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THE HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE
FOSSIL CASUARIUS LYDEKKERI
By ALDEN H. MILLER
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In 1891 Lydekker (pp, 353-354) made known the existence of a fossil cassowary of the
PJeistocene of New South Wales, Australia. His report was based on a cast presented to the
British Museum by the Trustees of the Australian Museum, Sydney, New South Wales, The
original specimen, which according to him was preserved in the" Museum at Sydney" we now
know later appeared, unnumbered, among material in the Mining Museum at Sydney, About
20 years ago it was transferred to the Australian Museum and given the number MF 1268,
The significance and identity of the specimen had been lost sight of over the years, and,
in 1954, it was placed in the hands of Mr. Leslie F, Marcus, a representative of the Museum of
Paleontology of the University of California, U,S,A" with the suggestion that it be studied.
In 1960 I began checking the characteristics of this fossil, which consists of the distal end of
the tibiotarsus. It seemed clearly to show the configuration of a cassowary rather than that
of an emu, which latter has a less tapered proximal extension of the lateral condylar mass on
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none, There is therefore no firm basis for the purported derivation from Cooma, and the
absence of diatoms throws real doubt on such a source. The locality given by Lydekker, that
is, "cavern-deposits of the Wellington
", may therefore be regarded as the correct one
although there is no later direct evidence
support the conclusion, This is the view of
H, O. Fletcher, of the Australian Museum, who has kindly supplied me with the foregoing data
concerning the circumstances of receipt and cataloguing of the specimen at his institution,
The British Museum's record of information on the cast repeats the statement of source as the
Pleistocene cave deposits of the Wellington Valley,

