
Foreword

I am delighted to be asked to write the foreword for this book. I
regret that that honor could not go to my late friend, Richard Green-
well (founder and secretary of the International Society of Crypto-
zoology), who spent many weeks in the field in northern California
(including the weeks shortly before his death) trying to obtain hard
evidence for Bigfoot. I am also embarrassed to admit that I had no
idea that Bigfoot sightings existed in New England. I must be more
observant next time I’m riding my horse in the Connecticut woods!
I think that most people believe that Bigfoot encounters are limited
to the Pacific Northwest, so this book is an excellent addition to the
literature on this enigmatic beast.

The majority of the book consists of descriptions of reported
sightings of Bigfoot, divided by area (New York versus New Eng-
land) and historical period (early evidence from the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, including Native American lore and sight-
ings by early settlers, modern day reports from the late twentieth
century, and then some recent reports from the past few years). This
wealth of reports provides fascinating reading, and while at times
the reading of these reports can feel a bit repetitive, this very repe-
tition is the core of the book’s value. On the East Coast alone, where
most people are unaware of Bigfoot sightings, there are dozens of
documented cases (hundreds if you include the actual number of
witnesses) from the past 500 years. These cases are usefully sum-
marized in chronological order at the end of the book.

Skeptics often dismiss eyewitness accounts as “anecdotal evi-
dence,” as if this means this type of evidence has no use whatsoever
in a scientific evaluation of the data. A recent example is Benjamin
Radford in Skeptical Inquirer, May/June 2007, in his review of the
Bigfoot book by Jeff Meldrum. Radford claims that there is simply
no “good, hard evidence for Bigfoot,” but why should “good” and
“hard” be irrevocably linked in this fashion, implying that eyewit-
ness accounts are no type of evidence at all? It may be true that many
supposed Bigfoot sightings actually represent bears, but it’s hardly
scientific to draw from this the conclusion that all of the sightings
represent bears! Let’s be really scientific here: what is the statistical
likelihood that all Bigfoot sightings are actually those of bears?
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The value of the evidence in this book by the Bartholomews is
the repetition of sightings under different circumstances, not only at
a distance and/or in the dark, when a bear might be the culprit, but
also close up and in broad daylight. I was particularly amused by the
report in 2004 of an orangutan like animalby visitors from Hong
Kong — people who were quite unaware of Bigfoot legends so
could hardly have had the preconceived mindset to imagine such a
creature. Of additional importance is the constancy of reported
details that are quite unbear-like, such as a pointy head, reddish fur,
long strides while swinging the arms, etc., a height of seven to eight
feet (much taller than a black bear), and the presence of human-like
buttocks. 

As the authors discuss, many of the large mammals that were
discovered in the late nineteenth century, such as the gorilla and the
okapi, were known first from eyewitness accounts, which were ini-
tially disbelieved. So why are skeptics today so quick to dismiss
sightings of Bigfoot as providing any evidence whatsoever? I also
think that most people are unaware of how elusive big mammals can
be in the wild. Even in the open plains of the Serengeti, very few
tourists get to see the rarer mammals such as cheetah and wild dogs.
Yes, sightings are subjective, subject to fabrication and alternative
explanations, and not repeatable under controlled circumstances;
but, as science is a human endeavor, such accusations apply to many
aspects of scientific evidence, even hard facts. Most types of evi-
dence are subject to human interpretation, although I admit that a
Bigfoot corpse would be fairly unambiguous.

A brief aside: When I first met my late husband, Jack Sepkoski,
we engaged in a playful argument about the nature of paleontology
as a “hard science.” “A fossil is the ultimate repeatable experiment,”
I claimed. “Open the drawer, there’s the fossil, close the drawer,
open it again, there’s the same fossil again.” “Aah,” said Jack, “but
is it the same fossil?” At that point I knew that I’d met my intellec-
tual soul mate! Somebody who, like me, dealt in scientific facts, but
who also realized that even supposed “hard evidence” can be sub-
ject to different interpretations, and that the “literal truth” is, like
Bigfoot, an elusive beast. 

So, yes, it would be nice to have “hard evidence” of Bigfoot, but
the absence of such evidence does not mean that no evidence exists.
Eyewitness evidence may not constitute proof, but it is still impor-
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tant information. I am happy to dwell in the shadowlands of think-
ing that there is a lot of good evidence for the existence of Bigfoot,
in terms of the plethora of eyewitness accounts, but I don’t feel that
I have to stake my claim on either side of the “believe in it or not”
fence, which is a stance that many scientists seem to feel that they
must take as card-carrying members of their profession. I’m not sure
why so many scientists paint themselves into this type of corner. A
testable hypothesis of any type contains many “maybes.”

In the last chapter of the book the authors consider Bigfoot as a
scientific phenomenon. I’m glad that they dismiss paranormal
explanations, such as Bigfoot coming from a parallel universe dur-
ing particular phases of the earth’s magnetic field, or being some
type of psychic projection. However, they do a careful consideration
of these hypotheses, and it is strange how often reports say that the
creature, after being sighted, just seemed to vanish into thin air.
They also briefly consider evidence such as footprints and hair, as
well as the possibility of hoaxes and people’s overactive imagina-
tion. 

Some of the “scientific” arguments presented against Bigfoot
seem strange to me, at best. Colin Groves (a member of the Inter-
national Society for Cryptozoology as well as a bona fide scientist)
claims that there is no native North American primate for Bigfoot to
have descended from, an argument that can easily be dismissed by
noting the large numbers of mammals to immigrate to North Amer-
ica from Asia during the Pleistocene (including, of course, Homo
sapiens). I rather doubt, as suggested by Warren Cook, that Bigfoot
represents a surviving Australopithecine. Later Australopithecines,
at least, were savanna animals, and had they ventured outside of
Africa it is likely that we would have found their fossil remains
there. Additionally, we share our mode of bipedality with Australo-
pithecines, whereas reports of the locomotor style of Bigfoot
(including analysis of the Patterson film) suggest a rather different
mode of bipedal walking to the human condition. Note that it is not
unreasonable to propose an independent origin of habitual bipedal-
ity in another primate. Apes in general have a tendency to locomote
bipedally, in the trees as well as on the ground (see the recent paper
in Science by Robin Crompton and his associates at the University
of Liverpool). In addition, a late Miocene ape from Europe, Oreop-
ithecus, has been interpreted as being fully bipedal, but in a com-
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pletely different fashion from Homo sapiens, with short legs and a
broad, tripodal foot (obviously not adapted for long-distance walk-
ing or running).

Another strange observation (from V. Rae Wigan) is that Big-
foot would be unable to survive in the boreal forests in the winter,
especially as there is no evidence of tools. So how, then, do bears
survive in the same habitat? In fact, Bigfoot’s huge size is actually
commensurate with it being a boreal herbivore; a larger-sized mam-
mal has relatively lower metabolic requirements (i.e., less cost per
gram of tissue) than a smaller one, and so larger mammals are able
to subsist on low quality food. A horse can subsist on coarse hay, but
a small deer would be unable to eat enough of this diet per day to
survive. So, a prediction that one would make of an ape that had
adapted to a boreal forest environment is that it would be consider-
ably larger than tropical apes. This, of course, is not evidence that
Bigfoot exists, but does show that various aspects of its supposed
anatomy (also remember the large buttocks!) do actually fit with
what one would expect of such an animal if it did exist. (I am at a
loss to explain the pointy head, however!) This argument is not, of
course, any type of proof for Bigfoot’s existence, but I find it reas-
suring that its known features make it a biologically credible animal.
This would be in contrast, for example, to something like a dragon,
where the laws of physics dictate that the wings would be too small
to generate flight.

There does remain the problem of the lack of hard physical evi-
dence for Bigfoot, although this may not be quite as puzzling as one
might imagine. Richard Greenwell told me that there are no bear
bones found in the wild either, and that bear skeletons in American
museums are all from captive specimens. Unfortunately I have been
unable to verify this statement, although I consider it to be a distinct
possibility. It may be true that there is no fossil record evidence of
a Bigfoot-like creature, but it is also true that there is virtually no
fossil record evidence of any living great ape (orang, chimpanzee
and gorilla) in general, most likely because they inhabit forest envi-
ronments with little opportunity for preservation; the more copious
remains of hominine fossils (Homo sapiens and close relatives such
as Australopithecus) are from dryer habitats. Note that the remnants
of Gigantopithecus, a proposed ancestor for Bigfoot, are few and
fragmentary, consisting largely of teeth. Thus arguments that if
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Homo sapiens left dozens of fossils in North America then Bigfoot
would have done as well are specious, as humans of the past 10,000
years in North America clearly lived in variety of habitats, includ-
ing ones where fossilization would be likely. Also, early humans
were clearly very numerous, increasing their chance of fossilization,
while it’s likely that a more specialized, boreal animal (as proposed
for Bigfoot) would have had smaller populations. Note, also, that
while there are some Pleistocene and Holocene fossil sites from
New England and the Pacific Northwest, these are relatively few in
comparison with the Great Plains area of the US. Lack of physical
evidence for Bigfoot is problematic, but there are possible explana-
tions for this that are not overly circuitous. 

However, I wish that I could share the confidence of the authors
that, if Bigfoot is real, it will inevitably be discovered by scientists.
It has escaped detection so far, and there is hardly a plethora of peo-
ple out in the field actually looking for evidence — I’m fairly con-
fident that the National Science Foundation would not fund such a
proposal. Additionally, with the encroachment of humans on the
habitat of other large mammals, I consider it highly likely that, if
Bigfoot did truly exist, population sizes would now be severely
reduced and it would likely be in danger of extinction. It would be
interesting to see if the number of sightings, relative to the number
people in the area, have actually decreased over the past few
decades (although this would presuppose evenness of reporting
through time, which cannot be evaluated). However, we can still
have hope. The existence of Bigfoot is, after all, a testable hypothe-
sis, and thus remains within the realm of scientific enquiry.

A final comment about the “scientific” (or not) nature of the
quest for Bigfoot. In the aforementioned issue of the Skeptical
Inquirer, another writer, Michael Dennett, accuses Jeff Meldrum of
performing pseudoscience because he supposedly cherry-picks data,
misinterprets evidence, and fails to mention alternative opinions by
other people. In actual fact, what Dennett is accusing Meldrum of
doing is bad science, not pseudoscience, as such criticisms could be
leveled at many people doing hard science such as physics and
chemistry. Pseudoscience is when the principles of science are
applied mistakenly or with deliberate intention to deceive, when
claims of rigor are made but various scientific essentials are miss-
ing, such as the necessity for a testable hypothesis. “Creation Sci-
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ence” falls under this rubric. There is no way to falsify the hypoth-
esis that something was designed by God (or by some other intelli-
gent being). However, accusations of a similar mode of thought
could be leveled at those skeptics who have already decided that it
is impossible for Bigfoot to exist, so they either refuse to examine
the evidence, or claim that it is all inadmissible, claiming arguments
such as one proven hoax means that all sightings are hoaxes. Let’s
hope that a truly scientific approach to the existence of Bigfoot will
one day yield different types of evidence from those that already
exist.
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