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Cryptozoological research should be actuated by two

major forces: patience and passion.

—DR. BERNARD HEUVELMANS, 1988
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INTRODUCTION

The word cryptozoology first appeared in print in 1959, when Lucien
Blancou dedicated his new book to “Bernard Heuvelmans, master of
cryptozoology.” Four years earlier, when Heuvelmans first published O
the Track of Unknown Animals, the term “cryptozoology” as such did
not exist. It was not until the publication of On the Track of Unknown
Animals and the sensation it created that Heuvelmans began to call his
lifelong pursuit “cryptozoology,” and a new discipline was born. Since
then it has become part of modern vocabulary, and appears in nearly all
standard dictionaries.

But what exactly is cryptozoology?

It is not, Heuvelmans insists, an “arcane or occult zoology.” It fuses
three Greek words: &ryptos, zoon, and logos, which mean, respectively,
hidden, animal, and discourse. Thus cryptozoology is the science of
“hidden animals.” Heuvelmans prefers “hidden” to “unknown” because
to those people who live near them, the animals are not unfamiliar; if
they were, there would be no native accounts, and we would never have
heard of them. They are, however, undetected by those who would for-
mally recognize their existence and catalogue them.

In 1982, when the International Society of Cryptozoology (ISC) was
founded at a meeting held at the Smithsonian Institution, an effort was
made to produce a sharper, clearer definition. Cryptozoology, the assem-
bled scientists and investigators agreed, also concerns “the possible exis-
tence of known animals in areas where they were not supposed to occur
(either now or in the past), as well as the unknown persistence of pre-
sumed extinct animals to the present time or to the recent past. . . . What
makes an animal of interest to cryptozoology . . . is that it is unexpected.”
This further definition failed to address one crucial aspect: the minimum
size. In subsequent reflection on the subject, Heuvelmans insisted that
“a minimum size is essential,” though he left the precise dimensions
open to further discussion. Nonetheless, he wrote, for an animal (or al-
leged animal) to be of cryptozoological interest, it must have at least one
trait “truly singular, unexpected, paradoxical, striking, emotionally up-
setting, and thus capable of mystification.”
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To most persons familiar with the term, cryptozoology is seen as the
study of such spectacular and disputed creatures as Sasquatch, the Yeti,
and the Loch Ness Monster. These legendary beasts do interest crypto-
zoologists, but such “cryptids” (as cryptozoologists call them) comprise
only a fraction of the hidden, uncatalogued, or out-of-place animals that
have intrigued and frustrated cryptozoologists before cryptozoology as
such existed.

Writing in 1988 in Cryptozoology (Vol. 7), Heuvelmans underscored
the aims of cryptozoology:

Hidden animals, with which cryptozoology is concerned, are by
definition very incompletely known. To gain more credence,
they have to be documented as carefully and exhaustively as pos-
sible by a search through the most diverse fields of knowledge.
Cryptozoological research thus requires not only a thorough
grasp of most of the zoological sciences, including, of course,
physical anthropology, but also a certain training in such extra-
neous branches of knowledge as mythology, linguistics, archae-
ology and history. It will consequently be conducted more
extensively in libraries, newspaper morgues, regional archives,
museums, art galleries, laboratories, and zoological parks rather

than in the field!

CUVIER’S RASH DICTUM

In 1812 Baron Georges Cuvier, the revered French biologist considered
the father of paleontology, declared the end of the age of zoological dis-
covery. “There is,” he said, “little hope of discovering new species” of
large animals. From now on, he continued, naturalists ought to focus
their attention on extinct fauna. As for fabled creatures such as Sea Ser-
pents, which some of his colleagues held to merit further investigation,
Cuvier had these words: “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.”

In 1819, a mere seven years later, the American tapir was found, only
the first of thousands of “new” animals to be uncovered in the past two
centuries. They include the giant squid (1870s), okapi (1901), the Ko-

b
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modo dragon (1912), the kouprey (1937), and the ultimate “living fos-
sil,” the coelacanth (1938). The largest land mammal to be documented
since the kouprey is the extraordinary saola (Pseudoryx nghetinhensis), a
new bovine species. Since the startling discovery in 1992 of a “lost
world” of animals stretching sixty-five square miles near the Laotian bor-
der, Vietnam’s Vu Quang Nature Reserve has produced evidence of two
previously unknown bird species, at least one new fish, an unknown tor-
toise with a striking yellow shell, and two other mammals besides the Vu
Quang ox.

The giant panda of Tibet was often cited during the 1950s and 1960s
to demonstrate how a large animal could remain elusive and unknown in
montane habitats not unlike some valleys of the Himalayas. Cryptozool-
ogists note that it took sixty-seven years from the time of the giant
panda’s “discovery” until its live capture.

There is yet another example, especially germane to the ongoing
hunt for uncatalogued large primates. Though the lowland gorilla was
officially recognized in 1840, the mountain gorilla eluded detection, con-
siderable searching notwithstanding, until the twentieth century. Indeed,
not until 1860 were the first native tales collected of a monster ape said
to live on the misty heights of the Virunga volcanoes of East Africa. But
to Western zoologists these were no more than unconfirmed anecdotes
until October 1902, when Belgian army captain Oscar von Beringe and a
companion killed two gorillas on the Virungas’ Mount Sabinio, thereby
removing the animals from the realm of mythology and into a secure
place among the world’s recognized fauna. New primates have contin-
ued to turn up at an astounding pace throughout the twentieth century.
Besides the mountain gorilla, two other apes, the dwarf siamang and
pygmy chimpanzee, close relatives of humans and the hominoids* de-
scribed in this encyclopedia, have been found.

* The word “hominid” refers to members of the family of humans, Homzinidae, which consists
of all species on our side of the last common ancestor of humans and living apes. Hominids
are included in the superfamily of all apes, the Homzinoidea, the members of which are called
“hominoids.” Members of the family of apes, Pongidae are also hominoids, but not hominids.
Apes and humans are hominoids. The close-to-human hominids are, for example, the Marked
Hominids, the classic Bigfoot, and Neandertals. Cryptids such as Napes, Skunk Apes, and
more apelike animals are included in the broader term hominoids—which then, of course, en-
compasses the hominids. All hominids are hominoids, but all hominoids are not hominids.
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As Cuvier’s “rash dictum” (Heuvelmans’s phrase) has been de-
stroyed, the modern world of zoology, of which cryptozoology is a small
subdiscipline, continues to be startled as “new” animals keep getting
found. It is safe to say that in its essence, cryptozoology represents a
throwback to the way original zoological study was conducted. In the be-
ginning, as explorers trekked to new lands and listened to local infor-
mants, they were led to remarkable new species. These animals would
then be killed or captured, shipped back to the zoological societies and
parks of Europe, and formally classified. Today, with the addition of
DNA testing and telebiological techniques, cryptozoology keeps alive
the tradition of discovery and recognition of new species of animals.

GROUNDED IN SKEPTICAL ZOOLOGY

Though probably no zoologist today, even two centuries after Cuvier,
would make so sweeping an assertion about the unlikelihood of inter-
esting animals remaining to be documented, many zoologists, paleon-
tologists, and physical anthropologists still view cryptozoology with
suspicion. To them, cryptozoologists’ willingness to consider as possible,
or at least as deserving of inquiry, some especially extraordinary claims
raises eyebrows and fuels the occasional charge of “pseudoscience”
(however impeccably credentialed many cryptozoologists may be).

In response, Heuvelmans has called A. C. Oudemans’s The Great Sea
Serpent (1892) the “true starting point of the new discipline.” It should
be stressed that Oudemans was no crank; at the time his book was pub-
lished, he was director of the Royal Zoological and Botanical Gardens at
The Hague and was one of the best-regarded European men of science.
His book received generally respectful reviews. Even though many of his
colleagues were skeptical, and a scientist with less sterling credentials
would have at least hesitated before expressing a positive view of so
contested a subject, Oudemans was not entirely alone in arguing for
the reality of what nineteenth-century observers often called the “great
unknown.” Decades earlier, prominent biologists Thomas Henry Hux-
ley (a towering figure in Victorian science, if usually remembered today
only as “Darwin’s bulldog”) and Louis Agassiz argued for the existence
of Sea Serpents. In 1847, on assuming editorship of England’s Zoologist,
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Edward Newman wrote of Sea Serpent sightings, “A natural phenome-
non of some kind has been witnessed; let us seek a satisfactory solution
rather than terminate enquiry by the shafts of ridicule.”

At the same time, however, Sea Serpents and their freshwater
cousins, Lake Monsters, figured largely in all manner of hoaxes. In the
Americas particularly, stories about such creatures were regularly con-
cocted in newspaper offices when space needed filling. For example, in
1892 the Chicago Tribune reported that a giant serpent was menacing
Wisconsin’s Lake Geneva, causing “thousands of people” to flock to the
shore hoping to glimpse the beast. Tellingly, not a single other contem-
porary source refers to this remarkable matter, but the Tribune yarn is
only one of many hundreds to generate confusion among later cryptozo-
ologists and to engender deep doubts about fantastic creatures generally
in scientists then and now.

To figure in a hoax, the critter in question did not have to live in wa-
ter. The (Victoria, British Columbia) Daily British Colonist for July 4,
1884, reported the capture, by a train’s crew, of a beast “of the gorilla
type standing about 4 feet 7 inches and weighing 127 pounds. He has
long, black, strong hair and resembles a human being with one excep-
tion, his entire body, excepting his hands (or paws) and feet are covered
with glossy hair about one inch long. His forearm is much longer than
a man’s forearm, and he possesses extraordinary strength.” A young
Sasquatch? Alas, no. Historically minded Bigfoot researchers have re-
luctantly concluded that this is just another tall tale cooked up by a local
newspaper.

There were other notorious hoaxes, including an ill-conceived bron-
tosaurus hunt in Africa in the early years of the twentieth century. No
sooner had the Loch Ness Monster started to attract international atten-
tion (in 1933) than pranksters were faking photos and footprints. To
many observers, the search for unknown animals was at best a tainted
enterprise, at worst an exercise in folly.

Yet some serious-minded scientists, amateur naturalists, and jour-
nalists could not restrain their curiosity, and a small library of books and
articles attempted to document reports and other evidence of a variety of
cryptids. Among them was the Swedish scientist Gunnar Olof Hylten-
Cavallius, who in the late nineteenth century investigated reports of gi-
ant snakelike creatures (known as lindorms) in the provinces of his
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native country. Another, Rupert T. Gould, an educated Englishman with
wide-ranging interests, wrote The Case for the Sea Serpent (1930) and
The Loch Ness Monster and Others (1934), the first book on that
destined-to-be-much-discussed subject. When he was not writing about
rockets and space travel, Willy Ley, who in 1935 fled Hitler’s Germany
for the United States, pursued what he called “romantic” or “exotic” zo-
ology, even to the point of radical speculation about living dinosaurs,
without notable damage to his reputation. (Years later biologist Aaron
M. Bauer would praise Ley for drawing on “not only zoological infor-
mation, but historical, mythological, and linguistic clues, presaging the
modern, interdisciplinary approach to cryptozoology.”)

In the January 3, 1948, issue of the Saturday Evening Post, biologist
Ivan T. Sanderson—who would later play a significant role in early
post—=On the Track of Unknown Animals cryptozoology—suggested (in
the words of the title) “There Could Be Dinosaurs.” This and other
Sanderson articles gripped a young Belgian, who found the whole ques-
tion of “unknown animals” so fascinating that he vowed to devote the
rest of his life to it, which is exactly what Bernard Heuvelmans did.
Bernard Heuvelmans’s interest in writing about what he felt was a vast
neglected area of zoology led to the 1955 French publication of his book
On the Track of Unknown Animals. This was followed by years of per-
sonal correspondence among his colleagues, and the first published use
of the word “cryptozoology” in 1959. Because of Heuvelmans’s impor-
tant presence in the early history of the science, today he is generally re-
ferred to as the “Father of Cryptozoology.”

CRYPTOZOOLOGY TODAY

Nowadays cryptozoology is all around us. Just a few years ago, only a
handful of people even knew the word. Today, from the Internet to the
corner newsstand, cryptozoology has become an integral part of our cul-
ture. Mainstream magazines such as BBC Wildlife now regularly carry ar-
ticles on hidden animals, and numerous documentaries on PBS,
Discovery, A&E, and other television networks treat the subject seriously.

Less seriously but still indicative of cryptozoology’s influence, an
episode of the popular science-fiction series X-Fzles called “Quagmire”
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concerned reports of a monster, “Big Blue,” at a Georgia reservoir ap-
propriately named “Heuvelmans Lake.” In the course of the drama, FBI
agents Fox Mulder and Dana Scully debate the pros and cons of “cryp-
tozoology.” Though other X-Files episodes have employed cryptozoo-
logical motifs, this was the first time the word itself passed through the
characters’ mouths. As the episode ends, a large alligator is destroyed
and blamed for the “monster” sightings. The agents turn their backs on
the lake just as Big Blue rises from the depths of Heuvelmans Lake in a
kind of symbolic representation of what happens often enough in real-
life cryptozoology, where many mysteries have a way of staying stub-
bornly unsolved.

BEGIN YOUR ADVENTURE

Before you start your trek through the following pages and into the
world of cryptozoology, we wish to insert some words of caution:

If to many mainstream biologists cryptozoology has yet to make its
case, there is reason for such a cautious judgment. Until or unless there
is better, more conclusive evidence for the reality of the cryptids with
which you will become acquainted in the pages ahead, their status as re-
ality will remain uncertain. Cryptozoological animals are by their nature
intensely controversial. Reasonable persons come down on both sides of
the debate, and even the authors of this book do not entirely agree about
which cryptozoological animals are most likely to coexist, however
covertly, alongside us on this crowded planet.

In what follows, we accentuate the positive. For the sake of argu-
ment, we take the best available evidence—even if, by the more de-
manding standards of scientific proof, it may not be satisfactory in one
fashion or another—and scrutinize it through the lens of what zoology
does know about conventionally recognized animals, living and (al-
legedly) dead, and early protohumans. Seen that way, even the most ex-
otic reports begin to make a surprising kind of sense—even as they
remain unproved and problematic.

Most of the mysteries here are potentially solvable. They demand,
however, real commitment, real expertise, real funding, and real open-
mindedness to nature’s possibilities—the last being a quality not always
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in evidence in scientists’ confrontation of (or, on occasion, unwillingness
to confront) the unknown. In the meantime, many curious and intrigu-
ing questions nag away like muffled voices just slightly outside the range
of hearing. What they are saying to us, we don’t know. In the pages you
are about to read, we suggest one way of hearing the words.

Loren Coleman
Maine

Jerome Clark

Minnesota

February 23, 1999



ABOMINABLE SNOWMAN

When most people ponder on the “big three” of cryptozoology, they are
thinking of the Loch Ness Monsters, Bigfoot, and the Abominable
Snowman. Though many assume these beasts to be mythical, a body of
intriguing evidence exists for each. Of the three, the Abominable Snow-
man is the cryptozoological animal longest known and discussed in the
West.

The more proper name is Yeti, but most Westerners have been more
familiar with the moniker “Abominable Snowman.” “Abominable Snow-
man” is a phrase coined, accidentally, by a Calcutta Statesman newspaper
columnist, Henry Newman, in 1921.

It happened when Newman wrote about the 1921 sighting by Lieu-
tenant Colonel (later Sir) C. K. Howard-Bury and his party, who saw
dark forms moving about on a twenty-thousand-foot-high snowfield
above their location, the Lhapka-La pass on the Tibetan side of the Hi-
malayan mountains, and viewed them through binoculars. This is the first
credible Western sighting of what until then had been mostly a shadowy
tale (at least to Westerners) of strange, hairy upright creatures in Tibet,
Bhutan, Sikkim, Mustang, and Nepal. Howard-Bury would later, on
September 22, 1921, find footprints “three times those of normal hu-
mans” at the site where the dark forms were moving about.

The Sherpas insisted that the prints were those of the mzetob-kangmi,
as Howard-Bury rendered it. Kang-mi loosely means “snow creature.”
The metob part should have been written as 7zet-tebh, which translates as
“man-sized wild creature.”

Newman’s mistake was caused in part by Howard-Bury’s mistranslit-
eration of the Sherpa word. Howard-Bury did not understand that the
Sherpas recognized several types of creatures; on this occasion they had
used a generic, not a specific, term. The error was compounded when
Newman changed Howard-Bury’s metob-kangmi to metch kangmi,
which he explained as a Tibetan word meaning “Abominable Snowman.”

In any case, this proved to be a pivotal event in cryptozoological
history. As Ivan T. Sanderson wrote, “The result was like the explo-
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sion of an atomic bomb.” The
melodramatic name “Abominable
Snowman” spurred gigantic press
interest. Newspaper coverage
multiplied as more and more ex-
peditions sought to climb Mount
Everest.

The true origin of the phrase
“Abominable Snowman” has been
misrepresented over the years. For
example, on a 1992 episode of the
television series Unsolved Myster-
zes, a well-known Irish explorer
wrongly claimed that the creature
got its name because of its horrible
odor.

The real animal behind the

name is neither abominable nor a

true creature of the snows. These

The 1957 footcast of the seven-by-ten-inch
track of an Abominable Snowman found in

beasts usually appear to live in

quiet retreat in the steamy moun-
tain valleys of the Himalayas, using
the snowy passes as a way to move

mud, in Nepal, by Tom Slick. Five toes were
originally visible, but two blurred in the cast-
ing process. (Bernard Heuvelmans)

from one spot to another, leaving
behind huge mysterious footprints. They are not—contrary to another
widespread misunderstanding—white. And they are not a single creature.
A better generic term for Abominable Snowman is the Sherpa yez;,
loosely meaning “that there thing.” Yetis are known as huge creatures—
humanoid beasts, covered with thick coats of dark fur with arms, like
those of anthropoid apes, which reach down to their knees.
A description of the reportedly three types of Yeti is discussed, in
depth, within that entry.

AGOGWE
The Agogwe is a little downy, woolly-haired unknown biped reported
throughout East Africa. Said to have yellowish, reddish skin underneath
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its rust-colored hair, the Agogwe allegedly inhabits the forest of this re-
mote region.

One of the most discussed sightings occurred around 1900 when
Captain William Hichens was sent on an official lion hunt to this region.
While there, waiting in a forest clearing for a man-eating lion, he saw (as
he would write in 1937) “two small, brown, furry creatures come from
the dense forest on one side of the glade and disappear into the thickets
on the other. They were like little men, about four feet high, walking up-
right, but clad in russet hair.” The native hunter said they were agogwe,
the little furry men. Hichens made efforts to find them, but without suc-
cess, in the impenetrable forest.

In support of Hichens’s story, Cuthbert Burgoyne wrote a letter to
the London magazine Discovery in 1938, noting that he and his wife had
seen something similar while coasting Portuguese East Africa in a Japa-
nese cargo boat in 1927. Close enough to shore to see things on the beach
using a “glass of twelve magnifications,” they spied a troupe of feeding
baboons, apparently picking up shellfish or crabs. “As we watched, two
little brown men walked together out of the bush and down amongst the
baboons. They were certainly not any known monkey and yet they must
have been akin or they would have disturbed the baboons. They were
too far away to see in detail, but these small human-like animals were
probably between four and five feet tall, quite upright and graceful in fig-
ure. At the time I was thrilled as they were quite evidently no beast of
which I had heard or read. Later a friend and big game hunter told me
he was in Portuguese East Africa with his wife and three hunters, and
saw a mother, father and child, of apparently a similar animal species,
walk across the further side of a bush clearing. The natives loudly for-
bade him to shoot.”

These primitive, hairy, long-haired beings of small size are known by
a variety of names throughout Africa. The Agogwe of East Africa match
exactly the descriptions of little reddish-haired seh:te of the Ivory Coast,
where, in the 1940s, numerous reports were heard, even though no
known pygmies at all live there. The cryptozoologist Bernard Heuvel-
mans believes these small African creatures may be Proto-Pygmies,
proto-bushmen, or australopithecine (gracile species). In Oz the Track of
Unknown Animals, Heuvelmans comments: “Now there is no known
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ape, even among the anthropoids, which normally walks upright on its
hind legs. . . . Perhaps the agogwe are therefore really little men.”

AHOOL

In 1925 Dr. Ernest Bartels, son of the noted ornithologist M. E. G. Bar-
tels, who discovered many new bird species in Java, was exploring a
waterfall on the slopes of the Salek Mountains when a giant unknown
bat, the Ahool, flew over his head. Named after its call—a long
“ahO0O0O0000l”—this as-yet uncatalogued bat was, according to crypto-
zoologist Ivan T. Sanderson, still reported from time to time. Bartels’s
account had been passed on to Sanderson by Bernard Heuvelmans. In
an article about the Ahool written in 1966, Bartels and Sanderson noted
that sightings of this giant bat have been reported throughout western
Java. According to the locals, the Ahool is quite real and known in sev-
eral areas; it is not merely a folkloric beast.

The Ahool looks like a huge bat in flight, larger than any known fly-
ing fox (a fruit-eating bat). The Ahool, however, is a fish-eater. It al-
legedly uses its enormous claws—situated at the tops of the forearms,
which are part of the wings—to capture large fish from the rivers it lives
near. An Ahool is said to be the size of a one-year-old child, dark gray in
color, with a head like a macaque or gibbon.

Sanderson thought the Ahool was an Oriental form of the giant un-
known bat he had seen in Africa, known most popularly as the Konga-
mato, although he knew the Kongamato as the Olitiau. Sanderson felt
the Ahool, like the Olitiau or Kongamato, was an unknown giant bat re-
lated to the species Microchiroptera.

ALMAS
In the 1420s Hans Schiltberger, a Bavarian nobleman held prisoner by
Mongols, took note of the presence, in the Tien Shan mountain range of
present-day China, of “wild people who have nothing in common with
other human beings.” Except for hands and face, they were covered with
hair. Subsisting on grass and wild vegetables, they lived like animals.
Schiltberger himself saw two of them, a male and a female, whom a war-
lord had given as a gift to his own captors.

A second early printed reference to a Mongolian “man-animal,” as
the text calls it, appears in a drawing in a natural history manuscript pre-
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pared in China in the late eighteenth century. The serious context, an ex-
position on local flora and fauna, makes it clear that the creature was not
thought to be supernatural or fantastic.

Though unrecognized by science, alnzas—Mongolian for “wild-
men”—allegedly dwell in the Altai Mountains in the west of Mongolia
and in Tien Shan in the neighboring Chinese province of Sinkiang. They
have been the object of periodic attention by individual scientists. In
1913 one of them, V. A. Khakhlov, sent a report of his investigations to
the Russian Imperial Academy of Sciences, but it has not survived.

From the 1890s until 1928, another investigator, the ill-fated
Leningrad-based professor Tsyben Zhamtsarano, conducted consider-
able field research into the Almas question, interviewing numerous wit-
nesses. For the crime of being interested in Mongolian culture and
folklore, the Soviet regime under Stalin declared him a “bourgeois na-
tionalist” and sent him to the gulag, where he perished around 1940. His
field notes, including illustrations (a professional artist had accompanied
him to provide sketches based on eyewitness accounts), were lost or de-
stroyed.

Most of what we know about Zhamtsarano’s research comes from
Dordji Meiren, who participated in some of the work. According to
Meiren, sightings began to decline in the nineteenth century, perhaps
suggesting that the creatures were retreating into more remote locations
in response to population pressures (a view endorsed by a later Mongo-
lian researcher, Y. Rinchen). Meiren also claimed to have seen an Almas
skin in a Buddhist monastery in the southern Gobi region of Mongolia.
Because the cut was straight down the spine, the features had remained
intact. The body was covered with curly red hair except for the face,
Meiren said, and its fingernails and toenails resembled those of a human
being.

Both adult and young Almas have been reported, according to re-
searcher Marie-Jeanne Koffmann. The adults are said to stand approxi-
mately five feet tall, with prominent eyebrow ridges and jutting jaws.
Almas use simple tools but are without language. Anthropologist Myra
Shackley, one of the few Western scientists to pay attention to the ques-
tion, has proposed the radical hypothesis that the creatures are relict Ne-
andertals. Critics of her work, however, point out that she used outdated
models of Neandertals, instead of the very different and intelligent, phys-



