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Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to explore the spatial relationship—if any exists—between the physical landscape, cultural or demographical characteristics, and the incidence of reported Sasquatch sightings. This case study acts on the hypothesis that while heavily forested, less developed areas produce ideal physical landscapes for this phenomenon, there are shared cultural, historical, and perhaps even psychological factors at play that make individuals in some areas more likely to report Sasquatch sightings than others. By analyzing the shared characteristics of areas with high numbers of reported sightings alongside the current literature, landscape classifications, and population demographics, this report essentially functions as a study of cultural ecology. The methods employed by this study are relatively simple, but in order for this report to produce meaningful results, the following steps will be achieved:
A comprehensive overview on the existing scholarship surrounding core concepts of human geography, the relationship between culture, belief systems and the supernatural, the early history of Sasquatch lore and its significance as a cultural icon, and the association of the modern Sasquatch myth with the scientific method. 
A brief summary of the data sources used to perform any analyses
An explanation of the various tools and analytical methods employed in the report’s methodology
The results of the mapping analysis 
A summary of the findings and conclusions

	The expected outcome is that the findings of the analysis will support the initial hypothesis. Moreover, it is likely that cultural reinforcers such as the run-time of the popular Animal Planet show Finding Bigfoot (2011-2018), local legends and even the COVID-10 pandemic may prove to be influential. 

Summary of Current Knowledge 

It is important to establish a baseline understanding of the topics presented in this paper before any discussion of data, methodology or analysis takes place. Without the necessary context, any findings pertaining to the interrelationship between culture, the physical environment and paranormal beliefs are essentially irrelevant. Therefore, this section seeks to examine scholarship covering the following topics:
Human geography and the relationship between the physical environment and culture 
The influence of culture in the development of belief systems and its relationship to belief in the paranormal or supernatural
The early history of Sasquatch as a culturally significant icon
The modern interpretation of Sasquatch lore and its relationship to the application of the scientific method to paranormal beliefs
However, because of the broad range of topics, themes and other content covered in this report, it is crucial to acknowledge that the information presented in this section—while comprehensive—may not necessarily be complete. Although it would be difficult to include every viewpoint, the examination of academic literature is thorough enough to achieve the paper’s goals.
2.1 The Interrelationship Between Culture and the Environment 

Often, the physical and culture landscapes are conceptualized as two spheres that do not interact. This belief is patently false. Indeed, they are intrinsically linked—climate, topography, and other physical features inarguably have an impact on the human beings that inhabit the space. By that same token, people shape the physical landscape by using its resources and modifying its characteristics (Dorrell et al., 2018). This concept is a cornerstone of human geography known as cultural ecology, or the principle that both physical and cultural landscapes are a product of how humans interact with the world around them (Dorrell et al., 2018). 
This is not to be confused with environmental determinism, an early theory that was popularized by Hippocrates and others like him, which suggested that climate encouraged certain types of people and behaviors (Dorrell et al., 2018).  For instance, believers of environmental determinism would argue that people living in the hotter southern climates were more likely to be lazy and less intelligent, an assertion that is quite obviously untrue (Dorrell et al., 2018). In the current scholarship, the main argument against this and other theories like it is that environmental determinism distills a complex relationship into something entirely too simple. No matter how small the geography being considered—whether it is a country, a city or even a neighborhood—the cultural landscape will vary as much as the individuals that make up the collective. Unlike environmental determinism, cultural ecological perspectives account for this tendency, arguing the difference is the technological response to the specific environs—how humans adapt or modify their surroundings—that is significant (Dorrell et al., 2018). This is because the limitations and available resources inherent to specific landscapes encourage certain types of human-environment interactions (Dorrell et al., 2018). For example: a hot and arid climate would be unlikely to produce the fur-lined parkas associated with the cultures indigenous to Alaska.
The probabilistic outlook assumed by the cultural ecological model argues that not only do different cultures “have different adaptations to similar places”, but different places that are not close to one another may also “have similar adaptations to climate or other factors” (Dorrell et al., 2018, pg. 106). These shared characteristics establish social constructs known as cultural regions (Dorrell et al., 2018). However, it is important to consider the latter case as well; if two distinct cultural regions located far away from one another have similar cultural beliefs or practices, then that suggests that there is something shared by the landscape and its people. This is crucial when considering the concept of landscape-as-text, or the idea that cultural landscapes are “both history and narrative”, that a landscape can be read and interpreted the same way one might read a book (Dorrell et al., 2018). It is an old cliché that history books are written by the winners. Scholars argue that this is also true for landscapes; they tell us something about power, wealth, representation, and politics throughout history (Dorrell et al., 2018). Moreover, the cultural landscape influences nearly all facets of everyday life from music, clothing, and food to the built environment, meaning that narrative of power dynamics and marginalization presented in the theory of landscape-as-text is difficult to separate from these aspects. What people in a given culture believe—no matter how niche—is no exception. 



2.2 Place, Culture, Belief Systems and the Supernatural

Beliefs, or belief systems are best defined as “structures of norms that are interrelated and that vary mainly in the degree in which they are systemic” and essentially arise through a cyclical relationship with reason or logic and experience (Usó-Doménech & Nescolarde-Selva, 2016). Scholars argue that societies are “founded, cohere, develop, degenerate and die” based on the belief systems they adopt (Usó-Doménech & Nescolarde-Selva, 2016). The current literature also suggests that religion and other beliefs are shaped by geographic factors and can even encourage behaviors and influence how beliefs are practiced (Altaweel, 2020). However, there are a variety of other factors independent of the physical landscape that shape beliefs (Altaweel, 2020). One such factor is human interaction. Human beings are social animals, and all social activities are emplaced—meaning that they occur in a “a particular geographic location that takes specific forms and is infused with meaning” (University of Southern California, n.d.). 
That social activity and place are inextricably linked arguably shapes how beliefs are developed. An example given in one study revealed that clergymen determining what library materials or information access were appropriate were influenced not just by the tenements of their religion, but those around them—including other clergymen, suggesting that “local, geographically-bound networks” can affect beliefs (Altaweel, 2020). Other studies have also found that when communities actively share knowledge, they are more likely to influence beliefs, including those found in online spaces (Altaweel, 2020). These traits, naturally, extend to beliefs in the supernatural.
The current scholarship suggests that epistemically suspect beliefs (ESBs or paranormal/supernatural beliefs) are also a function of culture (Majima et al., 2022). A study conducted by Majima et al. found that although previous research argued that ESBs were more likely to be endorsed by those who had a less analytical thinking style and had an overall negative perception amongst analytical thinkers, these studies only considered Western perspectives. In their study, Majima et al. tested approximately equal samples of Western and Japanese participants and found that these associations were not prevalent in the Japanese sample at all, suggesting that the negative association between ESBs and analytical thinking are a purely Western phenomenon. 
That said, the endorsement of ESBs is not as uncommon as one might assume (Bader et al., 2017). Research suggests that “the paranormal has permeated [American] culture” and although many Americans are sometimes disinterested, those that are believers or even just curious appear to be growing in number (Bader et al., 2017). Exact figures are difficult to ascertain, but Bader et al. argues that movies, television shows and even news segments covering paranormal topics have disseminated ESBs, leading those who endorse them to seek out other like-minded individuals at conventions or participate in activities such as ghost walks or Bigfoot hunts (Bader et al., 2017). Fictional television shows such as The X-Files and even reality shows such as Finding Bigfoot and Paranormal Investigators are recognized and enjoyed by a wide audience. Moreover, places that are supposed hotbeds for paranormal activity or sightings have capitalized on these phenomena—Willow Creek, California has dubbed itself as the “Bigfoot Capital of the World” and hosts museums, gift shops and even festivals (Bader et al., 2017). Undoubtedly, ESBs and their impact on culture are here to stay.
Cryptozoology, or the study of hidden or unknown animals, has had a long association with ESBs, but it has its roots in more traditionally accepted branches of science as well (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Any purposeful search for unknown animals or “cryptids” as they are often called, can be counted as cryptozoology, including that of previously unknown species such as the okapi, the Komodo dragon and the lowland gorilla as well as more fantastic creatures of legend such as the Loch Ness Monster (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). However, cryptozoology distinguishes itself from more traditional avenues of biology because of its reliance on indirect evidence such as photographs, casts of footprints and eyewitness testimonies (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Cryptid sightings are also tied to the physical landscape; one does not often hear reports of sea monster sightings a landlocked desert. Therefore, it also follows that if they are tired to place, there is a cultural element to their legends as well. Cryptids are certainly present in popular culture—the large body of media surrounding them is testament to that—and many of the more popular figures of cryptozoology are directly responsible for “a major portion of interest in world mysteries” due to the “curiosity that surrounds them” (Naish, 2016, pg. 1). Perhaps one of the most famous and recognizable North American cryptids of all is the Sasquatch.

2.3 Sasquatch Early History and Rise as a Culturally Significant Icon

Sasquatch, or Bigfoot as it is colloquially known in the United States, is typically characterized as a large, hairy, and apelike creature that walks upright. This is not significant in and of itself as tales of humanoid monsters are all throughout history; ogres, trolls and even Beowulf’s Grendel are creatures of this type (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Although there are sightings all over the world, what makes the legends of Bigfoot interesting is that they are almost uniquely North American. Willow Creek, California is not the only place in North America to capitalize on the Sasquatch myth and while popular shows such as Finding Bigfoot have elevated the mythical creature to the status of a cultural icon, little is discussed of its early history—perhaps because it is not recognizable as the Sasquatch of today’s modern lore.
While many “Bigfooters” seize on any scrap of folklore resembling the mystery primate, they often cite the cultural beliefs of certain North American Indian tribes in the northwest of the United States and Canada (Loxton &Prothero, 2013). While it is true that these tribes tell folk stories of wildmen, ogres and numerous other similar figures, the resemblance to the modern Sasquatch is tenuous at best and indicative of a paternalistic attitude towards indigenous people at worst (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Moreover, the creatures and characters that feature in these tales are wide and varied, meaning that Bigfooters can suffer from a worrying tendency to disregard cultural significance and nuance to find evidence to suit their theories. While the tribes where these legends originated draw a sharp distinctions in their folklore, Bigfooters will often ignore stories that don’t suit their theories and reinterpret or simplify those that bare even the slightest resemblance to Sasquatch (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). For example, several tribes on the Eastern side of the continent tell stories of cannibalistic creatures who could be violent, leading some Bigfooters to reduce centuries of folklore to the creation of a more aggressive subvariety of Sasquatch known as the Eastern Bigfoot (Loxton & Prothero, 2013).
[bookmark: _Hlk107925535]Problematic though this tendency may be, the way in which the modern legend of Sasquatch took shape begins to become clear. One of the earliest recorded Sasquatch encounters was written in the 1920s when a schoolteacher and bureaucrat named John W. Burns who worked on the Chehalis Indian Reservation began recording local legends about “giant wild people who lived in the mountains” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 34). After a few years of searching, Burns finally encountered a Sasquatch—the likes of which looked nothing like the figure in popular culture today (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 34). The Sasquatch that Burns reportedly came across were people—likely a tribe of unusually tall indigenous people who wore waist length hair and avoided the trappings of modern society (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Even this assertion seems too incredible to be possible—many have speculated that the Chehalis people were “pulling [Burns’] leg” and a few have wondered if Burns was in on the joke himself (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). The truth has been lost to time, but it is this very legend that would give rise to the modern myth that many are so familiar with today. 
The next significant event was in 1957 when Harrison Hot Springs proposed to host a Sasquatch hunt as a publicity stunt for British Columbia’s centennial celebration and while the hunt itself was rejected, the newspapers were still full of the story, making it the most effective marketing ploy a tourist resort could achieve “without actually doing anything” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 35). The British Columbia Centennial Committee even offered a reward of $5,000 to anyone who could capture a live Sasquatch, leading people to flock to the city and happily spend their money there while they were on the hunt (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). This era would also see the early rise of self-described experts; John Green, Rene Dahiden and likely many others would devote the rest of their lives to pursuit of the illusive Sasquatch (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). More significantly, Burns still asserted at this point that Sasquatch were decidedly human—they used fire, and spoke a language that many of the surrounding tribes could reportedly understand—it was not until a later that the modern image of Sasquatch was born (Loxton & Prothero, 2013).
Shortly after the locals and visitors of Harrison Hot Springs went on their Sasquatch hunt, a man named William Roe issued a signed statement claiming that in 1955, he observed a mysterious primate that was nothing like what Burns described (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). In his account, Roe depicted the Sasquatch’s appearance using the following words:
“My first impression was of a huge man, about six feet tall, almost three feet wide and probably weighing somewhere near three hundred pounds. It was covered from head to foot with dark brown, silver-tipped hair. But as it came closer, I saw by its breasts that it was female…Its arms were much thicker than a man’s arms and longer, reaching almost to its knees. Its feet were broader proportionately than a man’s, about 5 inches wide at the front and tapering to much thinner heels. …The head was higher at the back than at the front. The nose was broad and flat. The lips and chin protruded father than the mouth, nose and ears, made it resemble an animal as much of a human…and its neck was also unhuman. Thicker and shorter than any man’s neck I’ve ever seen” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 38).
That this description is completely at-odds with earlier accounts goes without saying and the problematic aspect inherent to taking a local legend about a mythical group of indigenous people and transforming them into something subhuman declares itself loudly to modern readers. However, Roe’s account was readily accepted and captivated its predominantly white audience (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Even though none of the early cryptozoologists ever met Roe or held an audience with him (he passed away shortly after), his testimony remains one of the most-cited Sasquatch sightings, is credited with the creation of Sasquatch as a modern mythic figure, and has inarguably changed the lore surrounding it (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Indeed, the famous Bigfoot Film taken by Patterson and Gimlin in 1967, which has been heavily speculated to be a hoax, is practically a recreation of Roe’s account (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). This would not be the first time a hoax or a prank involving Sasquatch was successful by a long shot. By 1958, Sasquatch fever spread to the United States where a Bluff Creek California contractor named Raymond Wallace repeatedly left tracks in and around his worksites until well into the 1960s (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). These fake tracks were considered part of the growing body of evidence of Bigfoot’s existence until the family came clean after Wallace’s passing in 2002 (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). 
Throughout the years, many similar hoaxes were perpetuated as the legend of Bigfoot grew. Indeed, the Harrison Hot Springs publicity stunt that kickstarted Sasquatch’s rise to the status of a cultural icon was also something a hoax—one could argue that hoaxing is just as much a part of Bigfoot’s lore as the creature itself (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). The Roe sighting that birthed the modern Sasquatch—through naivety, ignorance, or malignance—has undeniably racist implications and is largely uncorroborated and other popular Sasquatch sightings have serious doubt cast upon the validity of eyewitnesses who claim to have seen a Sasquatch. Despite all of this: two clear observations emerge from the pattern of facts: 1.) this is a legend that is highly sensitive to cultural re-enforcement and 2.) it’s true believers are utterly sincere. 

2.4 Modern Sasquatch, ESBs, and the Scientific Method

Having gained an understanding of Bigfoot’s rise to the status of a cultural icon, it is now possible to explore some of the methods Bigfooters and other believers rely on to prove its existence. The two largest types of evidence Bigfooters often present are eyewitness accounts and samples in the form of footprints, hair, or DNA. Thousands of people report seeing Sasquatch every year and unless they are being dishonest, surely, they saw something. Although powerful and persuasive, eyewitness testimonies are often not reliable—a tendency which is most abundantly clear in the legal field. Since 1989, 358 people in the United States were executed and later exonerated by new, usually DNA-related evidence—in 71% of these cases, it was a case of misidentification by eyewitnesses (Chew, 2018). Although the stakes in cryptozoology are considerably lower, the tendency persists. 
In terms of insight into the belief in ESBs, eyewitness accounts of Sasquatch sightings have some value provided they are sincere. However, the variability and “deep chaos” inherent to this type of information makes it difficult to get any statistically significant results (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 54). Indeed, many of the accounts gathered depict Bigfoot has having markings, glowing eyes, supernatural powers, and on one memorable occasion, an interest in barbecued meat (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, Finding Bigfoot, 2017). Furthermore, as the similarities between the Roe sighting Patterson film demonstrated, there is a certain degree of suggestibility and reinforcement associated with Bigfoot sightings. Moreover, it is important to note that Roe’s Sasquatch was comparatively small fry—many more modern witnesses report heights ranging from anywhere to 12 to 20 feet (for context, Gigantopithecus, the now-extinct, largest primate to roam the earth is only 9.6 feet tall) (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, Rafferty, n.d.).
Any number of factors can influence a person’s judgement, but eyewitness accounts also are often “problems of interpretation”—people might make up stories, but they also make errors (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 56). Stumps, debris, and most commonly black and brown bears are often misidentified as a Sasquatch (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). In many cases, sightings also take place under conditions that are difficult to replicate or compare (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Furthermore, because thousands of people who are exposed to the idea that Bigfoot exists see bears, stumps and others unidentified shapes “moving among the trees” on a regular basis, that “virtually guarantees that tales about encounters with Sasquatches will emerge—even in a world without Sasquatches” ) (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 59).
More concrete evidence such as footprints, hair, and DNA samples are also not without their shortcomings. As mentioned in the previous section, footprint “evidence” is often used to perpetuate hoaxes. Unfortunately, like eyewitness testimony, evidence of Sasquatch tracks can be very diverse; size, dimension, and even the number of toes have varied throughout time (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Moreover, misidentification is a potential problem with Bigfoot tracks as well; Green conceded that often, people would show him indentations in the ground that appeared to him “completely shapeless” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 60). While anthropologist and Bigfooter Grover Krantz has claimed to be able to distinguish real tracks from fakes, he has not elected to his methodology with the scientific community for fear of encouraging hoaxers—meaning that with no concrete way to verify the authenticity of tracts, then the evidence can hardly be considered conclusive (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Similarly, hair and other types of DNA sampling have failed to turn up trumps. This is largely because in many cases, hair samples are compared to that of known species, meaning that there is no concrete way to verify that the hair came from a Sasquatch; it merely returns an unknown or indeterminate result (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Moreover, hair and other types of DNA samples often turn out to be synthetic fibers or from known animals such as bison or humans (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Additionally, many scientists are doubtful that DNA evidence alone will prove the existence of Sasquatch as “there is no precedence for determining a new species on the basis of DNA evidence in the absence of a physical specimen” (Meldrum, 2007, pg. 270).
It is this lack of physical, direct evidence in the form of a live specimen or remains that continues to separate this branch of cryptozoology from the scientific community and poses the biggest stumbling block for believers (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Bigfooters routinely point to the “mountain of evidence” (mainly in the form of eyewitness testimony) that he exists, yet skeptics argue that even the most elusive of large primates would have been found after nearly half a century of searching (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Sasquatch would be a large animal that would need a large, spacious habitat with adequate access to food, water and shelter (Meldrum, 2007). According to a formula that explains the relationship between home range and body size (Ahr = 0.024 M1.38) the largest specimen of lowland gorillas (which can get up to 6 feet tall and 500 pounds, quite similar to the creature in the Roe sighting), have a range of 40 miles (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, Smithsonian National Zoo, n.d.). As many reports of Sasquatch record much larger sizes, then it stands to reason that they would need an even larger habitat. Moreover, experts argue that since many people claim to have shot a Bigfoot while out hunting or hit one with their car, Sasquatch has the same “mortal risks” as the bears that are routinely misidentified as these creatures—yet Bigfooters have scoured the Pacific Northwest, only to find indirect evidence (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, Meldrum, 2007). 
Despite the lack of direct evidence, the close association with hoaxing, and the logistical, ecological, and biological arguments made by skeptics, Bigfooters continue to try and find proof using familiar methods based in science. This often leads to many Bigfooters struggling to filter good data from bad (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). That is to say, the wide, varied, and chaotic nature of eyewitness accounts of Sasquatch sightings makes it difficult for cryptozoologists to make determinations about said accounts (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). Eyewitnesses may have been mistaken due to shock, they may be embellishing, or they may be being disingenuous, but as there is no way short of a confession to verify this, then cryptozoologists must often take witnesses for their word (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). There are no established means to confirm that data is unusable—especially when one considers the nature of cryptozoology, itself (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). After all, one of its guiding principles is that “eyewitness testimony about unlikely creatures should not be rejected on the basis of a priori implausibility” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 55). 
Belief systems are often considered at odds with the scientific method—sometimes science is even in direct contradiction with what people believe (Loxton & Prothero, 2013). The legend of Sasquatch is no exception. Moreover, as with many unconfirmed ideas and theories, the nature of the data gathered makes it difficult for cryptozoologists to remain objective (Worth, 2018). This results in a propensity for Bigfooters to veer into the realm of pseudoscience—or “the practice of making claims that appear to be scientific, but do not actually follow the scientific method of testability and falsification of hypotheses” (Loxton & Prothero, 2013, pg. 8). A key example of this struggle between belief and objective fact is the show Finding Bigfoot. An interview with a skeptical cryptozoologist disclosed that the popularity of the show and the methods used by the Bigfoot Field Researchers Organization members who starred in it gave rise to a particular brand of Bigfooters known as “Squatchers” (Worth, 2018).  According to the article, the primary goal of a Squatcher is to not explain what eyewitnesses are seeing, but to prove what they already know to be true—that Sasquatch exists (Worth, 2018). This results in a tendency that plagues cryptozoology and all other ESBs: the propensity to twist facts to suit theories (Worth, 2018). 
In an interview with the Smithsonian, paleontologist Darren Naish indicated that “interest in the creature’s existence is at an all-time high” despite the lack of proof (Criar, 2018). Believers remain unshaken in their convictions—perhaps because of what Bigfoot represents culturally rather than factually. Sasquatch, Naish argues, represents a “manifestation of a human-wide cultural concept, not a zoological reality” (Criar, 2018). Although far from human, the modern Bigfoot shares one similarity with the early Sasquatch depicted by Burns that the Naish interview makes note of: to live out in nature, divorced from the modern world can paint an alluring picture (Criar, 2018). However, there is no way to peer into the brain of a Bigfooter or Squatcher to divine the exact origin of their beliefs. That said, now that the current literature has been reviewed, it is possible to move onto more concrete explanations for why a person may believe that they have seen Bigfoot. 

3.0 Data Sources and Characteristics

The purpose of this section is to explain to the reader the characteristics and qualities of the data sources used for analysis to provide context for where the data came from and why it is being used. The first, most significant dataset are the locations of Sasquatch sightings. This was obtained from the Bigfoot Field Researchers Organization (BFRO) website. Founded in 1995, the BFRO describes itself as the “oldest and largest organization of its kind”, claiming that they have the only collection of Sasquatch sightings and reports that have been vetted by researchers in the field to determine their credibility (BFRO, n.d.).  These investigators, who are mostly volunteer researchers operating in the United States or Canada, use various methods to determine if a report is credible or not (BFRO, n.d.). However, it is important to keep in mind the discussion in prior sections regarding the validity of eyewitness testimony in regards to vetting its quality. 
The BFRO receives hundreds of reports a year, but only have the resources to investigate a few individual claims; if a witness does not want to be contacted or interviewed, then the organization does not consider the report credible (BFRO, n.d.) The less complex claims typically involve a phone or in-person interview while the more difficult cases include “field searches with experienced trackers and wildlife biologists, surveillance projects, and lab analysis of forensic evidence” when possible (BFRO, n.d.). Moreover, although the organization does not get into specifics and declined to answer any follow up questions from the analyst, the BFRO alleges to use these methods to control for cases of misidentification and hoaxing as described in earlier sections (BFRO, n.d.) 
The BFRO also uses techniques and methods associated with law and investigative journalism to vet, analyze and investigate claims for legitimacy, holding themselves to the standards of “beyond a reasonable doubt” and “more likely than not” established by the legal system (BFRO, n.d.). However, despite these claims, it is important to note that there is no established doctrine for what constitutes as what is “more likely than not” or “beyond a reasonable doubt” concerning a reported Sasquatch sighting, meaning that this process is highly subjective. Additionally, it is also important to note that the organization also declined the opportunity to elaborate on what standards they used to establish reasonable doubt when contacting their witnesses. 
Unlike many of the experts cited in prior sections, the BFRO does not question the value of witness testimony. The organization admits that the subjective evaluation of witness testimony is “what separates the legal perspective of witness testimony from the scientific perspective” (BFRO, n.d.). However, the organization pushes back against assertions made by Loxton, Prothero and others like them, arguing that anecdotal evidence “always precedes and leads to the collection of scientific evidence”, stating that without anecdotal or indirect evidence, there is no impetus for scientists to collect testable evidence (BFRO, n.d.). Therefore, the BFRO argues, although the sightings reported in their database are not scientific evidence, they still believe that when pursuing an “unclassified species, the collecting of credible sighting reports is an essential part of the scientific process” (BFRO, n.d.). 
 Each individually investigated report that is determined to be legitimate is then stored in a large database once the eyewitness grants them permission to do so (BFRO, n.d.). The BFRO will also pull any report they later have reason to believe is a hoax—although this reportedly happens infrequently (BFRO, n.d.). Additionally, BFRO also keeps testimonies that they don’t have permission to release should the organization need to cross-reference reports in the same area (BFRO, n.d.). This is also done for sightings that are proven to be cases of misidentification (BFRO, n.d.). 
To further identify where cases of misidentification would be likely, this report uses datasets for the known year-round rages for black and brown bears. The requisite shapefiles were obtained from the United States Geological Survey’s Gap Analysis Project (USGS, GAP), a study designed to provide citizen scientists with the approximate ranges in which certain species can be found (USGS, 2018). The shapefiles used to generate range maps were produced by creating polygonal vector data and supplementing it with metadata about seasonality, occurrence, reproductive use, and other characteristics where applicable (USGS, 2018). Aside from identifying suitable geographic extents for terrestrial vertebrates, the project’s secondary intention is to distinguish appropriate habitats (USGS, 2018). By identifying areas where animals mistaken for Sasquatch are not only found but also have appropriate conditions to support the existence of such a species, this will further supplement the data obtained from the BFRO. 
However, in order to gain a distinct sense of place for where Sasquatch sightings are likely, further data is needed. To that end, the analyst obtained a dataset showing landcover in the United States from the National Landcover Database (NLCD). The dataset consists of a time-enabled service showing landcover at various intervals from 2001 to 2019 as well as projections until 2053 (NLCD, n.d.).  Furthermore, the data was generated in collaboration with the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics Consortium, a group of federal agencies that lead the project (NLCD, n.d.). The data is sorted into 20 classes in adherence with the Anderson Level II classification system and includes (but is not limited to) vegetation type, development intensity, and agricultural use (NLCD, n.d.). The NLCD also classifies areas of other types, but for the purposes of this report, the analyst will primarily focus on the aforementioned uses. However, other landcover types will not be excluded in the event that an interesting pattern arises in other areas. 
In addition to the physical characteristics of areas with high reports of Sasquatch sightings, it is important to consider the so-called human landscape of these areas as well. Therefore, a county-level shapefile was downloaded from the United States Census Bureau and enriched using data provided by Esri, which is considered the industry standard as it sources its information from the Census, the American Community Survey and their own in-house team of statisticians, demographers, and analysts. The following demographic characteristics were examined:
Population Density
Racial and Ethnic Diversity
Internet and Social Media Usage
Interest in Hiking and Camping
This information, in combination with the other datasets, will give analysts valuable context for where sasquatch sightings are likely to occur as well as the types of people who are likely to report them. From there, it is necessary to explain the methods used to analyze the data before any meaningful discussion of the results can take place. 

4.0 Methodology 

[image: ]This section is intended to explain the processes used as well as the analytical techniques employed so that the reader can better understand the outputs generated in the results section of this report. The first step was to scrub the data and prepare it for analysis. First, the KML file containing all the recent Bigfoot sightings was clipped to a shapefile of the continental US using the arcpy.analysis.Clip() function in the Python notebook environment in ArcGIS Pro. The bear habitat ranges and other layer files were also clipped using the same method. Next, the analyst used a select by attributes query to include only the reported Bigfoot sightings that fell within the study period (2008-2022). However, it is important to note that the query was structured around the date the sightings were reported rather than the actual date itself—meaning that some of the sightings recorded took place before or after the study period. This choice was made for two reasons: 1.) the data entry conventions for the actual date were incredibly inconsistent (entries ranged from “Tuesday” to “right now” to “Fall of ’07” and other similar answers) and 2.) the impact of Finding Sasquatch and other cultural reinforcers may have encouraged individuals to report sightings outside the study period, which is a phenomenon the analyst wanted to capture. The resulting dataset (Figure 3.0.1) yielded a total of 1,238 points. The initial workflow included deleting points that the analyst understood to be hoaxes or pranks, but due to the current scholarship regarding eyewitness testimony as outlined in later sections, this course of action was eventually decided against. Figure 3.0.1 The clipped and queried dataset of Sasquatch Sightings (2008-2022)

Additionally, it is important to note that the NLCD data was a time-series dataset, meaning that it observed changes in landcover throughout various time periods. Therefore, the analyst adjusted the interval to only show landcover type from the year 2022. Due to the way the Sasquatch sighting data was recorded, this was done to avoid confusion and keep consistency. Moreover, the developed areas are the ones that are the most highly subject to change while other landtypes remained largely unaltered during the study period—as the majority of individual sightings observed took place outside developed areas, the analyst felt justified in using the current year. 
After the point data was sufficiently scrubbed, the next step was to analyze the Sasquatch sighting data in the context of the known ranges of black and brown bears (Ursus americanus and Ursus arctos respectively) to verify the possibility of misidentification. An intercept analysis of the BFRO dataset and each habitat range was executed to identify areas where sightings take place in known bear habitats. From there, a few simple calculations were executed to determine what percentage of sightings took place in each habitat range. Initially, the analyst planned to merge the two datasets together. However, as the territories for both species had significant overlap, this step was discarded. 
The next step in the analysis was to identify potentially significant areas where sightings were clustered. To achieve this, a series of density analyses were executed to determine the spatial relationship between sightings. The first analysis was a Kernel Density analysis, which aggregates point features using a kernel function in order to calculate magnitude-per-unit. In this case, the unit selected was square miles. Moreover, due to the projection type used and the nature of the data, a geodesic projection more suited for regional analyses was selected. An input barrier of the boundaries of the continental United States was employed to increase clustering accuracy. To visually enhance the clustering, the data was classified into 10 classes using the Equal Interval classification method, which is recommended as it holds class intervals constant and calculates frequency of observations—a useful tool for calculating density. As this method can occasionally overlook potential clusters, a secondary type of density analysis was employed.  
Additionally, a statistical analysis known as a hotspot analysis was executed to identify statistically significant cold and hotspots of point clustering in the reported sightings dataset. The algorithm aggregated the sightings data by snapping nearby incidents to create weighted points based on the number of incidents an area. The resulting dataset also provided confidence intervals for potential cold and hotspots to show the degree to which the output was certain of its statistical significance. This would potentially help control for the algorithm’s tendency to over-emphasize the significance of certain areas. Moreover, by using two different methods, the results of both types of data aggregation can be checked against one another in order to ensure accuracy. 
The next step was to identify regions where spatial clustering was significant—as well as areas where there appeared to be a lack of sightings. This would enable the analyst to look more deeply into the relationship between the physical and demographical characteristics of areas with a high concentration of reported sightings. First, the relationship between the NLCD land class dataset and Bigfoot sightings was closely examined using both the raw data and the results of the density analyses. Although the nature of the dataset provided made more sophisticated analyses difficult, simple observation still provides valuable insight into the types of areas witnesses frequent.  
Finally, the results of the density analyses were layered over various demographics to see if any interesting patterns emerged. This was done in order to gain some insight into what types of people are more likely to report Sasquatch sightings. Additionally, the analyst used a web-based search engine to search for attractions related to Sasquatch, cryptozoology or the paranormal and geocoded a layer to overlay with the results of the density analyses. In doing so, this provided insight into the relationship between Bigfoot as a local cultural icon and the concentration of reported sightings in a given area. After all, the current literature suggests that not only is Sasquatch lore is highly subject to cultural reinforcement, but places have a history of capitalizing on the legend. 
 For the last step of the cultural ecology portion of the report, second select by attribute analysis was also conducted by year to produce statistics for the following time periods: 
2008-2010 (Before Finding Bigfoot aired)
2011-2018 (During the time Finding Bigfoot was on the air) 
2019-2022 (Post Finding Bigfoot and during the COVID-19 pandemic)
This part of the analysis was executed to not only gauge the cultural impact of Finding Bigfoot, but to observe the trends in sightings shortly before or after its airtime. Moreover, as sightings of UFOs increased during the pandemic (Serrels, 2021), the analyst hypothesized that a similar trend may be observed here.  

5.0 Mapping/Analysis 

The purpose of this section is to discuss the results and observable patterns in each of the maps produced for this report. First, the possibility of misidentification will be reviewed by layering Sasquatch sightings reported during the study period over ranges of two common species of bear in the United States. Then, clusters of sightings will be identified using the analytical methods outlined in the prior section. This will allow the analyst to examine the land classes and other physical characteristics in areas where clustering occurs. From there, the demographics for case study each area will be outlined and discussed. Finally, additional influences such as the presence of Bigfoot-related attractions, the airtime of the show Finding Bigfoot and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic will be analyzed. In doing so, this will provide valuable context for the physical and cultural characteristics of areas where reports of Sasquatch sightings are likely to occur. 

5.1 Potential for Misidentification: Sasquatch and the Known Range of North American Bear Species

	During the course of this report, one of the significant challenges identified in the analyzing and Sasquatch sightings—as well as dataset provided by the BFRO—is that of data quality. Earlier sections established that the nature of eyewitness testimony regarding a cryptid such as Bigfoot makes it difficult to separate “good” data from “bad” and can create a problematic tendency for Bigfooters and Squatchers alike to manipulate facts and folklore to suit theories. Although the BFRO argues that they have a methodology to eliminate any chance of misidentification, the inherent difficulties of filtering data of this type as well as a lack of explanation regarding their methods, calls this assertion into question. Therefore, it becomes necessary to verify just how much of the data collected during the study period could potentially be a case of misidentification.  
[image: ]
Figure 5.1.1 Reported Sasquatch sightings and known range of black and brown bears
The above map shows the relationship between the most current known range for Ursus arctos (the brown bear), Ursus americanus (the black bear), and reported Sasquatch sightings from 2008 to 2022. Of the data collected during the study period, 4.1% of all 1,238 points fell within the habitat range for brown bears. Because the range for black bears is significantly larger than that of the brown bear, there is a greater overlap. However, that 51% of the points fell within this range is still arguably significant. Apart from the Pacific Northwest, which has been previously noted for its reputation as “Squatch Country”, there appears to be clustering in the Appalachian region, Florida, and parts of the Midwest. There could be any number of plausible explanations for the patterns observed in this section; perhaps there is some underlying factor in the physical and cultural landscapes of these areas. Moreover, nearly half of the dataset shows that there are still a number of sightings that have taken place outside of the known ranges for Ursus americanus and Ursus arctos. While it is not impossible for an animal to wander from its usual habitat, this suggests that there may be other underlying reasons for people reporting sightings in these areas. However, it is important to first identify significant spatial patterns before any in-depth analysis can occur. 

5.2 Sasquatch Sightings and Density

	The purpose of this section is to identify areas of spatial clustering, hotspots, and coldspots for reported Sasquatch sightings. In doing so, it becomes possible for the analyst to identify potential case study areas which will allow for a deeper understanding of the physical and cultural characteristics surrounding each point cluster, hotspot or coldspot. Moreover, by using more than one method to aggregate the data, analysts are able to verify whether or not the algorithms used in this section are over-emphasizing the significance of a region. 
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Figure 5.2.1 Kernel density analysis of reported Sasquatch sightings during the study period
The above map (Figure 5.2.1) shows the results of the kernel density analysis. These findings show clustering similar to the regions identified in the earlier sections: Washington state, certain areas in the Midwest and Appalachia, and the state of Florida—particularly the northern and central region of the state. Unsurprisingly, Washington state shows the highest clustering of sightings-per-square-mile. The overall results are suggestive of a spatial pattern of reported sightings that, while somewhat observable to the naked eye, emerges much more clearly here. However, it is necessary to identify which clusters are the most spatially significant. 
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Figure 5.2.2 Hot and coldspot analysis of reported Sasquatch sightings
	Figure 5.2.2. provides additional spatial context to the spatial significance of how reported Bigfoot sightings cluster. The outcome of this analysis enabled the analyst to identify three potential hotspots: 1.) The Pacific Northwest region, 2.) The Midwest and Upper Appalachian Region (shortened to The Midwest region), and 3.) the Florida region. Moreover, the analyst was also able to identify a potential coldspot in the Northwestern region of the United States using these results. 
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Figure 5.2.3 Overlay of two density analyses
Upon overlaying the outcomes of both the kernel density analysis and hotspot analysis, it becomes apparent that there is a close correlation between the two. However, there are a few important distinctions. Firstly, the hotspot analysis detects spatial clustering in Florida that is significantly lower-placed than what was identified in the kernel density analysis. Additionally, the algorithm identified potentially significant clusters in Michigan, Indiana and West Virginia that were not identified in the kernel density analysis. However, this is more than likely attributed to the differences in how both algorithms cluster points rather than anything worrying. Although the hotspot analysis has the tendency to over-emphasize the significance of some areas, the results were consistent enough with what has already been observed, so the analyst determined that there was no cause for alarm. 
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Figure 5.2.4 Overlay of hotspot analysis and known ranges for bears
	However, when the analyses are observed in the context of the known ranges for Ursus americanus and Ursus arctos, an interesting pattern emerges. With the exception of two smaller, less-intense clusters identified in Illinois and Ohio, the results of the kernel analysis remain consistent with the habitat ranges for black and brown bears. However, the hotspot analysis not only identifies potentially significant clustering in those areas, but Indiana, Michigan and even Florida. While these sightings could still point to misidentification—as mentioned in earlier sections, stumps, debris and other objects have been mistaken for Sasquatch—the intensity of the point clustering supports the theory that there are other physical and cultural characteristics at play. Therefore, it becomes necessary to more closely examine the three hotspots and one coldspot identified in this section.

5.3 Sasquatch Sightings and the Physical Environment

The purpose of this section is to examine the land classification characteristics of both the raw data and the potential cold and hotspots identified the previous section. This will provide valuable context for where both individual sightings as well as potentially significant clusters of sightings are taking place. By examining the physical characteristics of the areas surrounding the point clusters identified by the density analyses, the analyst will be able to determine the most likely areas someone may report a Sasquatch sighting. 
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Figure 5.3.1 Land classification and raw data points of reported sightings. 
The above map examines the raw data overlayed with landclass. In the following discussion, a closer view of each of the identified regions will provided to allow readers to gain a better sense of land use characteristics.
In the Pacific Northwestern Hotspot region, there are a few points that appear on the outskirts of medium intensity developments. However, the majority of individual sightings reported appear to take place in more rural, undeveloped or otherwise forested and isolated areas in the region. The only datapoint that does not fit this description takes place on cultivated cropland. The analyst pulled up the corresponding metadata for this point, revealing an eyewitness account that reportedly heard whooping, wailing and screaming the Umatilla Indian Reservation where they lived. The screams reportedly occurred for several nights. The witness also recounts a story in the local paper that spoke of “Bigfoot scaring tribal members and people at night” (BFRO metadata, 2012). It is important to note that a variety of wildlife—and even some people—can make similar noises to the ones observed and recorded by locals, particularly as there was no “visual” confirmation to the witnesses’ account and the news story may have biased future witnesses.Figure 5.3.1a A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Pacific Northwestern Hotspot region

	In the Midwestern Hotspot, the most common areas where individual sightings might be reported are in deciduous and mixed forests, cultivated croplands, and on or around medium-to-low-intensity developments. Much like the classification for evergreen forests, deciduous forests are areas where over 20% of the surrounding vegetation cover consists of trees over 5 meters tall—the only difference is that they do not retain their foliage year-round (NLCD, n.d.). This trend is more apparent in states like West Virginia and Kentucky. As is the case with the Pacific Northwestern states, many of the sightings taking place in developed areas are most likely suburban or, in the case of low-intensity development, rural in character with some degree of vegetation. What is particularly interesting is the sightings that take place in wide areas of cropland. The NLCD classifies this type of land as any area where crops consist of over 20% of total landcover and includes lumber yards and orchards in this distinction (NLCD, n.d.). Therefore, depending on the crop being cultivated and the surrounding area, it is possible that many of these sightings are taking place in wooded areas as well. Upon a closer inspection of the data, it became apparent that in several parts of this region—as well as in the Florida Hotspot areas and other parts of the map where there was no statistically significant clustering—the individual points appeared to follow roadways. This indicates that many eyewitnesses may have been driving or riding in a car. [bookmark: _Hlk109846585]Figure 5.3.1b A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Pacific Midwestern Hotspot region

The raw data for sightings in the Florida Hotspot region is perhaps a bit more difficult to parse due to the mix of uses. That said, the majority of the sightings in this region appear to have taken place in evergreen or mixed forests, cropland, or in some manner of wetlands. The NLCD classifies woody wetlands as an area where forested or shrubland vegetation accounts for 20% of landcover and the groundcover is regularly inundated or saturated with water—either salt or fresh (NLCD, n.d.). Emergent herbaceous wetlands are areas where herbaceous vegetation accounts for 80% of the landcover and has similar wet conditions (NLCD, n.d.). While there are some individual sightings recorded in developed areas, this trend isn’t as readily apparent as it is in other regions where points cluster. This is congruent with the earlier observed trends; people in more isolated, vegetated areas are more likely to report seeing a Sasquatch. Figure 5.3.1c A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Florida Hotspot region

In the area surrounding the Northwestern coldspot, large swaths of land in this area are various types of scrubland. However, there are also significant portions of evergreen forests and cropland—where the majority of sightings take place. The metadata for lone sighting in Idaho that is located in scrubland recounts the story of an eyewitness scouting for deer, who looked up and saw what he considered to be a large stump in the shape of a Bigfoot standing under some trees—only to find that the stump was no longer there upon his return trip, which led the witness to suppose that perhaps he’d seen a Sasquatch after all (BFRO metadata, 2014). As with the previous testimony that was investigated, there are any number of plausible explanations for what the witness might have seen. This is especially true as this area falls within the known habitat range for black bears. Figure 5.3.1d A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Northwestern Coldspot region
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Figure 5.3.2 Land classification and cold and hotspot clustering and land classification in the four designated regions
The above map shows the potential hotspot regions in relation to land classification. As with the previous series of maps, closer pictures will be provided for each discussion. 
Unsurprisingly, the potential hotspots in the Pacific Northwestern area are clustered in areas that are more solidly deciduous, mixed, or evergreen forest land, which the NLCD typically characterizes as having over 20% of its vegetation cover consist of trees over 5 meters tall (NLCD, n.d.). While some clusters identified located on the outskirts of medium-to-low-intensity development and even some open space, the majority of clusters are still in areas dominated by trees. Moreover, it’s important to note that the NLCD classifies medium intensity development as an area with 50-79% of its landcover—which is typically predominantly single-family homes—dominated by impervious surfaces while the remaining landcover is a mix of vegetation (NLCD, n.d.). Therefore, some of the clusters and individual sightings may still be taking place in wooded areas. Figure 5.3.1a A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Pacific Northwestern Hotspot region


[image: ]	The Midwestern Hotspot region shows the highest degree of clustering takes place in several areas that are more solidly classified as deciduous and mixed forest, particularly in and around the state of West Virginia. However, there are also several potential hotspots that the algorithm identified that are located in cropland or a mixture of cropland and forest. As previously mentioned, depending on the crop being harvested, there may still be some vegetation in these areas. Furthermore, as observed with the raw data, several point clusters in this region are located around and between human settlements. This pattern further indicates there is a possibility of eyewitnesses reporting believed sightings that occurred on a roadway.Figure 5.3.2b A closer view of the land classification and raw data for the Midwestern Hotspot region

[image: ]The potentially significant areas of clustering in the Florida Hotspot area are somewhat different from the cluster identified in the kernel density analysis. The algorithm used to calculate kernel density clustered sightings more northward—in areas that were more heavily forested with evergreens and mixed vegetation. However, the hotspot analysis algorithm identified clusters more towards the south where the predominant land classes appear to be a combination of wetlands, cropland and even a small degree of mixed forests. Moreover, these clusters are more closely located to larger human settlements. While none of these land classes are particularly out of the ordinary, the hotspot analysis appears to have a tendency to detect clusters in areas that, while still relatively isolated, are less remote than what was identified in the kernel density analysis. A potential explanation for this type of clustering is a piece of Sasquatch lore that is specific to Florida; the Skunk Ape is a supposed branch in Bigfoot’s mythological taxonomy that is native to Florida and chiefly inhabits swamps, marshes, and wetlands (Stromberg, 2014). Figure 5.3.2c A closer view of the land classification and point clustering for the Florida Hotspot region

Interestingly, the potential coldspots identified by the algorithm are almost all in areas where sightings have clustered before—croplands and evergreen forests. In fact, the land classes of Idaho and Montana closely resemble areas in its neighboring states of Washington and Oregon where clusters have been observed. Although paranormal sightings such as UFOs and Sasquatch are reportedly on the rise in the region, the results of this map don’t quite reflect this tendency (Blanchard, 2020). This indicates that despite the physiological similarities to the Pacific Northwestern states, there might be an additional reason why so little sightings occur in this area. A series of pictorial maps produced by a publishing company displaying each state’s most recognizable cryptids revealed that with the exception of a large, wolf-like mammal known as the Shunka Warakin, the majority of Idaho and Montana’s local legends are not terrestrial (Hog Island Press, n.d.). Instead, they appear to be lake monsters that are the distant cousins of Scotland’s Nessie (Hog Island Press, n.d.). Although it is not surprising that Sasquatch sightings are still reported in the area—they are within the known range for bears and the landclass is appropriate—it would make sense to assume that sightings are not as frequently reported if their local folklore emphasizes other types of cryptids. Figure 5.3.2d A closer view of the land classification and point clustering for the Northwestern Coldspot region


5.4 Sasquatch Sightings, Demographics and Cultural Markers 

The purpose of this section is to view what has already been observed in prior sections as well as the summary of current scholarship in the context of demographic information and cultural reinforcers such as local landmarks and media and entertainment. This will allow the analyst to paint a comprehensive picture of the relationship between reported Sasquatch sightings, the physical environment and the cultural landscape. 


Figure 5.4.1 Population density (people per square mile) overlayed with the results of the hotspot analysis. 
The figure above lends additional support to what was already observed in the land classification maps; point clusters of reported Sasquatch sightings tend to be in less densely-populated, less developed and more isolated areas. Although the hotspots in Washington state and Florida have higher numbers of people per square mile than the Midwestern region, they are still comparatively low when observed alongside areas such as Chicago, Illinois or Atlanta, Georgia. This also strengthens the assertion that hotspots for Bigfoot sightings are more likely to be located in more rural or even suburban areas where the majority of the development is single family housing or agricultural land. Similar population trends are observed in the Northwestern cold spot which further indicates that there are underlying cultural factors that make residents of this area less likely to report what they believe to be a Sasquatch sighting. 


Figure 5.4.2 Diversity index overlayed with hot spot analysis
The undeniable racial aspects of the early history of Sasquatch lore calls the racial and ethnic diversity of potential hot and coldspots into question. Esri’s diversity index—which combines racial and ethnic identities—displays the likelihood of two persons chosen at random in a given area would belong to different races and ethnic groups (Esri, 2020). Therefore, more racially and ethnically homogeneous counties would have values closer to 0 while areas of greater ethnic and racial diversity would trend towards 100 (Esri, 2020). In cases where an entire population is equally divided between two racial groups and one ethnic identity, then the diversity index would show a value of 50 (Esri, 2020).  
The results of this map indicate that the majority of cold and hotspots cluster in counties with comparatively low diversity, meaning that these areas more frequently consist of people who belong to the same racial and ethnic groups. However, there are several areas in the Pacific Northwest and Florida that indicate comparatively higher degrees of diversity. Therefore, more context is needed. 


Figure 5.4.3 Hotspots overlayed with percentage of non-Hispanic White residents
	The analyst determined that in order to better understand the demographical conditions in regions where populations were more diverse, it was necessary to find the dominant ethnic group in each area. A review of Esri’s demographical data revealed that even in areas that showed a higher degree of diversity in Figure 5.4.2, non-Hispanic whites still accounted for a significant portion of the population. This indicates that, as was the case in the early history of Sasquatch lore, the majority of individuals likely to report a sighting are likely to be white. 


  Figure 5.4.4 Bivariate map of individuals who rely on mobile internet and have a high degree of trust in social media
	The above dataset was mapped using a form of bivariate symbology, which is used to highlight the relationship between two variables in a dataset. A recent study found that 86% of adults in the United States get their news from their mobile phones and with the advent of social media, which tends to use single-source claims that are often engineered to induce a reaction or “engagement”, this means that misinformation spreads quickly and is often difficult to discern from factual evidence (Suciu, 2021). Due to the filtering issues inherent in eyewitness testimony of Bigfoot sightings, it was necessary for analysts to explore this relationship. The map reveals that in the Pacific Northwestern hotspot clusters, there is a mid-to-high high of individuals who both use their mobile phones to access news and place a high degree of trust in social media-based information. Similar patterns are present in the Florida region. Moreover, the potential coldspots in the Northwestern Coldspot region suggest that less individuals rely on their mobile phones for information but have comparatively lower trust thresholds for social media. Finally, the Midwestern Hotspot region higher levels of trust in social media but lower rates of mobile phone usage to access information. 
All these trends indicate that residents in the hotspots have a higher probability of being exposed to misleading or false information that may result in a lower capacity to judge and filter data as mentioned earlier in the report. This may mean that people in these areas are more likely to report a Sasquatch sighting due to potential exposure to ESBs and a tendency to mis-filter information. However, especially as there are areas outside the hotspots that have higher degrees of trust in social media and mobile phone usage, it is important to note that in all cases there is no way to further verify what information individuals may be exposed to without more in-depth analyses. 

Figure 5.4.5 Bivariate map of individuals who have gone camping or hiking in the last 12 months
As time spent outdoors in wooded areas arguably increases the chance that an individual may witness seeing something that leads them to report a Sasquatch sighting, it is necessary to investigate where people are engaging in activities that would increase this likelihood. The above map shows another bivariate relationship—this time between an interest in hiking and camping. Residents in and around the hotspot clusters of the Pacific Northwestern Hotspot region show a moderate to high incidence of both camping and hiking. The Northwestern Coldspot cluster shows a similar trend, but the fact the majority of the region’s most well-known cryptids are lake monsters may account for the lack of sightings. In contrast, the potential hotspot in the Midwestern Hotspot seems to have a more pronounced interest in overnight camping while the areas surrounding the hotspot in Florida has more counties with an interest in hiking. This is especially true in the areas in and around wetlands where local legends believe the cryptid known as the Skunk Ape makes its home. 

Figure 5.4.6 Overlay of hotspots, kernel density and Sasquatch attractions and landmarks
	As the current literature suggests that some regions have capitalized on the Sasquatch mythos, which ostensibly re-enforces the belief of its existence in some people in the region, then it is critical to see where such landmarks may exist in relation to incidence of reported sightings. The above map—which shows museums and other attractions that are either partly or exclusively dedicated to Sasquatch—paints a suggestive picture. All potential hotspot clusters have at least one Bigfoot-related attraction relatively nearby. The same pattern is echoed by the kernel density analysis—even in areas with lower densities. This suggests that regional-level attractions capitalizing on Sasquatch legends may re-enforce the belief in Sasquatch at a cultural or regional level, thereby increasing the chances that individuals may report sightings. 
	However, it is important to note that local legends are not the only sources of cultural re-enforcement. As stated in the literature, media covering paranormal subjects can enforce beliefs encourages believers to seek out like-minded individuals in person or online, and is tacitly responsible for an increasing interest through exposure (Bader et al., 2017). To that end, it was necessary to look at the periods before, during and after the hit television program Finding Bigfoot, which aired between the years of 2011-2018. Additionally, the analyst also wanted to gauge the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the enforcement of reported Bigfoot sightings. 
	Figure 5.4.7 shows a by-year breakdown of total sightings in the continental United States during the study period. As the reported sightings for 2022 are incomplete, the final figures were extrapolated by holding the rate of sightings constant for the rest of the year. The years prior to the premier of Finding Bigfoot indicate a decline in reported sightings before rising to the same levels (11%) detected at the beginning of the study period during the television program’s freshman season. The first four years of Finding Bigfoot’s airtime alone is responsible for 39% of the total reported sightings during the study period. Reported sightings begin to slacken as the show winds up its run, reaching a low of 3% a year after Finding Bigfoot goes off the air. However, in 2020 during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, another smaller peak is observed, which suggests that incidence of reported sightings share a similar relationship to isolation associated with UFO sightings reported during the pandemic. Additionally, although similar patterns were observed for sightings reported in the known ranges for black and brown bears, the percentage of sightings that took place while Finding Bigfoot was on the air were slightly lower with an average value of 36%, indicating that the cultural reinforcement encouraged by the show is slightly more pronounced in areas where there would be little-to-no-chance of a case of misidentification. Figure 5.4.7 Annual reported sightings as a percentage

This graph shows the information displayed in the previous figure overlayed with the percentage of reported sightings that took place in states with potential hotspots. The states used in this query were West Virginia, Michigan, Illinois, Kentucky, Ohio, Indiana, Florida, Oregon and Washington State. The percentages were calculated by performing query that extracted the point data for reported sightings from states that—in whole or in part—had hotspots. For example: the year 2008 had 11% of the reported sightings that took place during the study period and 48% of those sightings occurred in states with hotspot clusters. With the exception of 2019 (16%), states with potential hotspots accounted for 37-57% of all reported sightings during the study period. Moreover, an average of 51% of all the sightings that were reported during the first four years of Finding Bigfoot’s runtime were located in hotspot states, suggesting that cultural reinforcement from the show had a slightly more pronounced effect in these areas—which may have been further reenforced by the presence of Sasquatch landmarks discussed in Figure 5.4.6. However, the rate of reported sightings remained constant during 2020 spike associated with the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, suggesting the locks and isolation taking place during that time was not as strong of a cultural enforcer in states that historically report a high incidence of Sasquatch sightings.  Figure5.4.8 Overlay of annual reported sightings as percent and percentage of annual sightings in states with hotspots

 
Results and Conclusions 

Having reviewed the literature, data sources, methodology and the results of the analysis, it is now time draw conclusions. Upon considering all the results discussed in earlier sections, there appears to be a correlation between bigfoot sightings and the following characteristics:

Reported Sightings are prone to occurring in known bear habitats, but other determining factors may impact clustering. Although the BFRO asserts otherwise, a significant portion of Sasquatch sightings reported during the study period could still potentially be a case of misidentification within known bear ranges, which supports the assertions in the literature regarding filtering, indirect evidence and eyewitness testimony. However, it’s also important to note that the hotspot and kernel density analyses also clustered points in areas outside of known bear habitats. This, coupled with the potential coldspot in the known range for bears, supports the initial hypothesis of this report as it suggests there are additional reasons beyond the physical and natural environment for higher incidences of reported Bigfoot sightings. 
Reported Sightings are prone to cluster in areas that are less densely populated and developed, have a certain amount of trees and vegetation. The results of the kernel density and hotspot analyses overlapped well, indicating that there is a definite spatial correlation between incidence of reported sightings and the physical landscape. This was further supported by the land class analysis where majority of potential hotspots were concentrated in areas that 1.)  have comparatively heavy foresting and vegetation or 2.) are in and around low-density settlements with a likely majority of single-family housing stock with some trees and vegetation. The results of the population density map also supported this part of the hypothesis (Figure 5.4.1).  
Reported sightings may occur in segments of the population that are not obvious. The literature suggests that beliefs are a function of culture and the belief in ESBs is more common than some would originally assume. The dissemination of paranormal subjects in media and popular culture means that a wider range of people than initially supposed could subscribe to ESBs; practically any human being of any description could hold a belief in the supernatural—even people who are not traditionally expected to. Indeed, many BFRO volunteers are reportedly biologists and researchers, which arguably suggests that typical demographics such as income and educational attainment may not apply. A reliance on traditional population characteristics could not only potentially uphold the classist, Western-centric views described in the literature, but may also paint a picture that is incorrect or misleading. Therefore, future analyses should be mindful of which demographics are being utilized, how each feature is classified and defined, and what other, less obvious factors may explain what is being observed.
Reported sightings tend to cluster in areas where the dominant racial and ethnic group that has historically believed in sasquatch makes up the majority of the population. Throughout this report, there has been a careful emphasis on the racial implications of early Sasquatch lore and the modern interpretation of Bigfoot. Since practically the myth’s inception, there has been a long association with white individuals co-opting and simplifying the folklore of Indigenous people to support the legend of Sasquatch. Figure 5.4.2 suggested that hotspot and coldspot clusters alike tend to be ethnically and racially homogeneous and Figure 5.4.3 confirmed that even in more diverse areas, the dominant ethnic group in these clusters were non-Hispanic whites. Although reported sightings occur across all racial and ethnic groups, arguably very little has changed; the findings of this report suggests that even today, individuals who report sightings are statistically more likely to be a non-Hispanic white person.
Reported sightings are likely to cluster in areas where there are local legends and attractions relating to Sasquatch and unlikely to cluster in areas where such cultural reinforcers do not exist. This tendency was observed in Figure 5.4.6 where hotspots clustered near Bigfoot-related attractions in the region. Point clusters from the kernel density analysis that were not indicated by the hotspot analysis were also attributed to a higher concentration of these landmarks. Moreover, the tendency for hotspots in the state of Florida to cluster in wetlands suggest that the impact of the local variety of Bigfoot known as the Skunk Ape is significant (Figure 5.3.6). Additionally, the coldspot in the Northwestern region also exhibited similar land class and demographic characteristics while having a significantly lower incidence of reported sightings. The lack of Bigfoot-related attractions and the local emphasis on lake monsters over terrestrial cryptids serves as a compelling explanation for this tendency and further lends strength to the initial hypothesis.
 exposure to other cultural enforcers such as media relating to Sasquatch or perhaps even misinformation may have a relationship with incidence of bigfoot sightings. Figures 5.4.7 and 5.4.8 indicate that Finding Bigfoot’s early seasons show a correlation to a spike in reported sightings—particularly in hotspot clusters which have been demonstrated to have ideal physical, demographical and cultural conditions to facilitate the higher incidence in sightings in these areas. This not only supports the initial hypothesis, but it also verifies the claims made by the current scholarship. Namely, that the Sasquatch legend is highly prone to cultural reinforcement and exposure to media covering paranormal topics ostensibly reinforces the belief in them. Figure 5.4.6 was used to identify potential areas where individuals would have the same filtering issues described in the literature due to the likelihood of exposure to incorrect or misleading information. Although the patterns observed in potential hotspots were not present in the coldspot cluster—which is certainly suggestive—further analysis is needed. A future study analyzing exposure to various types of misinformation in relation to reported Sasquatch sightings may prove more conclusive—particularly if the study also focuses on areas with high incidences of both variables and no point clusters.
Individuals participating in an outdoor activity that involves going to relatively isolated areas or possibly driving a car are more likely to report a sasquatch sighting. This tendency was observed in the bivariate maps emphasizing an interest in hiking and camping (Figure 5.4.8)—which would increase the likelihood of a reported sighting due to the time spent outdoors. In the majority of clusters, there was a mid-to-high incidence of individuals who went hiking and camping. Moreover, in several of the land classification maps, individual points followed apparent roadways, indicating that people driving or riding in a car may be more likely to report a believed Sasquatch sighting. Future analyses including additional outdoor activities such as hunting, and fishing or proximity to road networks and reported sightings may provide further context. 
There appears to be a relationship between reported sightings and isolating conditions. The land classification maps (Figures 5.3.1-5.3.2) and population density map (Figure 5.4.1) demonstrated a marked predisposition for points to cluster in areas with low population densities, lower development intensity and otherwise remote locations such as forests and wetlands. As mentioned earlier, there also appears to be a link between witnesses being in cars and incidence of sightings. Furthermore, the slight peak in annual percentages during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic (Figures 5.4.7-5.4.8), indicates that the isolation brought about by lockdowns and social distancing may have influenced reported Sasquatch sightings the same way it did UFO sightings during that period. However, further study into this phenomenon is needed for these results to be conclusive. 

The findings of this report adequately prove the initial hypothesis. While certain physical conditions may make a reported sighting of Bigfoot more likely, there are underlying cultural, historical, and demographic factors that exercise a greater influence. Moreover, the above conclusions harken back to the crux of human geography; while there are certain characteristics associated with the physical environment that are probabilistic, place is not a determining factor in who an individual becomes or what they believe. While this report has laid the groundwork to deepen our understanding of the intersection of place, culture, demographics, and belief in the supernatural, the human experience is as varied as the individuals that live it—the surface has only been scratched. 
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