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What John Napier states here (pages
91 and 92, Bigfoot), threw me for a

bit of loop. When I talked to Frank Beebe
on the telephone in about 2000, he went
to get his notebook. He then read to me
something he had written back in 1967—
“This darn thing just might be real.”
When I questioned him on some of the
negative things he was quoted as saying,
in the newspaper he said, “PAPER
DOES NOT REFUSE INK.” He
attended the opening ceremonies for my
sasquatch exhibit at the Museum of
Vancouver in 2004. I seem to recall him
sitting in the front row when David
Hancock and I gave our little talks. This
was my first museum exhibit, so I was
sort of all over the place and did not
discuss anything further with Beebe. I
should have at least gotten a photo of
him.

Whatever the case, the reference to a
“tall bony crest on its skull” (i.e., sagittal
crest on the P/G film subject) is not
considered a known fact. What we see
may not indeed be a sagittal crest. Of
course, back in the early 1970s, Napier
and other professionals would have
thought they saw a sagittal crest.

This led into the argument that
female gorillas do not have a sagittal
crest, so the P/G film subject, given it is a
female gorilla of some sort (but no proof
here), should not have sagittal crest. This
was all found to be irrelevant, if not
incorrect and dispelled. 

Nevertheless, if the sasquatch does
have a sagittal crest, then it is essentially
a herbivore (vegetarian) and therefore
must have a big fat belly or a
“protuberant abdomen,” such as we see
on the gorilla in the adjacent photograph.
The reason is that a great quantity of
vegetables/fruit is required because of the
limited protein value of this food. Thus a
lot must be eaten and stored, resulting in
a “pot belly appearance.” 

In the first place, the argument is
void if the P/G subject does not have a
sagittal crest. In the second place, we
know that sasquatch eat meat (deer, duck,

rabbit, salmon in the wild, and domestic
farm animals). This implies that
sasquatch are not herbivores and so don’t
have a pot belly. Animals (including
humans) that eat meat get more than the
necessary protein from this food source. 

Did Frank Beebe say what is quoted?
It was likely scientific chit-chat—looking
at different alternatives. Napier ran with it
because it supports his negative
conclusion on the P/G film. 
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Dr. Donald W. Grieve in England
threw his hat in the ring and offered

a standing height of 6 feet 5 inches for the
hominoid in the P/G film. Dr. Napier
discusses the whole subject of stature on
pages 92 and 93 of his book, Bigfoot. He
has a formula that states height or stature
is 6.6 times the foot length. Stature
figures are provided for a 14-inch foot (7
feet 8 inches) and a 15-inch foot (8 feet 3
inches). 

We have established that the walking
height for the P/G film subject was 7 feet
3.5 inches. The standing height would be
7 feet, 10.6 inches to 7 feet 10.9 inches.
Given Dr. Napier’s formula, this puts the
foot length at 14.33 to 14.38 inches. I
believe the formula is light, but it’s OK
for an estimation.

While Dr. Napier was working on his
book, Roger Patterson was still alive. You
would think a scientist would know about
the formula for determining the height of
an object in a photograph. He could have
called Patterson and got information for
using the formula. Even if Patterson
could not help with everything needed,
Napier could have applied various
estimated figures and provided some
insights. 

Where Napier refers to a “step” I
think he means a pace, which is the heel
of, say, the right foot to the heel of the left
foot. If he is in fact just talking about the
space between footprints, then in my case
at about 6 feet tall, the space is about
10.75 inches. My foot is 11.25 inches
long, so this gives me a pace of 22 inches. 

Nevertheless, as Napier states that the
“step” is 41 inches, this is about one-half
of the believed film subject stride at that
time of 81.5 inches. One half of a stride is
a pace, see the adjacent illustration.

To say that a creature 6 feet 5 inches
tall should have a step (pace) of 45 inches
is absurd. This is greater than double my
pace. Such a creature (or person) would
have a pace of about 24 inches.

Napier goes on to state that the film

PACE: 33.5 inches

subject’s step (pace) might increase up to
about 50 inches. I don’t think this would
happen unless the film subject was
running. As we don’t see it running in the
film, this is out of the question.

Below are the footprints in a series
as constructed by Bill Munns. I put in the
approximate measurement (rounded up)
so that we can do some comparisons. We
have only four footprints on film, but I
believe they show a normal walk. I think
they were taken before the subject turns
to look at Patterson and Gimlin, now both
on foot. I believe the subject got
concerned at this point and may have
taken larger steps (“striding out,” as
Napier puts it) in moving ahead.

COMPARISON
6-FOOT MAN AND FILM SUBJECT

MAN  SUBJ.
FOOT LENGTH 11.25”   14.5”
SPACE BETWEEN PRINTS 10.75”   18.0”
PACE 22.0”    33.5”
STRIDE 44.0”    67.0”

The image used below is the only
image we have of the footprints in a
series. There were other physical
measurements taken, which will differ,
but no photos.

Napier based his conclusions on an
absurd assumption. Of course, every-
thing—footprints, casts, films, testi-
mony—support each other and are “true-
bill.”

Unfortunately, what a scientist says
in writing overrides everything—
common sense, proven fact, mathematics,
and so forth. Most professionals reading
this will say, “What the hell does this guy
know; he’s not a scientist.” 
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Dr. Grieve’s final words as to his
analysis were as follows: “The poss-

ibility of fakery is ruled out if the speed
of the film was 16 or 18 fps (frames per
second).”

That is really quite simple and does
not warrant the words “little support.”
Then to say that the stature alone
discredits the film indicates that Napier
had some other agenda. Perhaps he
wanted to be very careful with what he
said. Ihave learned that people at the
Smithsonian thought he was not prudent
to get involved in the sasquatch/bigfoot
issue. Just what his boss thought, I don’t
know, but perhaps I would doubt that he
was happy.

In later years, Igor Burtsev, a Russian
hominologist, provided convincing evi-
dence that the film was taken at 16 to 18
frames per second. Napier had passed
away by that time.

Napier’s last words that, “The crea-
ture shown in the film does not stand up
well to functional analysis.” is not
correct. Nevertheless, it would not be
until 1999 that a proper study of the film
was performed by a forensic scientist and
essentially given a clean bill of health.
Nothing was found to indicate that the

film subject was a hoax. Of course, that
analysis required many thousands of
dollars; far beyond Napier’s budget. 

I need to mention that I am not trying
to prove the credibility of the P/G film. I
am simply looking at the credibility of the
information Napier chose to provide in
his book. He is certainly to be excused
where the passage of time has proven him
incorrect. Nevertheless, I don’t think he
studied the film in the way it needed to be
studied. But this would have been tough
in 1972. Back then you were lucky to
have an electronic calculator. Indeed, the
following is from the Internet:

Hewlett-Packard Corporation joined
the market in early 1972 with the HP-
35 scientific calculator. It could not
only add, subtract, multiply, and

divide but compute trigonometric
functions, logarithms, and expo-
nents. In other words, it did the work
of a slide rule and more. The
calculator sold for $395.

What is called the “current value” of
$395 in 1972 is $2,469.70. So, quite an
investment back then.

Napier's book is still available on
amazon, so people are still digesting quite
a bit of nonsense. Unfortunately, many
professional people likely look to this
book as a credible scientific reference for
the sasquatch and other hominoids. As I
have stated before, the book is simply a
book written by a scientist and in my
opinion, not really a very good one.
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This statement is likely the most
ridiculous in Napier’s entire

book. About 20 years ago claims
mainly by me regarding small details
that appeared to be in P/G film frames
brought about a scientific paper on the
level of credible details in the frames.
If we take the best image we have and
enlarge the subject to 96 millimeters
(3.78 inches), what you can see with
your naked eyes is the only credible
detail available. You would not be
able to see a fastener of any sort.
Now, that statistical fact is based on
the subject being 102 feet from the
camera. But we know it had to be
much farther away. Nevertheless, I

will stay with 102 feet for this
material. The image on the right is
about 3.78 inches high when this
paper is viewed at 11 inches by 8.5
inches. It would be impossible to see a
hoax indicator on this image. Keep in
mind that you cannot enlarge it any
more.

This image is the absolute best we
have. It was not available in 1972. I
believe all Napier had was screen
shots (stop frames in a movie) There
would not be any significant details
available. To use that process, the film
image would need to be reduced to
3.78 inches, and then looked at with
naked eyes. Nothing could be seen

even if something like a zipper was
there. I suppose current highly
sophisticated equipment might
indicate something, but not with
equipment back in 1972.
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Dr, Napier mentions the Deltox Marsh
incident on page 95 of his book. This

was a very good sighting, but it had a very
bad ending. 

To begin, John Green states in his
book, Sasquatch the Apes Among Us, that
the incident took place on November 30,
1968 (not 1966) and that there were
twelve (12) “young men” (deer hunters)
involved and six (6) were interviewed.
Furthermore, they were interviewed by
both Ivan Sanderson and Bernard
Heuvelmans, who traveled together to the
location of the sighting. Please note that
the filming of “Roger Patterson’s furry
starlet of Bluff Creek” took place about
one year and one month earlier (October
20, 1967). 

The following is from an article en-
titled “Wisconsin’s ‘Abominable Snow-
man,’ written by Ivan Sanderson for
Argosy magazine, April 1969:

Finally, it came as a considerable
surprise to us to learn during the
interview I describe above, that this
particular specimen or one just like it
was seen on no less than five
occasions in that immediate area last
fall. Sometime in the early fall a Mr.
Freeman encountered just the same
thing in an area known as the
Lebanon Swamp; Parry, Bleier and
Mallo ran into it on the nineteenth of
November; there was this drive on
the thirtieth of November, and the
next night, a Mr. and Mrs. Stan
Penkala almost ran into it on one of
the nearby roads. Then, as we were
concluding our interview, four young
local men came in to say that some
youngsters had just led them to two
long trails of tracks in the fresh but
slightly crusted snow, again adjacent
to the Deltox Marsh.

I am afraid that this development
seemed too pat. We went to see the
tracks and they displayed some very
dubious features that would have
been puzzling enough if they had
been found on the top of the
Himalayas. By this I mean they
looked more than suspiciously "man-
made" in that they were enormous
individually but had exactly the same
stride as my own, while both sets
either appeared out of deep wood
into which we had not the time or
means at night to follow them back to
their point of origin, or started from a
blacktop road and cut across open
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fields to another thick wood. Also,
on one occasion, they stepped over
a waist-high barbed wire fence
without messing the snow or
leaving any hairs. But perhaps we
went to look at these tracks in too
skeptical a mood, and our appraisal
may have been prejudiced.

Bernard Heuvelmans stated (late
1970s) that he thought the tracks, as seen
in the adjacent image, were fabricated.
Given this is the case, then whoever
made the tracks knew that sasquatch
walk in a straight line (no alternating
gait). I don’t know when the first
mention of that fact became public, but I
think it was later than 1968.

The fact that the print maker
apparently stepped over a “waist-high
barbwire fence without messing the
snow” is interesting. The first report of
this sort of this sort of thing was in the
Chapman case in 1941. There was no
snow, but footprints were clearly seen in
the soil.

One report I read stated that the
subject at some point was about 100 feet
away. That was about the same distance
stated for the Patterson and Gimlin film
hominoid. Unfortunately, none of the
hunters had a camera, but I don’t
consider that unusual for 1968. John
Green’s final words on the incident are:

Everyone agreed that no man
would have dared masquerade in a
fur suit during hunting season, it
would have been suicide. Yet no
one apparently had shot at the
thing.

My comment on this final point is that
most hunters would not shoot at something
that looked like a man. Indeed, some of the
hunters thought the subject was a man in a
costume, crazy as that might be.

That the tracks found were connected
with the hominoid sighted is not known.
There was considerable talk of the incident in
the town of Fremont, so someone might have
fabricated them for fun, but my comments on
the prints still apply.

I am sure Sanderson and Heuvelmans
had cameras. I expect one of them took the
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BASHKORTOSTAN

MOSCOW

During 2020, Igor Burtsev and his
partner, Stroganov, did research in

the Republic of Bashkortostan, which is
about 680 miles from Moscow. Igor sent
photographs of the expedition, some of
which are provided here. The footprints
found are quite remarkable. The first two
seen are of the same print.
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Vehicle used for exploration and shelter.Stroganov, left, and Igor, right.

photo seen above. I am sure they would have
taken photos of individual prints as well, but
I don’t know of any. 

Remarkably, Gene Baade, who edits
this newsletter, was living in Wisconsin
in 1980 and read about the Deltox Marsh
incident.

Gene is a Lutheran minister, with a
flair for hominology, and one of his
parishioners told him of a sighting near
Fremont between 1965 and 1968 that
involved the parishioner’s brother Jeff (a
past parishioner) and their father.

Gene phoned Jeff and he came to the
parsonage, sat down, and provided the
full story. Gene wrote a letter to John
Green with the story, which is shown in
an excerpt on the right. Please note that
last names are known, but have not been
used to respect confidentiality.

This sighting provides more credi-
bility for the November 1968 sighting
mentioned by Napier.    —00—

March 10, 1980


