
The Patterson-Gimlin Film in the Light of the
Linnaeus and Porshnev Teachings

Report on the Occasion of the Film’s 50th Anniversary

Fifty years ago, on October 20, 1967, in Bluff Creek,
Northern California; Roger Patterson, helped by his friend

and assistant Robert Gimlin, caught on film a female specimen
of the higher bipedal primates known in North America as
Bigfoot or Sasquatch. Up until now, according to the science
of anthropology, modern man Homo sapiens is the only repre-
sentative of the bipedal primates on earth. The others are non-
existent because, according to paleoanthropology, man’s clos-
est evolutionary relatives died out tens of thousands of years
ago. Such is the scientific paradigm today. For this reason
American scientists rejected the film out of hand, without
studying it; calling it a fabrication showing a man dressed for
deception in a special costume imitating natural hairiness.

In 1971, sasquatch hunter René Dahinden visited Moscow
and handed over to us (followers of Professor Boris Porshnev)
a copy of the Patterson-Gimlin footage for study and verifica-
tion. Porshnev was the author of a fundamental work on relict
hominoids. According to his concept, Homo sapiens is not the
only bipedal primate in the world; there are others, including
relict Neanderthals which were of special interest for him.
This means, he declared, a scientific revolution in primatol-
ogy, and consequently a paradigm shift in anthropology.

In this connection, Porshnev recognized the reality of the
so-called snowmen. On his initiative, the Soviet Academy of
Sciences set up a special Commission to study the snowman
question. During two years of its existence the Commission,
using ancient, medieval and modern sources of information,
gathered and published a lot of material on the existence of
bipedal primate relicts.
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Some time later Porshnev’s ideas were strongly attacked
by influential conservative scientists, who accused him of cre-
ating and spreading pseudoscience. The Snowman
Commission was disbanded. Then publication of his book On
the Beginning of Human History (the main work of his life)
was interrupted and cancelled; Boris Porshnev suddenly died
of a heart attack (1972).

Study of the film began when he was still with us and con-
tinued after his passing. The main investigators were members
of the permanent seminar on the problem of relict hominoids
formed at the State Darwin Museum in Moscow. the seminar
was formed after the Academy Commission stopped function-
ing by the Museum’s chief curator Pyotr Smolin. As a result of
the film’s comprehensive study, with valuable advice of spe-
cialists, such as Dr. Dmitri Donskoy in particular (expert of
biomechanics), we came to a firm conclusion that the film
really shows a Bigfoot female. Our analysis was published in
the books by Peter Byrne and Don Hunter with René
Dahinden, and what’s more important , the film’s authenticity
was noted and stressed in our article published in the authori-
tative international journal Current Anthropology, December
1974.

This became one of the main reasons for holding the first
scientific conference in Vancouver in 1978 on the problem of
sasquatches and other bipedal primates. As reported by
American newspapers, our report on the Patterson-Gimlin
Film was the hit of the conference. It is published in full in the
book America’s Bigfoot - Fact, Not Fiction. U.S. Evidence
Verified in Russia (1997). A copy of the book was sent to
President Bill Clinton, he confirmed receipt and expressed
gratitude.

The film’s serious examination and validation happened in
Russia twenty years earlier than similar work done by our col-
leagues in North America, summarized as follows: 

In 1992 the authenticity of the film was argued for and
approved by Dr. Grover Krantz, professor of anthropology at
Washington State University, in his book Big Footprints.He
did so as a result of his personal study of the documentary. 

In 1998, Jeff Glickman, a Certified Forensic Examiner,

2



published his report on the intensive computer analysis of the
Bigfoot film over a period of three years. His conclusion:
“Despite three years of rigorous examination by the author,
the Patterson-Gimlin film cannot be demonstrated to be a for-
gery at this time.” 

In 2006 the film was described as authentic by Dr. Jeff
Meldrum, professor of anthropology at Idaho State University,
in his book Sasquatch: Legend Meets Science. On the univer-
sity server he presents the onsite journal Relict Hominoid
Inquiry, carrying a lot of materials on the subject by American
and Russian authors.

In 2014 the film was validated by William Munns,
Hollywood specialist on costumes and special effects, in his
book When Roger Met Patty. We note with satisfaction that the
American investigators of the film, using better technology
than was available to us, have supplemented and added accu-
racy to our findings back in the 1970s.

During this time (2004) a $100,000 reward was announced
for anyone who could definitively disprove the PG film. The
reward remains unclaimed. All attempts by debunkers by
means of films and videos showing a man in an ape costume
have spectacularly failed. The actors reveal wrong biome-
chanics, wrong movements, wrong gait and anatomy (includ-
ing the intermembral index) all of which are quite different
from what is characteristic and looks natural in Patterson’s
film-star dubbed Patty. The actors’hair cover is also wrong—
Hollywood masters of special effects have repeatedly stated
that they are unable to produce a costume looking equal to
Patty’s hair cover.

It is in place to mention here one more interesting fact.
After Patterson died, Bob Gimlin, who had not earned a cent
from the film, was offered a large sum of money if he would
say that Roger faked the film. The bribery was indignantly
rejected, which tells a lot about both Gimlin and film.

Thus fifty years of the film’s existence triumphantly testi-
fy to its authenticity. Two questions arise. 1) Why were the
Russians first in the film’s examination and validation? The
answer is: Because, unlike our American colleagues, we were
from the very beginning in possession of Boris Porshnev’s
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concept of relict hominoids. This provided us with a solid sci-
entific basis for the analysis. 2) Why were these relict primate
beings not known to modern science? The shortest answer is
because there was no science to know them. That is, natural
biological science. Fortunately, we have it now. As to human-
itarian sciences, such as folkloristics and demonology, they
have always known such beings by names, which make schol-
ars think it’s the subject of pure fantasy and mythology. In
Russian the main name for these beings is leshy (from the
word “les” (wood); in English it’s wood goblin. The words
devil and shaitan (the latter in the Turkish languages) are
widely used: pan, satyr, silenus (in ancient Greek), faun (in
Latin), etc. This factor has been and remains a serious obsta-
cle to accepting the reality of leshys and wood goblins by
those who do not realize that mythology is not pure fantasy but
a mixture of truth and fantasy.

In his monograph Porshnev writes of the emergent science
of relict hominoids, referring at the same time to Carl
Linnaeus, the famous Swedish naturalist of the 18th Century,
creator of the system of classification of animals and plants,
which is still being used today. Linnaeus borrowed the eccle-
siastical term primatus and used it in biology, having laid the
basis for the science of primatology. As is known, he dared to
embrace by the order of primates both apes and man, which
scandalized his contemporaries, but was approved by Darwin
in the next century. But what is usually unknown by our con-
temporaries is the fact that Linnaeus is the author of the term
Homo sapiens (man the wise). Usually it is thought that the
term was introduced by paleoanthropologists—nothing of the
sort. Linnaeus used it a century before the birth of Darwinism
and paleoanthropology. Using the information of ancient nat-
uralists and travelers of his time, he established the existence
of two species of man: one is Homo troglodytes (caveman in
Greek), described as sylvestris (woodman) and nocturnus
(nightman); the other is Homo sapiens, described as diurnus
(diurnal), the term applied to modern man. It is only in con-
trast to Homo troglodytes that the term Homo sapiens was
coined and used by Linnaeus, and not because he was of such
high opinion of representatives of our species.
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In an age when religion was dominant bold innovations
introduced by Linnaeus in science were soon rejected. After
his death the Primate Order was banned, and restored only a
century later by Darwin’s close associate Thomas Huxley. As
for Homo troglodytes, it was declared to be a mistake by the
great naturalist, who allegedly took anthropoid apes for peo-
ple. The term troglodyte was then applied to the chimpanzee:
Simia troglodytes (cave ape). Absurd! It was not Linnaeus but
his critics who erred. 

Two centuries later justice was restored and Linnaeus
rehabilitated in this most important question. This was done
by Porshnev in his 1963 work The Present State of the
Question of Relict Hominoidsin which he calls the “snow-
man” by the scientific name of Homo troglodytes Linnaeus. In
the same work the author substantiated the thesis that the dis-
covery, or more accurately, re-discovery of troglodytes by
modern science means the emergence of a new scientific dis-
cipline devoted, just as paleoanthropology, to the question of
man’s evolutionary origin. In 1972 this new discipline was
named hominology. Thus Boris Porsnev is the father of homi-
nology, Carl Linnaeus is its progenitor.

In 1966, the journal Questions of Philosophy, No.3, carried
Porshnev’s article “Is a Scientific Revolution in Primatology
Possible Today?” The author answered the question in the pos-
itive, referring in so doing to the work of the American
philosopher of science Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions(1962). A revolution in science means a
shift of scientific paradigms, a process protracted and painful
for scientists; just what we see happening in the snowman
problem since the middle of the 20th Century.

It is necessary to note that a paradigm shift in a given sci-
ence is inevitably accompanied and followed by a change of
experts in it. When after Nicholas Copernicus, in the course of
scientific revolution in astronomy, the geocentric paradigm
was changed to the heliocentric, the unrivaled for ages author-
ities in astronomy Aristotle and Ptolemy were replaced by
Galileo, Kepler and others. In the 18th century the paradigm
of astronomers, declaring that stones cannot drop from heav-
en and therefore fantasy and mythology, was challenged by
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the paradigm stating that stones do fall from heaven. As a
result astronomers ceased to be experts on the question and
relevant experts appeared among those who collected and
studied stones that fall from the sky. They created the science
of meteorites. When in the 19th Century the famous German
anthropologist Rudolf Virchow stated that the unusual bones
unearthed in 1856 in the valley of Neanderthal belonged to
modern man suffering from rickets, he proved that expertise in
the study of such bones had to shift to specialists of a different
kind.

In this connection we inform the scientific community that
the main specialists in the question of existence and study of
the living hominids different from Homo sapiens are homi-
nologists, not paleoanthropologists, specialists in the study of
fossils. According to the proverb, there is no harm without
good and no good without harm. Paleoanthropologists have
produced great good having substantiated man’s evolutionary
origin by the study of relevant fossils. And they have commit-
ted and continue to commit a phenomenal scientific error that
has caused a misconception in the question of the higher pri-
mates extinction. They extrapolate the time of death of indi-
vidual beings whose bones they find and examine to the time
of extinction of whole taxons of creatures—that is extinction
of whole species and populations. From the example of the
fish Latimeria (coelacanth) paleontologists have learned that
such methodology can lead to mistakes of tens of millions of
years in dating the time of extinction. Such methodology is
criticized by paleontologist L. S. Davitashvili in his book The
History of Evolutionary Paleontology from Darwin to Our
Days (1948), p. 486 (in Russia; Dmitri Bayanov, Russian
Hominology (2016), p. 141). This problem is known as “the
incompleteness or imperfection of the geological record”,
used by Darwin as an argument in defense of his theory of nat-
ural selection. The argument has not been fully understood
and swallowed yet—I mean the vastness of the said incom-
pleteness and imperfection. Fossil bones, with all their great
value for science, represent only the minutest picture of full-
ness and richness of life forms on the surface of land and in
the ocean. Ignorance of this fact is the root cause of science’s
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mistake in overlooking and ignoring the existence of relict
higher primates. Thus the accusation that hominology is pseu-
doscientific is devoid of scientific substance and is itself pseu-
doscientific. 

But let us return to Carl Linneaus and the film whose 50th
anniversary we celebrate. The Swedish biographer of
Linnaeus, professor Gunnar Broberg, writes that Linnaeus
sent forth his pupils“on voyages of exploration. Many of them
actually suffered martyrdom in the field, sacrificing their lives
for science and its master. They traveled in all directions; one
large group voyaged eastward, in the direction of the East
Indies and China” (Gunnar Broberg, Carl Linnaeus,2006, p.
37).

It is wonderful how Linnaeus’activities have echoed and
reverberated in ours. Hominologists in Russia and other coun-
tries also travel far and wide, and two suffered martyrdom in
the field. They are our comrade Vladimir Pushkarev, who did
not return from his dangerous expedition in Siberia, and
Spanish biologist Jordi Magraner, author of the work Les
hominoids reliques d’Asie Central (1992), who was murdered
during his field work in the mountains of Pakistan.

Deeply interested in the question of troglodytes, Linnaeus
wrote: “Is it not amazing that man, endowed by nature with
curiosity, has left the Troglodytes in the dark and did not want
to investigate the creatures that resemble him to such a high
degree?” He strongly criticized navigators who “driven by
greed, despise the task of natural science, such as investigation
of the way of life of troglodytes.” He wished that a monarch
would obtain a troglodyte for amusement. “And it would be of
no small benefit,” he wrote, “for a philosopher to spend sev-
eral days in the company of such an animal in order to inves-
tigate how superior human reason is…” (Carl Linnaeus,
Anthropomorpha,(1760); Dmitri Bayanov, Bigfoot Research:
The Russian Vision (2011), p.330).

Professor Broberg says that “Lannaeus was most keen to
catch a Troglodyte and asked his traveling pupils for help”
(personal communication). Two centuries later comes forth a
brave and skillful man, named Roger Patterson who, using the
progress of the age, captures a troglodyte on film with a movie
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camera for all the world to see. The world, alas, is still incred-
ulous. It’s interesting what Linnaeus would have said looking
at this capture. I asked myself this question when we studied
the film back in the 1970s. 

Dmitri Bayanov  
Science Director
International Center of Hominology
State Darwin Museum, Moscow, Russia, 
October 21, 2017

8



Statement by The International Center of Hominology
in Connection with the 50th Anniversary

of the Patterson – Gimlin Film

The second half of the 20th century is marked by a momen-
tous event in the science of man: the birth and growth of a

new discipline in anthropology which was named hominolo-
gy. It is devoted to the study of extant relicts of the hominid
line, in other words, living representatives of the higher
bipedal primates, which are different from Homo sapiens. The
progenitor of hominology is the famous Swedish naturalist
Carl Linnaeus (1707–1778), and its direct founder is the
Russian scientist, professor, doctor of history and philosophy
Boris Fedorovich Porshnev (1905–1972).

The strength of science is in its systematism, its logic, its
conclusiveness, its sources of information and basic data.
Hominology has six categories of basic data which logically
are so closely interconnected and so strongly support each
other that they leave no doubt in the mind of the researcher as
to the reality of extant hominids. The Patterson – Gimlin doc-
umentary, found authentic by all who studied it in earnest,
beginning with its validation in Russia back in the 1970s, is
one of such basic categories of evidence. It’s the most visual
and striking testimony to the present-day existence of
hominids on earth, which are different from Homo sapiens. 

Commemorating the 50th Anniversary of the film, The
International Center of Hominology institutes the Linnaeus -
Porshnev Award, with which it will mark henceforth outstand-
ing achievements in hominology. A special medal has been
proposed for this purpose, which is to be awarded first to the
authors of the said documentary, US citizens Roger Patterson
(posthumously) and his assistant, US citizen Robert Gimlin. It
is hoped that this initiative will bring about more scientific
interest in the Patterson/Gimlin documentary film and homi-
nology in general.

We believe that Patterson and Gimlin, thanks to their film-
ing accomplishment, deserve the names of national heroes, as
well as corresponding recognition and rewarding. The United
States of America can be proud of them, for during half a cen-
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tury since their achievement nobody has even distantly repeat-
ed the quality and convincingness of their film. 

For this reason we wish and dare suggest that the US
Administration would invite Robert Gimlin and Roger
Patterson’s widow Mrs. Patricia Patterson to the White House,
hear their side of the story, offer them a worthy reward for the
film and place its primer in the National Archives as national
property. This would put an end to the controversy regarding
this documentary, as well as to accusations of fraud by the film
authors and thereby restore historical justice.

Dmitri Bayanov Igor Burtsev
ICH Science Director ICH General Director  

Moscow, Russia,  October 21, 2017                                        
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