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THE BIRTH AND EARLY HISTORY OF CRYPTOZOOLOGY

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

ABSTRACT: Cryptozoology aims at a systematized search for unknown species of
animals about which some testimonial and circumstantial evidence is available. The
necessity of its development arose quite naturally in the Western world as soon as
the exploration of all other lands seemed completed, thus apparently exhausting the
potential source of numerous and important discoveries. This happened around the
year 1800, and the new trend was urged by the growing positivism of the scientific
establishment; this was, in fact, an a priori incredulity about so-called fabulous
animals, an attitude which is as unscientific as blind gullibility. The story of the
long gestation period of the new discipline of zoology is here outlined by one of the
pioneers among those who have been instrumental in creating its methodology. For
many years, in popular science articles or books, the problem of still unknown
animals—when these were not simply debunked—had been limited to mere de-
scriptions, based on either individual sightings or popular traditions. Cryptozoology
really started to exist when well-supported attempts were made at a zoological
identification of the relevant animals; that is, their classification, as accurate as
possible, into the categories of the natural system. The period here reviewed extends
from the first tentative efforts of a few dauntless naturalists of the early 1800’s,
through some encouraging triumphs, up to the actual naming of the new discipline
by the author in the late 1950’s, or more exactly, to the first appearance in print of
the term “cryptozoology” in 1959.

INTRODUCTION

Almost until the end of the 18th Century, zoology did not need crypto-
zoology. A systematic search for animal species still unknown was then quite
superfluous. Since European travelers, particularly from the 15th Century
on, had started to explore and conquer with insatiable greed all ‘“lands
beyond,” netting, trapping or just firing at random seemed amply rewarding
in this perspective.

All naturalists, aflame with curiosity, eager to discover anything new, were
then lending their ears to the vaguest rumors about animals apparently still
unrecorded. They were all, in a certain sense, consumed with a cryptozoologi-

cal spirit, although they did not need to build up a refined method to achieve
their ends.
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FrROM OPEN-MINDEDNESS TO DISBELIEF

Never did the zoologists of the Renaissance hesitate to admit into their
catalogs or general works every animal which was spoken of in the world,
even if its dried or pickled carcass—shell, skin, skull, or skeleton—was not
present in the latest cabinets of curiosities or in the newborn museums of
natural history. This had, of course, a disadvantage, although only a minor
one: that is, to include in the manuals of zoology the descriptions and even
the pictures of some lesser-known beings, often transmogrified to such an
extent by tradition that the original species were no longer recognizable. In
fact, it now appears that such fabulous beasts, often called ‘“monsters” be-
cause of their extravagant and terrifying traits, were nothing but imperfectly
known animals, unconsciously mythicized by our emotions, that were more
or less distorted and enhanced to fit into the pattern of sundry everlasting
archetypes as reflecting our fantasies, fears, cravings, prejudices, or inner
conflicts (Heuvelmans 1982, 1983).

The most fantastic of these creatures—like the unicorn and the satyr, the
mermaid and the sea serpent, the dragon and the basilisk, the phoenix and
the roc-bird —were listed in the encyclopedias of the 16th- and 17th-Century
naturalists: Edward Woton (1492-1555), Guillaume Rondelet (1507-66),
Conrad Gessner (1516-65), Pierre Belon (1517-64), Ulysses Aldrovandus
(1522-1605), Edward Topsell (1572-1625), and Jan Jonston (1603-75). But
a hundred years later, because these animals were obviously soaked with
myth, most of them had disappeared from the works of Carl von Linné
(1717-78), who tried to systematize nature, and of George Louis Leclerc,
Compte de Buffon (1707-88), who looked for the causes and reasons for its
diversity. Not all of them, however. Homo troglodytes, for instance, a wild
hairy man of nocturnal habits, and Microcosmus marinus, a tentacular sea
monster so huge it could be taken for an island, were still found in the
Systema Naturae of Linnaeus, at least in its early editions. And Buffon still
believed there were tigers in Africa, and even an abominable woodsman
kidnapping black girls—the Pongo, a most unlikely creature that we now
classify as Gorilla.

There is nothing really surprising about all that. Fifty years earlier, a very
learned and respected man, Bishop Erik Ludvigsen Pontoppidan (1698-
1764), had devoted an important chapter of his Natural History of Norway
(1752-53, 1755) to the three most popular stars of the present sea monsters’
Pantheon: the mermaid, the Kraken and the sea serpent. Scandinavia being
a land of legends, these could have been easily dismissed elsewhere as fig-
ments of Norse myth, but no contemporary scientists thought of casting
doubts upon them. Even the most fantastic creatures from literature, art, or
mythology of past times appeared, of course, much more matter-of-fact as
soon as equally improbably animals were discovered in faraway countries,
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or their remains unearthed from ancient deposits. So, in 1784 an anonymous
booklet was published in Germany, which bore a most significant title:
Beschreibung, Ausfiihrliche und Accurate, nebst genauer Abbildung, einiger
vorhin Fabelhafter Geschopfe, welche in der Heutigen Naturgeschichte be-
riihmter Schriftsteller ganzlich Verdndert und ins Licht gestellt sind [Detailed
and Accurate Description, Together With Their Right Representation, of
Some Formerly Fabulous Creatures, Which in the Present Natural History
of Divers Authors of Good Reputation Appear Completely Changed and
Brought to Light].

It is only when sightings of such “monsters” were reported during the
19th Century (sea serpents along the shores of North America, colossal
octopuses off the west coast of Africa, and even gorgeous blond mermaids
around the British Isles) that some naturalists—armchair naturalists most
of the time—eventually reacted with indignation, exaggerated alacrity, and
sometimes violence against what they called “ridiculous fables,” “travelers’
tales,” or ““‘chimeras generated by simple-minded or diseased imagination.”
American sea serpents were branded as ‘“Yankee humbug.”

Such a brutal change of thinking by scientists of the time calls for an
explanation.

CUVIER VERSUS JEFFERSON

In 1795, President Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826), who was as well-versed
in the natural sciences as in politics, examined several prehistoric bones of
a giant ground sloth, including an enormous claw, which had been found in
acave in Virginia. He accordingly named the animal Megalonyx (great claw),
but he took it for a gigantic felid “more than three times as large as the
lion.” On the strength of the concrete evidence he had, he concluded: “If
this animal then has once existed, it is probable on [the] general view of the
movements of nature that he still exists.”” He thus felt quite justified at that
time in stating: “In the present interior of our continent there is surely space
and range enough for elephants and lions, if in that climate they could subsist;
and for mammoths and megalonyxes who may subsist there. Our entire
ignorance of the immense country to the West and North-West, and of its
content, does not authorize us to say what it does not contain.” He said this
because, on the rocky bank of a river, there were ancient carvings of many
animals, and among them ‘“a perfect figure of a lion,” not of a puma, and
also because the existence of such a monster was supported by Indian tra-
ditions “considered as fables, but which have regained credit since the dis-
covery of these bones’ (Jefferson 1799). This was a perfect example of what
a cryptozoological attitude is. Jefferson was wrong about the identity of his
“great claw,” but nobody would have thought of frowning or shrugging about
his general statements.
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Some 15 years later, however, things drastically changed when Georges
Cuvier (1769-1832), the “father of paleontology,” was rash enough to pro-
nounce that “there is little hope of discovering new species of large quad-
rupeds.” About fabulous animals, he even spoke with sneering irony: “I
hope nobody will ever seriously look for them in nature; one could as well
search for the animals of Daniel or for the beast of the Apocalypse’ (Cuvier
1812).

We had entered the 19th Century, which has been dubbed “the stupid
one,” not without good reason. Henceforth, dogmatism, the power of au-
thority—in fact, sheer authoritarianism (in a word, bigotry)—was to per-
meate science under the pretense of rationalism and an ill-digested version
of positivism. The decision of what had to be accepted or rejected by science,
which was then supposed to solve all man’s problems—and thus accordingly
was deified —seemed to be borrowed from some religious creed. Time had
come for pontification, scientific taboos, and academic excommunications.

In the realm of zoology, this new trend showed itself in the true dictator-
ships exerted by some scientists (all the same remarkable men), such as
Cuvier in France, Sir Richard Owen (1804-92) in England, and Rudolf
Virchow (1821-1902) in Germany.

SKEPTICISM AGAINST BOTH GULLIBILITY AND INCREDULITY

A few enlightened laymen, who could be considered as the “Prophets of
Cryptozoology,” had already anticipated this shocking attitude, and ex-
pressed their fears before the close of the 18th Century. The English novelist
Oliver Goldsmith (1728-74), for instance, had stated in his essay 4 History
of the Earth and Animated Nature (1774): “To believe all that has been said
of the sea serpent, or the Kraken, would be incredulity: to reject the possibility
of their existence would be presumption.” And in 1799, the English actor
and dramatist Thomas Holcroft (1745-1809) had written in a letter to a
friend, after having heard of sightings of the same sea monsters: *“. .. who
can affirm he can mark out the boundaries of possibility? Some mariners
treat these tales as absolutely false and ridiculous; others seriously affirm
them to be true; and I think it is a duty to collect evidence, and to remain
on this question as on many others, in a certain degree of skepticism.”

As in all matters of science, skepticism is here the key word, because it
sums up the true spirit of scientific research. And it is precisely because this
word has so much poise that it is deliberately or unconsciously used in a
false, improper, or incorrect sense by most people, and particularly by those
who could be branded as “systematic debunkers.” When confronted with
new facts or ideas— whether unusual, amazing, disturbing, or embarrassing —
they simply shrug and say that, being skeptics, they cannot believe such
fantastic tales. But they are not skeptics at all: they are just being incredulous,
which is quite different. The essence of skepticism is doubt. To be a true
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skeptic, one has to doubt everything, even whether one’s doubts are well-
grounded; one neither accepts nor rejects anything off-hand; one does not
express any opinion before conducting a careful and thorough examination
of the evidence, and moreover of al/ the available evidence. As Jean de la
Bruyere (1645-96), the French moralist, once put it in his Caractéres (1688):
... as with all things out of the ordinary, not within the common rules,
there is a course to be steered between the credulous and the unbelievers.”
Cryptozoology is based on the simplest common sense.

THE GREATEST SCIENTISTS SUPPORT THE
CRYPTOZOOLOGICAL SPIRIT

Open-minded scientists never yielded, of course, to the edicts of the 19th
Century dictators of science. They went on showing real interest in all un-
desirable ‘“monsters” and zealously collected every scrap of information
about them. The fabled sea serpent was appearing not only in sensation-
seeking newspapers during the “silly season,” as it is often said, although
this is completely baseless. It was regularly mentioned in scientific literature.
To check it, one has just to glance through the files of some scientific journals
of that period, such as the following: in Germany, Lorenz Oken’s (1779-
1851) Isis, eine Encyclopddische Zeitschrift from 1818 to 1834, and Ludwig
Friedrich von Froriep’s (1779-1847) Notizen aus dem Gebiete der Natur-
und Heimat from 1821 to 1846, a periodical which was taken over by his
son Robert von Froriep (1804-61) as Tagsberichte iiber die Fortschritte des
Natur- und Heilkunde from 1850 to 1852; in the United States, Benjamin
Silliman’s (1776-1859) American Journal of Science and Arts from 1820 to
1835; and in England, Edward Newman’s (1801-76) Zoologist from 1847
to 1876, and Frank Trevelyan Buckland’s (1826-80) Land and Water from
1870 to 1882.

One of these editors, Newman, judiciously summarized the right attitude
of true skeptics in his preface to the 1847 volume of his journal: *. .. the
communications and quotations about ‘the Sea Serpent’ are well worthy of
attentive perusal: it is impossible to suppose all the records bearing this title
to be fabricated for the purpose of deception. A natural phenomenon of
some kind has been witnessed: let us seek a satisfactory solution rather than
terminate enquiry by the shafts of ridicule . . . surely it is not requiring too
much to solicit a suspension of judgment on the question of whether a
monster may exist in the sea which does not adorn our collections.”

Among the early supporters of what was later to become cryptozoology,
the greatest names of science could be mentioned. It would be a tedious task
to enumerate them all, as I did in my opus on the “sea serpent”” problem
(1965, 1968, 1975). Let us just recall that in Great Britain, for instance, Sir
Joseph Banks (1743-1820), who became the arbiter of British science as
president of the Royal Society, and Sir William Jackson Hooker (1785-



6 CRYPTOZOOLOGY

1865), one of the greatest botanists of his time, both expressed their accep-
tance of the existence of the “sea serpent” around 1820, as Thomas Henry
Huxley (1825-95), Darwin’s self-styled “‘bulldog,”” would do it at the end of
the same century. In the United States, the same attitude was adopted by
practically all oceanographers, from Louis Jean Rodolphe Agassiz (1807-
73) to the authors of the American “bible”” of marine biology, Oceanic
Ichthyology (1895): George Brown Goode (1851-96), and Tarleton Hoffman
Bean (1846-1916).

The eyes of the inquisitive naturalists were not focused only on “sea
serpents’ during the last century. In the monumental narrative of his travels
through the equatorial regions of the New World from 1799 to 1804, Baron
Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859), the “father of physical geography,”
expressed his doubts about the existence in South America of a large ape,
around which many rumors were afloat, but he sensibly refused to consider
these just as fables: “In treating them with disdain, the traces of a discovery
may often be lost, in natural philosophy as well as in zoology . . . Travelers
who may hereafter visit the missions of the Orinoco will do well to follow
up our researchers on the salvaje or great devil of the woods; and examine
whether it be some unknown species of bear, or some very rare monkey . ..
which may have given rise to such singular tales” (Humboldt 1816-26, 1852-
53).

3

THE RISE IN GREAT BRITAIN OF SURVIVING FOSSILS

In another, somewhat different vein, free-thinking scientists soon started
to question the Cuvierian dogma according to which all “prehistoric” ani-
mals belong to ages gone by, have never been contemporaneous to man, and
can thus certainly not be living today and possibly explain some of the
present ‘“mystery beasts.”

In 1844, for instance, geologist Hugh Falconer (1808-65), after having
discovered in India the fossil remains of a gigantic turtle, Colossochelys
atlas, wondered whether the Mesozoic reptile had not survived into historical
times, giving birth to the Hindu legend of the giant tortoise which supports
the elephant on which the Earth rests (Falconer 1886, Falconer and Cautley
1844).

A few years later, another British naturalist, of Flemish origin, Colonel
Charles Hamilton Smith (1776-1859), surmised from the traditional legends
of the North American Indians that they had actually known living masto-
dons and giant ground sloths. Incidentally, he also supported the theory that
the unicorn was a real animal, still living in remote areas of Africa, which
eventually led to the discovery of the northern race of the white rhinoceros
(Smith 1848).

Still later, a third British naturalist, Charles Carter Blake, author of a
manual of zoology for students but nevertheless obscure, was in his turn
impressed by the traditions held by the Brazilian Indians of a gigantic an-
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thropoid ape, the Cayporé. He wrote: “No such ape exists in the present
day; but, in the post-Pliocene in Brazil, remains have been preserved of an
extinct ape (Protopithecus antiquus) four feet high, which might possibly
have lived down to the human period, and formed the subject of the tra-
dition” (Blake 1863).

In each of these cases, scientists were not necessarily concerned with the
current existence of still-unknown animals, but more with the survival of
animals, known from their fossil remains, into times where they were not
suspected to be living any more, even possibly into the present time. How-
ever, as these animals were, in a certain way, “hidden” to the eyes of science,
to try to search for them revealed a true cryptozoological turn of mind.

The ideas of Falconer, Smith, and Blake were taken up with enthusiasm
by Edward Burnett Tylor (1832-1917), the “father of modern ethnology”
(now called social anthropology). In his Researches into the Early History
of Mankind (1865), he stressed the point that, up to modern times, popular
traditions have preserved the memory of some “prehistoric” animals—Ilet
us now say more precisely of animals of the Lower Pleistocene—allegedly
extinct before the coming of Homo sapiens.

This particular side of cryptozoological research was remarkably well de-
fined in 1886 by geologist Charles Gould, the only son of John Gould (1804-
81), the ornithologist and bird portrait artist. In his very important book on
Mythical Monsters, he wrote: “I have ... but little hesitation in gravely
proposing to submit that many of the so-called mythical animals, which
through long ages and in all nations have been the fertile subjects of fiction
and fable, come legitimately within the scope of plain matter-of-fact natural
history, and that they may be considered not as the outcome of exuberant
fancy, but as creatures which really once existed, and of which, unfortunately,
only imperfect and inaccurate descriptions have filtered down to us, probably
much refracted, through the mists of time.”

Incidentally, the Irish naturalist Valentine Ball (1843-95) had just pub-
lished two articles in 1884, in which he attempted to identify some of the
fabulous creatures of the early Greek authors, such as the pygmies, the
Martikhora and the Griffin (Ball 1884a, 1884Db).

A new wave of thought was spreading over British zoology.

EARLY CRYPTOZOOLOGY IN GERMANY AND FRANCE

During the last century, there was also in German scientific circles a great
interest in the possible survival of ancient species allegedly extinct, as well
as in the exciting discoveries of new species of medium-to-large-sized ani-
mals.

In 1841, Heinrich Rathke (1793-1860), a pioneer in the science of animal
development, stated that there really could be no doubt about the existence
of the Norwegian “sea serpent.” In 1858, Karl Miiller (1818-99) devoted a
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long series of articles, in Die Natur, the scientific journal he edited in Jena,
to the tentative zoological identification of the diverse “mythical animals.”
And in 1877, the prominent evolutionist Fritz Miiller (1821-97) discussed
atlength, not the traditional ‘“‘sea serpent,” but a supposed inland ““freshwater
sea serpent” (if one may venture to call it thus) inhabiting the waters of the
Amazon and Orinoco basins, the Minhoc@o. In his scholarly opinion, this
aquatic monster could well be “a gigantic fish allied to Lepidosiren and
Ceratodus,” the intriguing lungfishes.

In fact, this suggestion had already been supported some 50 years before,
in 1830, by the French explorer and botanist Augustin Frangois César Prou-
vengal de Saint-Hilaire, better known as Auguste de Saint-Hilaire (1779-
1853), who was one of the earliest contributors to cryptozoology (Saint-
Hilaire 1830, 1847).

Even in France, some interest had indeed been shown for “fabulous an-
imals,” and this was rather unexpected in the country which boasted about
its being the cradle of rationalism, and where it is often thought that ex-
pressing incredulity is a sign of reason. Baron Henri Marie Ducrotay de
Blainville (1778-1850), a professor of zoology and comparative anatomy at
the Paris Museum of Natural History, was among the first “sea serpent”
supporters (Blainville 1818). In 1826, a distinguished historian and jurist,
Eusébe Baconniére de Salverte (1771-1839), whom Frangois Arago (1786—
1853), the physicist, considered as ‘“‘one of the most erudite men” of his
time, devoted a well-documented study to the dragons and monstrous ser-
pents which had been mentioned in both fable and history (Salverte 1826,
1843). And under the pseudonym of A. Frédol, the prominent malacologist
Alfred Horace Bénédict Moquin-Tandon (1804-63) reserved a portion of
his book on the world of the sea to the story of the then still controversial
discovery of gigantic cephalopods (Frédol 1865).

THE FIRST WAVE OF POPULAR CRYPTOZOOGRAPHY

It would certainly be unfair not to mention right away all the popular
science writers of the last century who helped to make the general reader
“monster-conscious.”

As early as 1818 in Great Britain, an anonymous author signing himself
“W.” had written two very well-documented articles on the Kraken and on
the “sea serpent,” which were published in Blackwood’s Magazine (“W”
1818a, “W” 1818b), which were even commented on by “W.B.,” that is,
William Blackwood (1776-1834), the editor himself (“W.B.” 1818). The
gist of these was taken over by the Retrospective Review of London, appeared
in French in the Revue Britannique of Paris in 1835, and was adapted, the
same year, in German by H. M. Malten in his Bibliothek der Neuesten
Weltkunde (Library of Recent World-Science) published in Switzerland, and
later reprinted in Germany in 1848. A rehash of the Revue Britannique
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version had, in the meantime, been concocted by Jules Frangois Lecomte
(1814-64) for the Musée des Familles of Paris (1836-37).

In 1863, a young Fellow of the British geographical and anthropological
societies, William Winwood Reade (1838-75), published his narrative of a
recent trip through what he called Savage Africa. This book contained not
only first-hand information on the newly discovered gorilla, and about many
tales of unicorns, tailed men, etc., but also some enlightening thoughts de-
serving to be used as principles of cryptozoology. For instance: “It must be
laid down as a certain principle, that man can originate nothing; that lies
are always truths embellished, distorted, or turned inside out. There are
other facts beside those which lie on the surface, and it is the duty of the
traveler and historian to sift and wash the gold grains of truth from the dirt
of fable.” Also: “Incredulity has now become so vulgar a folly, that one is
almost tempted, out of simple hatred for a fashion, to run to the opposite
extreme. However, I shall content myself with citing evidence reflecting
certain unknown, fabulous, and monstrous animals of Africa, without com-
mitting myself to an opinion one way or the other, preserving only my
conviction that there is always a basis of truth to the most fantastic fables,
and that, by rejecting without inquiry that which appears incredible, one
throws away ore in which others might have found a jewel. A traveler should
believe nothing, for he will find himself so often deceived; and he should
disbelieve nothing, for he will see so many wonderful things; he should
doubt; he should investigate; and then he may perhaps discover.”

In 1879, the English astronomer Richard Anthony Proctor (1837-88) fol-
lowed these lines in writing chapters on the sea serpent and the mermaid in
his Pleasant Ways of Science. The celebrated Victorian naturalist Philip
Henry Gosse (1810-88) took a much broader view of the question of un-
discovered animals in The Romance of Natural History (1860). He expa-
tiated not only upon the problem of the Kraken and of the “sea serpent,”
calling the latter ““the Great Unknown,” but also upon many other cases of
nondescript beings, including the African unicorn and the South American
ape, which still puzzles us today.

The numerous tales which went around the world about apparently un-
known man-apes or ape-men, made popular by the Darwinian revolution,
such as Hanno’s Gorillas, Livingstone’s Soko, a Chinese tailed pygmy called
the Fese (read Fei-fer), and the Susumete of Honduras, finally led Philip
Stewart Robinson (1847-1902) to say of Professor Huxley in his own Noah’s
Ark (1882): «“. .. if he were only to travel tomorrow into an unknown land,
I am not at all sure that he would not ultimately emerge from some primeval
forest hand-in-hand with the ‘missing link.””” This is probably the first men-
tion ever made of the possible survival into our time of some ancient form
of hominoid.

In the meantime, in France, Armand Landrin (b. 1844) had devoted a
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whole book to the various ‘“monsters of the deep” (1867), which was later
translated into English (1875). And in Germany, Emil Amold Budde (1842-
1921) resumed the discussion of both the “sea serpent” and its freshwater
counterpart, the Minhocao, in his Naturwissenschaftliche Plaudereien (Chats
About Natural Sciences) (1891).

What must be emphasized here is that most of these open-minded nat-
uralists or popular science writers of the last century merely reported what
had been said of all puzzling animals and reached conclusions about the
more or less high probability of their real existence. If their achievements
were to be given a technical name, one should speak of “cryptozoography”
(description of hidden animals) rather than of “cryptozoology.”

FOR A MORE SCIENTIFIC EVALUATION OF ‘“MONSTERS”’

Just a handful of scientists ventured to suggest during the last century
how—that is, in which zoological category — the still-unknown animals should
be classified. Some, for instance, first accepted blindly that “sea serpents”
were just enormous snakes. However, as soon as the first fossil remains of
the huge reptiles of the Mesozoic era had been unearthed, and their outer
appearance reconstructed, most adventurous naturalists related the “sea ser-
pents” at once with the sea-faring representatives of this class, namely with
the Mososaurus, which was like an enormous snake with paddles, and with
the Plesiosaurus, which looked more like an outsized, long-necked turtle.
As a matter of fact, this was just gross guesswork, as they relied only (and
hastily) upon the general outline of the animals which had been sighted.

An English naturalist, the Reverend John George Wood (1827-99), cer-
tainly distinguished himself from all others when, while visiting the United
States, he had an article on the “sea serpent” published in the June, 1884,
issue of the Atlantic Monthly, which was the keenest ever written on the
subject up to that time. In the light of a careful study of comparative anatomy,
he concluded that, according to its movements and behavior, as well as to
its morphology, the “‘sea serpent” which had so often been observed off the
New England coast “belongs not to the saurians, but to a cetacean animal,
which, if not an actual zeuglodon, has many affinities with that creature.”

Early in the 19th Century, however, two wayward naturalists had already
decided, long before the Reverend Wood, to take the matter more seriously,
and to study with all the strict methods of science what was then known of
the most popular sea monsters—and the largest ones at that: Pierre Denys
de Montfort (1764-1820) and Constantin Samuel Rafinesque (1783-1840).
They were both French-bomn, but the latter eventually became an American
citizen.

Denys de Montfort worked at the Paris Museum of Natural History, and
had been commissioned to write the volumes on mollusks in the additions
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to Buffon edited by Charles Nicolas Sigisbert Sonnini de Manoncourt (1751-
1821). In one of these three volumes, he described at length two cephalopods
of truly gigantic proportions. He named the first “‘le Poulpe Kraken™; as a
matter of fact, it was not a true ‘“poulpe,” that is, an octopus, but a squid,
which is now known as the giant squid Architeuthis. The other one was “le
Poulpe colossal,” which was later to be described as Octopus giganteus by
Addison Emery Verrill (1839-1926), (Verrill 1897a, 1897b), although sub-
sequently repudiated by him as just “a piece of whale blubber” (Verrill
1897c¢). (Octopus giganteus has been more recently rehabilitated as, very
probably, a true gigantic octopus by Forrest G. Wood and Joseph G. Gennaro
[1971], but this remarkable achievement belongs to a later period in the
history of cryptozoology.)

The second naturalist who dared to describe a sea monster according to
scientific rules was Rafinesque, whom historians of science later hailed as
“the most remarkable man to appear in the annals of American science”
(David Starr Jordan [1851-1931]), or as “among all the naturalists who have
ever worked on the American continent . . . the only one who might clearly
be called a Titan’’ (Donald Culross Peattie [1898-1964]) (Jaffe 1944). Indeed,
he was the very first one, in 1817, to write a “Dissertation on Water-Snakes,
Sea-Snakes and Sea-Serpents.”” After studying all the then available infor-
mation, he concluded that, owing to their anatomical traits, there were four
different types of “‘sea serpents,” two of them being actual but outsized sea
snakes, the other ones fishes, one being apparently related to synbranchid
eels (Rafinesque 1817, 1819).

Denys de Montfort and Rafinesque were so criticized, ridiculed, insulted
and ostracized by other scientists because of these writings, that both finally
died in appalling misery, the former in a Paris gutter, the latter in a Phila-
delphia garret, both at the age of 56. These two ill-fated geniuses deserve to
be considered the first true forerunners of cryptozoology.

THE FAMILY TREE OF CRYPTOZOOLOGY

Bornin 1916, the author is currently dubbed the “father of cryptozoology,”
possibly because I actually coined the term ““cryptozoology,” but more prob-
ably because, since 1950, I have been the first zoologist ever to devote his
professional life exclusively to the study of this particular field, and to the
gradual development of its methodology. Even if this title were really well
deserved, it should be only fair to add that cryptozoology has had several
“forefathers,” and, as we just saw, two outstanding “great-grandfathers,”
who were crowned by martyrdom in the cause of science.

To this fatal twosome one should add the German nature philosopher
Lorenz Oken (1779-1851), mentioned before as the editor of Isis, who did
not hesitate to include in his Lehrbuch der Naturgeschichte (Manual of Nat-
ural History) (1815) Denys de Montfort’s two species of gigantic cephalo-
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pods. He listed them under the respective names of Sepia microcosmus and
Sepia gigas, thus making cuttlefishes of them, which later proved to be
incorrect.

To summarize, the first quarter of the 19th Century saw the heroic deeds
of three “‘great-grandfathers” of cryptozoology.

One should, however, not overlook here the important contributions of
three naturalists who flourished during the second and third quarters of the
century: Auguste de Saint-Hilaire (1779-1853), for his attempted identifi-
cation of the fabulous Minhocao, as well as Roulin and Steenstrup, to whom
we will return later because we owe to them the first “victories” of cryp-
tozoology. The three of them could be considered ‘“great-uncles” of the
discipline.

In the same genealogical perspective, it is rather easy to identify the two
“grandfathers” of cryptozoology, who won fame during the last quarter of
the 19th Century. One of them was J. G. Wood (1827-99), who was the first
to recognize the mammalian nature of most “‘sea serpents,” although this
honor could well be given also to either Roulin or Steenstrup. The other
was the Dutch zoologist Antoon Cornelis Oudemans (1858-1943), who, in
his epoch-making monograph The Great Sea-Serpent (1892), actually de-
veloped the original method which underlies all cryptozoological research.

It is incontestably the methodology which defines and constitutes a new
science or scientific discipline. Just as writing pleasant stories about animals
does not make the writer a zoologist, reporting encounters with unidentified
beasts, or traditions about them, does not make the reporter a cryptozool-
ogist.

Probably stimulated by the penetrating views of J. G. Wood, Oudemans
wanted to get more accurate and more complete information, not only on
the anatomy of the ““sea serpent,”” but also on its physiology and behavior,
and on its geographical distribution, with the purpose of trying to find its
proper place, with the closest approximation possible, in the system of na-
ture. To achieve this, he simply borrowed from the physicist and astronomer
Emst Florens Chladni (1756-1827) the statistical method which the latter
had used to prove the extraterrestrial origin of meteorites. This was a truly
revolutionary discovery, since these stones which were said to fall from the
sky had for centuries been the laughing stock of most learned men.

What Chladni had done for meteoric stones, Oudemans did for ‘“sea
serpents.” He painstakingly collected from books, magazines, and newspa-
pers as many reports of sightings as he could find (altogether 187), eliminated
the obvious hoaxes and cases of mistaken identity, and then extracted from
the remaining ones all the available details, which he compared systemati-
cally, one by one, to see whether they fitted or not. Finally, he drew a sort
of identikit picture of the animal, with full details about its way of life. It
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accordingly appeared to be a kind of long-necked and long-tailed seal, which
Oudemans described scientifically as Megophias megophias, the generic name
having been taken, with due credit, from Rafinesque.

Cryptozoology was born at last. Oudemans’ great opus can be considered
as the true starting point of the new discipline, much as Recherches sur les
Ossemens Fossiles of Cuvier marks the beginnings of paleontology as a
science.

Oudemans’ views were soon adopted by some reputable zoologists, such
as the Austrian oceanographer Emil von Marenzeller (1845-1918) as early
as 1894, and later on by his Franco-Rumanian colleague Emile G. Racovitza
(1868-1947), and by the leading French mammalogist Edouard Louis
Trouessart (1842—-1927). The latter two espoused Oudemans’ thesis in 1903,
after numerous “sea serpent’ sightings had been made by the officers and
crew of several ships of the French Navy off the coast of Indochina from
1893 on. Ten years later, the director of the National Museum of Natural
History of Paris, Jean Octave Edmond Perrier (1844-1921), declared that
Oudemans’ book had been a ‘““veritable act of courage’ (Perrier 1913).

Already in 1899, however, a Swedish college teacher, Peter Olsson (1838—
1923), had gone much further. As a “monster” was said to live in the great
lake Storsjon, he made local inquiries, gathered 22 trustworthy reports, and
concluded from their analysis that it was an unknown pinniped similar to
Oudemans’ Megophias which inhabited this stretch of fresh water. This was
actually the first scientific approach to the case of an unidentified lake animal,
long before the outbreak in 1933 of the Loch Ness ‘“monster’” problem.

THREE MAJOR SUCCESSES OF THE CRYPTOZOOLOGICAL APPROACH

It is often stated nowadays that cryptozoologists are wasting their time
and energy on a wild goose chase, since no unknown animal has ever been
found by them. Such yarns betray a great ignorance of the history of zoology.
Long before a true method of research had been defined by Oudemans, and
in any case before such a method was systematically applied, some signal
victories had been achieved empirically.

The first brilliant success of the cryptozoological approach was the dis-
covery of the mountain tapir by Frangois Désiré Roulin (1796-1874). Here
is what this traveler and naturalist disclosed before the French Academy of
Sciences on February 9, 1829: “Quite a long time before I actually became
fully acquainted with this second species of American tapir, I had been led
to suspect its existence, not, I must say, for general reasons, but on the mere
strength of old Spanish chronicles. Some of these authors lent, indeed, to
the tapir [a] thick hair of blackish brown color, a character which does not
fit at all with the tapir of modern naturalists . . .” (Roulin 1835).

This shows very clearly that the very first task of cryptozoology is biblio-
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graphical research: the patient, sometimes dull, and always time-consuming
perusal of books on travel, exploration, or just hunting, of old or exotic
chronicles, and of ancient or foreign works on natural history.

When Roulin proposed to name the new species Tapirus pinchaque it was
because the latter word was the name of a fabulous animal of Indian folklore
in the Popayan region of Colombia (actually pinchaque or panchique, which
meant something like ‘““‘ghost™ or “werewolf”’). Roulin was quite convinced
that the belief in this much-feared monster was based upon the rare and not
well known tapir of the high Andes. He even went so far as to suggest that
the white-backed tapir of India had similarly inspired the legendary griffin
of Greek antiquity. And he added this apt comment, which emphasizes the
second important task of cryptozoology, that is, the careful analysis of myth,
legends, and folk-tales of all cultures and all races in search of ‘“monsters”
which could eventually be demythicized: “Having mentioned a fabulous
animal, 1 feel bound to justify myself for entertaining the Academy with a
subject so irrelevant to its conventional concerns. It is, however, obvious
that this kind of investigation should not be overlooked by the natural
sciences. It is, indeed, impossible to trace the history of animals through
ancient times without having at every moment to strip the real facts from
their halo of fables, and if we do not have to discard more of these it is just
because this process of elimination has been going on unsuspected for thou-
sands of years” (Roulin 1835).

A second outstanding success of cryptozoology, and of a much more
dramatic nature under the circumstances, was the scientific description in
1856 of the giant squid by the Dane Johan Japetus Steenstrup (1813-97).
This scholar had first established, on historical evidence only, that the Kra-
ken, the tentacled bugaboo of Scandinavian folklore, and a much more
incredible monster than the ““sea serpent” itself, was just a giant cephalopod.
In his opinion, it was not an octopus, as Denys de Montfort had surmised,
but an outsized calamary like the two large specimens which, according to
ancient public records, had been stranded in 1639 and 1790 on the coast of
Iceland (Steenstrup 1849). The Danish scientist later suggested that another
fabled sea monster, the Monachus marinus (sea monk) of Rondelet, was
likewise based upon a large squid caught in a net on the Swedish coast in

1550 (Steenstrup 1855). When he finally laid hands on the enormous beak
of another specimen, which had been found dead on the shore of Jutland,
on the territory of Denmark itself, and on the slightly different beak of a
specimen found afloat between Bermuda and Carolina, he described the
Scandinavian species as Architeuthis monachus and the Atlantic one as Ar-
chiteuthis dux (Steenstrup 1857). (For the full story of this cryptozoological
feat, see Heuvelmans 1958.)

A third prominent success of cryptozoology, the discovery of the okapi,
was a worldwide sensation in the early 1900’s. Henry Morton Stanley (1841-
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1904) had casually reported, in 1890, that the Wambutti pygmies “knew a
donkey and called it atti.” This led Sir Harry Hamilton Johnston (1858-
1927), then governor of Uganda, to organize a patient and obstinate search,
which would lead to the discovery of the existence of such an improbable
ani_mal as an alleged forest-zebra. It was thus named Equus johnstoni by
Philip Lutley Sclater (1829-1913) on the basis of some striped strips of skin
(Sclater 1901). It was only after a careful study of a whole skin and of two
skulls that Sir Edwin Lankester (1847-1929) came to the conclusion that
the atti, rather known locally as o-api or okapi, was not a horse at all, but
a sort of short-necked giraffe, more or less closely related to a Miocene fossil
fr'om Greece, Helladotherium. Deserving a new genus of its own, the sur-
viving proto-giraffe became thus Okapia johnstoni (Lankester 1901), and
caused an excitement never known before in zoological circles, and even in
the daily press.

Discoveries WHICH CouLD HAVE BEEN MADE EARLIER
WITH THE HELP OF CRYPTOZOOLOGY

Itis a fact that many species of medium-to-large-sized animals could have
been discovered at a much earlier date if zoologists had realized the im-
portance of a cryptozoological approach. This is due, first of all, to the fact
that most animals are generally known by the natives of the area.

The white-backed tapir of India, for example, was officially discovered by
Westex:n sciencein 1816, but it had been known to the Chinese and Japanese
il;;:g)nme immemorial as the fabulous iron and copper-eating Mé (Roulin

The pygmy hippopotamus was described in 1849 by Samuel George Mor-
ton (1799-1851) after a set of skulls had been first revealed to him 6 years
before by a simple traveler’s tale which he rather disbelieved (Morton 1844).
As J.oseph Leidy (1823-91) soon demonstrated, it was not Jjust a distinct
species of hippopotamus, but a very different animal deserving to be put in
the new genus Choeropsis (Leidy 1852).

The lowland gorilla, scientifically named in 1847 by the Reverend Thomas
Staughton Savage (1804-80) and Professor Jeffries Wyman (1814-74), had
already been fairly well described in the early 1600’s as the pongo, a sort of
“abdominable man-of-the-woods,” by the English adventurer Andrew Battel
(Purchas 1625).

The giant panda, found in 1869 in Szechwan by Father Jean-Pierre Ar-
mand David (1826-1900), was already mentioned as the bei-shung (white
bear) in a Chinese manuscript dating from the Tang Dynasty, 621 A.D.
(Morris and Morris 1966).

‘ The Gerenuk or Waller’s giraffe-necked gazelle, scientifically christened
in 1878 as Litocranius walleri, could have been described much earlier since
1ts most unusual outline appears on a rough rock carving from the east bank
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of the Nile, between 4,000 and 2,900 years old, and even, very clearly this
time, on an Egyptian bas-relief dating from Ramses II’s reign, in the 13th
Century B.C. (Schomber 1966).

Grévy’s zebra was discovered in 1882 in, strangely enough, the Jardin des
Plantes, the zoological garden of Paris, after it had been presented to the
French president Jules Grévy by Ménélik I, Emperor of Abyssinia. It later
appeared that it had already been figured by Aldrovandu in 1642 and by
Hiob Ludolf (1624-1704) in 1681 (Scherren 1905).

The mountain gorilla, the largest of all apes, was scientifically described
as recently as 1903, although John Hanning Speke (1827-64), the explorer,
had already heard, in 1861, from the subjects of King Rumanika in Ruanda
of “monsters who could not converse with men, and never showed them-
selves unless they saw women pass by: then, in voluptuous excitement, they
squeezed them to death’ (Speke 1863).

Even the coelacanth, the so-called “fossil fish”” of the Devonian period
found alive in 1938, had been known for ages by the natives of the Comoro
Islands, who called it kombessa. They not only ate its salted and dried meat,
but used its rough scales in repairing their bicycle tires. Moreover, a perfectly
accurate silver model of a coelacanthid, at least a century old and serving
as an ex-voto, was discovered in 1964 in a fisherman’s church near Bilbao,
on the Atlantic coast of Spain (Sylva 1966).

THE NEw WAVE OF CRYPTOZOOLOGY

From the beginning of the 20th Century on, especially because of the
sensation created by the well-guided discovery of the okapi, quite a number
of natural science writers, and even a few professional zoologists, started
devoting articles and portions of books to some of the “mystery” animals
which were still apparently undescribed.

Mention should be made here of some popular science writers of France,
such as Henri Eugéne Coupin (b. 1868) (1904); Victor Forbin (b. 1864),
essentially a great reporter (1920); Norbert Casteret (b. 1897), the founder
of French speleology, and his wife Elisabeth (1926); René Thévenin (1877-
1967), a prominent author (1931); and Louis Marcellin (1949); of some
renowned Englishmen from various spheres of action, such as the big-game
hunter and fire-arms expert Walter Winans (1852-1920) (1920); the athletics
promoter Frederick Annesley Michael Webster (b. 1886) (1920); Captain
William Lionel Hichens (1874-1940), late of the Intelligence and Admin-
istrative Services of East Africa, who first wrote under the pseudonym of
“Fulahn” (Fulahn 1927, Hichens 1937); and those prolific Fortean authors,
Harold Tom Wilkins (1891-1960) (1950); Alfred Gordon Bennett (1901-
62) (1953); and Eric Frank Russell (1905-78) (1957); and finally of natu-
ralists, such as the French-Canadian Henry Tilmans (1905); the Catalonian
Spaniard Rossend Serra i Pagés (b. 1863) (1923); and the Australian min-
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eralogist Charles Anderson (1876-1944), director of the Australian Museum
(1934). It was in 1931 that the famed wild animal catcher Joseph Delmont
(1873-1935), after having traveled all over the world for 20 years, wrote
this sentence which his personal experience makes particularly significant:
“Even today there are in every part of the world inaccessible areas where
there certainly exist wild creatures unknown to naturalists’ (Delmont 1931,
1932).

Among the wave of 20th Century authors inspired by the problem of still
undiscovered animals, the following science writers must, of course, be con-
sulted for their deserving attempts at a synthesis of the whole question, or
some of its specific cases: in Britain, Frank Walter Lane (b. 1908) (1937a,
1937b, 1939, 1941);, Maurice Burton (b. 1898), then of the British Museum
(Natural History) (1954, 1955, 1959); and Richard Carrington (b. 1921)
(1957); in Germany, Richard Hennig (1875-1934) (1950, 1957); in the United
States, Alpheus Hyatt Verrill (1871-1954), who was Professor A. E. Verrill’s
son (1948); Ivan Terence Sanderson (1911-73) (1947, 1948a, 1948b, 1948c,
1950, 1959a, 1959b); and, above all, Willy Ley (1906-69), who had studied
paleontology and the history of zoology at the Universities of Berlin and
Koenigsberg (1941, 1948, 1951, 1955, 1959).

It should be stressed, incidentally, that the versatile Canadian writer Rich-
ard Stanton Lambert (b. 1894) seems to have been the first to draw attention,
in a book, to the problem of the North American Sasquatch (1954).

Some books on actual fieldwork written by brilliant laymen during the
same period also deserve to be listed as important contributions to cryp-
tozoology: Commander Rupert Thomas Gould’s (1890-1948) works on the
“sea serpent” (1930) and on the Loch Ness Monster (1934); Kenneth Cecil
Gandar Dower’s (1908-44) book on the spotted lion of Kenya (1937); Ralph
Izzard’s journalistic reports on the buru of Assam (1951) and on the Yeti
of Nepal (1955); Constance Whyte’s careful essay on the Loch Ness Monster
(1957); and C. M. Poulsen’s work on sea monsters, supervised and intro-
duced by the Danish oceanographer Anton Frederick Bruun (1901-61) (1959).

FROM PINPOINT ATTEMPTS TO A FIRST SUMMING-UP

Strangely enough, none of these numerous authors, even the best-versed
in natural history, ever thought of classifying zoologically and with some
accuracy some of the sundry mystery animals they were writing about. Once
again, we have been dealing here with cryptozoography rather than cryp-
tozoology. So, a special mention should be made of some pinpoint attempts
at identification made during the present century by some particularly bold
naturalists or zoologists.

Carl Hagenbeck (1844-1913) was not exactly a zoologist, but as ‘““the king
of zoos,” the great German animal dealer was exceptionally well-acquainted
with the world’s megafauna, and can thus be considered an equally reliable
authority. So, he certainly impressed scientists as well as laymen when he
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revealed in his memoirs (1909) that he had been receiving reports from
several quite distinct sources of the existence of an immense and wholly
unknown animal, “‘half elephant, half dragon,” in the great swamps of equa-
torial Africa, and more especially when he added: “From what I have heard
of the animal, it seems to me that it can only be some kind of dinosaur,
seemingly akin to the brontosaurus.”

In 1913, the British ornithologist Frank Finn (1868-1938) was so struck
by the recent discovery of the marsupial “mole” (Notoryctes), the okapi, and
the giant forest hog (Hylochoerus) that he wondered whether a pygmy water
elephant, which had just been reported from Central Africa, could not be a
kind of local tapir.

In 1926, Australia’s leading mammalogists, Albert Sherbourne Le Souef
(1877-1951) and Harry James Burrell (1873-1945), included in their hand-
book T he Wild Animals of Australasia a fairly large striped marsupial “cat”
from North Queensland on the mere strength of numerous sightings. This
was to be followed by Ellis Le Geyt Troughton, Curator of mammals at the
Australian Museum, in the different editions of his Furred Animals of Aus-
tralia (1941, 1954, etc.).

In 1929, the German natural science writer Wilhelm Bolsche (1861-1939)
devoted a small booklet to the legend of the dragon, which in his opinion
had been inspired by the survival of some Mesozoic reptiles, such as di-
nosaurs, until today. The strongest card in his hand was the scientific report
of the Likouala-Congo Expedition of 1913-14, headed by Captain Freiherr
von Stein zu Lausnitz. In this document, the German officer had spoken
with a wealth of details of the mokele-mbembe, an amphibious animal as
big as an elephant but with a long slender neck and an equally long tail,
which had been described to him by the riverside villagers of the lower
Ubangi and Sanga rivers.

In 1933, a school principal of Bozen (now Bolzano) in northern Italy,
Jakob Nicolussi, suggested that the fear-inspiring and fabled tatzelwurm, a
stumpy reptile or amphibian, about 3 feet long, of the Swiss, Bavarian, and
Austrian Alps, could be a European species of the genus Heloderma, rep-
resented in America only by the gila monster of Texas, Arizona, and Sonora,
Mexico (H. suspectum), and the Mexican beaded lizard (H. horridum).

In 1934, the British entomologist Malcolm Burr (1878-1954) concluded
from a careful analysis of the “sea serpent” literature that these should be
classified within the class Amphibia.

In 1935, Louis Seymour Bazett Leakey (1903-72), now of Zinjanthropus
fame, tried to explain the rumors lingering in East Africa about an alleged
bear of unparalleled ferocity, known to the British colonists as the Nandi

Bear, by the present existence of the Chalicotherium. It so happened that
this strangely clawed ungulate, as big as a horse, had been contemporaneous

HEUVELMANS: HISTORY OF CRYPTOZOOLOGY 19

with the okapi during the Miocene and Pliocene periods, and could thus
have survived as well in the same environment.

In 1944, Mervyn David Waldegrave Jeffreys (1890-1957), professor at
the University of the Witwatersrand, in Johannesburg, reviewed extensively
all African tales about mysterious “flying dragons,” and concluded that “the
suspicion lingers that perhaps in some hidden corner of Africa a few shy
pterodactyls still lurk.”

In 1945, William Charles Osman Hill (1901-78), who was to become one
of the world’s leading primatologists, wrote a very well-informed study of
the long-haired pygmies of Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), the Nittaewo, exter-
minated at the end of the 18th Century, but which may have had a still-
living representative in Sumatra, the sedapa or orang pendek. According to
Osman Hill, they both could be recent relatives of the fossil “ape man” of
Java, then known as Pithecanthropus and now known as Homo erectus.

In 1947, the German zoologist and philosopher of science Ingo Krumbiegel
(b. 1903) devoted a study of thorough insight to an amphibious monster of
Angola, locally known as the coje ya menia (water lion). From the footprints
it left and the terrible wounds it generally inflicted on hippopotamuses,
Krumbiegel deduced that the animal had to be either a huge saber-toothed
cat or a gigantic monitor lizard like the Komodo dragon, or even possibly
one or another saurian surviving from the Jurassic period.

Only in 1950 did somebody finally try to give a panoramic and duly
documented view of the subject of still unknown animals, if only schemat-
ically, and it is the same Dr. Krumbiegel. In a small booklet entitled Von
Neuen und Unentdeckten Tierarten (Of New and Undiscovered Animal
Species), he first listed the major zoological discoveries made during the last
hundred years or so, and afterwards all and sundry unidentified animals of
medium to large size about which persistent rumors had circulated in the
different parts of the world (Krumbiegel 1950a).

Also in 1950, Dr. Krumbiegel reminded us in another article that some
of the first naturalists to study the fauna of New Zealand reported sightings,
the discovery of footprints, or mere rumors of an otter-like animal living in
the waters of South Island, and which the Maoris called waitoreke (Krum-
biegel 1950b). The presence of this animal, still undiscovered today, on a
far-off island which, except for bats (and for rats and dogs introduced by
man), has no native mammals, had inclined Wilhelm Bélsche, already men-
tioned above, to surmise that it could be allied to the Monotremes, or to an
even older group of proto-mammals (Bolsche 1896).

So, in the very midst of the present century there was already extant not
only the model study of Oudemans on the “Great Unknown” of the sea,
and, among a host of more or less judicious suggestions about the zoological
identity of some mysterious land animals, an equally exemplary work by
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Osman Hill on one of the latter, seemingly a close relative of modern man,
but even a brief summary of the whole cryptozoological situation all over
the world.

THE NEW DISCIPLINE AT LAST DEFINED AND NAMED

This is where the author came in, essentially as an inquirer aiming at
exhaustivity, as a synthesizer of all previous research, as a theoreticist in the
light of epistemology, and as the refiner of the methodology of the new
discipline of zoology. I think the cryptozoological spirit was probably in-
stilled into me during my callow youth by three major works of fiction:
Twenty Thousand Leagues Under the Sea by Jules Verne (1828-1905), be-
cause of the meeting with a giant squid and with other sea monsters (Verne
1870, 1874); The Lost World by Sir Arthur Conan Doyle (1859-1938),
because it supposes the survival of prehistoric animals on the top of an
isolated plateau in South America (Doyle 1912); and Les Dieux rouges (The
Red Gods) by Jean d’Esme (pseudonym of the viscount Jean d’Esmenard)
(b. 1893), because it is based upon the existence in Indochina of an unknown
tribe of wild hairy men or ape-men (Esme 1928). It was, however, after
having read in the Saturday Evening Post of January 3, 1948 a rather sen-
sation-seeking article by Ivan T. Sanderson about the possible survival of
dinosaurs in Africa (1948a), that I decided to write a wishfully exhaustive
book on all similar cases. I happened to have accumulated for years a great
amount of information on the subject, particularly while studying zoology
at the Free University of Brussels. I was, of course, not aware at that time
of the imminent publication of Krumbiegel’s digest, which was to prove
most helpful to my work.

I worked for four full years on my project, treating the various cases—
several dozens of them —quite matter-of-factly, and giving for the first time
all available references on them, following established practice in scientific
works. After a thorough analysis of my informative material, I attempted
to classify all the relevant animals as precisely as possible. Out of this vast
enterprise arose, first, a few preliminary articles, published in a popular
science magazine (1952a, 1952b, 1952c, 1952d), then, finally, a large opus
limited to land animals, On the Track of Unknown Animals, which came
out in French in 1955. It was subsequently translated into a dozen other
languages, which explains the impact this work has had on a worldwide scale
(Heuvelmans 1958a).

However, it was only while subsequently tackling the problem of the “‘sea
serpent,” which I was to deal with in a companion volume to the former,
In the Wake of the Sea-Serpents (Heuvelmans 1968), that I fully realized
that Oudemans’ method was far from perfect, and had to be considerably
enriched and refined. Above all, my honored Dutch master had made a big
mistake in taking for granted that all “sea serpents”—i.e., all elongated
marine animals of large size still unknown to science—were of one and the
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same species. It had gradually become apparent to me that some of them
could not even belong to the same class of vertebrates: outside of one large
reptile—certainly not a snake—there seemed to be not only pinnipeds and
archaic whales involved, but a host of fishes, obviously unrelated to each
other. To disentangle successfully this intricate problem, I finally had to
resort to the most primitive computer: the punched card system.

I tried to perfect Oudemans’ simple statistical approach, only efficient
for the enhancement of a single isolated phenomenon, which is rarely the
case in cryptozoological matters. I thus developed a generalized method of
analysis which could be used —without preconceived or prejudiced ideas—
in all instances of lasting rumors or ancient traditions concerning apparently
unknown animals.

For three years I studied the history of the largest cephalopods, a problem
which had been partly solved by the discovery of the almost incredible giant
squid (Architeuthis), and summarized this research in a book originally pub-
lished in French in 1958 (Heuvelmans 1958b). I then devoted the seven
subsequent years to the study of the “sea serpent” problem (Heuvelmans
1965, 1968). It was while doing this, during the late 1950’s, that I felt the
need to give a name to the totally new discipline of zoology my research
implied. This is how I coined the word ‘“cryptozoology,” the science of
hidden animals, which I used extensively in my professional correspondence.
It first appeared in print in 1959, when one of my correspondents, Lucien
Blancou (1903-83), then Chief Game Inspector of the French Overseas
Territories, dedicated his book Géographie Cynégétique du Monde (Cyne-
getic Geography of the World) to “Bernard Heuvelmans, maitre de la cryp-
tozoologie (master of cryptozoology). The term is now widely used all over
the world, and has already entered several French encyclopedias and dic-
tionaries. But this belongs now to the flourishing period of cryptozoology,
which will be dealt with elsewhere in some future article.

THE EXEMPLARITY OF THE DISCOVERY OF NEPTUNE

It should be clear by now that the essence of cryptozoology lies in the
collection, analysis, comparison, sifting out and synthesis of all available
information on animals still absent from our zoological catalogs. It is the
final result of these activities which will help us locate the relevant animals
with the greatest accuracy, to recognize them, and to teach us where, when,
and how to approach them, possibly lure them into a trap or a net, finally
capture them if it is only on film, or ideally establish a friendly relationship
with them.

To go trekking through the Himalayas with the hope of meeting a Snow-
man, or diving into Loch Ness, or wading in equatorial swamps in search
of living dinosaurs is of course greater fun, but it is not true cryptozoological
research unless it is properly conducted, and also assisted by local peoples.
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No more than dredging the ocean floor, searching the dark waters of sub-
terranean caves, or just hunting butterflies or bugs with a net. All these are
mere zoological tasks: either blind attempts, exploratory tests, or processes
of control. As a matter of fact, true cryptozoological research in the field
consists, first of all, in collecting more complete or more recent information
from the local people, and secondarily, in looking for possible concrete
evidence of the existence of the animal species one is tracing.

The ambitious aim of cryptozoology is to make one able to describe an
animal scientifically before it has been captured or collected. Such a feat can
best be compared to the discovery in 1816 of the planet Neptune by theo-
retical astronomer Urbain Le Verrier (1811-77). It was by studying a slight
perturbation in the elliptic motion of Uranus that the French astronomer
deduced from it the presence of a previous unknown planet. Le Verrier told
his German colleague Johann Galle (1812-1910) exactly where to look if he
wanted to see the new planet, and how bright and big it would appear. Two
or three days later, Galle discovered Neptune within a degree of the location
Le Verrier had indicated. Camille Flammarion (1842-1925), the popular
science writer, reported that, although Le Verrier had been appointed director
of the Paris Observatory for his sensational achievement, he never even
bothered to look at the planet he had discovered.

It is doubtful whether a cryptozoologist would ever have the admirable
detachment shown by this strict theoretician if a specimen of the unknown
species he had described were ever caught or found stranded.
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(Because of the historical significance of this article, the complete names
of the individuals discussed have been retained [both in the text and in the
references], even when they were [or are] known more commonly by shorter,
abbreviated names. —Editor.)
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ABSTRACT: The history of the demise of the eastern cougar (Felis concolor cou-
guar), and evidence for its possible continued existence, are summarized. The study
being reported on included wide-reaching searches for sign. Only one track and one
scat that are suspected to have been made by cougars were produced. Reports of
hundreds of sightings, screams, and tracks were received as the result of publicity
generated by the study, but in only five cases has there been accompanying substantial
evidence indicating that a cougar was present. Repeated searches of these areas to
confirm the presence of cougars were unsuccessful, leading to the conclusion that
the animals involved were transients, or that the original evidence may have been
incorrectly interpreted. The “probability of non-detection” and the implications of
this project for other areas of cryptozoology are discussed.

INTRODUCTION

Few subjects are more controversial among professional wildlife managers
and biologists in the eastern United States than the potential occurrence of
the cougar or panther (Felis concolor). Many people, including several bi-
ologists, have reported seeing cougars at close range, but none have been
able to produce convincing supportive evidence of these sightings. Many
cougars have been reported killed within the past 80 years, but few of these
reports have been confirmed because specimens were not preserved. Even
so, the federal government added the eastern subspecies to the Endangered
Species List in 1973. The controversy came to a head in 1977 when several
groups threatened to bring suit against the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) unless
it halted the harvest of timber in Nantahala National Forest, where several
cougars had reportedly been seen. Subsequently USFS and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) jointly sponsored the study being reported
here. I shall discuss the history of eastern cougars and cougar habitat, and
the effort that has been made during the past several years to confirm their
presence. This paper updates information presented at the Non-Game and
Endangered Wildlife Symposium, held in Athens, Georgia, in August of
1981.

HISTORICAL REVIEW

The eastern subspecies of the cougar (Felis concolor couguar) disappeared
from most areas soon after settlement by European immigrants. Settlers

! Present address: 114 Lewis Road, Clemson, South Carolina 29631, U.S.A.
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feared the cougar and were reluctant to share their livestock and game with
it. They were easily hunted with dogs, and many were killed. Bounties were
paid for killing them in several states.

Early settlers also killed deer, the mainstay of the cougar’s diet. With the
exception of a few inaccessible mountain ranges and coastal swamps, deer
were greatly reduced in numbers or extirpated from most sections of the
eastern United States by the late 1800’s. Deer did not become widespread
again until they were extensively stocked and protected in the 1930’s, 1940’s,
and 1950’s.

There was, however, one notable exception to the widespread extirpation
of deer. In the 1890’s, George Vanderbilt purchased a huge tract of land
near Brevard and Asheville, North Carolina, and protected the few remaining
deer there. The herd grew large enough to experience a disease dieoff in
1908, and contained an estimated 1,000 deer in 1916 (Ruff 1938). Deer
persisted, but probably were not abundant, in other isolated areas, notably
in what is now Great Smoky Mountains National Park.

The Weeks Act of 1914 authorized the purchase of lands to form the
National Forests. That provided renewed seclusion and protection for cou-
gars. Hunting continued on most of these lands, but was better controlled
than when it was privately owned. The Pisgah Game Preserve (part of
Vanderbilt’s estate) was incorporated into Pisgah National Forest.

Great Smoky Mountains National Park was established in the 1930’s.
Although 4,252 people were moved from the park, it was historically the
least accessible large tract of land in the Appalachians, and was never devoid
of deer and bear (Culbertson 1977). Hunting in the park was restricted in
1930, and halted altogether in 1934. The area was so inaccessible that about
30 percent was never logged. By the early 1900’s, other large tracts of land
in the East also had begun the trend toward fewer people and more deer.

There is evidence that a few cougars survived the most crucial period,
which probably was before 1900 in the vicinity of Mt. Pisgah, and as late
as 1930 in Great Smoky Mountains National Park. Table 1 contains all
reports that I could find of cougars reported killed since 1900 in the eastern
United States north of Florida (the only eastern state with a recognized
panther population). Most of these reports cannot be confirmed, and, there-
fore, should be accepted cautiously, if at all. Several reports that are known
to be false (at least two were intentional hoaxes) are included to illustrate
the hazards attendant to accepting reports not supported by substantial evi-
dence. Nevertheless, as many as 20 cougars may have been killed in or near
the mountains in Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee, North Carolina, and South
Carolina during the last 50 to 80 years. If cougars survived the critical period,
they may have even experienced an increase in number in the more inac-
cessible areas as deer herds became larger and more widespread.

Several people have argued that an increase in the number of cougars
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killed should have been noticed if the population had increased. The removal
of permanent human dwellings, the decreased need and opportunity to prey
on livestock, and the passage and observance of laws protecting endangered
species could account for the low kill rate. However, if all unverified kill
reports of the 1970’s and 1980°s (Table 1) are true, the number is impressive.

Not all observers accept a kill as evidence that a wild cougar existed.
Cougars breed readily in captivity, and kittens, in demand as pets, quickly
outgrow the “cute, cuddly, and easy to feed” stage, and some possibly are
released into the wild. Former owners will not admit releasing the animals
because release is illegal in most areas, and they do not wish to be liable for
any damage they cause. Determining whether a kill involved a wild or a
formerly captive (feral) cougar can be resolved only be detailed skull mea-
surements, or by performing parasite studies, such as those done in West
Virginia in 1976 (see Table 1).

RECENT REPORTS

The list of kills in Table 1 is fairly good evidence that cougars survived
the most critical time, but it is poor evidence for their continued existence
today because each one could have been the last survivor in that locality.
Eyewitness reports still seem to be the strongest evidence of the continued
existence of cougars, but there is reason to question the reliability of these
sightings. Several reports, however, have been made by persons with bio-
logical training and experience, who should not be mistaken in their iden-
tification. Unfortunately, only one report by a naturalist was received in
time to search for sign; in that instance I found cougar-sized scratch-hills,
but only tracks of dogs and bobcats.

The need to receive reports while the sign is fresh is even more important
if the person who reported seeing the cougar is untrained. I solicited fresh
reports in eight national magazines, in many local newspapers and state
conservation magazines, and in letters to each resource agency employee in
the Southern Appalachians. Fresh reports have also been actively solicited
by cooperators in Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Maryland, Virginia, North
Carolina and other states. Each of these efforts was successful in shortening
the lines of communication and getting news of several sightings to the
investigator while the sign was fresh, but no one has yet found unmistakable
evidence of a cougar.

Some investigators regard the clustering of reports in certain areas to mean
these areas contain cougars. Culbertson (1977) noticed that sighting locations
in Great Smoky Mountains National Park correlated well with the clustered
distribution of deer. I, too, usually make note of the amount of deer sign in
the area of a sighting report. This does not mean that I consider clusters of
sightings around deer herds to mean there are cougars there; the witnesses
may have been seeing deer, not cougars. The problem is, how does one tell
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TaBLE 1.—Listing of cougars reported killed in the eastern United States, north of Florida,
since 1900. Included are a few reports that were checked and found to be false, as a reminder
that some people purposely make false reports (and others are mistaken even when the animal
is in their possession). Many others could not be checked for authenticity.

Georgia

1903 —Bulloch County (Statesboro). Mounted specimen displayed, photo filed at University of
Georgia (Golley 1962).

1925—Harper (1927) mentions one killed in southern part of Okefenokee Swamp.

1927 —89-year-old Bill Freeze of Ellerbe, N.C., told Downing about killing one that threatened
to attack him while frog hunting between Toccoa, Georgia, and Madison, South Carolina.
He was of the opinion that it had escaped from a wrecked circus train. Freeze had
western cougar experience.

Mid-1960’s—Malcolm Edwards has photo of young African lion claimed to have been killed
by two deer hunters near Blue Ridge. Rumored to have been a pet, but became un-
manageable and was destroyed.

1975—Nowak (1976) mentions an unconfirmed kill near Stockbridge in Henry County.

1979—Hunters claimed photo of them with a cougar in the mountains was a hoax designed to
frighten hikers away from the area. Hoax claim may have been a coverup.

1980—Rumor of 93-1b. female being killed near Rincon (north of Savannah) could not be
confirmed by enforcement agents.

1980—Downing has second-hand report that a man in northwest Georgia has killed three there
in his lifetime.

1980’s—Rumor of cougar being killed near Clayton.

Alabama

1921—Howell (1921) reported a specimen from near Blakely (county unknown).

1942—Article by Hardison (1976) quotes Fred Barkalow that a 109-lb. cougar was killed in
TVA lakes region of northern Alabama. Mentions that this was the same year Fontana
Dam was built, and that several were flushed while clearing lake bed (200 miles from
kill site).

1948 —Many authors cite one killed March 16 west of Asheville in St. Clair County. Also
weighed 109 Ib.

1953—One killed at Lock 14 in Tuscaloosa (Holliman 1963).

1956—Some confusion—Jenkins (1971) says one was killed in north Alabama near Georgia
line, Golley (1962) seems to quote from Alabama Conservation that it was killed in
Dale County in southeastern Alabama.

Mississippi
1900—Horan’s (1976) map shows a kill in north-central Mississippi.

Louisiana

1905—Specimen in U.S. National Museum collected near Vidalia, Concordia Parish.

1931 —Lowery (1936) reported one killed at Waverly, Madison Parish.

1965—O0ne killed (preserved) near Keithville, Caddo Parish, now at Museum of Zoology,
Louisiana State University.

1980-81—Bill Yenkes’ 1982 master’s degree thesis mentions two cougar kills.

Arkansas
1948 —One killed near Mena, Polk County (Nowak 1976).
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TaABLE 1.—Continued.

1969—Large male killed 6 miles east of Hamberg, Ashley County. Specimen at Museum of
Zoology, Louisiana State University.

1975—A 118-Ib. male killed in Logan County. Mounted specimen in Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission offices.

1979—Phone call to Downing reported finding a dead cougar. Barkley investigated and found
it was a dog.

Oklahoma

1968 —Lewis (1969) reported one killed 10 miles west of Checotah, Oklahoma, about 60 miles
west of Fort Smith, Arkansas. Skeleton is at Oklahoma State University.

1975 —Nowak (1976) cites an adult found dead near Stringtown, Atoka County, in southeastern
Oklahoma.

Missouri

1927 —Schwartz and Schwartz (1959) reported one killed.

ITowa

1909—Bowles (1971) listed a kill this date, but doubted its authenticity.
Tennessee

1929 —Allen (1942) mentions one killed in the Holston Mountains, Johnson County.

1941—Culbertson (1977) claims Glen Branam (park dispatcher) and a friend treed and killed
two 20-lb. kittens near Hillis Creek in the Greenbrier section of the Great Smoky
Mountains National Park. Good description. Brother doubtful.

1970’s—Photo of a black panther killed near Cosby, Tennessee, published in now defunct
Newport, Tennessee, newspaper. Park ranger J. R. Buchanan and Mike Pelton examined
fresh specimen and said it was a large house cat. It was mounted and displayed anyway.

1971 —Mr. Buckner of Decherd, Tennessee, killed one north of Crossville while deer hunting.
Mount has no Florida panther pelage characteristics. Toenails not visible on four main
toes, so may be former captive. Skull is in mount, but Buckner will not allow it to be
measured.

1981 —April Fool’s Day article in small newspaper in Linden, Tennessee, was obvious hoax.

1981 —Rumor of one being killed in southwestern Tennessee near Bolivar in late April was a
hoax.

Kentucky

1960 —Jenkins (1971) cites Tramel (personal communication) that one was killed and photo-
graphed near Central City, Kentucky. Rumored to have escaped from a roadside zoo.

South Carolina

1916 —Golley (1966) mentions one killed near Camden.

1942-43—Sass (1954) tells of one being hit and killed by a truck driven by Alan G. Broun, Jr.,
in Georgetown County. So large that it was difficult to drag by its long tail.

1952 —Sass (1954) lists one found mangled in road by Benjamin by M. Badger, of Charleston.
Also difficult to drag by long tail. Neither specimen was preserved.

Early 1960’s—Downing talked with a man who, while living near Seneca, killed cougar (judging
from good description) that was catching chickens from a tree in his yard.

196 1 —Beaufort paper mentions one killed.

1979—Black panther reported killed near Central turned out to be house cat.
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TABLE 1.—Continued.

North Carolina

1900—David Lee’s files contain good report of one trapped in a pocosin in Craven County.

1908-09—Culbertson (1977) talked with a Rev. Conrad who said a friend of his killed an adult
and two kittens near Tines Creek, Big Cataloochee area of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park.

1913 —Hutchinson (1979) mentions one being killed in the Great Smokies near Bryson City.

Early 1930’s—Mr. and Mrs. McCall told Downing they saw one alive repeatedly; it was then
killed on Waterrock Knob near Addie, in Jackson County. Good description. Could be
the Bryson City specimen above.

1949 —Lee’s files contain report of a cougar killed in a pocosin in Pitt County. Low credibility.

1950—Lee’s files contain report of cougar killed in Tyrrell County.

1952 —Dewalt Hyde reports one killed near Robbinsville.

1959—Eaton (1973) says a 79-1b. male was killed on Horse Face Mountain in Cherokee County,
N.C.

1966 —Lee’s files contain a secondhand report of one killed off Highway 321 between Blowing
Rock and Lenoir. Lee gave report a low credibility rating.

Late 1960’s—Lee’s files contain report of cougar killed in Green Swamp.

1970’s—Secondhand report to Downing of one being killed and carcass thrown offroad between
Bat Cave and Black Mountain.

1975—Brevard man told Dick Brown and Downing that he killed one that was molesting his
hogs. The only bones found near where he left carcass were dog.

1978 —Cougar shot and sold for $100 near Robbinsville.

1979 —Skull from carcass that was thought to be cougar turned out to be bobcat.

Late 1970’s—Boasted cougar kill in mountains investigated by David Allen; turned out to be
a female African lion salvaged from a dumpster.

1980—Rumor of hunter killing cougar that stole his deer near Robbinsville.

1981—Bill Freeze and a neighbor saw and weighed (169 1b.) a large male killed February 4 by
truck of unknown persons near Ellerbe in Richmond County. Specimen not recovered.
Possible hoax.

1981 —Danny Armstrong found skeleton near Brevard. Skull large enough to be cougar, but
judging by telephoned description does not have proper dental formula; probably bobcat,
but skull has since become lost.

1982 —Skeleton found in road ditch was young African lion.

Virginia
1978 —Unsubstantiated rumor of one being poached in Shenandoah National Park.

West Virginia

1950’s—Larson (1966) mentions three hoaxes involving Mexican and western cougars.
1976 —One killed and one captured had parasite loads and behavior suggestive of recent cap-
tivity.

Maryland

1913 —Shoemaker (1917) mentions one killed a few miles north of Washington, D.C.
1920’s— David Lee has photo and data on cougar kitten shot in Garrett County. Specimen now
at the U.S. National Museum.
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TABLE 1.—Continued.

Pennsylvania (reports compiled by Helen McGinnis)

1901 —Shoemaker (1943) reported that Delbert Reynolds saw one caught in a trap and shot it
in Tioga County.

1902 —Shoemaker (1943) tells of a very old cougar being shot on Scootac (Tangascootac Creek?
Clinton County) while attempting to steal hams at a lumber camp.

1903 —Shoemaker (1943) tells of another cougar killed on Scootac by Earl Monaghan.

1905 —Shoemaker (1917) lists a “doubtful newspaper report” for Clinton County but does not
mention it again in the 1943 article.

Early 1900’s—Charles Thomas, now deceased, told Bob Webber details of a cougar his relatives
killed near Orviston and Monument.

1914 —Shoemaker (1917, 1943) cites the Lewisburg Journal account of one being killed on
Paddy Mountain (Union County?).

1916 —Shoemaker (1917) listed two unconfirmed kills in Mifflin County, but may have deter-
mined that these were not reliable since they were not on his 1943 list.

1918 —Niece of Willard Smoyer (deceased) told McGinnis of seeing mounted skin of animal
her uncle had killed.

1921 —Henry Masker told McGinnis he killed a young panther, and speculated that it escaped
from a nearby circus.

1946 — Carload of deer hunters, with 6-foot-long cougar tied to the fender, passed Robert Frazier
between Snowshoe and Renova.

Late 1940’s—Game protector Theodore E. Carlson (now deceased) shot cougar, probably in
Elk County, and told two fellow employees. One of them saw the skin.

1940’s—Captive cougar escaped near Kane and was shot by state patrolman several miles away.

1967—Small (48 1b.) young adult female killed by John D. Gallant near Edinboro. Specimen
(Camegie Museum #59525) described by Doutt (1969). Deformities suggest former
captivity. Larger companion escaped.

1984 —Carcass reported to Stan Gordon was a dog.

Massachusetts

1927—Leo Daly has photo of one killed in Shutesbury. Reportedly had a tufted tail but is
obviously a cougar.

Maine

1906 —Jackson (1922) mentions a kill near Mount Kineo.

1915—O0One killed near South LaGrange (Wright 1972).

1938—0One killed at Little St. John’s Lake (Wright 1972).

1949 —Skull of one killed this date submitted to Safari Club International.

1974—A truck driver told Virginia Fifield that his uncles killed two cougars, including a 220-
Ib. male, near Rangeley.

Ohio

1966—McGinnis files mention a tame cougar shot the day after it escaped.
1960’s—East (1979) mentions young cougar killed by car near West Virginia line.

Wisconsin

1903 —Jackson (1961) listed one killed in Barron County.
1908 —Jackson (1961) listed one killed in Douglas County.
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Fi1G. 1.—A track found in a mudpuddle in West Virginia. It has many characteristics of a
cougar, but is not distinct enough to identify with certainty.

which groups of sightings are most likely to contain “true” reports when the
“fog” of false reports in an area that actually contains cougars may approach
90 percent? Unless several of the sightings are reported by persons of proven
ability, there is no way to tell the promising areas (nine of 10 are mistaken)
from the unpromising ones (10 of 10 are mistaken).

Audubon and Bachman (1851: 309), after recounting several reports of
cougar attacks on people, said these ““. . . must be received with some caution,
making due allowance for a natural disposition in man to indulge in the
marvelous.” I am not aware that any of the reports I have received were
purposely fabricated or embellished, yet I am intrigued by the tendency of
witnesses who get only a fleeting glimpse of an animal to make a split-second
interpretation that it was the rarest animal in the East (a cougar), rather than
a common one (dog or deer). Several individuals have told me that their
first identification of an approaching animal was dog or deer, and that they
had to change that impression as the cougar came closer. To these cases, I
assign a high probability of accuracy. I also assign a high probability to those
few cases (less than half a dozen) in which the witness told me about seeing
the tail flicking, since this is a behavior that is seldom publicized. Most
people apparently know that a cougar’s tail is carried low and turns up at
the end, so it’s not surprising that a majority of reports contain this detail.
Some black animals, such as Labrador retrievers, are reported to be black

DOWNING: THE SEARCH FOR EASTERN COUGARS 39

F1G. 2.—Track in snow of a long-tailed cat flushed from a tree in West Virginia. If some of
the heel pad was subsequently covered with snow, this would be an authentic cougar track
(photo: Jim Rawson).

panthers because that’s the color that panthers are supposed to be, according
to folklore (the Asian “black panther” is actually a melanistic leopard).

I regard reports of cougar screams as the least reliable evidence. House
cats, bobcats, foxes, owls, and others can make the woods ring with sounds
on a still night. Three people have sent me tape recordings of screams, and
they all sounded exactly like grey foxes barking. People often hear a sound
that is unfamiliar to them and, instead of associating it with a common
animal, they report it as the rarest of all, the cougar. However, one person
heard my tape of a cougar in heat, and said it sounded exactly like screams
that she had heard in Maine.

In many instances, people found tracks and reported them as being those
of a cougar, although the animal was not seen (Fig. 1). In more than 60
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Fi1G. 3.—Diagrams of tracks of cougars and other animals easily confused with them were
circulated widely.

instances where I saw a suspected cougar track (or a photo or cast of one),
all but four turned out to be of dog, bobcat, or bear, or were too indistinct
to make a determination. The four remaining ones (all photographs), from
Pennsylvania, West Virginia (Fig. 2), Massachusetts, and Connecticut, look
somewhat like cougar tracks. Both sites have been searched repeatedly by
cooperators, and no additional cougar-like tracks have been found. I cir-
culated about 1,000 diagrams and descriptions of cougar tracks (Fig. 3), and
about 150 sets of plaster casts to familiarize key biologists and other inter-
ested persons with their characteristics. These were used to screen out many
of the dog tracks before they reached me.

I cannot overemphasize the importance of thoroughly learning the differ-
ence between the tracks of dogs and cougars. A degree in wildlife biology is
no guarantee that one knows the difference, and at least three prominent
mammalogists have been mistaken in their track identification (evidence in
my files). If these prestigious gentlemen could make such a mistake, so can

DOWNING: THE SEARCH FOR EASTERN COUGARS 41

F1G. 4.—Covered deer Kkills such as this one are always the work of a large cat. Unfortunately,
bobcats are also capable of killing, dragging, and covering a deer in the same manner as a
cougar.

we all. In my opinion, it is far better to study plaster casts than to study
drawings or photographs.

Several people sent me photographs of covered deer kills, and I myself
saw six covered kills that had characteristics suggesting that a cougar was
the predator responsible (Fig. 4). While nothing that I have found in the
literature suggests that a bobcat is capable of dragging an adult deer, or
reaching farther than 70 cm to obtain covering material, apparently some
bobcats do have this ability, at least according to biologists to whom I offered
this evidence for comment. Bobcats capable of these feats may be rare, but
they probably are more numerous than the supposed cougars in the East;
thus, such evidence is inconclusive, unless a good track can be found in the
vicinity (Fig. 5).

Early in the study, I became aware of the potential for identifying the
inhabitants of an area by chemical analysis of the bile steroids in their scats
(Major et al. 1980), and I supported an effort to refine the technique. The
method presently is not sufficiently accurate to be useful—29 percent of
known bobcat scats were identified as cougar (Johnson et al. 1984). Scats
larger than 30 mm in diameter and containing deer hair and bone (Fig. 6)
provide sufficient reason to look for other sign, such as tracks; but scat size
and composition in themselves are inconclusive evidence of cougar (Clinite
1981).
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F1G. 5.—The author preparing a track plot in the vicinity of a covered deer kill, in an attempt
to determine the kind of cat responsible.

SEARCHES FOR SIGN

Before the present study was begun in 1978, National Forest personnel in
North Carolina enlisted the help of David Lee, of North Carolina State
Museum, to compile and investigate cougar reports statewide (Lee 1977),
and Dick Brown of the University of North Carolina at Charlotte to do a
detailed analysis of reports from Uwharrie National Forest. Both investi-
gators recommended further field searches for sign, and a professional cougar
hunter from Colorado was brought in for a month in 1977 for this purpose.
My own study was organized after this effort failed to provide positive
evidence of the presence of cougars. The major strategy was to solicit and
investigate fresh reports and to search for tracks in remote areas during
snow. Snow was emphasized since many of the roads are paved, and dirt
roads in the area seldom provide a useful tracking medium due to their
hard, rocky composition.

Only one possible cougar track was found in snow (at Blue Ridge Parkway,
North Carolina). The track had been covered with new snow, so the only
clues were the long distance between tracks, and the fact that the animal
had walked logs and wooden guardrails at every opportunity (Fig. 7). In one
instance, it had jumped almost 2 meters from one log to another. The usual
distance from track to track was similar to a bobcat’s 40-50 centimeters,
but when crossing the highway (several times) it had a distance of 65-80

DOWNING: THE SEARCH FOR EASTERN COUGARS 43

F1G. 6.—Suspicious looking scat found in West Virginia which could not be positively iden-
tified.

centimeters, which is beyond the range of any bobcat that I have measured
under similar conditions. However, repeated searches in the same area re-
vealed only bobcats, and no more ‘“‘long-stepping log-walkers.”

Snow does not necessarily provide a good tracking medium. Snowfall in
the Southern Appalachians, where I expended most of my effort, often occurs
only at high elevations; and this usually is followed by several days of high
winds and bitter cold. Deer usually move to lower elevations where it does
not snow as often. They seem to do most of their feeding before and during
the snowstorm, not in the fresh snow afterward. By the time they become
active again, the snow normally has either blown away, melted, or developed
a hard crust. Bobcat tracks are abundant in fresh snow, and I am told that
cougars readily walk in snow, too, so I cannot explain why I have not seen
cougar tracks.

Much of the dirt tracking I have done has been in the Piedmont and
Coastal Plain. This is because conditions are rarely suitable in the mountains.
Road surfaces are soft enough to register tracks in the mountains only during
the spring thaws. At night, when cougars usually prowl, these roads usually
freeze hard again, preventing further tracks and deforming those already
present. Mid-summer dust is a rare commodity in the mountains due to the
frequent severe thunderstorms. An indistinct track found in a mudpuddle
in West Virginia, when considered with other evidence (nearby scat, sighting
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FiG. 7. —The characteristic saw-toothed pattern of tracks along snow covered logs is obvious
evidence of a cat, but often the tracks are not distinct enough to tell which kind of cat was
responsible.

by highly experienced biologist the year before, and recent predation on
sheep), suggests the presence of a cougar there. However, a more distinct
track will be needed to prove it.

Several western researchers and professional hunters have suggested that
the most efficient way to determine if cougars are in an area is to look for
their “scratch-hills,” piles of leaf-litter that are scratched up and urinated
upon by males. These scratch-hills may persist until the next leaf-fall, and
therefore become more or less permanent testimony of the presence of a
male cougar.

In many parts of the Appalachians, there are other species that disturb
the leaf-litter and make what appear to be scratch-hills. Wild boar are perhaps
the worst offenders, followed by bobcats, ruffed grouse, turkey, black bear,
dogs, squirrels, skunks, and foxes. It is frustrating to search for scratch-hills
in Great Smoky Mountains National Park, for example, because numerous
wild boar have rooted the leaves into what looks superficially like a contin-
uous series of scratch-hills. I have seen cougar scratch-hills in Florida and
Colorado, and feel that, in paired comparisons, I can differentiate between
these and hog rootings in most instances. Nevertheless, repetition tends to
dull one’s perceptions, and after a day of viewing several thousand hog
rootings, it is possible that I could stumble over an intermingled cougar
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scratch-hill without even noticing it. Except where there are boar, scratch-
hill-like disturbances are uncommon enough to attract one’s attention and
arouse one’s curiosity; but since bobcats occasionally make scratch-hills that
overlap in size with those of cougars (Clinite 1981), such markings are not
conclusive evidence of the presence of cougars.

Can it be said that an area that does not contain scratch-hills does not
contain male cougars? According to discussions at the Mountain Lion Work-
shop (Nevada Fish and Game Department 1976: 89-90), there are cougar-
occupied areas in the West where few, if any, scratch-hills can be found.
One hunter, who had caught 31 cougars (or pumas or mountain lions as
they are known in the West), had never seen a scratch-hill in the area; another
who had caught 18 had seen no more than half a dozen scratch-hills. Areas
with high-density, stable cougar populations generally have many scratch-
hills, whereas exploited populations, composed mainly of transients and
sub-adults, may not. Eastern populations, if they exist, are certainly low-
density, and therefore may not be expected to contain many scratch-hills.
If there truly was a cougar killed in Richmond County, North Carolina,
February 4, 1981 (Table 1), North Carolina cougars do not make many
scratch-hills. My wife and I spent six days during mid-February and early
March walking out the likely travel-ways within five miles of the alleged kill
site, and failed to find any evidence of cougars, past or present. A heavy
rain had fallen between the kill date and our first visit, so tracks were not
expected; but if the cougar was a resident, and had left abundant scratch-
hills like the researchers elsewhere say they do, we should have found some.
The function of scratch-hills is not entirely clear, but if it is to warn away
neighboring males, there may be no incentive to mark if there is no neighbor.

Two behavioral traits noted in captive cougars may tend to conceal sign.
Silvio Martinat, of Lenoir, North Carolina, has noticed that his captive
cougars usually defecate while dipping their hindfoot in their water buckets.
He interprets this behavior as a desire to defecate in water. Because there
is much open water in the East, cougars would not have much difficulty
hiding their scats. However, Chris Belden, of the Florida Game and Fresh
Water Fish Commission, finds plenty of panther scats in Florida where water
is accessible.

I once tried to get one of Silvio Martinat’s cougars to walk through a mud-
puddle that I had prepared. After daintily testing the wet area with its foot,
the cougar, which was on a leash, could not be forced to step in the mud.
If they normally act that way, we may have a problem; but Chris Belden
feels that the behavior of captive cougars is seldom manifested in wild ones
(personal communication). Belden has observed similar mud-aversion be-
havior in captives, but says wild ones do not hesitate to step in the mud.
During the rainy season, wild Florida panthers actually have little choice.

Catnip has been used to attract cougars to camera sets or track plots by
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Young and Goldman (1946). One reason I have not tried catnip is that I
cannot find a source of strong-smelling catnip oil, and the synthetic products
now on the market do not contain the proper compound, nepetalactone.
Since catnip grows wild throughout the East, wild cougars here may not
respond to it in any case. Several states have used urine-scented plots to
monitor populations of bobcats and other predators, but none has reported
cougar tracks in the plots.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

Despite several years of intensive effort funded by the U.S. government,
the author has been unable to positively confirm that there are self-sustaining
populations of cougars in the eastern United States north of Florida. I doubt
that public agencies will fund further searches unless indisputable evidence
is produced. As long as there are witnesses who claim to have observed
cougars, however, there will be public demands that conservation agencies
take special steps to protect cougars from the public—as well as to protect
the public from the cougars. At one point, the U.S. Forest Service was actually
threatened with litigation if it did not halt timber harvesting on a 29,000
ha tract of land, and it would not be surprising if, in the future, petitions
were made to close the hunting season in those counties in which cougar
sightings are reported.

Public agencies have adopted the defensive attitude that they will not
consider such radical measures until breeding populations of cougars have
been proven to exist. All that I have been able to prove in six years of effort
is that proof of their existence is difficult to obtain. One may wonder what
resource management agencies would do if the courts were to begin accepting
eyewitness reports submitted by the agencies’ antagonists as proof of the
cougar’s present existence. As most readers of this journal are already aware,
“non-occurence” is virtually impossible to prove conclusively, so there is
probably little that resource management agencies could do to counter such
measures. In this connection, an article to be submitted to Cryptozoology
(Guynn, Downing, and Askew, in preparation) addresses the theoretical
aspects of calculating the “probability of non-detection.” Readers are urged
to test this theory, when it is published, on various cryptic animals, in order
to determine its practical utility.

The future prospects of demonstrating conclusively that breeding popu-
lations of cougars exist in the eastern United States are not good. Most of
the evidence is questionable at best. Some of the evidence is strong, partic-
ularly sightings by trained biologists or conservationists, but it is insufficient
in itself as proof. The animals, if they exist, must be rare, elusive, difficult
to track, and do not maintain breeding territories. The matter will probably
remain unresolved until definite kills, substantiated by evidence that the
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animals in question were not released pets, convince biologists and conser-
vation agencies that the cougar exists and breeds in a wild state in the eastern
United States.

As to which subspecies would be involved, that is a matter which can
only be resolved at that time. Three possibilities actually exist: 1) the per-
sistence of the original Felis concolor couguar subspecies (meaning complete
extinction in the East did not occur); 2) migration of other subspecies from
the West or from Florida; or 3) individuals or groups of individuals released
into the wild and now breeding (such releases may have occurred at different
times in different places and may have involved different subspecies, perhaps
even some non-U.S. subspecies). To complicate matters further, any com-
bination of these three possibilities may, in fact, be occurring, as they are
not mutually exclusive.

Thus, the controversy cannot be laid to rest simply by officially declaring
that the original subspecies is extinct. The ninety percent (or more) of the
people who mistakenly report seeing cougars will continue to make the same
sincere but mistaken reports, undaunted by official proclamations. Even if
all biologists became convinced that there are no wild cougars in the East
at the present time, there is the distinct possibility that an illegal introduction
or a dispersing pair of another subspecies from Florida or the West could
perpetuate the controversy at some future time. Conversely, if a few wild
cougars could be confirmed today, they could all die tomorrow due to poach-
ing or disease. If the presence or absence of cougars was as easy to determine
as some investigators think, there would be no problem, and we could
monitor their status from one place to another on a continuous basis.

I must conclude, unless we accept the unlikely possibility that everyone
who reported seeing a cougar in the East was mistaken, that the animal has
existed in small numbers in several areas at least within the last ten years.
I do not know if it still exists at the present time, although reports continue
to come in, and I cannot say if it will exist at some future time.

This situation is one with which those involved in other aspects of cryp-
tozoology are familiar. In fact, if it is ultimately demonstrated that wild
cougar populations exist in the East—and may have existed all along—this
would have serious implications for other areas of cryptozoology. If it was
so difficult to prove the existence in one area of an animal already very well
known and studied in another area, how much more difficult must it be to
prove the existence of other cryptozoological animals, which are perhaps
even more elusive and of which practically nothing is known. Cryptozool-
ogists working on other problems should thus take heart that the eastern
cougar has not yet been proven to exist: it adds weight to their own cases
by demonstrating, despite all arguments to the contrary, thatitis very difficult
to locate rare, elusive animals in wilderness areas.
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“SEILEAG”: THE UNKNOWN ANIMAL(S) OF
LOCH SHIEL, SCOTLAND

JosepH W. ZARZYNSKI
P.O. Box 2134, Wilton, New York 12866, U.S.A.

ABSTRACT: An animal or animals with similar morphological characteristics as
those reported for Nessie may inhabit Scotland’s Loch Shiel. Evidence to support
the existence of “Seileag” is scarce, due, perhaps, to the remoteness of the lake.
Nonetheless, recorded sightings at Loch Shiel, and sightings of similar animals in
the marine waters adjacent to Loch Shiel, suggest the loch may be the restricted or
temporary habitat of large, unidentified animals.

Reports of large, unidentified animals observed in Scottish inland waters
are not restricted to the more publicized Loch Ness and Loch Morar (Zar-
zynski and Meaney 1982). Seileag—pronounced “Sheelack™—is another of
these supposed large aquatic animals which are seldom observed but oc-
casionally mentioned as residents of Loch Shiel, Scotland’s fifth largest loch,
located in one of its most secluded regions.

I first visited Loch Shiel in 1979 while traveling by car through the village
of Glenfinnan, at the northeastern head of the loch, on my way to Loch
Morar. Glenfinnan is the site where Bonnie Prince Charlie landed and raised
his standard prior to his defeat at the Battle of Culloden in 1746. A mon-
ument commemorates the event (Fig. 1). I passed by Loch Shiel via Glen-
finnan again in 1981 and 1982. However, it was not until 1984 that I was
able to spend more time at Loch Shiel and more thoroughly investigate local
sightings of Seileag.

Loch Shiel is 17 miles long (Murray 1968), and is between 100 yards and
a mile wide (Atkinson 1983). Its bed is very irregular, alternating between
deep and shallow. Although more than half of Loch Shiel’s depth is less
than 100 feet, its maximum depth, located 4 miles west of Glenfinnan, is
420 feet. Deep water is often found close in to shore, while, at the widest
part of the loch, there is an expanse in the middle which is reportedly only
2-3 feet deep (Weir 1980).

Loch Shiel’s weather can discourage visitors who might otherwise intend
to have a lengthy stay there. Normally, the weather is wet except for May
and June, when it is drier and not as windy (Weir 1980).

To thoroughly appreciate why very little is known of the reported animals
in Loch Shiel, one need only survey the region’s topography. Loch Shiel is
a bow-shaped loch running from Glenfinnan in the northeast to the village
of Acharacle in the southwest (Fig. 2). Its center line is the boundary between
Ardgourand Moidart, and between Argyll and Inverness-shire (Murray 1968).
Rugged, mountainous terrain hems in the loch’s northern two-thirds, making
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FiG. 1.—A view of Loch Shiel from the northeastern end. The Glenfinnan monument to
Bonnie Prince Charlie is visible in the lower right hand corner.

it little more than a sliver in shoulder-to-shoulder mountains. Thus, it is
little wonder that it lies in a region called na garbh chriocnan (Gaelic meaning
“the Rough Bounds™). This name accurately describes the area—inacces-
sible, with rough, broken terrain (Gunn 1983).

The loch’s sparse population also contributes to its isolation. Glenfinnan
is a village of only 60-70 people. Acharacle is a scattered village, just a little
larger than Glenfinnan. These are the only “major” population centers near
the loch—except for Dalilea, a lochside niche with a few cottages, and several
isolated seasonal cottages along the loch.

Access to the loch by road is to Glenfinnan via Route A830, and to
Acharacle via Route A861. Glenfinnan is also a stop for the West Highland
Railway from Fort William to Mallaig. This stretch was opened in 1901
(Gunn 1983).

:I‘he loch’s shoreline was roadless until 1965-66, when the Forestry Com-
mission constructed a 12-mile-long dirt road from Glenfinnan to Polloch
on the Ardgour (south) side (Murray 1968). This road is not open to private
vehicles, and a locked gate extends across it at Glenfinnan, thus preventing
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F1G. 2.—Loch Shiel (see arrow) is located in the western Scottish Highlands, a rugged and
remote area.

nonofficial vehicular traffic. Daily boat sailings were once made between
Acharacle to Glenfinnan, but these ended in 1967 (Murray 1968).

Loch Shiel’s remoteness, its scanty population, the lack of a public road
along the loch, and the cessation of the regular ferry service upon the loch,
may all have contributed to the reduced chances of a surface sighting of the
supposed animals inhabiting the loch.

Nevertheless, there have been several recorded sightings. Much of our
knowledge of these sightings comes from Dom Cyril Dieckhoff’s notes of
1933-34, a period when he toured the Shiel region as part of his pastoral
responsibilities. Father Dieckhoff, of the Benedictine Abbey at Fort Augus-
tus, had more than a passing interest in these reports, and he recorded the
sightings for posterity. Father Dieckhoff died in 1970 (Campbell and Solo-
mon 1972), but his interest in recording sightings of Seileag has recently
been taken up by Tearlach MacFarlane, a resident of Glenfinnan. While
living at Loch Ness as a young man, MacFarlane had sightings of Nessie,
and he recently stated: ““. . . knowing the witnesses as well as I do, I am now
convinced that Seileag is with us’” (MacFarlane, personal communication).

The following list attempts to compile all the known reports of Seileag
from various sources:

ZARZYNSKI: “SEILEAG” OF LOCH SHIEL 53

1) Circa 1874, a woman who lived at Gaskan saw an animal with three
humps; it moved very fast (Whyte 1957).

2) In 1911, an animal was observed by two men across from Gaskan.
Using a telescope, they saw three humps, each separated by water. One of
the witnesses was the former head keeper of the Inverailort Estate (Whyte
1957).

3) In 1905, Ewan Macintosh, two young boys, and an old man named
Ian Crookback were out on the steamer Clan Ranald across from Gaskan
when they sighted three humps. They observed them through a telescope
(Whyte 1957, Costello 1974).

4) In 1925, the animal was seen at Rhu Ghainmheach. Three humps were
observed through a telescope, the middle hump being the largest; it was
described as being “longer than the little mail steamer Clan Ranald” (Whyte
1957).

S) In 1926, Ronald MacLeod saw an animal coming out of the water at
Sandy Point, between 3 and 4 p.m. MacLeod studied it through his telescope;
he told his sister, Ann Mor MacDonald, that it was bigger than the Clan
Ranald, with a long, thick neck, a broad head with a wide mouth, and seven
“sails” on its back (Whyte 1957, Costello 1974).

6) In December 1933, Father Dieckhoff was informed by an old man who
lived by the Shiel bridges of a sighting near Dalilea—date not recorded
(Whyte 1957).

7) Sandie MacKellaig tried to shoot an animal (described as being a Sei-
leag) from his boat while giving passage to two tinker women. The women
admonished him saying, “Do not interfere with it, it has not done you any
harm”—no date recorded (Whyte 1957, Costello 1974).

Tearlach MacFarlane has catalogued two more recent sightings at Loch
Shiel.

8) In the 1950’s, an animal was sighted about 6 miles from Glenfinnan
(MacFarlane, personal communication).

9) In July, 1979, there was a sighting by two local youths from the pier
at Glenfinnan (MacFarlane, personal communication).

In addition to the above, a review of the ‘“‘sea serpent’ literature reveals
several sightings of animals similar in appearance to Seileag (or Nessie) being
observed in Scotland’s coastal waters, just a few miles from Loch Shiel (unlike
some Scottish lochs, which are actually marine fjords, Loch Shiel, like Ness
and Morar, is a freshwater lake):

1) In summer, 1932, a dark, grey animal was observed by a number of
people from Smirissary Point, at a range of 60 yards. Its head and neck were
seen. It disappeared, and then a large hump was viewed (Whyte 1957).

2) Another large, unidentified creature was observed near Arisaig in Loch
nan Uambh, a fjord (Whyte 1957).

3) Circa 1900, a ““sea serpent” was seen off Rhum (Heuvelmans 1968).
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4) In 1965, an unknown animal was seen off Ardnamurchan (McEwan
1978).

Possibly linked with these coastal ““sea serpent” sightings is the derivation
of the name of Shona, for a nearby island, and a superstition associated with
the island. The island takes its name from the Celtic sea god Shoney. Sac-
rifices to Shoney, usually of fish, were made by local fishermen up until the
1800’s (Atkinson 1983). One may wonder if this ritual was somehow related
to sightings of large, unidentified animals that frequented the nearby coastal
waters.

This brings up an old question which is often asked about Nessie: Is Seileag
restricted to Loch Shiel alone, or is it mobile, utilizing the short (3-mile)
stretch of the River Shiel between the loch and the sea?

Loch Shiel and its adjacent marine waters could well become a crypto-
zoological field laboratory, much as Loch Morar has occasionally been stud-
ied by groups and individuals working at Loch Ness. If so, we may one day
learn if Tearlach MacFarlane’s statement on Seileag is correct: possibly there
is ““a survivor or two in this loch yet.”
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THE ORANG-UTAN IN ENGLAND: AN EXPLANATION
FOR THE USE OF YAHOO AS A NAME FOR
THE AUSTRALIAN HAIRY MAN

GRAHAM JOYNER
P.O. Box 253, Kingston ACT 2604, Australia

ABSTRACT: The Australian hairy man or Yahoo was the subject of speculation
throughout most of the 19th Century and beyond. The name Yahoo was often held
to be an aboriginal word, although it was also attributed to Swift. It is suggested
that the word Yahoo was used to describe the adult orang-utan when that animal
first arrived in England. This appears to be the reason for its use in Australia.

Among unresolved problems surrounding the Australian hairy man to
which a solution might be attempted, one of the most intriguing concerns
the name Yahoo, by which the legendary creature was known to Australians
of European origin throughout much of the 19th Century. The curious fact
is that, on the unanimous testimony of the earliest writers who mention the
matter, the name Yahoo was also used by the Australian aborigines them-
selves, and belonged, or so it is implied, to one of their languages. Conse-
quently, it came to be considered an aboriginal name. How did this happen?
At least one writer who was aware of the difficulty involved realized that
the name was used in Swift’s political satire Gulliver’s Travels, but thought
this was simply a coincidence. This is obviously an unsatisfactory conclusion,
and another explanation must be sought.

In so doing, there is no need to refer to the large mass of later material
describing the Yahoo reports (Joyner 1977, 1980). Instead, a brief discussion
of the earliest Australian records, together with an examination of certain
events in England at the very beginning of the period under consideration,
will throw some light on the probable origin of the word as it was used in
Australia.

The earliest known description of the Yahoo is that of 1842 in the Aus-
tralian and New Zealand Monthly Magazine. Here the Yahoo appears as
the subject of an aboriginal superstition, a hideous monster of unearthly
character and ape-like appearance, although we are told, curiously enough,
that there had long been contention among Australian naturalists as to wheth-
er or not such an animal actually existed. In her Notes and Sketches of New
South Wales, published in 1844, Louisa Ann Meredith refers briefly to an
aboriginal belief in the “Yahoo™ or “Devil-devil” as a kind of bad spirit.

The name also appears in the 1847 book Settlers and Convicts by a writer
passing under the name of Alexander Harris, although the reference to the
Yahoo is in the summary at the head of a chapter, and not in the text itself.
The latter carries only a description of a man-like animal spoken about by
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the aborigines of the region of the Hunter River. This discrepancy indicates
that the name was thought sufficiently well known when the book was pub-
lished in 1947, but that it was not known to the aborigines around 1830, or
whenever the author had actually been engaged in cutting cedar. Finally, a
newspaper report from 1847 contains a reference to a carnivorous ‘“Yaa-
hoo’” known to the natives at Hunter River.

Descriptions of the Australian Yahoo, wild man, or hairy man of the
woods are, it may be supposed, heavily dependent upon earlier English
perceptions of the orang-utan. It is well known that this once mysterious
creature was commonly called “wild man of the woods’ in its own Southeast
Asia habitat, but is has not previously been demonstrated that the orang-
utan was probably also known by the name Yahoo. Evidence for this is
provided by the following two examples. According to the Lincoln, Rutland
and Stamford Mercury of 22 April, 1814, an exhibition in Lincoln of T.
Shore’s superb collection of living rarities included “the Great Yahoo, or
Wild Man of the Woods,” while a handbill belonging to the period 1810 to
1820, printed in Boston and now in the Ferguson Collection of the Australian
National Library (Ferguson 1941), bears the intelligence that “Two surpris-
ing large Yohoes; or, Wild Men of the Woods,” might be seen among the
exhibits in a traveling menagerie.

An adult orang-utan had been captured in Borneo about 1780. The creature
was killed because of its supposed fierce resistance, and was sent preserved
in spirits of rum to the Batavian Society of Arts and Sciences. From there
it may have been shipped to Holland. In any event, the Secretary of the
Society, Baron von Wurmb, prepared a detailed description of this “large
Orang Outang,” which appeared in English in The Philosophical Magazine
for August, 1798. Meanwhile, Geoffrey Saint-Hilaire had found a skeleton
in the Museum of Natural History in Paris, which he supposed to have been
that of the animal shipped to Holland by Wurmb. A translation of his
description of the ‘“large orang outang™ was printed in The Philosophical
Magazine of September, 1798. Even though Saint-Hilaire concluded (wrong-
ly) t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>