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WHAT IS CRYPTOZOOLOGY?

BERNARD HEUVELMANS
Verlhiac Saint-Chamassy, 24260 Le Bugue, France

[TRANSLATED BY RON WESTRUM
Department of Sociology, Eastern Michigan University,
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197, U.S.A.)

ABSTRACT: Cryptozoology is the science of “hidden’ animals. While paleontol-
ogy discovers and describes organisms of the past, cryptozoology attempts to do the
same with unknown animals of the present. Cryptozoological reconstructions are
no more fantastic or illegitimate than those of paleontology. Modern zoology does
not accept many species, the evidence for which fails to fulfill certain conditions,
thus banishing them to ‘“‘non-existence.” Science must rely on three kinds of proof's:
autoptical, testimonial, and circumstantial, and all are subject to question. The life
sciences pretend to rely more on autoptical proofs, which is illusory, since evolu-
tionary theory itself is based only on circumstantial evidence. New facts are never
accepted easily, but familiarity ultimately results in conviction, habit rather than
logic being the determining factor. Common objections to cryptozoology can be
disposed of easily. The inventory of large animals in both aquatic and terrestrial
environments is far from complete, and the mammals of Africa, Asia, and South
Americaare poorly cataloged. The role of mythologyis important, as hidden animals
lend themselves easily to forced mythification. The task of cryptozoology consists
of demythifying the content of information in an attempt to help make the inventory
of the planet’s fauna as complete as possible.

Before attempting to define what cryptozoology is, let us begin by making
clear what it is not. Cryptozoology is not an arcane or occult zoology, as
some, in an attempt to discredit it, have suggested. It is no more an occult
science than is paleozoology the ancient science of animals, or paleontology
(from the Greek palaios, old, ontos, beings, and logos, discourse) an archaic
or obsolete study of past living organisms. In the late 1950’s, I coined the
term “‘cryptozoology” from the Greek roots kryptos (hidden), zoon (animal),
and Jogos (discourse), and it means simply ‘‘the science of hidden animals,”
just as paleontology is “‘the science of ancient animals.”

But what are ““hidden animals?”’ They are those more generally referred
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2 CRYPTOZOOLOGY

to as “‘unknowns,” even though they are typically known to local popula-
tions—at least sufficiently so that we often indirectly know of their existence,
and certain aspects of their appearance and behavior. It would be better to
call them animals “‘undescribed by science,” at least according to prescribed
zoological rules (to which we will return later). These animals are truly
“hidden’ in much the same manner as those species of the past which, after
numerous genetic transformations, gave birth to the species of today. We
know that such ancient species must have existed, but we have yet to find
the fossil remains of many of them, and hence their relationships with
animals both living and extinct are only dimly perceived.

Paleontology has brought to bear increasingly subtle methods for system-
atizing and accelerating the discovery and description of animals of the past.
Cryptozoology has now set for itself the same task in regard to those living
animals which have so far resisted all our attempts at capture or collection.
It could very well be, of course, that certain of these hidden animals are
indeed known, but only in fossil form. They may be representatives of “‘ex-
tinct” species whose survival is simply unrecognized. In this case, ‘““hidden”
would be more appropriate than “unknown.”

CRYPTOZOOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY, SISTER SCIENCES

There are strong parallels between cryptozoology and paleontology. Just
as paleozoology, the paleontology of animals, searches for and studies ani-
mals lost in a “time dimension,” cryptozoology is devoted to the search for
and study of animals hidden in a ‘“space dimension.” These two sister
sciences, then, are engaged in the joint exploration of our world to aid in
completing its inventory of fauna, but they do so along different dimensions
and with somewhat different emphases.

Both disciplines are founded on the exception: in one case on fossilization,
a rare phenomenon which only occurs under the right environmental con-
ditions, and in the other on the fortunate visual observation of usually elusive
or well-camouflaged animals. Both depend on reconstructions—through in-
terpolation, extrapolation, or conjecture—on the basis of incomplete data:
usually fossil fragments or prints in the case of paleontology, and fragmentary
remains or traces in the case of cryptozoology (tufts of hair, feathers or scales,
feces, blood, tracks, damage done to other animals or the environment,
photographs or acoustic recordings, etc.). Above all, cryptozoological re-
constructions depend on the simple accumulation of concurrent eyewitness
testimony, which might well be considered the sensory stimuli retained in
the memories of the observers.

The precision of reconstructions in cryptozoology is the only one subject
to positive verification, since it may be possible to actually find a ““hidden”
animal, including its soft tissue, and examine it at leisure following its capture
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or collection. While it certainly happens in paleontology that additional fossil
material becomes available, as in the case of Dinornis, it is impossible to
go back in time to examine the living animal itself. Occasionally, however,
such specimens may come forward in time, and we may examine them
entirely and almost perfectly preserved (as in the case of the Siberian mam-
moths, which were protected from spoilage by frozen peat ground, or the
hairy rhinoceroses of Galicia, which were ‘“‘pickled” in mineral wax, or
insects enclosed in amber). Also, we somtimes discover, through primitive
drawings or sketches, old but accurate representations of fossil animals,
which provide information about their external morphology. Finally, we
may be lucky enough to discover an actual living representative of a group
thought to be extinct, of which the coelacanth is the best-known example,
although there are dozens of others.

The hypotheses and reconstructions of cryptozoology (regarding animals
actually alive) are no more daring, questionable, fantastic, or illegitimate
than those upon which paleontology has based its reconstruction of the fauna
of past ages. The vested interest of those who argue the reverse is shown by
the following case. It seemed perfectly legitimate to give the scientific name
of Chirotherium to a fossil genus known only by its tracks, found in Germany,
England, France, Spain, Italy, and the United States, and of which some 20
species have been described. Yet, at the same time, it seemed ridiculous,
premature, and absurd to describe scientifically the Himalayan Yeti, known
not only by many tracks not identifiable with any known animal, but also
by morphology and behavior asrelated by numerous eyewitnesses, and about
which one can compile a coherent set of indicators which converge on a
scientific description. Furthermore, this description makes perfect sense from
the perspective of anatomy, physiology, ethology, and ecology.

THE NECESSITY OF PARATAXA

Conscious of an irregular situation, certain paleontologists have argued
against the application of traditional Linnaean nomenclature to discrete parts
or life-stages of animals which are deemed to be unidentifiable in terms of
the whole animals to which they belong, especially since such animals could
well be unknown. This same concern extends to fossilized tracks which can
rarely be attributed to precise varieties (species, even genera) known only
by their fossil skeletal remains.

For this reason, Raymond C. Moore and P. C. Sylvester-Bradley (1957)
proposed that such traces be named parataxa (as distinct from taxa,
usually reserved for identifiable varieties), and that a separate system of
classification be created for the former. In his Principles of Animal Tax-
onomy, George Gaylord Simpson (1961), deplored the fact that this very
sensible proposition did not receive official recognition: “All of paleontology
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i1s based on parts, only, of animals and it would be a crippling blow to
evolutionary biology if regular biological classification were not attempted,
at least, in all cases.”

My own feeling is that it deals an equally paralyzing blow to evolutionary
biology not to do as much to classify those animals whose remains we do
not yet possess, but about which we nonetheless possess a coherent dossier
of reports. I also wish that the International Commission on Zoological
Nomenclature would make official the notion of parataxa not only for the
classification of unidentifiable fossil fragments or tracks, but also for animals
known only by traditions, reports, or ambiguous physical evidence. It is
indefensible, from the point of view of epistemology, to have a double
standard for classifying animal species, according to whether or not they
have become extinct.

Having thus noted the many similarities which exist between paleontology
and cryptozoology, it is evident that the methods and techniques of the
former, which have continued to develop and multiply since the beginning
of the science at the start of the 19th century, will often be valuable for the
latter. Reciprocally, one can argue that the procedures and theories of cryp-
tozoology, which I have tried to put into practice since the 1950’s, open the
door to certain novel applications for paleontological research.

THE EQUIVALENCE OF EVIDENCE BEFORE THE TRIBUNAL OF SCIENCE

Even if the notion of parataxa is not officially recognized, one important
point is worth emphasizing: the requirement of a type-specimen for the
legitimation of the existence of an animal species, even if constituted by a
simple anatomic fragment (as is sometimes the case in paleontology), is an
arbitrary rule, founded solely on a recently established convention. The older
zoology tried to describe al/l the animals with which men had acquaintance.
It would admit the existence of any new species, provided its description
allowed it to be recognized, and the group to which it belonged was stated.
Since 1930, more bureaucratic (and, in a sense, more ruled by prejudice)
contemporary zoology no longer accepts those species which do not fulfill
certain very strict conditions.

It was the creation of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature —
whose utility is unquestioned —which, as an unexpected and undesirable
consequence, resulted in the expulsion of animals not meeting the necessary
conditions for a description “‘according to the rules.” By a somewhat tortuous
logic, many persons have concluded, because of the “ban’ on naming these
animals scientifically, that they do not exist! Somewhat less obtuse persons
advise waiting for the capture of a first specimen before proceeding to admit
a new species; they suggest remaining at a kind of balance point, a suggestion
which can only appear as ignorance coming from specialists in the science
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of animals. This sterile suspension of activity—and its excessive and un-
justified “prudence” —should be condemned.

In its quest for truth, science bases itself essentially on reason. (This cer-
tainly does not mean that everything can be known by reason and only by
reason, or that nonrational knowledge should be ignored and neglected.) It
must also be noted that science can never reach an absolute and objective
truth; it nonetheless aspires to the most convenient description possible of
the Universe in the present state of knowledge, as Henri Poincaré (1906)
most judiciously argued. Hence, science should utilize a/l the resources put
at its disposal by the world of phenomena, as long as they can be treated in
a logical manner. Scientific workers should not make premature choices, nor
decide against any method of investigation which is based on reason.

To establish the reality of an object or event, science—like the courts of
law—has three possible types of proof: autoptical, testimonial, and circum-
stantial. As the great legal authority John Henry Wigmore (1935) sensibly
put it, there simply are no others.

Autoptical proofs are those which all individuals can see at will with their
own eyes (from the Greek auton, self, and optike, art of seeing), or can touch,
smell, and taste; in short, experience through their own senses: material
objects or actions taking place at the present moment. Testimonial proofs
are those based on testimony, the description of observations presumably
made by other persons. As for circumstantial proofs, they depend on the
coherence of pieces of evidence, which, taken together, complete and cor-
roborate each other.

Contrary to what one might be tempted to think, a// these forms of proof
are equally subject to question, and ‘““material’ proofs are far from being the
most solid or worthy of belief: they prove nothing but their own existence,
and, furthermore, they can be altered or faked. In a court of law, where the
life of a defendant may be at stake, decisions are practically always based
on circumstantial evidence. Edwin M. Borchard (1932) showed that, in 80
percent of the cases examined, judicial errors (those that were detected) were
due to testimonial evidence (mistaken identifications or perjury), and that
autoptical proofs were not admissible in a case of murder: if the crime takes
place in front of the judge and jury, the latter immediately become witnesses!

The sciences base themselves on al/l forms of proof. By the nature of
things, the physical sciences (chemistry, physics, nuclear science, wave me-
chanics, astrophysics, etc.) seldom require recourse to autoptical proofs.
Beyond a certain scale, the object of their investigations, whether enormously
large or minutely small, is beyond the reach of the organs of sense, even
when considerably enlarged with the help of instruments. The fundamental
particles and the waves of matter are only known through their effects; the
structure of the Universe cannot be conceived except through mathematical
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models, and the nature of celestial bodies is inferred only from the luminous
spectra they emit. The earth sciences (geology, geophysics, etc.) must have
recourse to the same kind of inferences once they go beyond the Earth’s
crust: the nature and composition of the interior of our planet are known
essentially by the study of seismic shocks. Among the social sciences, pre-
history and archaeology are founded on material objects, but these are typ-
ically used as circumstantial evidence (as are exhibits in a court of law), and
history depends largely on testimonial proofs, e.g., the archives and reports
of the chroniclers of the period.

Only the life sciences, in particular paleontology, zoology (as well as its
subdivision, bioanthropology), and botany, seem (or pretend) to depend
upon autoptical proofs. Their workers refuse to believe in the existence of
a species, or at least to ratify it, without the evidence of an unequivocal
material specimen. Not only is this requirement unjustified on epistemo-
logical grounds; it is also illusory. Whether one wishes it or not, it must be
recognized that evolutionary theory itself, which dominates and illuminates
all contemporary biology, is strictly founded on circumstantial evidence. We
do not possess the least autoptic proof of macroevolution, norisit established
through experimental science, of which so much is made. Experimental
science, in fact, is only the means for transforming circumstantial and tes-
timonial proofs into autoptical proofs. What many seek to present as the
sole true science is only one side of scientific research, perhaps only a facet.
It is quite wrong to pretend, as many self-styled rationalists have readily
done, that the only science worthy of the name is the sum of facts which
can be reproduced in a laboratory. This is only true of a tiny minority of
elementary and basic phenomena.

In biology, a whole gamut of types of knowledge—notably most studies
in ethology and even ecology—repose entirely on testimonial evidence: the
reports of field observers, which are seldom accompanied by photographic
documentation (and, above all, by motion picture films) which illustrates
the behaviors described and the situations analyzed. Such “material proofs™
are nonetheless susceptible to tampering, as those already incredulous never
miss emphasizing when it is a question of unknown animals or unusual
behavior.

Although it may not always be evident, new facts are usually not accepted
without opposition by the scientific community unless they fall within certain
parameters, possess a reassuring banality, and are not radically new. When
they are truly novel, they will be accepted only in the long run—perhaps
after about 30 years, the space of a generation (Lumiére 1941)—when a
certain consensus is reached, familiarity allowing them to be reconciled, little
by little, with previous knowledge viewed as well-founded. Evidential proofs
play only a secondary role in the process, and only the obstinate accumulation
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and repetition of the new facts permit them ultimately to bring about con-
viction. Routine and habit, not reason and logic, are the determining factors.
As we have already stated, nothing is absolutely true: every fact acquires
only a greater or lesser degree of probability.

It is due to this statistical character of truth that the scientific community’s
acceptance of new facts or original theories is as fluctuating as the measure
of popularity of a politician as determined by the opinion polls.

SoME COMMON OBJECTIONS

It is easy to dispose of the most common objections to cryptozoological
research. First, it is argued that, the planet being today well-known, explored
in its most remote recesses, there is but a small chance of discovering un-
known animals. It is correct that the amount of Terrae incognitae has receded
in the course of the centuries. It is also true that there remains on the maps
a powdering of “white patches,” as is shown by the occasional discovery of
a mountain, a great river, an important waterfall, or an island previously
unnoticed. There are two regions, furthermore, whose exploration is only
just beginning: Antarctica, and that which has been called “the seventh
continent” (and certainly the most vast): the oceans. In any case, the pro-
duction of extremely detailed maps (usually based on aerial or satellite im-
agery) of a region does not signify that one knows its fauna, much less al/
its fauna. This brings us to the second classic objection to cryptozoology:
there is no longer any hope of discovering significant new species of animals.

The historical study of the discovery of species belonging to diverse branches
of the animal kingdom shows, on the contrary, little slackening in the course
of the years. Whereas the number of “good” species described per year
averaged 4,500 during the 19th century, it rose to about 12,000 during the
first half of the 20th century, and has not fallen below 9,000 in the course
of the last decades. A thinning out of the possibilities of encountering entirely
new fauna through the conquest of unknown lands has been largely com-
pensated for by a systematization of the collection of specimens, and by the
multiplication of attempts to establish faunal catalogs as complete as pos-
sible. To judge by the rarity of complete catalogs, and the necessity of
constantly revising them, we are a long way from finishing this task.

Typically, it would not be surprising today if we discovered an average of
7,000 new varieties of insects every year, hundreds of varieties of each of
the large groups of marine invertebrates (molluscs, worms, and crustaceans),
and about a hundred varieties of fish. That one can discover much larger
animals in the oceans, and even on terra firma or in freshwater bodies,
seems incredible to many, yet the inventory of marine animals of very large
size and terrestrial forms of all kinds is, itself, far from being completed.
Every year, an average of three or four amphibians, two or three reptiles, as
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many birds, and nearly a dozen mammals are discovered. As to the group
wrongly considered the best known, the mammals, we only possess relatively
complete global identification guides, and full catalogs only for those of
Europe, North America, and Australia (and these catalogs contain many
doubtful and controversial points). For the guides of Africa, the best-
informed authors have deliberately excluded from their manuals all the
species of small size, and no mammalogist has yet dared to undertake an
equivalent guide for Asia, either for its temperate/cold zone (Palearctic Re-
gion) or its tropical one (Oriental Region), and certainly not for South Amer-
ica (Neotropical Region).

The basic objective of cryptozoology, after tentatively locating a species
still ““hidden,” is the gradual accumulation of all the available information
on it. One must learn as much as one can about it from its “representatives,”
so as to be able to put together a kind of identikit picture for it, to sketch
the salient features of its behavior, to determine the nature of its habitat,
the approximate limits of its area of distribution, and, eventually, to place
it, with areasonable degree of precision, in its proper zoological classification.
This would permit one to know with more certainty where and when to look
for it, how to approach it, by what ruses to attract it, and, finally, how to
bring it down or capture it.

By thus orienting itself toward the discovery of hidden animals, crypto-
zoology can contribute significantly towards making as complete as possible
the inventory of our planet’s fauna, and to aid (before it is too late) in the
collection of species whose natural habitats are rapidly being destroyed. The
example of the recently extinct animals of Madagascar, which disappeared
within historical times, shows that a spectacular fauna can disappear, without
our even realizjng it (and without being directly exterminated by man). A
long-range goal of cryptozoology, in my opinion, is to obtain the strict
protection of species menaced with extinction before they are even officially
recognized. The spread of its methods of investigation is an urgent matter,
and a major motive for its reproof of the “wait and see” attitude.

THE SNARES OF MYTHIFICATION

Only one major objection made of cryptozoology demands that we stop
and make a carefully considered rebuttal. It is the objection raised by folk-
lorists, which argues that those animals thought to be hidden because they
are unobtainable are, in fact, the product of popular imagination. Traditions
and even circumstantial reports dealing with animals still unknown are
typically full of fantastic details, even supernatural ones, which are basically
incredible. The description of these animals and of their behavior seems
borrowed, at least in part, from some personage of universal mythology,
and from the sagas of heroes or popular tales. In short, utilizing religious,
epic, or folkloric themes whose origins are lost in the depths of time.
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The refutation of this objection is delicate and subtle, for it requires that
we take into consideration an irrational process, and one of the most obscure
at that; namely, mythification.

Let us note that a myth (from the Greek mythos, meaning word, narrative,
story, legend, or fable according to various authors) does not spring from
the delirium of a disordered imagination, and is never pure invention. One
of those who has best analyzed the question, Mark Schorer (1960), states
that the definition of myth “must be both broad and loose, for myth operates
universally and diversely.” He adds: “Even a loose definition does not in-
clude the current journalistic sense of falsehood.” It is only according to a
degraded usage that “mythic”” has become a synonym for ““fictional.” On
the contrary, myth had, at first, the opposite meaning of “veridical narra-
tive,” a “‘true story,” and even a “fundamental truth,” and this conception
has always been the case in those societies called “primitive.”

The study of myths has shown that they reflect primordial beliefs, slowly
developed or revealed, which deal with the gods, with the birth of the Uni-
verse and everything it contains— from stars to people—with life and death,
with sacred rites which may go back to the most distant prehistory, and with
historical persons and events transformed into archetypes. The infrastructure
of myths, apparently solidified and unshakeable, held itself to be essentially
sacred, and is found in the epics of heroes as well as in popular fables, fairy
tales, or stories which figure humanized animals. In effect, myths support
and impregnate all our thoughts, and seem to have their roots in the subsoil
of our being, in what C. G. Jung called “‘the collective unconscious.” It is
not impossible that they are intimately tied to the structure of the brain and
its functioning, which developed in the course of biological evolution.

So, finally, what defines mythological thought?

Such thought appears to be adaptive, comparable to the immunological
defense systems of the body, designed to forearm the mind of men against
the traumata associated with novel experiences. These experiences are even
more terrifying when we never actually confront them: few fears are as great
as that of the unknown. In order to neutralize such fears when information
of a certain nature received from the external world crosses that portion of
the central nervoussystem which is sometimescalled our “emotional brain,”
it is likely to be quickly shunted into specific mental categories. It is thus
stereotyped and deformed by the same rigid mental molds which form the
protagonists and intrigues of our mythology, our epics, and even our old
wives’ tales. It is in this manner that the majestic cycles of the deified forces
of nature, the vicissitudes of the lives of heroes, and the fairy tales, show
themselves to have a common origin.

Because of this generalized process of mythification, the many episodes
of our own individual lives—from the painful experiences of birth to that
of death—seem to develop following a scenario written for all eternity. Thus,
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we are allowed to feel that they are the most natural things in the world;
they are no longer unpredictable and horrifying.

If imagination deserves the sobriquet which Malebranche gave it, the
“madman of the house,” its madness is thus of the paranoid variety, because
it is rigorously systematized. According to the strict, constraining laws of
imagination, which presided over the creation and elaboration of language,
there is nothing of the fortuitous in the association of phonemes and the
diverse objects and actions of our world; they constantly make use of re-
semblances, correspondences, and parallelisms. It is also these laws which
contribute to completing our knowledge and our comprehension of natural
phenomena. Some years ago, the philosopher of science Leon Brunschvicq
said that “primitives want to explain everything, whereas the civilized are
willing to allow gaps.” This distinction between the “savage’ and the “‘civ-
ilized” has since been recognized as artificial. Whether we like it or not, the
unknown terrifies and disturbs everybody. If, in order to control these fears,
the “primitive” relies on explanatory myths, which seem naive and extrav-
agant to rational minds, the modern scientist is likely to deal with them
through hypotheses no less controversial and thus just as questionable. In
both cases, what it comes down to is the elimination of the /acunae of
knowledge through the use of imagination, which, as we have seen, is strictly
disciplined.

Hidden animals, which by definition we know only in a very incomplete
manner, lend themselves easily to this kind of “interpolation,” to a forced
mythification. To compensate one’s ignorance, there is an irresistible ten-
dency to assimilate each of them to what Jung called an archetype, the choice
depending upon which mythical beast most closely approaches the one ex-
perienced. One borrows from the mythical beast its attributes and its ex-
ploits—even the most wild—to transfer them to the unknown animal, and
the latter’s traits are deformed and amplified so that they fit most easily into
the mythical mold. Thus, on the eve of its discovery, the gorilla, in reality
debonair and reserved, was represented as kidnapping and violating women,
like the satyrs of ancient mythology; the whale shark, an inoffensive muncher
of plankton, had a reputaion which would make the great white shark
(antihero of Jaws) blush with envy; and the giant squid, denizen of the abyss,
is shown grabbing sailors from the bridge of their ship, as did the Scylla of
Homeric tradition. The more we became acquainted with these “mythical”
beasts, the more the holes in our knowledge of them were filled in, and our
perceptions of each gradually began to approach its true nature (although
never quite reaching it in popular reputation). There remain shadowy zones
and important gaps in our knowledge of all animals, even the most easy to
observe. Our familiar animals retain a certain mystery themselves: we still
don’t know for certain how cats purr. In short, animals are all, without
exception, more or less mythified: it is simply a question of degree.
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It can thus be seen that, although myth is an important factor, the existence
of the animal mythified cannot be put in question for that reason alone.

Nonetheless, sometimes the degree of mythification is such that the orig-
inal species is no longer recognizable, unless one takes the trouble to trace
the source of the legend. This is the case, for instance, with the unicorn,
which finally acquired an existence quite distinct from the animal which
“gave birth” to it. The unicorn is the final product of a series of transfor-
mations undergone by the Indian Rhinoceros to get it to conform to the
myth of aggressive virility. Does this mean that the unicorn, a mythical
animal, does not exist? It would be nonsense to so state, because who can
decide at what point the animal in the process of mythification ceases to be
real?

This said, there is obviously a qualitative difference between the fable of
the unicorn, captured by a virgin playing on the monster’s traditional weak-
nesses, and the account of a prosaic encounter with a rhinoceros in the
Kaziringa Game Preserve. The difference is not that the former treats a
fictional animal and the other a real one. The two stories treat the same
animal, but one is a tradition and the other is a personal experience. It is
easy to distinguish between the fable and the eyewitness account, thanks to
the stereotyped aspect of the former.

No one is likely to mistake the traditional story told by a native for a
personal testimony. If one felt uncertain about attributing the description
of a hairy hominoid (unknown, and hence partly mythified by its observer)
as the simple evocation of some demon, one’s doubt could be removed by
an analysis of the scenario of the account and its content. The abundance
of details taken from legend would indicate that the observation was defective
or too hastily made, and that mythifying imagination was allowed to fill in
too much (by borrowing, for instance, from the experience of others). In this
case, suspicions will be aroused, and the testimony will be taken with con-
siderable reservation.

THE HAZARDS OF MYTH AND OF FASHION

In the analysis of information and data which are indispensable to cryp-
tozoological investigations (as in all scientific research), there are two an-
tagonistic factors of great importance which must be taken into consider-
ation: myth and fashion. That is to say, the eternal and the transient.

One might argue that reported facts arealways both mythified and brought
“up to date.” On the one hand, they are deformed and completed according
to the unchanging structures of mythical thought, and, on the other, they
are subject to the influence of current scientific conceptions, provisional
because of continual reworking, and, as a consequence, arbitrarily selective.

The task of cryptozoology consists not only of demythifying the content
of received information, but also of submitting current scientific theories (in
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some cases dogmas) of the zoological sciences to the touchstone of systematic
doubt. Cryptozoology aspires to a true skepticism, that which opposes both
an a priori incredulity, and a naive willingness to believe.
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THE STATUS OF WILDMAN RESEARCH IN CHINA

ZHou GUOXING
Beijing Natural History Museum, 126 Tien Chiao South Street,
Beijing 100050, People’s Republic of China

ABSTRACT: Chinese historical documents contain many references to Wildman,
a supposed large unknown primate reported today in numerous provinces. Scientific
interest in Wildman in modern China began in the late 1950’s, and intensified in
the 1970’s with fieldwork in northwest Hubei and southern Shanxi provinces spon-
sored by the Chinese Academy of Sciences. No physical evidence has been uncov-
ered, with the exception of the hands and feet of a supposed Wildman. Morphological
analysis indicates that they had belonged to a very large monkey species, possibly
a macaque, still unknown to science. These undescribed monkeys may account for
sightings of the ‘“‘smaller” Wildman. A number of reported morphological and eco-
logical characteristics are reviewed, and Wildman’s possible affinities to the fossil
ape Gigantopithecus are discussed. The discovery of an actual specimen of Wildman
could shed light on the classificatory status of Gigantopithecus, and would certainly
enhance knowledge of the origins of human evolution, particularly bipedalism.

EARLIEST HISTORICAL RECORDS AND FOLKLORE

Chinese historical documents, and many city and town annals, contain
abundant records of Wildman, which are given various names, such as
“manbear,” “hairy man,” “shangui” (mountain monster), “xingxing’’ (or-
ang-utan), and “feifei.”

In the period of Warring States (475-221 B.C.), Qu Yuan, a great poet,
wrote a poem about “shangui’” (mountain monster). Some scholars believe
that the theme of the poem corresponds to the legend of Wildman.

During the Ming Dynasty (1368-1644 A.D.), the great pharmacologist Li
Shizhen mentioned several kinds of Wildman in the 51st volume of his
monumental work Compendium of Materia Medica. One of them was called
“feifei,” an account of which is quoted as follows:

“Feifei,” which are called “manbear,” are also found in the mountainous areas in west
Shu [part of Sichuan Province today] and Chu division, where people skin them and eat
their palms. The You mountain of Sha county, Fujian province, sees the same ones,
standing about one zhang [equal to 3.1 meters] in height and smiling to the people they
come across, and are called ‘‘shandaren” [men as big as mountains], “wildmen” or “shan-
xiao.”

Even today, in the area of Fang County, Hubei Province, there are still
legends about “maoren’ (hairy men) or “wildmen.”” A local chronicle, about
200 years old, says that ‘“‘the Fang mountain lying 40 1i [2 li equals one
kilometer] south to the county town is precipitous and full of holes, where
live many maoren, about one zhang high and hair-coated. They often come
down to eat human beings and chickens and dogs, and seize those who fight
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them.” A lantern on which there is an ornament of a ““maoren” figure was
unearthed in this area during an archeological excavation. It has been dated
at 2,000 years.

There are fairly widespread folk tales about Wildman among the peoples
of China. One of the most well-known says that there was a kind of long-
haired Wildman in the depths of a montane forest. When it saw people, it
would smile, grab their two arms tightly, and then faint with laughter. Once
recovered, it would kill and eat them. Thereafter, when people entered the
mountains, they took a pair of hollow bamboo poles with them. If by chance
they met a Wildman, they would put their arms into the poles, and when
the Wildman fainted with laughter, they would break away from it by slipping
the poles off their arms—and would then either run away or kill it. Stories
like this are heard in many parts of China.

EYEWITNESS ACCOUNTS IN MODERN TIMES

In modern times, incidents of people encountering Wildman have been
reported from time to time in Sichuan, Yunnan, Hubei, Shanxi, Zhejiang,
Fujian, and Anhuei provinces, and the autonomous regions of Tibet and
Xinjiang. Many witnesses say that they have seen “‘strange animals,”” resem-
bling both man and ape, huge-bodied, hairy, and walking upright. (There
are also a number of reported instances in which Wildman specimens were
killed or captured alive.) Some witnesses, however, say that the Wildman
they saw was short and slight in build.

Among these numerous reports, there are two worthy of note because the
witnesses were scientific workers and had a good knowledge of natural sci-
ence. One is Wang Tselin, a biologist, who saw a Wildman killed in the
Gansu area in 1940; it was a female with very big breasts, was covered with
greyish-brown hair, was about 2 meters in height, and the configuration of
its face looked very much like the famous Peking Man. The other is Fan
Jingquan, a geologist. With the help of local guides, he watched, at a safe
distance, two local Wildman in the mountain forest near Baoji County,
Shanxi Province, in the spring of 1950. They were mother and son, the
smaller one being 1.6 meters in height. Both looked human. Some Soviet
scholars later learned of this, and had it reported briefly in a newspaper.

There have been an increasing number of eyewitness reports of Wildman
in recent years, and Chinese scientists are being urged to make on-the-spot
investigations.

SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATIONS IN NEw CHINA

Chinese scientific investigations of Wildman on a regular basis started
with the founding of new China, organized by state-owned scientific insti-
tutions, funded by the government, and staffed by the scientific departments
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concerned. These scientific activities have been as follows, in chronological
order:

(1) Investigation of the “Abominable Snowman” (Yeti) in the 1950’s

By the end of the 1950’s, the “Snowman craze” had spread throughout
the world, and many private investigation teams from various countries
went to the southern foot of the Himalayas to search for it. In China, the
investigation was assigned to a Himalayan mountaineering expedition en-
gaged in the mountaineering organized by the All-China Federation of Sports.
Participants in this investigation were scientific workers of the Chinese Acad-
emy of Sciences and biology professors at Peking University. They conducted
this investigation in Tibet, from May to July of 1959, and it was reported
that they had found a piece of head hair 16 cm long, and had had it analyzed
microscopically. They found that it was different in structure from that of
the orang-utan, brown bear, or yak, but could not prove, of course, that it
was the head-hair of a Snowman.

Numerous people, including participants in the current investigation, do
not believe in the existence of the Snowman. They think that they are
probably bears. But Professor Wu Dingliang, an anthropologist and director
of the Division of Anthropological Teaching and Research at Shanghai Fu-
dan University, and the present author, both conclude that the Snowman
is probably a large, unknown species of primate.

To the knowledge of the author, there are Snowman legends not only in
Tibet and Xingjiang, but also in the northwestern areas of Yunnan Province,
such as Deoin and Zhong Dian, which are inhabited by people of Tibetan
ancestry.

(2) Investigation of Wildman in the Forests of Xishuang Banna,
Yunnan Province, in the 1960’s

In 1961, it was reported that road builders had encountered and killed a
female Wildman in the primeval thick forest of the Xishuang Banna area.
It was said that the Wildman was 1.2 to 1.3 meters in height, that it was
covered with hair, that it walked upright, and that its hands, ears, breasts,
and external genitalia were similar to those of a female human. The con-
cerned departments of the Chinese Academy of Sciences conducted an on-
the-spot investigation. They failed to obtain any direct evidence, thereby
refuting the existence of Wildman in Xishuang Banna. Some participants in
the investigation even asserted that the Wildman was nothing but a gibbon
living in the thick primeval forests. The present author recently visited a
newsman who took part in that investigation. He stated that the animal
which had been killed was not a gibbon, but an unknown animal of human
shape. It is worth noting that, over the past 2 years or so, some people in
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FiG. 1.—Lower parts of the forested Shennongjia Mountain Range, where Wildman has been
investigated by Chinese Academy of Sciences expeditions.

the western border areas of Yunnan Province say that the above-mentioned
kind of Wildman still move about, and that another one has since been
killed. (The author published an article entitled “The Wildman I Saw” in
the 10th issue of New Observer, 1980, on the Wildman in the forest of
Xishuang Banna.)

(3) Investigation of Wildman in Northwestern Hubei and
Southern Shanxi Provinces in the 1970’s

There have been legends about giant-sized ‘‘hairy men” existing in the
forests of Fang County and the Shennongjia area of Hubei Province since
the earliest historical times. Resembling both man and ape, walking upright,
and leaving huge footprints, these creatures are said to be covered with red
hair, and their head hair is long. In recent years, witnesses have reportedly
encountered Wildman on a number of occasions, and this has aroused in-
terest in Chinese scientific circles.

A large-scale scientific investigation sponsored by the Chinese Academy
of Sciences was carried out in these areas in 1977. More than 100 people
participated in it for nearly a year, and the author took part as head of both
the “deep-thrust” team and the scientific research group. As head of the
“deep-thrust” team, I directed the investigation of the whole area around
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FiG. 2.—The author, in his Beijing office, analyzing Wildman evidence collected in Hubei
Province.

the highest peaks of the greater and lesser Shennongjia Mountain Range,
which is covered with thick, ancient forests (Fig. 1), and as head of the
research group, I was responsible for the summary work based on all the
scientific evidence obtained during the investigation (Fig. 2).

Although theinvestigation was unusual inits scale, number of participants,
and duration, no direct proof was found of the existence of the Wildman,
and only footprints, pieces of head hair, and feces presumed to be those of
Wildman were recovered. (Some of the author’s articles on this investigation
appeared in a volume entitled Wolf Children, Snowmen, and Fire Fossils.
More recently, the author wrote a comprehensive summary of the 1977
Shennongjia area investigation entitled “Are We Tracking Down a Non-
existent Animal?”’ This was part of a book, Mystery Yet to Be Opened, which
was edited by the author.)

After a short break, the investigation of Wildman in the Shennongjia forest
areas was resumed. Between 1979 and 1980, an investigation under the
sponsorship of local departments included biology professors at Shanghai
Teacher’s University, and it extended the area of investigation to include
neighboring parts of Sichuan province. A skeleton of a “monkey child” was
found, which some people believed represented a species of monkey with a
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“human” body. Others adhered to the idea that it was the progeny of a
Wildman and a human woman captured by the former. But these are tenuous
arguments, and in my view the skeleton is that of a deformed human. This
view is strengthened by the higher than normal occurrence of human genetic
deformities in the area of investigation.

In Shanxi Province, there were reports of villagers encounteringa Wildman
in the area to the east of the Taibai mountains of Qinling in 1977. It was
said to be 2 meters in height, and it walked upright. Subsequently, a biological
resources study team from Shanxi Province made an on-the-spot investi-
gation, and suggested that it could be a large unknown primate.

(4) Investigation of “Manbears”’ of Jiolong Mountain of
Sui Chang, Zhejiang Province, in the Early 1980’s

“Manbears” in the Jiolong Mountain Natural Reserve Area were recorded
long ago in local chronicles. Li Shizen wrote in his Compendium of Materia
Medica that there were ‘“manbears” in Chu Zhou, which covers the Sui
Chang area today, to the southeast of Li Shui County.

Scientific investigation of ““manbears’ on the Jiolong mountain is mainly
under the direction of the Science Committee of Li Shui Prefecture, and
participants are personnel in specific fields at scientific research institutions
and universities. Preserved hands and feet (two of each) were recently ob-
tained from a middle-school teacher of biology. He obtained them in 1957,
when local peasants reportedly killed a ““manbear.”” These remains represent
the first instance of physical evidence obtained during investigations of Wild-
man in China (Fig. 3).

In December 1980, I went to Sui Chang to study these hand and foot
specimens. I concluded, beyond any doubt, that they belong to a higher
primate, and have morphological traits of both ape and monkey. The eye-
witnesses thought that they had belonged to a Wildman, or of a manlike
“strange animal,” but after examining the specimens, I determined that they
were not the hands and feet of a Wildman. They might possibly belong to
an enormous monkey (perhaps a species of macaque not previously recorded
in this area). These hands and feet could not have come from the legendary
“manbear,” which is said to be about 2 meters in height, and leaves large
footprints. However, there is no denying the possibility that they came from
an unknown primate in the Jiolong Mountain area.

There are similar legends about Wildman in places other than the Jiolong
Mountain area, such as the Wuyi Mountain in Fujian Province, the Huang
Mountain in Anhui Province, and the nearby counties of Sui Chang, Zhejiang
Province.

In summary, since the end of the 1950’s, China has organized a series of
on-the-spot investigations of Wildman in Tibet, and the provinces of Yun-
nan, Hubei, Shanxi, and Zhejiang. Among the participants in these inves-
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Fi1G. 3.—The preserved hands from the Jiolong Mountain “manbear” killed in 1957. The
author’s analysis indicates that they had belonged to a large unknown monkey species.

tigations have been a number of professional scientists, such as anthropol-
ogists, geologists, zoologists, and botanists, as well as personnel in specific
fields of zoological parks and natural history museums. Taking part in the
investigation in the Shennongjia forest area are experienced huntsmen and
skilled scouts.

Up to the present time, apart from the above-mentioned hand and foot
samples obtained in the Jiolong Mountain areas of Zhejian Province, no
direct physical evidence has been found to support the existence of Wildman.
That is to say, all we know about Wildman is based on indirect evidence,
such as folklore, eyewitness accounts, footprints, hair samples, and feces
samples. Legendsabout Wildman in these areas have a long history, however,
and there are numerous eyewitnesses. More significantly, the ecological and
morphological aspects of Wildman are consistently reported. Thus, it can
be inferred that these unknown animals are not mere creatures of fiction.
What Chinese scientific workers seek on thickly forested mountains may
actually be unknown animals, yet to be scientifically described.



20 CRYPTOZOOLOGY

MORPHOLOGICAL AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Based on the evidence obtained in recent years, the legendary Wildman
of China has the following morphological characteristics:

(1) Its height varies between 1.2 and 2.5 meters. It can perhaps be sub-
divided into two types, a larger one of about 2 meters in height, and a smaller
one, about 1 meter in height.

(2) It can walk upright, but four limbs are used when running fast or
climbing slopes.

(3) Itresembles both man and ape, with faces, in particular, having mixed
features of both.

(4) Its head-hair consists of interspersed short and long hairs, the former
3—4 cm in length, the latter trailing down the shoulders. The hair, reddish-
brown, grey, brownish-yellow, black, or occasionally white in color, covers
the whole body. Only some of them reportedly have hair of light color on
the chest.

(5) Its hands, ears, and male external genitalia are similar to those of
humans.

(6) The female has a pair of prominent breasts.

(7) There are two types of footprints. One is large, 30-40 cm, remarkably
similar to that of man, with the four small toes held together and the largest
one pointing slightly outwards. The other type is smaller, about 20 cm, and
more similar to the footprint of an ape or monkey, with the largest toe
evidently pointing outwards.

(8) It has no syllabic language, but yells monotonously.

Their ecological characteristics are as follows:

(1) They are usually observed as isolates. Only on rare occasions are they
seen in pairs (one male and one female, or one female and an infant).

(2) They can move about in winter, and do not seem to hibernate.

(3) They consume berries, nuts, tender stems, saplings, and roots, but eat
insects on occasion. When maize ripens in the autumn, they come out of
the forests quite often to take it, and are then likely to encounter people.

(4) They have not been observed using tools, for either food gathering or
defense.

(5) They can move about at night, but their eyes do not reflect light, a
characteristic that nocturnal animals usually have.

(6) They live mainly in thick primeval forests which are sparsely popu-
lated by humans. They are good at avoiding detection by people in groups,
but if they encounter a human, they make no aggressive moves.
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CONCLUSIONS

Investigative activity and research work on Wildman continue at various
levels. It should be emphasized that there are two completely different views
on Wildman in Chinese scientific circles. The majority of scientific workers
reject the existence of animals in human shape (i.e., Wildman), because of
factors related to animal ecology and their modern geographical distribu-
tions. Theyargue that the legendary Wildman merely represents some known
animal, such as bear, monkey, or gibbon ape, or that reports of Wildman
might be due to hallucinations, or even deliberate fabrications. A smaller
number of scholars are of the opinion that the existence of Wildman should
not be rejected, and that Wildman might be a living species yet to be iden-
tified by science.

Even among the latter, there are different views on the classification of
the unknown creatures vis-a-vis systematic zoology. Some think that they
are surviving descendants of Ramapithecus or Australopithecus (especially
A. robustus), both remote relatives of modern man. Others assume that
Wildman belongs to the ape family, and is possibly a living descendant of
Gigantopithecus or the orang-utan, which thrived in southern China in the
Pleistocene.

It is my view that these human-like animals are not of human type, or at
least that the possibility is very small that they are. Judging from the available
evidence, there is no indication that they live in groups, nor that they have
simple syllabic language, nor that they make or use tools; and these are the
prerogative of the prehumans. It should also be pointed out that no fossil
remains which can definitely be associated with Australopithecus (especially
A. robustus) have been found in China.

If the legendary Wildman or the witnessed Wildman exists, I am of the
opinion that it is quite possibly the descendant of Gigantopithecus. Up to
now, only fossil lower jawbones and teeth of Gigantopithecus have been
unearthed, and it is therefore difficult to infer its height and mode of loco-
motion. Nevertheless, quite a few scholars estimate their height to be about
2 meters, and some of them even infer that they could walk erect. Since
many eyewitnesses report that the Chinese Wildman is about 2 meters in
height and walks upright, the fossil evidence could conceivably associate
Wildman with Gigantopithecus.

It is interesting to note that, in most of the areas where legendary Wildman
is reported in modern times, there are still found primeval forests which
contain quite a few surviving species of trees of the Tertiary period, such as
Cercidiphyllum japonicum, Liriodendron chinensis, and Emmenopterys
henryi. In a relatively static environment, which has been less affected by
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glaciers of the Quaternary period, it is possible that not only some of the
flora but also some of the fauna of previous times could have survived.

Moreover, Gigantopithecus was the dominant member of the Ailuropoda-
Stegodon fauna thriving in the mainland of China in the middle and later
period of the Pleistocene. Later, most of the members of this fauna disap-
peared because of geological changes. However, there are still quite a few
survivors; among them, for instance, the Malaysian tapir and orang-utan,
as well as the giant panda, which changed its habits and characteristics and
remained in the middle and western part of China. Therefore, it is not
impossible that Gigantopithecus, as the dominant member of this fauna,
could also have changed its original habits and characteristics and survived
to the present. It may have evolved into the large Wildman now reported
in China, the Snowman (Yeti) in areas in the southern part of the Himalayas,
and might even have crossed the Isthmus of Bering to become the Sasquatch
(Bigfoot) of North America.

However, Gigantopithecus is a topic of contention in the field of paleoan-
thropology. Some scholars maintain that it belongs to the ape lineage, while
others believe that it should be included in the human lineage. Consequently,
there are different opinions as to its morphological features, and ecological
and behavioral characteristics. If we could capture a Wildman and prove
that it is the descendant of Gigantopithecus, this would, in turn, help classify
the fossil Gigantopithecus!

What is most astonishing of all, however, is that Wildman is reported to
walk upright, and that its footprints are similar to human footprints (it is
the same with Sasquatch and the Snowman). How did it evolve a way of
walking bipedally? If we could capture a Wildman and understand the me-
chanics of its bipedalism, this would undoubtedly be of great help in clari-
fying how the mechanics of human bipedalism evolved. Therefore, if a
specimen were obtained, it would not only be an important scientific dis-
covery, but it would also be of great significance to the research on the origin
and evolution of all mankind. This is one of the basic premises of Wildman
research in China.

My analysis of the hand and foot specimens of the ‘““manbear” of Jiolong
Mountain, Zhejiang Province, has produced a new hypothesis. Through
many-sided comparative studies of these samples, it is reasonable to pos-
tulate that they might not be the hands of an ape at all, but of an enormous
species of monkey still unknown to science. Thus, the legendary small-sized
Wildman known as “‘xingxing” in parts of China might have its origin in
observations of large monkeys. This hypothesis, of course, requires further
study.

Finally, it should be emphasized that many of the participants in Wildman
research in China are professional scientific workers. At the same time,
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however, it has to be admitted that most of them are not well trained in
faunal ecology, primatology, vertebrate paleontology, paleoanthropology,
physical anthropology and other disciplines concerned with this topic. Con-
sequently, when they collect and describe evidence, or visit witnesses to
obtain first-hand reports, they are not always in a totally objective and
scientific frame of mind. This, in turn, can affect the accuracy and reliability
of the evidence which they collect. Caution therefore must be exercised when
using their materials. However, we are confident that, with the development
of further research and experience, these drawbacks gradually will be over-
come.
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SUMMARIZING A DECADE OF UNDERWATER
STUDIES AT LOCH NESS

ROBERT H. RINES
Academy of Applied Science, 65 India Wharf,
Boston, Massachusetts 02110, U.S.A.

ABSTRACT: In consort with other investigators and institutions, members of the
Academy of Applied Science (AAS) have engaged in part-time studies of Scotland’s
Loch Ness during the past decade, with rewarding results in finding and tracking
underwater life (including large animate objects and new small creatures), finding
geological and man-made structures, developing new instrumentation, and in learn-
ing to blend scientists of various disciplines into a cooperative team for underwater
exploration and analysis.

SONAR INVESTIGATIONS OF THE LARGE ANIMALS OF LOCH NESS

Since the digital sonar tracking of large underwater targets at Loch Ness
in the late 1960’s (Braithwaite and Tucker 1968), more extensive sonar
exploration has been conducted by the Academy through the 1970’s, some
in consort with simultaneous attempts at underwater strobe photography.
The Tucker equipment, like that of Robert Love of the Loch Ness Inves-
tigation Bureau in 1969, involved cathode-ray-tube presentations that made
size resolution indication very difficult. The fact that what was detected was
many, many times larger than the largest fish echoes, and that it was moving,
was, however, incontrovertible. In the late 1970’s, R. Parkerand J. Buchanon
reconfirmed large, moving mid-water targets.

In collaboration with Tim Dinsdale and Robert H. Rines, sonar designer
and manufacturer Martin Klein, of Klein Associates, and the Academy
brought higher definition chart-imaging side-scan sonar to the loch in the
autumn of 1970 (Fig. 1) and, within a very short time, operating in both
stationary and towing or moving modes, repeated the findings of Tucker
and Love of moving underwater sonar targets of size many times that of the
echoes returned from salmon in the loch (Klein, Rines, and Dinsdale 1972).

Since 1972, the Academy has brought to bear a variety of widely different
sonar equipments and skilled operators, employing both fixed station and
mobile modes of operation, and involving both low and high resolution
systems, ranging from 20 kHz to 250 kHz in frequencies. Repeatedly, large
moving mid-water objects were tracked, of echoing size ten to thirty or more
times that of migrating sea salmon in the loch.

As mentioned earlier, some of the sonar contacts were made simulta-
neously with strobe photography, as described in the next section, which
has provided the security of conclusion that real, sizable objects were in fact
in the beam, because of the check afforded by the optical as well as acoustical

24

RINES: A DECADE OF UNDERWATER STUDIES AT LOCH NESS 25

FiG. 1.—Robert H. Rines (left) with Martin Klein (center) and Tim Dinsdale deploying a
Klein Associates side-scan sonar in Loch Ness.

sensing. Whether the poor quality of pictures is sufficiently definitive to
allow an identification is really not germane to the scientific significance of
verification of large moving objects; this simultaneous optical-sonar detec-
tion rather conclusively strengthens the reliability of the results.

Even more striking, however, is the repeatability in the hands of different
researchers, at different times, with widely different sonar equipment, of the
same dimensioned and shaped echo characteristics from extremely large
moving targets in the loch—all quite distinct from boat, wake, and fish
echoes.

Among the more striking repeated experiments are what is believed to be
sonar echoing from the side or top of one of these large objects, with re-
markable consistency of target width as indicated on the sonar chart recorders
(see Table 1).

Notonlyhas there been substantial repeatability of the top or side aspect
of moving underwater objects, measured at 2-3 meters in target width (in
the direction of the sonar beam), but a unique sonar echo characteristic has
been obtained in what is believed to be a head- or tail-on aspect of the
target—having successive echoing protuberances, numbering 5 to 6, and
spaced about 1.5-2 meters apart (as from head structure, front body portion,
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