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Department Board of Ordnance in 1898, during 
the presidency of Mr. McKinley, secured an 
appropriation of 50,000 dollars for the building of 
a man-carrying machine, and Langley at the age 
of sixty-four years found himself committed to a 
task which might well have daunted far younger 
men. As before, the power unit proved one of the 
greatest difficulties, but this problem was solved 
by the brilliant young inventor Charles Matthew 
Manly (1876-1927), who had been recommended 
to Langley by Prof. Thurston. After several 
attempts, Manly produced the five-cylinder radial 
petrol engine, now preserved at Washington, which 
was used in the abortive trials of 1903. The 
engine with its accessories weighed 187 ·47 lb. and 
developed 52·4 h.p. at 950 r.p.m. Manly was also 
the pilot on the trials of October 7 and December 8, 
1903, and on both occasions narrowly escaped 
drowning. 

The failure of those trials was undoubtedly a 
great disappointment to Langley, but in the 
opinion of many well qualified to judge, only a 
little more good fortune would have secured for 
the Langley machine the record established a few 
days later at Kitty Hawk by the machine of 
Wilbur and Orville Wright. Of the trials of 
Langley's machine made in 1914 over Lake 
Keuka, at Hammondsport, New York, by Glenn 
Curtiss, some observations were made in NATURE 
of November 3, 1921, January 26, and March 9, 
1922, and it is unnecessary to repeat them here. 
Langley had passed away many years before those 
trials, leaving behind him a remarkable record of 
sustained effort and steady achievement, and of 
undiminished faith in the future of aviation. His 
record is indelibly inscribed in both the history of 
the study of the heavens and the story of the 
conquest of the air. 

The Loch Ness "Monster" 

SINCE our earlier notes upon this subject were 
1o. written (NATURE, Jan. 13, 1934, p. 56), the 
attention of thousands of people has been concen
trated upon seeing and adding to the descriptions 
of this world-famous animal. The situation is 
without parallel in the records of the observation 
of Nature, and it is of some interest to analyse the 
results. 

Clearly the recent records are not all of equal 
value. On July 4, a worker at Glendoe sawmill 
(as reported in the Scotsman, July 7) observed the 
creature emerge from the loch : as it emerged 
propelled by flippers, five humps were seen, twelve 
distinct humps as it wormed its way ashore, head 
smaller and thicker than a horse's, neck heavily 
maned, body fully 30 feet long, but not very thick. 
It was seen to feed upon weeds and water plants 
growing on the shore (a previous observer had 
seen it or another carrying a lamb in its mouth) 
and as the monastery clock struck 10 a.m., it 
wriggled back into the loch, having been under 
observation for an hour. A drawing representing 
this apparition accompanied the newspaper 
account. 

In a different category must be placed the 
photograph, by Dr. R. K. Wilson, reproduced in 
the Daily Mail of April 21, of a long neck with 
small head projecting from the loch at a distance of 
150--200 yards from the camera. The difficulty 
in this case is to convince oneself that the object 
photographed is a head and neck, and is moving
the indications on the water surface suggest rather 
a stationary object. 

Undoubtedly the most thorough series of obser
vations is that due to the organisation of Sir 
Edward Mountain, who for four weeks, just con
cluded, has had twenty watchers posted at points 
of advantage on the shores of Loch Ness. They 
report having seen the creature twenty-one times 
and have made five photographs. Three of the 
photographs, presumably the better ones, have 1 

been reproduced in different newspapers. Of these, 
one shows the wash of an object, probably bulky 
and moving at considerable speed, but of the 
object itself nothing. A second shows a very low 
dark 'hump' or perhaps two, but in the repro
duction, lines, less marked, seem to be continued 
in both directions from the dark object, and a 
moving object does not make a wash in opposite 
directions. Even if this represents something 
animate, the something is indeterminate. The 
third reproduction (in the Scotsman) is more 
definite, showing something short and fairly 
massive, low in the water, succeeded by two or 
three less distinct 'humps'. It is impossible to say 
what it is, but it suggests to the writer the appear
ance of the head of a large seal, and the 'humps' 
water ripples caused by shoulders and hind 
quarters. Of the twenty-one reports, all that the 
published accounts (Times and Scotsman, August 9) 
say is that "in the main . . . the watchers agree 
that when on the surface the monster displays a 
very small head relative to the size of the body, 
and moves along the water in such a way as to 
show either two or three humps". 

We write with the disadvantage of not having 
examined the negatives or the actual reports of 
Sir Edward Mountain's watchers (who presumably 
are untrained in the observation of animal ways), 
but keeping in mind that any creature of marine 
habit transported to fresh water, will lie low in the 
water and so lose some of its usual appearance, 
we do not yet find it necessary to depart from our 
earlier suggestion that the monster may be a large 
grey seal. The great difficulty is to account for 
the frequent descriptions of a small head on a long 
neck, but the reproduction in the Scotsman 
not suggest a very small head (if the anterior 
portion showing is the head) and the summary of 
the observations of Sir Edward Mountain's watchers 
makes no mention of a long neck. 

J.R. 
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