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Abstrad—Seventeen documentary films and videos abou the Loch Ness Monster (Nesde) have been produced
since 1972 for English-spe&king audiences. All but two of them fail to dojusticeto the objedive scientific evidence
of film, sonar, and undrwater phaography with simultaneous nar detedion. Moreover, the programs promulgate
numerous errors of fad and o interpretation. The view as to whether Nesdes are red was more acceting in the
1970s and more dismissve in the 1990s.

Keywords: Loch Ness Monster—pubic knowledge @ou the Loch Ness Monster—television—documentaries—
pubdic knowledge @ou anomalies

Introduction
Common knowledge—in ather words, what is generally or widely known—is promulgated through formal educaion and by
the media. On subjeds that formal educdion ignores, for example, anomalistic topics, the dfed of media mverage must be
correspondngly greaer. This essay examines the purported knowledge éou Loch NessMonsters (Nesses) purveyed by film
andtelevision dacumentaries.

Newspaper coverage of Nesdes has been sporadic and dten jocular, and hes predominantly cast the Monster as mythicd.
No change in that view has been apparent since the 1930, when Nesges first becane internationally famous. By contrast, in
many magaznes and bods the subjed began to be taken somewhat seriously from the 1960s, at least for two or threedecales.
In recent yeas the tone has become more dismissve again (Bauer, 1982 19873, 1988. (A further ill ustration o thisisin the
last line of Table 2.)

Common knowledge does not take Nesses sriously; upto the 1970 or 198(s at least, it was evidently influenced more by
newspapers than by bodks or magazne aticles. Nowadays the print media may have lesseffed on pulblic knowledge eou
Nesses than dces television, with the huge aidiences it commands. Since the 197G, 17 television programs' (Table 1)
devoted entirely or largely to the Loch Ness Monster have been broadcast, as well as numerous shorter pieces. (Only
documentary programs are ansidered in this essy. Nesse has also been a significant participant in several commercial
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TABLE1

Films and Videos Deding Chiefly with the Loch NessMonster

Reference Produced by or Length
number Date Title broadcast by (hours)®
XVII 2001 Loch Ness Search for the LEARNING Channel 1
Truth
XVI 2000 World' sBest: TRAVEL Channel 1
Monster Mystery—Loch Ness
XV 1999 LakeMonsters DISCOVERY Channel (BBC Y2
Scienceworld/Worldwide)
X1V 1998  Beast of Loch Ness NOVA (PBS) 1
X 1998 In Search of Historv (also HISTORY Channel (MPH 1
shown as* Incredible but Entertainment)
True"): The Loch NessMonster
Xl 1998 X Creatures: Giant Squd & DISCOVERY Channel Yoof 1°
Loch NessMonster (BBC)
Xl 1996 Great Mysteries of the 20th LEARNING Channel Yo
Century: Loch Ness (Thames International)
X 1994  Ancient Mysteries: The Loch A&E Chanrel (ITN) 1
NessMonster
IX 1993  Loch NessDiscovered DISCOVERY Channel 1
(Yorkshire TV)
VIl 1991 TheLoch NessMonster Sory North Scene Video® 1
VI 1989  Loch Ness Mystery of the WEST 57th (Selina Scott) Ya
Deep
Vi 1987 Seaets& Mysteries A&E Channel (ABC video) Yo
\% 1980 Monsters of the Lake (Arthur Yorkshire TV Yo
C. Clarké sMysterious World)
v 1976  In Search Of Alan Landsburg Yo
1} 1976 Thelegend d the Loch Richard Martin® 2
1] 1974 Monsters! Mysteriesor Myths?  David L. Wolper Y of 1°
(Smithsoniar[})
| 1972  Man, Monsters and Mysteries Walt Disney Ya

& Nominal length, which typicdly includes advertisements approximating 12-18 minutes per hour.
b One third or one half, respedively, of the program concerned the Loch NessMonster.

¢ Produced as commercial video.
9 produced for showi ng as commercial film, subsequently broadcast on television.

entertainment films, and no doubthe pullic image of the Loch NessMonster has been somewhat influenced by thaose,
despite their obviously fictional themes. That redism was not aimed for in these films may be ill ustrated by the faa
that one of the most recent * was filmed largely at Diabaig on Loch Torridon onthe Western coast of Scotland,
because the film' s producersfelt that Loch Nessitself looked insufficiently like Loch Nessfor their purposes.)

Reporting the Objedive Evidence
The strongest objedive evidencethat Nesses arered animalsis described in Bauer (20032. It comprises:
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e TheDinsdale film of 196Q A large hump movesin a airving path, submerging
after atime but continuing to throw up a massve wake.

* Frequent apparent detedion by sonar, beginning in 1954 of large, often moving,
mid-water targets.

« Underwater phatography of alarge fli pper with simultaneous ©nar detedionin
1972

Table 2 shows how the documentaries have dedt with this evidence all of which was
available to al the programs listed in Table 1 with two exceptions: | (1972 could not
include the flipper, and 1-V could na include the striking sonar results of 1980—40
substantial contads during one summer (LN&MP, 1983—or the three strong contads
recorded duing a major sonar sweg of the loch (Operation DegScan) in 1987 (Bauer,
1987h Dash, 1988.

The Dinsdale film has three sdlient sequences: (1) initialy, the arving path of alarge
hump, moving away and to the right; (2) then, a narrowing of the wake & the hump
submerges, with momentary appeaance of a smaler second hunp; (3) findly, a large
wake moving right-to-left with nahing visible &ove the water line. In Table 2, TD1
reports 1/3, 2/3 o full (v) reproduction o these threesegments of the film. TD2 denotes
whether or not a meaningful portion o enlarged film was shown® The film was
authenticated by Britain’ s Dint Air Reconraissance Intelli gence Centre (JARIC) in 1965
(James, n.d.) and by severd later groups using computer techniques, TDC1 reports
whether or not such authentication was mentioned. The hump, athough large, looks
smal when the 16-mm film is sown full frame; TDC2 reports whether or not the
acompanying commentary pointed out that the hump is of substantia size (abou 3 fee
high by 5-6 feda wide & the water-ling). Dinsdale filmed a boat for comparison with the
hump, and the wakes of the two are distinctly different (TDC3). It is worth nding that
the hump submerged while @rtinuing to throw up a wake (TDC4), that a second hump
appeaed briefly (TDC5) and that in the third segment of the film, there ae periodic
splashes rather like oar-strokes to the side of the wake (TDCB6).

Sonar has frequently picked up large underwater moving objeds (observed by no
fewer than 20 separate expeditions snce 1954 (S1). It is worth naing (SC1) that this
constitutes a respedable degree of reproducibility: at least half of the sonar ventures to
date have reported such contads. It is aso significant (SC2) that sonar contads have
been recmrded by a variety of instruments, both fixed and moving, with various types of
beams and frequencies, so that it is quite unlikely that the cntads were dl generated by
artefads as oppased to large moving underwater objeds.

There were two flipper phaographs obtained in 1972(UW1) and simultaneously the
sonar recorded very large targets (UW2). The general shapes of the flippers are visible on
the original film transparencies (UWC1). The somewhat different flipper shapes were
obtained abou a minute gart, consistent with motion (UWC2)—perhaps a single
appendage & different angles, or



458 Bauer

TABLE 2
Extent to which Positive Objedive Evidence dout the Loch NessMonster
has been Presented in Films and Television

in video# | 1l 1] v | Vv M VI | VI | IX X X1 X1 | XX
1972|1974|1976| 1976| 1980(1987 | 1989| 1991| 1993| 1994| 1996| 1998| 1998| 1¢
detail ed
levidence
TD1 U3 | 23 | 23 | U3 | 23| 23 23 (23| v |23 v |2
TD2 v v | vel|la3 | v v v v \
TDC1 ~ v v v v X v ~ v \
TDC2 v v ~ ~ v \
TDC3 ~ | x¢ v ~ | x X |
TDC4 ~
TDC5
TDC6
S1 valval @ & | =a = V| = = X X \
SCl a a a a a ‘/
SC2 a a a a a ‘/
Uw1 na’| 12 v | v |12 ~ | 12 12 v |3
uw?2 na’| v ~ v v |
UwC1l na’ X ~ | =~
UwC2 na’ ~ v
uUwWC3 na’ v v |
UWC4 na’ [ na®[na’|[na®|na’| <~ X | x X |
fractionof | 2/3 | 2/3 | 4/5 | 45 | Y2 | Y2 |9/10| U8 | 2/3 | 45 | 2/3 |ALL | 1/3 | 1
significant
points not
included
predominant | ? ?— + + ?— + - ? ? ? - - ? %
tone®

Note: Shaded area[[not shaded in this scanned version, just left blank]] in Table 2 indicates items not
even mentioned. Fradtions how how much or little of the material was shown. v* Indicates stisfacory

coverage; = indicates barely mentioned, not fully explicaed; X indicaes coverage is erroneous or seriously
mislealing.

& Some results available but not the significant ones of the ealy 198s.

P Not available & the time the film was made.

¢ Reversed from original as though moving from Ieft to right.

9 Shots of the control boat arc shown as thoughthis were the monster.

€ “Do Nesdes exist’ 7' + = yes; ? + = possbly; ?= who knows? ?- = probably not; — = definitely not.
TD1 = How much of thefilmis shown?, TD2 = Was magnified sedion shown? TDCL1 = its authenticity
is supported by expert examination (James, n.d.) or by computer-enhancement; TDC2 = the hump is of
substantial size (3 fee high by 5%z = fee wide); TDC3 = aboat was filmed as control; hump’ swakeis
unlike boat; TDC4 = hump submerges while cntinuing to throw up awake; TDC5 = aseand hump is
briefly visible: TDC6 = there ae periodic splashes at the side, similar to aer strokes; Sl = Frequent
success (about 20 occasions with positive sonar contad since 1954): SC1 = Good reproducibility:
significant echoes recorded by about 50% of expeditions; SC2 = Variety of sonar instruments used, fixed
and moving, so echoes are unlikely to be atefads; UWI = Were both flippers shown?, UW2 = Was chart
of simultaneous onar echoes shown?, UWC1 = Flipper shape is visible on original frame of film;
UWC2 = two shots lessthan a minute gart consistent with motion; UWC3 = massve sonar echoes

rramnarad ta thaen fram fich: | IO A — ra tanichad? (camatimae all anad cinan 1004 o — RIAT: 22 — wiha
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a front and a hind limb, or the limbs of two separate aeaures, since the sonar chart
indicaed that there were two large objeds present. The sonar chart shows many edhoes
from fish in straight paths as well as the massve, dense edoes from larger objeds
(UWC3), consistent with fish fleeng a large predator. There have been persistent claims
that published flipper phatos have been retouched (UWC4).

The shaded pations [[blank in this scanned version]] of Table 2 show which of these
significant evidential details were omitted in the several documentaries. Overdl, abou
two thirds of the Table is shaded [[blank in this scanned version]]: more likely than na,
in other words, viewers of these programs were not given the information reeded to
arrive d@ an informed ognion. The most damaging omissons are that all three segments
of Dinsdale’ sfilm, and bah underwater fli pper phaos, were rarely shown (in orly 2 and
3 of the 17 programs, respedively). Even when a given pdnt was discussed in sufficient
detail, however, viewers could na be asared that the information was reliable: abou
20% of thetime it was sgnificantly incorred (X).

Only 3 programs—VIII, Xl , XIV—displayed most of the objedive evidence
However, it shoud be alded that | was produced primarily for children, is very acairate
abou what it does sow, and remains well worth viewing by audiences of any age from
primary schod up®. XIIl , onthe other hand, courterbalances its good coverage by getting
3 important points quite wrong. | would recommend ony VIII and XIV. XIV is a
NOVA production, and it suppats the good reputation those programs enjoy. VIl isa
commercial video whose script was prepared by Tony Harmsworth, resident at Loch
Nessfor two decales and founder of what was for more than a decale an excdlent Loch
NessMonster Exhibition at the Drumnadrochit Hotel.

Both of the recommended videos are neutral as to whether Nesdes exist. Neither
confirmed believers nor disbelievers shoudd be mntent with the programs that largely
projed their own viewpoint. The predominantly believing ones (Il , IV, VI) omit on
average more than 70% of the strongest objedive evidence The disbelieving ones (VI ,
XI, X, XV, XVIl) are even worse; though they typicaly purport to take a ‘scientific”
stance, they alowed viewers to be avare of only about 15% of the strongest objedive—
in other words ientific—evidence of sonar, film, and phdography couped with sonar.
In program X, afedured scientist explains that eyewitnesstestimony is personal, one ca
never be sure of its vaidity, science neals reprodwcible data. At this point it would have
been natura to mention that sonar gets sgnificantly reproducible results; but that is not
dore, and the video fail s even to mention 80 of the objedive data

Reporting the Evidencein General
Not everyone will agreewith my seledion o what is the strongest objedive evidence
Perhaps ome other mode of assesding these documentaries would rate them less
unfavorably than in Table 2?
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In pant of fad, most of the programs contain numerous facua inacarades. Some of these may be on gute minor points,
and read na in themselves prevent viewers from reading a reasonable opinion. Nevertheless inacairades that could have
been prevented by moderately sound research undercut the aedibility of the whole production, irrespedive whether one is
agnastic, abeliever, or adisbeliever. Carelessreseach isill ustrated by the foll owing:

» Asrtions that Loch Nessis “horeycombed with crevices and caves’ (VI, X), which may be conneded to athers lochs
or to the sea(lll , X); that the loch is 900 fed deep (I, V, VII, XVII), or that no ore knows how dee it is (1V); that
Loch Morar lies“just above Loch Ness' (1V)—in redity it isroughly 40 mil es to the west and 20mil es to the south.

» Allowing to go urcontradicted clea errors by people interviewed for the program. Thus in X, made in 1994 the
proprietor of the Drumnadrochit Hotel and owner of the “Official” Loch Ness Monster Exhibition served himself
shamelesdy by asserting that science was now taking an interest only because the Exhibition had been throwing people
and money at the quest for 20 yeas. In fad the Exhibition hed been founded orly a decale ealier, and the funds given
for research were avery small part of the Exhibition’ s profits.

« Stating that several coelacanths were caight in the 193Gs (X1)—but only the first was recognized in 1938 the second
turned upin 1952

» Describing St. Columba’ s encourter with the Monster as at Loch Ness (I, X, XVIl') when adualy it was at the River
Ness stating that the swimmer on that occasion was not merely attadked but actually “devoured” by the Monster (111 ).

» Confusing details of the Maday sighting in May 1933 from the western shore of the loch, which instigated the
subsequent furor, with the report by the Spicers a mupe of morths later, of seéng something large and monstrous
crossng the road along the eatern shore (XV1).

» Showing the LeeAdams phao (Figure 1) (Il Il , V, XIII') as though it were pertinent, even though it was taken by a
phaographer whose identity is not known with any certainty, has no context to indicate that it was even taken at Loch
Ness andisamost universally regarded as urious.

e Giving April 1 asthe date (1V) for the Surgeon’ s phato (Figure 2), said to have been taken by “Robert Wilson” (XVII)
(instead of R. Kenneth Wilson, as he is described everywhere dse). XlIl claims it was approved by NASA, perhaps a
garbled version d the report (Witchell, 1974 69) that it had been computer-enhanced at the Jet Propusion Laboratory.

e Discussng seaches made during the 1930 while showing vehicles obviously of later vintage, in pant of fad the Loch
NessInvestigation d the 1960s (111 ).

* JohnCoblb s ged bat is hiown exploding, but in aleft-to-right run rather than right to left asin al other versions
).
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Fig. 1.  Published in the Daily Mail (25 August 1934 and in the lllustrated LondonNews (1 September 1934
185 315), with no photographic credit in either case. Photographer is named as Dr. James Lee
(Witchell, 1974 51) or as F. C. Adams (Madkal, 1976 99).

* Describing Tim Dinsdale & a full-time monster hurter resident at Loch Ness (1) and that it was
the proceals from his film that gave him the means to hurt monsters full -time (X). In hisbodks, Dinsdale
described the fredance work he caried onin order to make posdble his expeditions of several weeks or
months to Loch Ness onceor twice ayea.

*  Showing the third segment of the Dinsdale film left-to-right instead of right to left (V). Emphasizing
shots of the boat Dinsdale had fil med as

e,

Sig. 2. The Surgeon’ s photo.
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Fig. 3. Nesde hump (upper) and control boat (lower) from Dinsdale film. Reproduced by kind
permisson of Wendy Dinsdale.

a oontrol asthoughit were the purported Nesse hump (VI, XIII'), which would
give viewers an entirely wrong impresson (Figure 3).

e Saying that it was Profesoor Madal who caried ou the underwater phaography
(VIII'); that Robert Rines now has doults abou the validity of his underwater
phaos (XIII'); that hisoriginal film from 1972waslost (VI ).

* Showing Rinesin conredion with the ISCAN sonar array of 1983 which he had
neither designed na deployed (VI). In fad, the aray was
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Most commonly reproduced flipper from 1972 unérwater photography. Reproduced by kind
permisson of Robert Rines.

the work of people who criticized Rines' s work (Razdan & Kielar, 198485),
making errorsin the process(Rineset d., 1985.

Frank Seal€’ s phaos from the ealy 1970 were pulicly exposed as fakes by
Witchell (1974 184ff.). Neverthelessthey are shown withou comment in VIl ; in
Ill they are even described as not retouched and it is claimed that the original
negatives had been examined by the finest scientific labsin Europe and America
No ore takes riously the phaos produced by stage magician and psychic Tony
Shiel, yet they are shown withou comment in several programs (V, VII, XIII ,
XVII). Another red herring is the snake-like protrusion from the water reproduced
inVI.

Talking abou the “body-nedk and flipper of 1975', when the latter was obtained
in 1972 (V). Describing the second flipper, the more ommonly shown ore
(Figure 4), as a “tail” (V). Cdling the body-nedk phao (Figure 5) a heal with
antenna (VI1); in ather words, confusing it with the “gargoyle” phato (Figure 6),
which in another instance was sid to have been enhanced to a flipper form (XI).
In ancther case, the “twobody shot” (Figure 7) was sid to have been enhanced to
the flipper shape (XVII).

Taking seriously the daim by Roger Parker (V) to have tradked on sonar for 1%
hous an animal larger than 43fed with a 20-foot-long baby in its sadow, later
making contad with two small er credures. The strength of
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Fib. 5. 1975“Body-ned” phao. Reprodwced by kind permisson o Robert Rines.

sonar echoes on that type of device cana be taken as a measure of length—Iet
alone so acarate ameasure; viewers sioud have been told that.

Hyperbole may not be & srious asfadua error, but it can significantly mislead, for
example:
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Fig. 6. 1975"Gargoyle” phato. Reproduced bykind permisson d Robert Rincs.

» Describing the loch’ s ped-stained water as“blad as sat” (X). How then could
there by any underwater phaography at all ?

e Calling the mystery aridde that has haunted human imagination for centuries (sic)
and stimulated argument between believers and skeptics for that length of time
(X); or that for centuries (sic) stories of strange aeaures in rivers and lochs have
stirred feas (sic) and imagination o residents and scientists (sic) aike (XI111).

Interpreting the Evidence

Carelessfadual reseach undercuts overal credibility, even if errors on minor matters
need na prevent viewers of these programs from reading reasonably informed views on
the main question, whether or not Nesses could be red. Errors of interpretation o the
evidence however, are likely to have amore serious and insidious impad than minor
errors of peripheral fad.

In generdl, these films give reasonably acarrate acourts of the quest to identify the
Loch Ness Monster. Most of them include informative and attradive scenic shats.
Typicdly they present a good seledion d eyewitnesses, but there ae occasiona |apses;
in XV1, for instance, a woman and her daughter recourt in too gred detail their terror
(sic) at the loud splashing noises they head, even though they were not on the water and
not even very close to the noise.

It is often alleged that Nesses were invented to drum up tourist business This is
hinted at in several videos which mention that the fussin 1933ensued
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Fig. 7. 1972"“Two-body” photo. Reproduced by kind permisson of Robert Rines.

after a sighting reported by Aldie Madkay and her husband, who hed alocd hatel. It is
therefore a serious omisgon, an implicit error of interpretation, not to mention letters
pubished in locd papers about sightings in 193Q which are documented evidence that
Nesses were being seen well before 1933

A cornmon question is, “How could large animals posshly exist in this landlocked
body of water when decales of intensive seaches have been fruitless?” One part of the
answer is that there have been no cecales of intensive searches. There was the Mountain
survey of afew weeks by a mupe of dozen paid watchersin 1936 The longest and most
organized seach was by volunteas enrolled in the Loch Ness Investigation (LNI), for
several weeks of ead yea for abou 10 yeas beginning in the ealy 196G. The Loch
Ness& Morar Projed monitored deep water for several months in the ealy 1980. Most
other seaches have been conduwcted by individuals for varying lengths of time, perhaps
intensive from an individual’ s paint of view but certainly not from the loch’ s point of
view. Tim Dinsdade was the most persistent Nesde seeker. He made @ou 40
expeditions, but was fully aware that he was se&king the lucky chance and nd making a
comprehensive seach; he wondered sometimes whether he shoud have ontinued
watching from land instead of gambling on a dose encourter on the water. None of the
films or videos is clea on this point, and several of them misleal by talking of intensive
seaches sncethe 1930s by team after team of dedicaed hurters mourting 24-hour vigils
with cameras (XV) or of 25 yeas of searches with submarines
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(X). Insimilar vein, it is eriously misleading to describe Operation DegpScan in 1987as
having boats gread over the whole loch (XV), “the ettire length and treadth of loch”
(XV1): adualy the sweep covered orly abou two thirds of the loch (VIII ; Bauer, 1987h
Dash, 1988.

Severa of the films (1X, XI, X, Xl , XV, XVII) show fine examples of how
deceptive waves and wakes on the water can be; XV aso ill ustrates mirage dfeds nicdy.
On the other hand, in X thereis own atourist’ svideo recorded in August 1992that is
said to look like an animal rolli ng over and over, with unramed experts suggesting it was
25-30 fed long. A zoodlogist testifies to never having seen anything like it, that it may
well be alarge aedure. Skeptic Steuart Campbell dismisses it as an interference pattern
between two wakes. But people with some experience of adually watching at Loch Ness
shoud have no dfficulty identifying this as the single segment of a boat wake that has
persisted whil e the other segments have died down, as happens nat infrequently on cam
water where the wakes roll far and endure along time. Viewed approximately side-on to
the wake-sedion’ s motion, the shadow of the rolling wave can look remarkably like
something solid. As Adrian Shine pointed ou when this tourist video was siown on
television (ITN in Britain, CNN in the United States), the important clue lies in the
repetitive motion: whenever on water something repedas svera times, most likely it is
some sort of wave phenomenon In XVI, an eyewitness describes a 1998 sighting that
was captured onvideo, but the reproduced video is clealy a wake, presumably from a
boat, and nd the solid oljed described by the witness In the same program, a tourist
video rather clealy showing a sed is treded as though there were doult abou it. In VI
there is yet another instance of showing an olvious wake while describing it as
mysterious: a video filmed at Lake Okanagan is reproduced with excited voices in the
badground and the video’ s commentary asks, “Is it a wave? adog? the monster?”
Again, in XV atogether too much is made of an indistinct filmed wake that looks more
like birds than anything el se.

In several of the videos (1 X, XV, XVII), people—sometimes described as professonal
psychalogists—deliver themselves of generalities abou the unreliability of eyewitness
testimony, but their remarks ladk spedfic goplicaion to the speda condtions at Loch
Nessand do na addressthe range of experience and locd knowledge represented by the
cumulation o eyewitnesses. That cumulation is 9 weighty that even such disbelievers as
Adrian Shine ae @nvinced that people have seen in Loch Ness ®mething large and
powerful that they could na remgnize Many suppased sightings have, no douly, been
misperceptions of waves and wakes and hirds and seds and so forth, but not such
instances, quite numerous, as those involving multi ple witnesses, sometimes from several
different places aroundthe loch. Moreover, in ore of the programs (XV), students from
Aberdeen University condwct an experiment and find that people were not taken in by a
log being pulled through the water. In severa of the videos, lan Cameron makes the
point, based on hs
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policeman’ s approadh, that his testimony was corrobarated by a cmmpanion as well as by
seven entirely independent witnesses on the oppaite shore of the loch. Surely a
discusson is cdled for, how to acommodate both of these oppaing professonal
viewpaints, the pdiceman’ s or lawyer’ s and the psychologist’ s, eah of which—taken
separately—seams rather convincing; but nore of these programs offers such a needed
discusgon. One paint that disbelievers could make in such a debate—buit fail to doin any
of these programs—is that one can watch equally convincing witnesses as in these videos
tell, in courtlesstelevision rograms, about such sightings of the Mothman®, or about ab-
ductions by aliens, channeling of spirits from elsewhere, and so forth.

Given dl the doults that surroundeyewitnesstestimony—doults that many people ae
familiar with even when these programs do nd emphasize them—it is then seriously
misleading to claim (X, XV) that eyewitnesstestimony is the strongest evidence for the
existence of Nesdes. As | have agued (Bauer, 2002, films, sonar, and simultaneous
phaography and sonar must be taken into acount. One can dspute the aithenticity or
the significance of those items, but they canna be dismissd as less evidential than
personal testimonies. When an interviewed scientist proclaims eyewitness testimony as
being of no scientific value (X), it would sean appropriate to present him for comment
with these objedive pieces of data that are available in recorded form for continued
examination and analysis.

In similar vein, it ismislealing to cdl the Surgeon’ s phao, no matter that it isthe best
known, “the most famous unrefuted proof” (X) or “definitive proof” (XV) or “previously
incontrovertible evidence” (XIIl ') of Nesse' s existence That misdiredion then gives far
too much weight to the significance of the purported revelation that this phao was a
hoax, particularly when it is cougded with the dlegation—constructed ou of whole
cloth—that the Surgeon himself was © ashamed of his part in the hoax that he fled to
Papua, New Guinea aad ded in exile in Australia (X). Surgeon R. Kenneth Wilson dd
emigrate to Australia, but he had dore so decales before Boyd and Martin in the ealy
199G pubicized all egations of the hoax.

Proporents of Nesges like to cite the aithenticaion by JARIC of the Dinsdale film.
Disbelievers missd the oppatunity in severa of these videos to pant out that JARIC
had also claimed to see something of sizable dimension—5 to 9 fed long—momentarily
bre&k the surfacein the Raynor film of 1967 (VIII , Xl ), which adually shows a flock
of birds, as Raynor himself has pullicly stated sincethe ealy 198Gs. Moreover in XV1, a
former JARIC expert identifies as a log what is rather clealy a wave. The computer
experts engaged for the Discovery program | X also fail to inspire mnfidence when they
find in the Dinsdale film a “shadow” in the water behind the hump that is rather obvious
arealy in the unenharced still (Figure 8). It is not a shadow but rather a division in the
hump’ s wake, and probably indicates that there was a smaller objed breaing the water
in front of the hump bu hidden by it at this angle of filming. Experience of adual
watching at Loch Nessteades
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Fig. 8.  Shadow behindthe hump in the Dinsdale film, supposedly reveded by computer enhancement, is
visiblein the original unenhanced film andis adually undsturbed water between two wake ams.
a) Slide suppied by Tim Dinsdale, reproduced by kind permisson of Wendy Dinsdae.
b) Contrast increased, giving the same dfed as the reported computer enhancement.

that one rarely sees anything below the surfaceof the water, not even a “shadow” of it;
only when ore stands right at the shore, and in very shallow water, can ore see anything
of objeds below the surface

Many of the programs feaure various experts, and some of them are dlowed to get
away with incompetent testimony, for example, the zologist who thought a wave to be
an anima (X). In ather cases, experts venture @nflicting opinions. The dea implication,
which fail s to be brought out in these programs, is that one cainat accept both ognions.
For example, in XV the relevant expert from the British Museum says that the bory
plates of a sturgeon are so dstinctive that it could na be mistaken for anything else; yet
the same program concludes that a giant sturgeon, as suggested by a Loch Nessexpert, is
the dosest anyone has come to identifying the Monster!
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Fig. 9.

Bauer

PHOTOGRAPH OF THE LOCH NESSMONSTER TAKEN NEAR FOYERS
BY MR. HUGH GRAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1933

The Gray photograph, taken 12 November 1933 ty Hugh Gray and pubished in various
newspapers a month later. This author follows Whyte (1957), Witchcll (1974 and others in
regarding it as authentic.

Rather clea errors of interpretation if not of fad include:

That Nesses could have been trapped in Loch Ness in the primordia past,
somehow surviving the Ice Age there (1V).

That the Spicers description d their land sighting gave the Monster the identity
of aplesiosaur (XI1'). Their description was not plesiosaur-like.

That the Gray phao (Figure 9) is “littl e more than a wake or wave” (XV1), or that
it shows a Labrador dog (VI , XI), sometimes described as with a stick in its
mouth or rolling in shallow water. It is also a misinterpretation if not error of faa
that Gray may have fabricaed his phao to cgpitalize on prizes being offered for
phaos (XII1'); adualy, he had left the undeveloped film in his camera for weeks
(Whyte, 1957 2—-4).

That it was the Surgeon’ s phao—puhblished in April 1934—that set off the
international furor (X) that had acually begun six months ealier. By contrast, XV
assrts (also incorredly) that the Surgeon’” s phao was obtained under intense
pubic competition for phaos.

That the cature of alive melacanth in 1952primed the pubic to take the Loch
Ness Monster serioudy again (XIIl'). Actualy, the first coelacanth had been
identified in 1938 and the interest in the Loch Ness Monster was revived after
World War Il by Constance Whyte' sbodk published in 1957

That the Dinsdale film has been succesqully dugicaed by filming a boat (XV).
Only one still from that attempt is sown. It does nat look
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like Dinsdale’ s hump, not least in being motionless withou a wake, and
proves at best only that unfocused phdographs of a distant objed may be
indistinct and dfficult to identify.
That the Loch NessInvestigation o the 196G was a venture by a generation
of protesters, to vindicae human nature over acalemic arogance, intent as
much to discredit established science & to solve a oologicd mystery (XIII ).
The LNI had been organized by David James, something of an Establi shment
figure @ a Member of Parliament, whose family had an estate on the Isle of
Mull and who was a hero of one of the famed escgpes of prisoners of war from
German custody. The Board of Diredors of the LNI included several other
respedabl e Establi shment figures.
That phaographer Charles Wyckoff had pronourced the pubished flipper
phaographs as retouched (VIII ) in a statement signed in 1989(XVII). But
Wyckoff (1984 had ealier also written that “the Academy of Applied Science
has never produced or released a single ‘' JPL computer enhanced phdograph’
with the dlightest bit of ‘retouching’ or change”. As pointed ou in Bauer
(2002, this discrepancy is only an apparent one. XIV reprodwces (1) the
original transparencies which show the medial “spine” and adjoining portions
of the flippers; (2) a mmputer enhancement in which these portions of the
flipper are seen to form a wnreded surfacewith clea proximal edges but
only indistinct distal ones; and (3) a suppasedly retouched version similar to
commonly pubdished ores, in which the distal edges of the flipper have been
made sharper and more distinct. Wyckoff attested the aithenticity of (2),
which is in itself quite sufficient to make the cae that large flippers were
filmed. For those with accessto the original transparencies themselves, (1) is
already convincing, for the outlines of the flippers are adequately visible in
them even before omputer enhancement (Gill espie, 1980 Wyckoff, 1984).
The aedibility of XVII asto Wyckoff’' sopinions abou retouching is
hardly enhanced when mention d him is acompanied by shots not of him but
of Sir Peter Scott, not merely once but in two dstinct settings. Nor is the
program’ s credibility enhanced when it presents as possbly genuine several
phaos that no ore dse takes srioudy and that show something like an
ossfied ed or an automobil e bumper.
That the 1975 unérwater body-nedk phao was regarded even by the most
skepticd as indicaing a large animal in the loch (1V). This then gives ex-
cessve weight to critiques of thase 1975 phdaos, for example, that al of
them—obtained at intervals of hous—are of the bottom of the loch (XIII ) just
becaise one of them is. In pdnt of fad, of 6 phdos obtained in 1975 3
resemble eyewitness descriptions of Nesdes, two are enigmatic but could be
so interpreted, and orly one dealy shows a sandy bottom.
That the 1975 un@rwater “gargoyle” phao (Figure 6) beas an “uncanny
resemblance” to arotting treestump (XI).
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Program Themes

Any program abou the Loch Ness Monster—or abou any other such anomalistic
subjed—will seek to take alvantage of the widespread pubic interest in unuwsual,
mysterious matters. But producers typicdly look for some other spedal angle & well,
and sometimes in the atempt to be different or spedal, they may also misleal.

In some caes, it is perhaps more amatter of over-reading than of outright deception.
IV, for example, culminates with film of a string of large bubHes that the production
team all egedly observed in the same placewhere strange sounds had also been recorded;
the knowledgeable Nesde buff can orly respond “So what?” Similarly, X feaures the
Loch Ness Submarine & though it were aserious Nesse-hurting todl, said to be the
latest in 25 yeas of seaches by submarine. In redity, submarines have been very little
used, and the Loch Ness Submarine was intended primarily to make money by offering
underwater trips to tourists. Nevertheless X reports rather breahlesdy that strange
underwater sounds were picked up perhaps ®ds but possbly Nesses; and even more
portentously reports that sudden dust clouds were observed on the bottom as though
something large had scurried away. Again perhaps best described as over-readiing is the
claim mede in I X—and nowhere dse—that the Surgeon’s phato was computer-enhanced
in the 199Gs to reved a littl e white objed in front, a source of ripples, indicaing that
maybe the nedk was being towed—or maybe it was just a blemish onthe negative.

However, several of the programs (I, Il , V, VI, VIII , X, XI) do pu the investigation
of mysteries into ressonable mntext: that mysteries are not only interesting but that the
attempt to elucidate them often leads to the gaining of genuinely new knowledge. Some
of the documentaries focus gedficdly on mainstream science & Loch Ness scienceis
looking for biologicd evidence behind the legend (XII ); the DegyScan sonar survey was
“sweegping the Loch safe for science” (X111 ); “science discovers Loch Ness' acoording to
IX, studying the food chain and wsing the loch’ s pristine popuations of nematode worms
as a baseline for studying pollutionin ather parts of the globe.

A number of the programs are tied to spedfic expeditions. 1V was filmed when bah
the Academy of Applied Science and the National Geographic Society were & work (and
the producers describe themselves as a third expedition). VII fedures a “new expedition
this month” following the previous yea’s Operation DegScan. X, as mentioned above,
misleads by feauring the Loch Ness Submarine & a serious ach for Nesses. XIV
reports horestly an expedition by Rines and Wyckoff (the Academy of Applied Science).
XV interweares the Loch Nessquest with a @ntemporaneous expedition at Lake Seljord
in Sweden, and XVl feaures those Swedish hurtersin ajaunt at Loch Ness described
misleadingly as the largest expediti on for yeas with the most advanced opticd-avoidance
sonar ever used, which could suppasedly distinguish fixed inanimate objeds from living
ones. Il isin a dasshy itself
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for midealing viewers, deliberately and urscrupuously, by feauring an expedition that
is plainly faked. Purportedly underwater at Loch Ness the ecpedition via submarine is
suppasedly using a hydrophoricdly triggered sonar plate (whatever that may be) to track
the monster without disturbing it with strobe lights. But the venue is quite obviously
elsawhere than Loch Ness for the water is clea and there ae prolific growths of kelp and
wedls. The video culminates with a glimpse of alarge body said to be 5 times the size of
the submarine (afin can be glimpsed momentarily that looks like awhal€e's). Viewers are
told that thisis the “first known motion picture of its kind”, that sounds were dso picked
up, and that there is every reason to believe that the answer to the mystery is nea at hand.
Viewers are further misled by being told that (unspedfied!) tests have shown that
monster wakes are distinctly different from sed wakes. Remarkably, this 2-hour film
manages to be boring as well as mideading. Who could the intended audience have been?
To be treded to shots of beas chasing salmon, a reminder that beas hibernate, and the
comment that Nesdes, which aso ed samon, therefore perhaps aso hibernate?
Scientists, the film claims, are looking into this conredion!

Also deceptive in an apparently deliberate fashion is XVII, which culminates in
feigned excitement over the discovery; strangely just when the documentary was being
filmed, of two huge eds. Not in Loch Ness but on the shore, conveniently at one of the
largest lay-bys (parking areas) along the main road. Viewers are treged to an autopsy that
reveds madkerel in the stomach of one of the eds, proving it came from the sea A locd
expert explains that this $hows that sea ceaures may sometimes be found onthe shores
of Loch Nesd In the same program, Web-cams are mentioned that permit people
anywhere on the Internet to ke watch over the waters of Loch Ness A claimed monster
phato taken from a mmputer screen in this fashion is own, together with an elaborate
re-enadment with beets and sighting todls to demonstrate that the Web-cam phao was
likely of a boat. If the program were being horest, it would make plain that the view
provided by the Web-cams delivers via the Internet so smal an image that one is
fortunate to be ale to make out aboat at al, let done be ale to distinguish ore from a
monstrous nedk or hump. Far too much is made in the same program of the assertion by a
cruise-boat cgptain (Richard McDonald of Cruise Loch Nes9 to have found cep caverns
in which large sonar contads are sometimes made—caverns that the feaured expedition
could na even find despite its “most advanced opicd-avoidance sonar ever used”
(above).

One program (X) had as central theme the revelation that the Surgeon's phao was a
hoax. Anather (XV 1), shown onthe Travel Channel, was—appropriately for the intended
audience—slanted toward prospedive tourists.

Why the I nadequacies?
Only two (VIII, XIV) of the sixteen programs direded at an adult audience (Il to
XVII') get most things right, present respedively 90% and 6% of the
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strongest objedive evidencefor the existence of Nesses, and projed a neutral opinion as
to whether they exist. Why are the other programs © ursatisfadory, both in absolute
terms and in comparison to these two?

XIV was a NOVA program, and NOVA productions aim perhaps uniquely to make
sound and instructive documentaries, under the auspices of non-commercial television
and fundng. The script for VIII was written by along-time insider to the subjed, Tony
Harmsworth, whose initiall y naive and strong beli ef has been tempered by experience and
the influence of a strongly skepticd colleague, Adrian Shine. Such a useful combination
isunlikely to be sought by commercial producers whaose drn isto attrad awide audience
by offering entertainment, if need be & the mst of pedagogicd acaragy. As ajournalist
and columnist recently observed (Samuelson, 2001 xxi-xxii): “There has been a blurring
between news and entertainment” owing to the influence of television®; “the way we, as a
society, increasingly organize and present information leads—systematicaly and almost
predictably—to misinformation”. There is a “common dstortion d redity, which is
not—however—typicdly the result of deliberate lies’.

The ided program abou an anomalistic subjed would present the strongest evidence
and the best arguments against that strongest evidence As to Loch Ness Monsters, one
might show examples of eyewitness testimony, doultful phaos, and the like axd have
competent people ague both sides. Hoaxes need to be mentioned, but it also needsto be
pointed ou that hoaxes dont disprove the cedtral claim; consider that there were
hundeds of hoaxes about anthrax in the United Statesin 2001 but that does not gainsay
that several letters adually were laced with dangerously infedive anthrax. But such an
approach makes considerable intelledua demands on the audience the typicd
produce’ s ambition to attrad as wide an audience @ posshble entail s by contrast a cetain
amourt of dumbing down.

A seoond fador that colludes against an ided documentary on an anomalistic subjec
isthe lad of time or resources, or both, that are typicdly avail able. | have been consulted
several times by media people “reseaching” TV programs or preparing talk shows. |
continue to be taken abadk at the ladk of badkground knowledge they aaquire before
getting in touch with me, and by their falure thereéter to follow up my suggestions
intended to help them understand what it is al abou. | have had on my answering
machine messages from reporters asking me to cdl them badk; but when | did, at the
latest the following day, this was often later than the deadline for filing their story. For
some spedal programs, of course, the reporters may have alonger lead time: | oncehad a
cdl from CNN for a program they planned to broadcast five days | ater.

Even when programs are in the works for months, the suppating reseach may be
rather cursory. | was consulted at some length by telephore in connedion with two of the
1-hou documentaries abou Nesdes. The reseachers knew of my bodk (Bauer, 1986,
but they had na gone so far asto adualy look into it
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very far, let done degly. It was also clea from their enquiries that nothing | could say
would ater what had aready been dedded abou the goproach and tone of the program.
One producer confessed later that they would have alopted a diff erent approach, had they
known before they began filming what they had leaned by the time the program was
finished. The interpretive cat, in other words, had been in harness well before the
substantive horse.

Gary Mangiampra, whose knowledge @ou sea serpents and monsters is as
comprehensive & anyone' s, has given me permisson to qude his own experience
(Mangiampra, 2001):

Regarding television shows on Nesde. Frankly, my opinion after deding with six tv
companies over the past 20 yeas is rather low. They tend to be going more for the
controversy to amuse their tv viewers, and frankly, most ... more bluntly, al of the
company reseachers have no ideaof redly what is going on a interest in the topic. It is
another assgnment to be dore within their budget and time. In effed, | cdled it,
McDonaldland. Mass produce shows on a regular basis, and their quality suffers. My
appeaanceon HISTORY MY STERIES last March | thought was a nea comedy. | had a
script they wanted me to cite, which | did, did alot of reseach and work for them, loaned
them my original slidesfor their show... and | got no financial gains for my efforts! (I got
avideo copy of the show for all of my efforts for them!)

Shorter pieces abou Loch Ness Monsters that one sees on televison rews when
something is happening at Loch Ness or that form small parts of programs deding with
some mlledion d subjeds, are—predictably—on the whale less stisfadory even than
the fuller-length dacumentaries. For example, six to seven minutes about Nesges in the
half-hou Discovery Channel program Those Incredible Animals—Loch Ness Quest)
feaured mainly the 1987 DegpScan sonar sweep; it states that some inconclusive films
have been oltained, shows the 1936 Irvine footage that most knowledgeable people re-
gard as urious, but fail s altogether to mention the Dinsdale film.

| have nat tried in this essay to assessthe numerous—or perhaps innumerable—other
snippets abou Nesdes that appea quite frequently on television. | do have video
recordings of a mupe of dozen television pecesin which Nesdes are given afew sound
or video-bites. As one might exped, it is more or lessa matter of chance whether the
information provided is ©osund @ unsound Yet these television appeaances, short but
more frequent than the full documentaries, are likely to be quite influentia and to
reinforcethe generally misguided state of puldic knowledge aou the subjed.

A certain amourt of file footage seans to be borrowed between programs. Eyewitness
testimonies in several of the programs sam to be identicd in substance and locus of the
interview. Much of the 10-minute segment abou Nesses in Bigfoot: The Mysterious
Monster, produced by Robert Guenette for Schick Sun Classc Pictures, is taken from the
Wolper production, Il .

| susped that analysis of television coverage of other anomalistic subjeds would
reved similar charaderistics: a smal propation d relatively informed, sound and
neutral-toned pieces amid much that is misleading, shall ow, and
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wrong on pants of fad. The lesson, which will not be news to anomadlists, is that the
pubicislittl e exposed to soundinformation abou anomalies and urorthodoxies.

Notes

Y Two (I, II') were initially produced as commercial films and another (VIIl ) as a

commercia video.

2 Loch Ness filmed in 1994 and shown in 196, starring Ted Danson and Joely
Richardson.

® Kodak had magnified some portions of the 16-min film for Dinsdale. BBC television
transferred the 16-mm film onto 35mm, and further magnified some portions of it. The
version Dinsdale typicdly showed in his ledures included a magnified pation d the
third segment that made deaer the oar-like splashes acaompanying the wake.

“ By the Jet Propusion Laboratory and for I X, XIII , and X1V.

® The film mekes the commendable, pedagogicaly appropriate points that monsters
stemmed from human imagination long ago bu that some stories of monsters may have
substance Nothing stimulates like mysteries. Knowledge w@mes from evidence
imagination, investigation.

® Seg for example, “Seaching for the Mothman”, shown on cable-television channel
FX on 23January 2002

" That revelation is not believed by a number of people, including the aithor of this
essy; seeBauer (2002.

8 One rather obvious indicaion that news is designed to entertain is the determination
of news anchors to smile & their audience no matter what depressng words they read ou
to us. For severd yeas | have observed in some wonderment the atempt by such people
as Dan Rather to smile & the same time & they are talking, which is impossble and
resultsin avariety of awkward or incongruous fadal expressons.

° | taped it on 22 January 1994 It is narrated by Loretta Swift, copyright
Westinghouse 1991
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