” reposes in the historical “ Introduction” to “ The
¥inger Print System at Scotland Yard 7 (called Book I hercafter),
written by him on special commission for The Yard. Book 1 was
published on 13th April 1954.
Mr Swingler put the following Question in writing to The Secretary
of State for The Home Department, now Mr R. A. Butler:
“ What inquiries have been made in his Department into the
claim made by, and on behalf of, the late Mr Henry I‘aulds to have
played a decisive part in the development of identification by finger-
prints and with what results? ”

In name of Mr R. A. Butler, this written Answer was rcturned on

4th April 1957 :—

“ The claims made on behalf of Dr Faulds have been examined
on numerous occasigns since 1910 in the light of the records of Sir
William Herschel who began his work in 1859 and the records of
New Scotland Yard since 1901, when a system of fingerprint classi-
fication was introduced.  The inquiries have disclosed no further
information in support of the claims of Dr Faulds.™

1t is significant that The Heme Office found nothing after 1910.
The declaration by Herschel in 1917 was obviously. not drawn to its
attention. There was no need to go to the records of The Yard
or of Herschel. Pointed reference is made to it more than once in
the printed Appeal with its full quotation on the left panel of the
Tablet. 1t does support, and in fact, by implication, admits the claim
made by Faulds.

Book 1 has to be considered in the light of another book, entitled
“ Fingerprints : Fifty Years of Scientific Crime Detection (called
hereafter Book 11) by Browne and Brock. Cherrill writes the Fore-
word. It was published on 8th February 1954, a few weexs hefore
Book 1.

From both thesc Books, with Cherrill’s approval, Herschel’s declara-
tion in favour of Faulds is omitted. That omission, for which therc
is no excuse, leads to other transgressions on his part.

Ierschel never thought of that conception of Faulds set out
‘n the same clause, No. 5, of his 1880 Letter to Nature. Sce ™ Wide
Vision of Faulds,” p. 21. Little attention has been paid to it by
police scientists and other savants :

“ Other cases might occur in medico-legal investigations. as
when the hands only of some mutilated wvictim were found” (my
italics).”

This seems prophetic of and has a dircct bearing on the Ruxton
case. Hammond sought for chance impressions of one of Ruxton’s
two wvictims. Her hands were found.

No mention of this conception of Fau'ds is made either in Book
I or Dook 1I, with both of which Cherrill is so closely identified. All
three individuals are caught napping. It follows from what Browne
and Brock assert in Book i, with the approval of Cherrill (sce p. 26
i fra), that this conception over chance impressions of dead persons,
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{2) By Authorities, all American, cited in * Fingerprints : Scotland
Yard and Henry Faulds”, viz. C. L. Chapel, Harold Cum-
mins and Charles Midlo; and

(3) Cyril John Polson, M.D., F.R.C.P., Barrister-at-Law and Pro-
fessor of Forensic Medicine at the University of Teeds, by his
“Historical Studv” in the Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology of North Western University, Chicago, U.S.A,
in November to February, 1950-51 issucs.

Grounds are set forth at length in Application dated 11th
Tanuary 1952, and for brevity's sake are herein held as repeated
Further authorities in publications  since that date are cited in
Appeal to the Government, dated July 1950, particularly noted pp.
2, 3,6 and 7 per print herewith.”

The Home Secretary (now Lord Tenby), Executive Head of New
Seotland Yard, has informed me that hé is unabe to entertain that

iderate actions” of Government officials.

Appeal based on the “inconst : nme .
The Yard adheres to its attitude as stated in the Application of 1lth

January 1952.”

Both applicat'ons with unusual candour informed the P.M.’s Depart-
ment that The Yard repudiated Faulds.

‘That Application was also not entertained; for reasons uncon-
nected with Faulds. Inquiring by letter of 7th March 1957, whether
anv grant from the Royal Bounty Fund was to be offered, as was
(though not applicd for) made in 1952, the reply, dated 1lth March
1957, of the P.P.S. (for the first time marked “ Confidential )
ctated, among other matters, that a secrecy rule, under which grants
ave made from that fund, had not been respected in  letters
t, Members of Parliament.®

Defore the PP.S. made this decision for the P.M.s approval,
1s offered for explanation, justifying disclosurc.
T'he Applicants were also not allowed to explain how they were to be

considered as rightly in need of aid, despite their not having spent
the 1952 grants: saving against age contingencies. So far as Faulds
‘o concerned the Applicants are amply justified in disclosing the 1952
grant. 1t is well that in the interests of justice, the archives of the
' M.s Department furn'sh evidence so strong in proof of the Gov-
ernment’s recognition of Faulds. The declaration of Herschel was

treated by that Department as one of the main grounds in assessing
his position.

no opportunity w

Cherrill proves to be one of The Government’s servants, hy whose
actions ” the daughters of Faulds have suffered  grievously.
Cherrill’s distaste of Faulds, whom he never knew, is incomprehen-
sible. Apart from Galton in 1905 and prior to the publication in 1951
of Books T and 11, no writer has criticised Faulds to his hurt; many
to his credit. One of these writers (Chapel, U.S.A)) is cited in Book
1T for some purposc, wholly unconnected with Faulds. Cherrill and
his scribes seem unaware that the Author so cited—writing in 1942
—describes Faulds as most distinguished in fingerprint history.

11
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The vindication of Faulds as the leading pionecer, more distinguished
than Herschel, has been recently supported by two British medical
jurists, a German criminologist and a Dutch police savamt.

Their opinions amplify the opinion expressed by Professor Polson
‘n 1950 as contained in his ““ Historical Study: TFinger Prints and
Iinger Printing 7 :—

“The science of finger prints and finger printing has been told by
many but none so well as Wilton (1938), whose vindication of Faulds
has special value in its documentation and research. Subsequent
authors continue to err by omission or inaccuracy 7. Journal of
Criminal Law, etc., Vol. 41, p. 446.

His reference to subsequent authors erring by omission or inaccu-
racv applies to the period from 1938 to 1950. It is singularly apt,
however, in covering all the errors of commiss’'on and omission
found in Books [ and II.

Professor-Doctor Ernst Seelig, Editor of the Tighth Tidition of
Gross's “ Handbook Der Kriminalistik 7, published in 1954, as trans-
lated for me, states :—

“ Nature 23.76.1880. Concerning the struggle for priority which
arose later hetween Faulds and Herschel. see . . . above Heindl
and especially Wilton. Doubtless Herschel recognised the
value of identification earlier and collected examples in his district;
on the other hand Faulds, who wrote on the subject first, investi-
gated the problem more deeply on the theoretical s'de, and was the
first to recognise the criminal importance of fingerprint identifica-
tion at the scene of the crime; and

“ Galton. . . ignored Fauld’s work and later sought to declare
it unimportant. Concerning this more fully (see abowve) Wilton
who points out that Herschel himself later (1917) recognised
Fauld’s efforts.”

In “ The FEssentials of Forensic Medicine”, published in 1953,
P'rofessor Polson arrives, p. 76, at this conclusion :—

“¢Salient Dates in the History of Fingerprint Identification,
1820. The first publication on the practical use of fingerprints and
the original suggestion by Henry TFaulds that they were of value
in the identification of criminals was in Nafure of Octoher 23,
1880. The credit is unfortunately still given to Galton or THenry,
although reference to this article [sic for 1880 Letter of Faulds|
should leave ne room for doubt about the priority of TFaulds”
This is another way of saying that Ifaulds is the leading pionecr.

Herschel in his way expressed the same opinion.

Sir Sidney Smith, as General Tditor of the Ileventh Tidition of
Tavlor’s standard “Principles and DPractice of Medical Jurispru-
dence 7 in which he is assisted, among others, by Keith Simpson,
M.D., of The Home Office, per Volume I, 1. 90, published 1976,
aflirms : “ but it appears that priority should be given to Faulds.”

May these tributes end with this discerning Dutch note, expanding,
hut as readers now know, not comprehending all that is in the 1880

and Faulds!  Painful to the daughters of Faulds. 0

the law! No redress frons Tetter of Faulds. Louis J. Van der Meulen, its author, 1s Commandor

of the Leyden District of the Netherlands National Police.  In his
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article upon ““ False Fingerprints: A New Aspect ", contributed to
the American Journal supra, he records :—

“ Faulds showed much broader and deeper insight [than Her-
sche!]. As a scientist he foresaw practically all possibilities of
application known at the present time — those of heredity, evolu-
ton, cthnology  and history.  His most important C()ﬂCCp’ti()&n —
one might say ¢ discovery” - remaining  completely  hidden from
Herschel, was the identification value of fingerprints left by the
crininal on the crime scene or on some object used in committing
the crime. It was not untit 1938 that Wilton made th's distinction
b(jtwvcn Hersehel and  Faulds clear and at last credited Faulds
with the full criminalistic honour that he is due ”. Vol. 46, p.(12’7>.>
[n the face of all these d'sclosures over the deeds of Cherrill i

cannot now be the wish of The Yard to stumble f{:ﬁhcr badly ';n'i
I_;In.uHA\', only ““ the decper to fall *. The Home Office cannot ’II)I;)I‘(;;’:‘
1t is thol};:ht, of his actions. There must be some cxpkmzlti(()n con-
sistent with good faith, for the otherwise inexplicable cr‘mclvus*iyonk to
which Ix)rd_'l‘cnl)\' came.  His attention cannot have heen di‘rc‘cted to
the decla ‘ation of Herschel and s confirmation hy his Spn per‘-
haps, the tributes 1o Faulds, as noted ahove and in t>171c i)ri;ited
:/‘\m)oa'l, were not brought to his notice, disprovine the value of any
h.consr(!vrcd optmion” by Cherrill in whatever form Suhm"ttedc to
im.

It i submitted that the Home Secretary, no
shoull not et upon any opmion of Cherrill, His actions cannot
be condoned by any Government, Reconsideration of the dé(cisio‘n
of December 1950, is respectfully and earnestly desired.

IFED}H]'\'], the Appeal of the daughters of Taulds does not depend on
]W]I( 1er their circumstances horder on indigence or affluence. They
]1:1<' to y;ractmc great self-denial for more than twenty years without
L;\{l]}]f_thc benefits of some vearly allowance from the Government to
which 1t now seems in retrospect they S ' 7
/ S spec v had so good and we ed
Fight s et A I well founded »

The ’(:;overnment in 1933 cannot have had
opinton ” from Battley, Cherrill’s predecessor, in
Faulds or to the claim for his da
Wolstanton vicar on their behalf.

w 1n office, cannot and

any “ considered
any way adverse tn
ughters as presented by their then

For and on behalf of Miss 4 gnes C. Faulds and Miss Isabella
J. Fawlds.

G. W. WiLton.
15th June 1957

[NOTTLS
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NOTLS

L The Tablet also discloses Churchill as Home Seeretary in 1910 announcing to the Ilouse -f
Commens that Faulds was unworthy of any recognition, and as Prige Minisier in 1952
asuthorising the 1952 grants,  £300 already veceivad Ly cach caughter 1s not much if sprewd
over twenty vears with £100 for hoth spent in 1933 on heuse repairs.  Each daughicr m
1952 received a letter irom the PSS, stating that the grant to her had bheon made in
express recognition of ner father’s scientuic services A vrint ol the original Appoal s
to be deposited with the National Library.

¢ Faulds claimed originaliy that he was the first discoverer. Later he recognised that hotl
he and Herschel had independently thought of the use of fingerprints for identification
oi criminals for subsequent ofiinces through their prints heing filed. The printed Appual
was hased sclely on his major coneeption arising out ot the originad idea common to both.
For that coneeption Herschel never made any claim and in fact disclaimed erodit therefor
as due to Faulds.

Both letters were sent to mie. The other letter of later date, was addressed to Sir Willizm
Anstruther-Gray, Bart.,, M.T’. for Berwickshire and East Lothian, The daughters of Fanlds
ar¢ indebted to both Members for their good offices in approaching Mr Llsyd George.

15}

4 Hansard, vol 568, No. 87, p. 69.

5 The first three paragraphs, somewhat muddled, represent Henry as the inventor not only
of the system of classification in use at The Yard in 1901 hut also of the combined systems
then in use of fingerprints and of measurcments, Henry was not an inventor of any
svstem. Tle made improvements on the classification systems of TFaulds and Galion,
The muddle is due to Cherrill omitting praor matter to which the opuning paragraph
must refer.

6 Ther: is another conception of Faulds relating to the identification of dead bodies noticet
supra. His claim to recognition. thercfore, rests in this Renewed Appeal on that ground
in addition to the major conception alone mentioned in the 1952 Application.

7 It is proper that the Supporters of the 1957 Application should he here rcmu»nlwrfwl; it.1
alphabetical order:—James Couper Brash, Emeritus Professar of Anatomy. University of
Edinburgh; Rev. W. Dodd, Vicar, Weston, Wolstanton; Miss Mary Heath, Wolstanton;
Dt G. O'Donnell, Walstanton; Neville F. Paddock, Solicitor, Hanlev; Sir Percy Sillitoe;
Rev. S. Snell, Vicar, Wolstanton; and S, T. Swingler, M.P. for Newcastle-under-Lyme,
heading the list,

8 No one is hurt. The daughters of Faulds have always preferred publicity for their father’s
sake,

9 It is unnecessary to traverse Cherrill's “ summed up . Neither this passage nor his
quotation from Tennyson on the next page is consistent with Herschel’s 1880 T.etter and
his 1917 admission. Cherrill forgets Faulds was a skilled anatomist. See ’38 p. 137, 139 ¢t
140, TIf Purkinje had been asked, he would have been of the same opinion as Faulds 111:?’1
finger ridge characteristics are (barring inujries or disease) * for ever unchangeable.
PPurkinje never realised their identification value.
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