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lex Solunac is seen here (left) wit

Grant Keddie at the Royal Museu
in Victoria, BC, in conjunction with the
Tribute to John Green ipril 2011. Alex
took these photos of an original cast mag
by Green of footprints found on Blue
Creek Mountain, California, imAugust
1967.

This cast, along with others, was pra
vided for my Museum ofVancouver
sasquatch exhibit in 2004/5. | recall thd
casts made by Dofsbbot from the same
site are also in the Royal'collection.
Abbott, a professional who worked fo
this museum, went to the site at Grese
request.

There were certainly a lot of foot
prints on Blue Creek Mountain (two
different lengths), and although ther
have been other cases where numerd

footprints were found at the same lo® — ;
cation, | believe Blue Creek MountairWrote his first book (1992), he and Rennatural foot. | need to mention here that

holds the record. Dahinden were at odds, as were GretDonAbbott was of the same opinion.

The casts taken at this location ar2'd Dahinden.This would have elim- — whatever the case, we end up in the

inated use (photos) of anything Dahinde ituati i ;
not the best casts we have: howewer (p ) ything same situation as with all sasquatch

owned; but Green and Krantz were Vel g|ated footprints and casts. If 1
hotograph of a print taken by Ren - - related 1otprints and casts. 11 one canno
pPnotograp b y close friends right to the end. | don’,pyqically demonstrate that something is

Dahinden of one of the smaller prints iknow if Green provided cast copies t ) . .
considered the best photograph. Krantz, but belie?/e he did. P fabrlcated using the artifact or photo
Although Green used Blue Creel My guess is that the controversy asi'tself’ then he or she does not have ar
Mountain material in his books, and Ray Wallace and these particular printargurrl_ent.. '_:ce_stlgjgnyh doef] not swayh
used it in my books, along with Ddef likely discouraged Krantz from usingSC'e?(:'S;S’ ! blt 'd, then t 3 sasql:.at.c
Meldrum in his book, it is conspicuouslythem.When | got embroiled in this issue\k’)vo.u ave been recognized as a fiving
absent in Dr Grover Krantz books. | as a result of an “attack” that the foot €ing many years ago.
have not been able to get an answer heprints are faked, Green and Meldrur
| do know that by the time Krantzyere adamant that they were made by —00—




the formula, the result is 59.33 inches. Isideline Krantz for the moment and just
* other words, the subject was about 5 feconcentrate on the others.
tall. That does not make sense in light ¢ In a previous paper | said, “you can’
what both Patterson and Gimlin saithave your cake and eat it too.” If one
about the height of the subject. Neveidetermines a subject height, then he/sh
theless, testimony is not scientificallymust accept the formula camera distance
admissible; but something is definitelyl am sure John Green would disagree
wrong. with 138.4 feet; | believe his calculations
~ NASI (Jef Glickman) wisely used a (Know the Sasquatch, page 71) were
I know mathematics frightens people; iphoto registration (eliminating camerzbased on a much lower figure. If he were
also frightened me originally; however gpecifications and distances) and estastill with us, | would point this out to him.
if you dont pay attention to it you will |ished that the subject was 87.5 inche  For certain the Image Height (about
have a catastroph@he recent pedestriant||. Now we can switch the formulal.2mm) is fixed. | believe the Focal
bridge collapse in Florida is a typical exaround to determine the subjectiis- Length (25mm) is also fixedll that's
ample; obviously a number was incorretiance from the camera to arrive at thileft is the camera distance. If you come
for likely many diferent reasons andpeight. It comes out at 151.4 feet. up with a height and the formula does not
gravity won the battle. Over the course of the last 50 years,agree with what you think the camera
The formula shown here is that use nymper of researchers have come up widistance should be, then you are wrong
to determine the real life height of ariheijr calculation of the subjestheight. not the formula.
object in a photograph. It simply says thépgsed on Frame 352 or other factor ~ The only reason the subjestheight
the Distance of the object from thetnejr conclusions (including NASI) areis important is because it is a major factor

camera, multiplied by themageHeight a5 follows: in reasoning that what is seen is probably
in the photo, divided by theocalL ength _ not a man in a costume. It does not elim-
of the camera lens will give you the rez  John Green 80 inches inate the possibilitjust makes it improb-
life height of the objecfThere is only one  Bayanov & Burtsev78 inches able.

“catch.” The photo must be “what you se¢  Yvon Leclerc 75.5 inches Few journalists and skeptics will be
is what you get” In other words, no Donald Grieve 77 inches able to sort out what | have provided here
adjustment that makes the image closer ~ BFRO 90.5 inches They will just label everything as
farther awayThis is the maximum on the ~ NASI 87.5 inches “gobbledyegook,” and carry on with their

camera focusing ring. Make this settine 4o o1ious they all used dérent Own ideas and conclusions. If those guys
on your camera. Look through youi, ., osses: only Bayanov and Burtsemade a pedestrian bridge, | guarantee i
camera lens at something with your rigrmention tt11e formula | have providecwould fall down.

eye, then close that eye and observe t  y,,,4h perhaps the BFRO used it). —00—

.ObJeCt W't.h your IEﬂ. eye.The “th)” To get the distances associated wit™he following article by J.WBurns
Images will be identical.The resul_tmg these heights, we need to switch arour I (1954) was provided to me by Rene
photo is V\_Ihat y‘?“ need to determine ththe formula as previously mentioned anDahinden. It is in this article that Burns
Image HeightThis you measure as closehere are the results. presents the Serephine Long stdrgan

as you can and that is the number yc only assume he did not have it when he

plug into the formula. John Green 138.42 feet wrote his first article in 1929. | have not
With the P/G film that number for the ~ Bayanov & Burtsev134.96 feet been able to trace a magazine by the narr
subject is 0.0474 inches (about 1.2mm ~ Yvon Leclerc 130.63 feet of Liberty as shown at the bottom of the
It is so small because the 16mm movi Donald Grieve 133.23 feet first page.The popular magazine of this
film frames are very small. BFRO 156.6 feet name ceased publication in 1950, but wa:
The Focal Length is simply the NASI 151.4 feet revived briefly in 1971. John Burs
diameter of the camera leng/ith the What about Dr Grover Krantz? He youngest son, Ralph, was evidently

camera used for the P/G film, this icused a dierent subject image (Frame 61 ynable to find a copy in his father
believed to be 0.9842 inches (25mmand said the subject was about 80 fepelongings (said he would let me know if
Unless it can be proven that the came from the camera. He calculated its heigthe came across it).
had a diferent lens than that normallyat about 72 inches He did not use tt  John Green evidently “passed” on
provided, that is the next number yoiformula. | used a di&rent process (not this article, so did René Dahinden. | usec
plug into the formula. the formula as | did not have it) toit my books, but can’recall seeing it in
Now you need the Distance the obestablish the height in this image at 77.other books.
ject was from the camera; and tisathe inches. It is about 10 inches shorte  Serephines last name was likely
tricky one. René Dahinden gave us thbecause of its stance. | captovide the Leon (not Long) and | see a Chehalis
figure of 102.8 feet (1,233.6 inches) focamera distance at this point because tNative with that last name made a
Frame 352. He did not know how to usimage height is not knowithe subject is sasquatch mask for the Harrison exhibit.
decimals, so he likely meant 102 feet, obviously much closer to the camera, sHe is probably a relative of Serephine.
inches. If we now plug that number intcthat's a diferent project.We have to 00—



My Search for B.C.’s Giant Indians

by JOHN W. BURNS as told to Charles V. Tench

Do the hairy, 8-feet tall Sasquatch still live? | have spent over
16 years, as teacher at Chehalis Indian Reserve, seeking them

HAVE spent more than 16 years trying to track down,

in the unexplored wilds of British Columbia, Canada’s
most elusive tribe of Indians. They are the mysterious Sas-
quatch—wild giants eight feet tall, covered from head to
toe with black, woolly hair.

My search for these primitive creatures began in 1925
when, after serving on the Vancouver Sun, 1 was appoint-
ed teacher for the Chehalis Indian Reserve. Here, buried
in the bush by the banks of the Harrison River, B.C,,
some 60 miles from Vancouver, my wife and I have been
friends for 16 years with the Chehalis Indians..

Because they knew 1 wouldn't taunt them, my Chehalis

_ neighbors revealed to me the secrets of the Sasquatch—
details never confided to any white man before. The older
Indians called the tribe “Saskehavas”, literally “wild men”.
I named them “Sasquatch™, which can be translated freely
into English as “hairy giants”.

I've never personally encountered a Sasquatch myself.
Yet I've compiled an imposing dossier of ‘first-hand ac-
counts from Indians who have met the wild giants face to
face and know survivors of the tribe still live today. I was
always aware when the Sasquatch were in the vicinity of
our Indian village; for then the children were kept indoors

~and not allowed to venture to my school. The Chehalis In-
dians are intelligent, but unimaginative, folk. Inventing so
many factually detailed stories concerning their adven-
tures with the giants would be quite beyond their powers.

Certainly, they are highly sensitive when white strang-
ers ridicule their well-authorized stories. Once, on May 23
and 24, 1938, an “Indian Sasquatch Days” festival was
held at Harrison Hot Springs, B.C. After getting special
permission from the Department of Indian Affairs, Ot-
tawa, I took several hundred of my Indians.

Unhappily, a prominent member of the B.C. Govern-
"ment made a hash of the ceremonies. In his welcoming
speech over the microphone, the official blundered: “Of

course, the Sasquatch are merely Indian legendary mon-
sters. No white man has ever seen one. They do not exlst
today. In fact .

He was dmwned out by a rustling of buckskin gar-
ments and tinkling of ornamental bells as, in response to
an indignant sign from old Chief Flying Eagle, over 2,000
Indians rose to their feet in angry protest. The Chief stalk-
ed to the open space where the Government officials stood,
and, turning his back on them, thundered into the mike
in excellent English:

“The speaker is wrong! To all who now hear, 1, Chief
Flying Eagle, say: Some white men have seen Sasquatch.
Many Indians have seen Sasquatch and spoken to them.
Sasquatch still live all around here. Indians do not lie!”

VER since my interest in the Sasquatch was stimulat-
ed by the celebrated anthropologist, Prof. Hill Tout,
I've come across fascinating proof. Oldest written record
1 discovered was that of the late Alexander Caulfield An-
derson, after whom the West Vancouver suburb, Caulfield,
is named. When he was a Hudson'’s Bay Co. inspector in
1846, establishing a post near Harrison Lake, Anderson
frequently mentioned in his official reports “the wild
giants of the mountains™. Once, he wrote, he and his party
were met by a bombardment of rocks hurled by a number
of Sasquatch.

What do the modern Sasquatch look like? 1 was given
a vivid description by William Point and Adaline August,
Indian graduates of a Vancouver high school. They en-
countered a wild giant last September, four miles from the
picnic that Indian hop-pickers hold annually near Agas-
siz, B.C.

“We were walking on the railroad track toward the
house of Adaline’s parents,” Point told me, “when Adaline
noticed a person coming toward us. We halted in alarm.
The man wore no clothing at all, and was covered with
hair, like an animal. :

“He was twice as big as the average man. His arms .
were so long his hands almost touched, the ground. His
eyes were large and fierce as a cougar's. The lower part
of his nose was wide and spread over the greater part of
his face, which gave him a repulsive appearance.

“Then my nerve failed me. I turned and ran.”

‘The Indians tell me that each Summer the Sasquatch
have a gathering of the survivors of their race near the
rocky, shelving top of Morris Mountain. Just before the
reunion, the giants send out scouts. It’s these scattered
scouts that Chehalis Indians have met.

Naturally, reports of the giants have drawn the inter-
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{ndian Peter Williams f

Author Burns believes siories
of wild giant attacks are true.

est of anthropologists. Two years ago, an American expe-
dition, equipped with movie cameras, asked me to enlist
the aid of Indian guides. Though offered $10 a day, not
one of my Indians would volunteer.

“It would be in vain,” the Chehalis said. “The Sas-
quatch, seeing the expedition approach, would immediate-
ly. go into hiding.”

The American party set out without native guides. In
two weeks, they returned, weary and fly-bitten.

“For an ordinary white man,” they told me, “the way
to the top of Morris Mountain is utterly impossible.”

ET I have accepted all the Sasquatch encounters re-

. counted to me in good faith. One Indian known for
his truthfulness, Peter Williams, told me he was chased
and almost had his frame shack Pushcd over by a wild
giant in the Saskahaua, or “Place of the Wild Men", dis-
trict of B.C. Next morning, Peter measured the giant's
tracks in the mud. The footprints were 22 inches long—
_compared with the average man's 10 to 12-inch tracks.

Another Indian in a canoe, Chehalis Phillip, had a rock
hurled at him by a hairy giant. One of my Indians, Char-
ley Victor, wounded a 12-year-old naked giant living in
a tree trunk, and was scolded by a seven-foot Sasquatch
woman in the Douglas dialect: “You hurt my friend!”

But perhaps the strangest experience happened to a Che-
halis woman, Serephine Long. She told me she was ab-
ducted by a Sasquatch and lived in the haunts of the wild
people for about a year. Just before she was about to
marry a young brave named Qualac (Thunder), while
she was gathering cedar roots. a hairy young giant leaped
o fjer from a bush. IHe smcarcd (1ee gunm over her eyes,
so that she copldn’t see, hoisted her to his shoulder, and
raced off with the struggling woman to a cave on Mount
Morris.

There she was kept prisoner, living with the Sasquatch
and his elderly parents. “They fed me well,” she said.

After almost 12 months, she grew sick and pleaded, "I
wish to see my own people before I die.” Her young Sas-
quatch reluctantly put tree gum on her eyelids once more
and carried her back.

“I was too weak to talk to my people when I sfumbled
into the house,” she recalled to me. “I crawled into bed,
and that night gave birth to a child. The little one lived
but for a few hours, for which I was glad. I hope that
never again shall I see a Sasquatch.”

Many of my other Indians are sincerely convinced the
Sasquatch live jn the unexplored interior of B.C. And with
the indians, whom | know and trust, | also believe. +

December, 1934

ound 22" Emma Paul

tracks. Giant ruined his home. she met Sasquatch three times. abducted her when she was 16,

- 2 : Wy 5
told missionary Serephine Long said a giant had

White teacher Burns offers this artistic conception of how
Indian maid was abducted by a hairy giant. Serephine Long
sald glant kept her prisoner for a year In Mt. Morris cave,
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