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CELEBRATING
The SO0th Anniversary of the
Patterson/Gimlin Film

By Christopher L. Murphy & Todd Prescott

October 20, 1967 Roger Pattersople depicted them in their artwork and

and Raobert (Bob) Gimlin ofakima handed down stories of their existence
County Washington, filmed what is through generation$hey have over 100
believed to be a sasquatch or bigfoot aames for them, each meaning aydar
Bluff Creek, CaliforniaTheir one-minute hairy, ape-like creature.
(953 frame) film has become one of the Reports of the creature by non-Native
most controversial films in the world. Itpeople emeyed in the 1700s, and the total
has been debated by scientists and othember of sightings and the finding of
professionals since October 26, 1967 anakge footprints is now over 4,000.
continues to remain a mystefypsolutely Roger Patterson became intrigued
nothing proves the film to be a fabricawith the numerous stories in the late
tion, and nothing to date has been estab950s. He went on expeditions hoping to
lished beyond a doubt that the creatuseee one of the creatures or discover-foot
filmed is real. prints. He wrote a book on his findings,

The assertion that such a creatui@o Abominable Snowmen @& merica
exists (now called sasquatch or bigfoofReally Exist?He then decided to make a
predates the settlement of Noftimerica documentary using a 16mm movie eam
by Europeans and othefdoriginal pee era.



Reports of laye foot E
prints found on Blue Creekj
Mountain, California, in |
lateAugust 1967 prompted £
him to ask his friend Bob |
Gimlin to join him on an |
expedition to that ared@he
two men, both experienced
horsemen, went to the are:
with horses.

After researching Blu
Creek Mountain, the men
explored the nearby BIUf Artwork created by Michael Rugg deplctlng the moment
Creek, California area, in Patterson and Gimlin spotted thesatue. Rugg consult
which footprints had been ed with Bob Gimlin in @ating the scene so it is believed
reported some ten yearsto be quite accuratéCopyright, Michael Rugg)
earlier

Their entire trip was
uneventful up to the after
noon of October 20. Upon
rounding a bend in the trall
they spotted a tall, hairy
ape-like creature that
matched the description of
sasquatch or bigfooThe
adjacent artwork by
Michael Rugg shows the
scene.

The creature turned
(about face) and walked
away; Patterson followed
it on foot taking movie
footage the whole time. He #
ran out of film as the crea
ture disappeared into theA scale model of the film site. The scene shows th
forest. point at which the image of theeatue shown on

The two men followed page 3 was takenCopyright, C. Murphy)
its path on horseback but the prints (a left and right footprint) and
did not see it agaihey returned to the then left to have the film shipped for
film site and studied the footprints thedeveloping.They could not be sure that
creature left along the creek shofe they actually captured the creature on
depth of the prints indicated considerabliim and wanted to confirm this before
weight. They filmed the footprints andthey left the arealhey planned to stay
2 proceeded to make plaster casts of two lghger and try again to film a bigfoot if




the film they had taken did not show any

thing. However before they could !
receive word, torrential rain forced then

to leave the area and returnYtakima,
Washington.

The plaster casts made of the ere
ture’s footprints showed an actual foo, #
size of at least 14.5 inches, and they we.
very wide by human standard$he &
image below shows the casts with ‘
human male footprint cast (abouit. 75
inches long) for comparison

Both the film of the creature and its
footprints were shown to scientists at th
University of British Columbia on
October 26, 1967 he scientists were not

allowed to express an opinion, bu _,_* M A

because further detailed study of the filrp fiim frame close-up showing the

was not requested it does not appear creatue as it turned and looked at

though they were impressed. Patterson and Gimiin. (Publtomain)
Other scientists in the US#ere con

sulted and their opinions varied. Howeve
such were the result of a cursory look 4§
the film, not a proper analysishe first
scientist to study the film in detail was. Dr
John Napier in 1968. His book on the-suk
ject of sasquatch/bigfoot was published i
19721

In 1971 the film was taken to Europe
for study by scientists in Finland, Swede
Switzerland, Russia and England
Although the film was given much more
attention overseas, there were no defir Film site casts with cast of a human foot
tive conclusions that proved the creatur(Copyright, C. Murphy)
was real, but some analysis pointed in theletailing all their findings.Nevertheless,
direction. without bones or a body part, the “world

Two prominent Russian researcher@,f science” essentially stayed clear of the
Dmitri Bayanov and Igor Burtsev thor iSSue.
oughly studied and analyzed the film in N 1975 previously unknown pheto
the early 1970s and later yedrsey con  graphs of three of the creataréotprints
cluded that it definitely showed a livingemeged.As it happened, a timber man
homin. Much later they published a booRgement crew was in the area three day

1. Napier, John (1972), Bigfoot, Berkley Publishing, New York, NY.
2. Bayanov, Dmitri (1997), America’s Bigfoot: Fact, Not Fiction, Crypto-Logos 3
Publishers, Moscow, Russia.



after the filming. One of its members say ==
and photographed the prints as seenon ., = 5
right. In that a regular 35mm camera wa
used, the photos have superior clarity
Undaunted by the lack of enthusias
from the scientific communityPatterson
proceeded to market the film and verfs
soon “bigfoot” attained considerable noto
riety. The idea that a creature of this natu ' = o
might inhabit the forests of Norimerica Note the tW'g ’V“ght this indicate @l
resulted in a virtual “industry”—television foot made the print?
productions, movies, books, and noveltie RS, %
The words “sasquatch” and “bigfoot” ardis
now household nhames. G
It would not be until 1983 that thef
clearest film frames were selected a
printed, with enlagements of just the
creatureThere was highly limited pub
lication of this material, so only alE=&e = ' e LSRN
“select few” saw all the image¥here An Amerlcan 25-cent coin was placed
were twelve film frames printed (full near the blg toe for size comparlson
frames) and twelve close-ups of jusfs -
the creature. Public disclosure was n¢= -
made of all images until 2040ne of | T
the close-up images is that shown of = .
the previous page.
The next scientist to evaluate thq 3
film in reasonable detail was Dr {3

creature was real. He also published
book on his findings in 1992 Other
scientists certainly reviewed the film
but did not do an in-depth analysis.  These photos wettaken October 23, 1967
The lack of scientific involvement of actual footprints made by theeatue

in the film with regard to a proper and filmed. Five days lateiOctober 28, 1967,
efficient analysis bothered most casts wez made of ten of the prints by a
researchers. In 1995 the bold step wa'€Seacher following up on the sighting.
taken to commission a forensic scien (Photos Copyright, yle Lavety)

tist, Jef Glickman, to study the film findings. His remarkable report was
and produce a detailed report on higroduced in 1998 but it was not made

A smoking pie was used for size compar

3. Murphy, Christopher (2004), Meet the Sasquatch, Hancock House

Publishers, Surrey BC.

4. Krantz, Grover (1992), Big Footprints: A Scientific Inquiry into the Reality of
4 Sasquatch, Johnson Printing, Boulder, Co.



public (printed for
sale). It was eventual
ly presented on the
Internet. In summary
the report established
the creaturs height
at 7 feet, 3.5 inches,
its weight at 1,957
pounds, and its pro
portions beyond hu-
man standards. Many
other observations
resulted in the follow
ing statement by Jef
Glickman: “Despite
three years of rigor
ous examination by
the author the
Patterson-Gimlin film
cannot be deman
strated to be a fgery

at this time.”
In 2014 another
professional, Bill

l\_/Iur_lns, pubhshe:d his A reasonable interpretation of what the creature filmed
findings on the filn® actually looked like is this artistic rendering by Chris
_He apprqached the Murphy. It was created in 1996 using a color photocopy of
ISsue St”Ctly_ from the head as seen in one of the film frames (the frame pre-
the st.ar_1dp0|'nt of viously presented). Pastels were used to reinforce what
‘<‘:Ieterm|n’|’ng if the could be seen. The creature’s mouth in the actual frame is
_Creature was We._ar partially open, so this was changed to a closed mouth to
Ing a costume. U_smg provide a more natural and aesthetically pleasing appear-
state-of-the-artequip ance. The final image has been used in many publications
ment, he was unableover the past 20 years and is likely the most publicized art-

to find any indic_:ation work of the creature. (Copyright, C. Murphy)
of a costume; in fact

many of his findings that have been used for analySike
were to the contrary ORIGINAL film of the creature was
As to the physical film, many put into storage very soon after it was
copies were made of it in the latashown at the University of British
1960s and 1970s, and it is these copi€olumbia. Unfortunately the film

5. Glickman, Jeff (1998), Toward a Resolution of the Bigfoot Phenomenon, NASI.
6. Munns, William (Bill) (2014), When Roger Met Patty, CreateSpace Independent
Publishing Platform. 5
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showing footprints was copied onl
once or twice (as near as can be dety
mined) and the original was sent t
England for a documentarl does not
appear it was returned and is now lo

to history _ o _
The last time the original film

showing the subject was seen was
1983 when it was taken to Hollywood
California, for analysis. Photography
had previously been made (1980) ¢
twelve film framesThe film was bor
rowed from storage to do the prints a
kept until 1983. It was either nof
returned or returned and put in th
wrong storage locationVhatever the
case, it too is lost to histary

The known history of the film,
including the circumstances and afte
math, was detailed in a book publishe
in 20087 The work was created to
address the many questions regardi
the film and Patterson and Gimlin
Complications (court cases) as to fil
ownership came to a head after Rog
Patterson died (1972). His death, at ag
39, was the result of Hodgksdisease.
He never wavered on his recount of t
filming events and took a great amou
of criticism and ridiculdor this.When
the creature was first spotted, h
grabbed his camera rather than h
rifle. However Gimlin also had a
rifle and “covered” his friend as h¢g
ran after the creature.When

The most popular thepon sasquatch kin
age is that of a suiving Gigantopithecus
blacki, a vey large ape that inhabitefisia
some 300,000 years ago. The skull sho
hete was condtrcted by DrGrover Krantz
using an actual jaw bone fazfeence.
(Copyright, C. Murphy)

7. Murphy, Christopher L. (2008), Bigfoot Film Journal, Hancock House Publishers, Surrey
BC.



Patterson was terminally ill in 1972 ,(wild apes do live in Northmerica)
he told a friend, “W& should have to “We wereVERY wrong” (we are
shot the thing and then people wouldot the only “humans” on the plan
believe us.” Nevertheless, the twat). The ramifications beyond that
men had a pact that they would ngboint are left to the reader
shoot a bigfoot unless their lives Although stories and artwork
were in dangefThe film reveals that dealt with what we now call
the only “danger” the creaturesasquatch or bigfoot for probably
showed was a very stern look—ithousands of years, a color movie
just calmly and intently walked awayfilm that cannot be written bfas a
from the men. hoax is a completely dirent situa
Bob Gimlin has also stdred tion.
criticism and ridicule; so much so  With all of this in mind, it can be
that for many years he did not tallseen that Patterson and Gimlin took
about the event. In recent years hiar more than a simple movie film of
has participated in conferences antsomething” on a creek shor&heir
documentaries. He is about the mod$iim broke through the barriers of
sincere and genuine person ongreconceived scientific notions rais
could hope to meet. Now aged 85, himg numerous guestions. Such would
is still highly active and most per not be the first time in history that
sonable. this has happenedhere are many
Perhaps the most intriguingexamples of “science being wrong.”
guestion is why has the film persistHowever in this case the stakes are
ed?Why does it get so much attenmuch higherespecially (again) if the
tion and “heated” discussio®@ this creature is human.
point in time, the most critical ques Fifty years is a very long time for
tion with those who believe in thesomething like the Patterson/Gimlin
creaturestreality is what kind of an film to “hang in the balance,” as it
animal is seen in the film: Non-were. When first viewed by
human or human? If it is proven taesearchers it was thought that it
be the former then some kind of would be only a matter of weeks, at
unrecognized ape inhabits Nortithe most months, before a sasquatc!
America; with the latter then wewas  found and classified.
appear to have a very primitiveRemarkably this was not the case
human—perhaps providing greateand many of the early researchers
insights into human evolution. Inhave passed away
both cases, their discovery (proof of We can thank Roger Patterson
existence) would be highly signifi and Bob Gimlin for providing us
cant, but more so for a human eonwith an enduring mystery that has
nection. To most people, news ofbecome a great source of pleasurt
either would simply be another news&nd intrigue for manymany people.
item (the world would not stand
still). The world of science, however Happy
would need to make some correc 50th Anni\/ersary

tions ranging from,“\& were wrong” Patterson/GimlinFilm! .



Hancock House Publisher in Sury@®ritish Columbia,
is the primary publisher of bigfoot/sasquatch titles.
Please review the fine selection of titles available
on their website.

http://www.hancockhouse.com/

The most comprehensive
book on the
Patterson/Gimlin film was
published by Hancock
House in 2008. It is full
color with 98 photographs
and illustrations.

The

BIGFOOT

Film Controversy

Roger, Patterson
Christopher

Roger Pattersog’1966 book, Do
Abominable Snowmen d&fmerica
Really Exist? was reprinted in 2005
under this titleAn update supplement
was added providing details of the film
ing and addressing issues raised up to
that time. It contains 123 photographs
and illustrations.
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19313 ZerdAvenue
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