
HOUSE No. 1138.

The joint special committee appointed to inquire into the
present state of the work of exterminating the gypsy moth,
submit the following report:

House of Representatives , Jan. 16, 1900.

Ordered, That a joint special committee, to consist ot
eight members of the House and such as the Senate may
join, be appointed to inquire into the present state of the
work of exterminating the gypsy moth. Said committee
shall report in writing to this General Court on or before
February 15 of the present year upon the practicability of
extermination, and make any recommendations which may
seem proper in the premises, and shall have power to send
for persons and papers.

Committee on the part of the Senate fixed as three mem-
bers. Messrs. Chamberlain, Kenefick and Hazelton are ap-
pointed said committee.

Sent down to be joined
HENRY D. COOLIDGI

Ck

vCommomucaltl) of illassarljusctts.
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House of Representatives, Jan. 23, 1900.

Messrs. Smith of Waltham, Bliss of Boston, Mills of Fall
River, Carruth of Athol, Edson of West Brookfield, Winsloe
of Boston, MacCartney of Rockland and John L. Donovan
ofBoston are joined on the part of the House.

Clerk.

By order adopted Jan. 24, 1900, the committee were au-
thorized to travel within the limits of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

B}7 order adopted Jan. 26, 1900, the committee were au-
thorized to employ a stenographer.

By order subsequent!}’ adopted, the time within which the
committee were to report was extended to March 1, again to
March 15 and again to March 22.

The committee secured the services of Mr. Arthur T.
Lovell as stenographer, and a stenographic report of the
evidence is herewith submitted.

Seventeen public hearings were held, the first on January
30 and the last on February 26.

The committee on three occasions visited the infested dis-
trict, and a sub-committee visited New Hampshire in the
discharge of their duties. Individual members of the com-
mittee travelled in the district, and gave the committee the
benefit of information gained from actual observation and
personal interviews. One hundred and twenty-five witnesses
were examined, consisting of members of the Board of Agri-
culture, expert entomologists, superintendents, inspectors,
privates, former employees, farmers, market gardeners, city
and town officials, citizens having a general or special inter-
est in the work, Senators and ex-Senators, Representatives
and ex-Ropresentatives.

From the time of the introduction of the gypsy moth in
Medford in 1869 it increased with extreme slowness, and not
until after twelve or fifteen years did it begin to be trouble-
some. It was at first supposed to be a native species, and
w’as known simply as “the caterpillar” or “army worm.”

JAMES W. KIMBALL,
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In the summer of 1889 it had multiplied to such an extent as
to become a notorious pest and a nuisance. Its inroads were
resisted the individual, but with little success. In June,
1889, the identity of the insect was fully established at the
experiment station of the Massachusetts Agricultural College
at Amherst. Immediate steps were taken to notify the people
in the vicinity of Medford of the serious nature ofthe problem
confronting them. In July, 1889, the sum of $3OO was
appropriated by the town for the care of shade trees. In
November of the same year, Professor Fernald of the experi-
ment station issued an illustrated bulletin of what was then
known of the history and habits of the moth, with sugges-
tions as to the best methods for its destruction, and copies
were mailed to tax payers in Medford and vicinity.

Medford and other towns joining petitioned the Legisla-
ture in 1890 for assistance from the Commonwealth for the
extermination of the gypsy moth, the matter having been
called to public attention Governor Brackett in his mes-
sage to the Legislature that year.

March 14, 1890, an act was passed (chapter 95) providing
for the appointment of three suitable and discreet persons to
carry into execution all possible and reasonable measures to
prevent the spreading and to secure the extermination of the
moth. Large powers were delegated to this commission, and
a penalty provided for knowingly bringing into the Common-
wealth or transporting within its limits the insect or its nests
or eggs. Warrcn W. Rawson of Arlington, Dr. Pearl Mar-
tin of Medford and J. Howard Bradley of Malden constituted
the first commission.

Governor Russell, having removed this commission on
Feb. 15, 1891, appointed another, consisting of Prof. N. S.
Shaler of Harvard University, Francis S. Appleton of Pea-
body and Hon. Wm. R. Sessions; these gentlemen were
then members of the State Board of Agriculture, and they
were appointed on the understanding that legislation would
be asked for with reference to placing the work under the
control of said Board.

By chapter 210, Acts of 1891, the work was delegated to
the Board of Agriculture, with substantially the same powers
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as in the act of 1890. The Board selected the same members
appointed by Governor Russell as “a committee with full
power to exercise all the duties and powers conferred upon
the Board of Agriculture” by said act. This law is in opera-
tion at this time.

The committee have had occasion to study the reports of
attempted extermination of the moth, and from these reports,
as well as the published work of Messrs. Fernald and Forbush
and other papers written on the subject, have derived mate-
rial assistance and information in their investigations. We
have called to our assistance many well-known entomolo-
gists in the Commonwealth, and from them and other experts
furnished by the Board have had much new light shed upon
the scientific side of the work. The habits and history of
the gypsy moth have been well and thoroughly treated by the
State entomologist, Professor Fernald; the result of his re-
searches are accessible to all, and we deem it unnecessary to
attempt further contribution to the subject.

The investigation is held at a season of the year when the
insect exists only in the egg form ; the committee therefore
have had no opportunity to see anything of the insect while
at work, have seen little of its ravages or of the practical
work of extermination.

When allowed to increase to large numbers, the moth is
an annoying and serious pest, capable probably of doing
great damage, although it has not been clearly demonstrated
to the committee that the actual damage done thus far has
been of any considerable proportions financially. That its
ravages exist and have been felt in an area of approximately
two hundred square miles in the Commonwealth is beyond
question. The infested spots are scattered. There are to-
day, so far as known, no large colonies.

We believe that, while generally the annual reports ema-
nating from the Board are fair and the information therein
contained reasonably accurate, in many instances the appre-
hensions of damage therein contained have been greatly ex-
aggerated. We find no substantial evidence that gardens,
crops or woodlands have suffered serious or lasting injury,
or are likely, with that proper precaution and oversight which
prudent owners arc disposed to give to their own interests, to
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be subjected to that devastation which one would have a right
to anticipate from these reports.

It appears to us that the fears of the farmers throughout
the State have been unnecessarily and unwarrantably aroused,
evidently for the purpose of securing the etfect of those fears
upon the matter of the annual appropriations. It is proper
to observe that we believe the Board has felt that the evil
threatened, and the desirability of exterminating the moth,
if possible, justified the use of such means in order to obtain
the desired result. Such methods should not be tolerated.
This subject is not one for sensational treatment, and the
Board has fairly left itself open to adverse criticism in this
particular. It was a noticeable feature of the hearings that
the greatest fear was expressed by those living farthest from
the danger. The farmers living in the immediate vicinity of
the infested district have the least fear and are most willing
to fight the insect and protect themselves from its ravages.
The market gardeners within this area, with very few excep-
tions, say they are entirely willing and able to cope with it,
and have very little fear as to the result. We do not share
these exaggerated fears, and the prophecies of devastation
and ruin are unwarranted, and in the most charitable view
are but the fancies of honest enthusiasts.

As bearing on the possible future damage from this pest,
we submit that it is not fair to take the condition of atfairs in
Medford in 1889 and 1890 as an illustration in point. The
evidence establishes a condition hardly conceivable now.
For twenty years the insect had been allowed to increase and
spread unmolested. The extent of its possible depredations
was not appreciated, its habits were entirely unknown, and
the people interested were ignorant of the best way to deal
with its inroads. All this is changed. Continued experi-
ment and study have given us the most approved methods of
defence and attack, and to cope with and check its spread is
now a matter of comparative ease. Its habits are well known
and its treatment almost an exact science. The results of
these ten years of careful study and experiment are available
to all. Unfamiliarity and ignorance have given way to a full
appreciation of the possibilities of the insect and an exact
knowledge of the best way to deal with it. And while the
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insect is more widely distributed than when first discovered,
there are to-day no known colonies in existence and no im-
mediate danger of serious outbreaks.

Under the order creating it, the committee believed the
expenditure of the annual appropriations became a proper
subject of inquiry.

The methods employed in extermination, excepting the
organization and management of the forces engaged in the
work, show much to commend and little to criticise. They
show the result of conscientious, even if at times misdirected,
efforts to carry out the intent of the law. We can add noth-
ing in this direction to the reports, which are public docu-
ments, open to inspection. Hut in the organization of the
working forces, in their methods of work and in the details
generally, we find what might properly be expected, an
unwise, unbusinesslike and extravagant expenditure of State
funds, in part due to the principle under which the work is
now carried on, and in part due to mismanagement.

The force employed to cope with the moth is organized
under the following heads, to wit: director, assistant direc-
tor, entomologist, assistant entomologist, superintendents,
deputy superintendents, general agents, agents, special and
acting inspectors, inspectors, scouts and privates. In addi-
tion there is an office force consisting of clerks, copyists,
iteuographer, book-keeper, quartermaster, mechanic, team-
iter, chemist and keeper of stores. Superintendents are

paid at the rate of $4 to $5 per day; assistant superin-
tendents, $3.75; general agents, $3.50; special inspectors
and agents, $3; inspectors, $2.60 to $2.75; scouts, 52.25;
privates, $2; clerks, stenographer and keeper of stores,
$2.50. The number employed varies according to the re-
quirements of the work and the size of the appropriations.
It never exceeds 500 or 550, nor falls much short of 30 per-
sons per month. In 1889, $174,659.27 was paid as wages,
$132,000 of this being paid to privates. The largest amount
paid in any month was $25,811.21; the smallest, $2,104.14.

When it becomes necessary to suspend field work, owing
to the exhaustion of funds, officials are retained, doing pri-
vates’ work, at no reduction in salary. The two weeks’ pay
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roll dated April 10, 1899, amounting to something over
$l,OOO, shows that no privates were employed, but that'3l
persons, comprising clerks, stenographer and officials, were
drawing regular salaries. The
amounting to $2,379.69, show
In January of this year, of the
ployed, only 159 were privates
of inspectors.

pay roll for December last
1 private and 31 officials

250 persons said to be em-
or workmen below the rank

We have obtained from the Board, through Mr. Kirkland,
the distribution of the men for the month of January, 1900,
which we herewith submit, as giving a fair illustration of the
roster of the force :

Working in Saugus and Swampscott;
Assistant superintendent, 1
Agent, 1
Special inspectors, .2
Inspectors, ..... 5
Privates, 25

Working in Medford and Belmont:
Superintendent, . 1
Assistant superintendents, .......2
Special inspectors, .........5
Inspectors, 5
Privates, 25

Working in Winchester and Lexington ;

Superintendent, 1
Special inspectors, 2
Inspectors, 9
Privates, 19

Working in Boston :

Superintendent,..........1
Assistant superintendents, 2
Special Inspectors, .........3
Inspectors, ..........12
Scouts, 3
Privates, .

.
.

. .
.

.
• .

.
.39

Working in Malden :

Assistant superintendent, 1
Inspector 1
Acting inspector, 1
Privates, 8
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Working in Georgetown;
Assistant superintendent 1
Special inspector,
Inspectors,
Acting inspector

Privates, 24

Working in Newton
General inspector, j
Special inspector, X
Inspectors, 3
Scouts, 2
Privates,

Inspecting field work
General agent, . X
Inspector, X

Office and storehouse;
Acting director, X
Superintendent (acting as assistant director), . . . 1
Book-keeper X
Stenographer, X
Clerks, 2
Copyists, 3
Quartermaster, .......... x
Keeper of stores, . 1
Teamster, X
Purchasing agent, X
Mechanic, ... .

.

.
.

.
.

. , . 1
Machinist, X
Private (grinding axes), . X
Draughtsman (on maps), 1
Janitress, X
Private (distributing bulletins), 1

The above is, to the best of my knowledge, a complete roster of
our force in January, 1900. Owing to the fact that work was
offered only for the one month, I was unable to obtain an ade-
quate number of privates. The call for work January 1 was
sent to 273 men, and about 210 replied. On the later calls,
about 20 per cent, of the privates refused employment.

In addition to the work mentioned above, a little work was done
in Reading, Wakefield and one or two other towns. To state ex-
actly in regard to this, I would need to refer to the office reports.

The system of scouting, necessary under the policy of
extermination, is an expensive feature of the work; in its
practical operation, barren of positive and justifiable re-
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suits; and, as ordinarily carried on, a manifest waste of
money. Dozens of men racing through the woods a hun-
dred yards apart, with the avowed object of locating nests
and noting evidence of the existence of insects, present a
ludicrous and contemptible exhibition of inefficient manage-
ment somewhere. Sixty scouts solemnly tramping through
the streets of Boston last January, at an expense of over
$125 per day to the Slate, looking for the last moth and an
opportunity for spending more money in the coming sum-
mer, present an element of grim humor too pronounced to
be resisted. Such a spectacle should not be possible. The
distinction between hunting for moths and looking for the
per diem allowance from the State we fear is not sufficiently
impressed upon the employees. It may be necessary to
look for nests on the under side of leaves while lying pros-
trate on the back; but authority should rest somewhere to
prevent too long naps on the part of the inspecting force.
The officials may not be responsible for loafing or for the
diversion of squirrel hunting among the employees; but
evidence of both was before the committee, and we are
bound to believe it exists.

The travelling expenses of a large force of inspectors and
others holding higher offices, under the authority of roving
commissions, with the attendant items for board of men and
horses and other incidental expenses, is altogether too large
and not properly guarded.

The unnecessary clearing of large tracts of woodland should
be condemned. Instances were cited to the committee,
notably that of Mr H. L. Cox, where 1,800 cords of wood
were cut and prepared for market, when the owner, who had
always lived on the premises, did not know of the presence
of the moth. The only justification for such manifest viola-
tion of duty was the presence on the premises or in its
immediate vicinity of positive evidence of the insect. This
fact was not made clear to the committee, and it appeared in
evidence and undisputed that this wood was sold without
inspection. The owners reaped the full benefit of the work
by the State, the men received their pay, the appropriation
was reduced, but the progress made toward extermination
was nowhere apparent. Of such methods of doing the
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work, this is only one case out of many, one highly objec-
tionable, and all without excuse.

The office force is altogether too large, and the require-
ments from those employed, in the shape of the record of
facts and figures, maps, number of nests found and treated,
trees burlapped and examined, and many other details, are
cumbersome and uncalled for, and help eat up large sums of
money which might be better employed in necessary field
work.

No private enterprise, association or corporation could
successfully and profitably carry on a business venture thus
loaded down with foremen and overseers, and lacking that
firm grasp of the entire situation here so plainly exhibited.

A mass of evidence was submitted, showing instances of
misdirected efforts, inefficient management, incompetency, an
entire failure properly and wisely to safeguard the State’s
interest. Much of this would be important were it not for a
broader view which the Commonwealth is disposed to take or
the subject. Much of it comes from unreliable and prejudi-
cial sources, which hardly entitle it to a passing consideration.
A piece of work involving the expenditure of $1,155,000 and
the employment of a large number of men, and the methods
under which the work thus far has been carried on, must nec-
essarily give rise to more or less criticism, —much of it ap-
parently just, much of it unjust and unfair. But from the
testimony submitted it is plainly and painfully evident that
there is reason for unfavorable comment that there has been
a wasteful and extravagant expenditure of money; in part
perhaps in the first years of the work, through want of ex-
perience and the use of unsuitable and expensive methods;
in part through an inability firmly to grasp and control the
details; and in a large degree because of the theory under
which the work is carried on.

It is evident to this committee that the time for experi-
ment has passed, and that we have now reached a point
where the matter should be handled sensibly, and with a
view to economy in the expenditure of money.

We herewith submit a statement of the sums asked for
and the appropriations made, from 1890 to the present
year:
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Appropriations.
Act of March 14, 1890, creating special commission, . . . §25,000
Additional appropriation, June 3, 1890, 26,000
1891, commission asked for 875,000; June 3, . . . 50,000
1892, commission asked for §150,000; March I, .

.
. 75,000

1893, commission asked for §165,000; April 12, . . . 100,000
1894, commission asked for §200,000; May 23, . . . . 100,000
1895, commission asked for §200,000; May 17, . . . 150,000
1896, commissionasked for §200,000; I Apnl 28, * ' ' >O.OOO

1 June 4, . .
. . 90,000

1897, commission asked for $200,000; February 26, . . 150,000

1898, commission asked for §200,000; I Febn,ary 8 ’ ‘ 1 ' 20,000
I April 6, . . . 180,000

1899, commission asked for $200,000; Fehnlary 15’ ' ' 3n.o°°
I April 15, . . . 170,000

$1,175,000
Used to exterminate brown-tail moth (§lO,OOO for 1898 and

§lO,OOO for 1899), 20,000

With the opportunity here offered for patronage, it is not
strange that the question of politics and political influence
should he brought to our attention.

It appears beyond question that the passage of some of the
appropriation bills through tin
resolutions by some of the cit
district and the circulating of |

(notably in Winchester and in

Legislature, the passing of
is and towns in the infested
titions in favor of the work
Arlington, where a petition

originated in the office of the field director) have been very
closely connected with and influenced by those directly con-
nected with the commission. Those under the Board and
having direct charge of field operations have failed to main-
tain that dignified disinterestedness in legislation thatwe have
a right to look for from such officials. They have not held
themselves aloof from the Legislature; and the annual spec-
tacle of the galleries of Senate and House filled with em-
ployees; with the office stenographer of the commission,
under pay of the State, taking down remarks of legislators,
“ that the Board might know wffiat was said against them,’’
to be used in the districts of opposing representations ; with
the official head of the field forces in the lobbies in apparent
charge of the State House operations, is not an edifying or
dignified spectacle.

The evidence satisfies us that the activity of employees in
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interviewing local representatives in the Legislature is fos-
tered and encouraged by high officials, and that public senti-
ment is developed and directed for no other purpose than
to change the present honest and conscientious opposition.
No doubt those having the matter in charge, in view of the
opposition that has arisen each year to the appropriation, and
the feeling of antagonism that has each year been plainly
shown, and believing so thoroughly as they have in the neces-
sity for continuing the work, have felt justified in allowing
such things to be done. We do not, however, believe that
any work that is carried on because of its merits needs to be
or should be supported by such methods. If the desirability
of the work is not manifest and honestly evidenced by its
results, so that money for carrying it on can be appropriated
in a legitimate manner, then the work should stop, or a change
of methods in securing the desired legislation should be made.

A proper education of the people of the Commonwealth
along these lines should not be confounded with a partisan
presentation for immediate effect. Questionable fears of the
consequences of non-action cannot be distorted into an honest
presentation of well-established facts. The distressing effects
of possible ravages must not be a club to threaten firm con-
victions. Patronage should not be held out as a reward for
legislative action. If the present policy and plan are to
obtain in the future, that the matter may be taken out of
politics, the fund should be available as wanted, so that it could
be used as needed for an uninterrupted prosecution of the
work. Thus the yearly fight for the appropriation would be
done away with, and the friends of the policy be given a chance
either to fail or succeed in their efforts. The stereotyped cry
that the appropriations were not available as and when wanted
would no longer go forth, and a nearer approach to the possi-
bilities of extermination would be made. Were there with
the predictions for success some assurance that that result
would lie reached, we should not feel justified in disregarding
those predictions ; but, while rve do not question the sincerity
of belief or the honesty of purpose of the Board, we cannot
feel warranted in being guided by them. Such justifiable
assurance has never been given, and in the nature of things
never can be.
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The order under which the committee was appointed pre-
sents and involves a consideration of the problem, not of the
possibility or the probability, but the practicability, of exter-
mination. We seek to express an opinion on this question.

Extermination may be possible and yet not practicable;
we do not believe it probable. An unlimited expenditure
for a term of years might result in extermination ; it might
also result, as one of the experts testified, in devastation ;

but will the resources of the Commonwealth admit of such a
lavish outlay? The practicability of extermination, there-
fore, in our opinion involves a consideration not only of the
habits and history of the insect, a study of the most approved
and scientific methods of work and appliances, but also a
financial problem. The solution demands the attention of
the expert financier as well as the entomologist.

As a scientific experiment, seeking to accomplish that
never before undertaken, the work possesses much interest;
as a business proposition and a policy of State, it has reached
questionable dimensions, and presents constantly increasing
doubts as to the wisdom of our present policy.

The committee directed theirattention to the scientific side
of the question.

Expert testimony in courts of law has proved a fruitful and
prolific subject of criticism. Experts too often show them-
selves partisans, fully alive to the importance of making out
a case, and contributing in their evidence to the position
taken by the party by whom they are summoned. The
weight of their testimony before juries has of late years been
seriously impaired. While we would not discredit the evi-
dence submitted by these expert economic entomologists, we
fear they may be subject to influences which they do not
themselves appreciate. If the code of ethics outlined in the
address of Prof. Herbert Osborne, delivered before the tenth
annual meeting of the Association of Economic Entomolo-
gists in Boston, Aug. 19, 1898, governs any of these wit-
nesses, we submit laymen have a right to question the weight
to be attached to their deliverance. We quote from this
address, as found in Bulletin No. 17, new series of the
United States Department of Agriculture, pages 9 and 10 :



GYPSY MOTH INQUIRY Mar.14

I beg to suggest, in this connection, that, when we have secured
a general consensus of opinion on such question, we should each
strive to give individual support to it. By raising objections we
tend to obstruct our science, and, unless some vital principle is at
stake, we may far better not permit such division of opinion to
go before the public. Diversity of views is one of the essentials
rf progress, but let us have expressions of such diversity among
Diirselves, and so far as possible stand together in final recom-
mendations to the public. . . . When the highest available author-
ity has been definitely committed to a certain policy, there is
certainly every reason why men of science in related lines should
avoid such criticism or contemptuous sneers as to prejudice the un-
informed public against such policy. The general public is at best
slow to adopt the results of science, and inclined to be suspicious
regarding even well-established points. What else can we expect,
then, if some parties in the name of science denounce such results,
but that scientific work in general shall be discredited and its
advancement hampered when it should be supported?

Professor Osborne, in the same bulletin, page 81, indorses
the work of the Gypsy Moth Commission.

The views of the economic entomologist who has been the
adviser of the Board are supported by other economic ento-
molgists whose opinions are entitled to consideration. Many
of these views are found expressed in the annual reports of
the Board, to which attention is here directed. Others are
contained in letters to this committee, written in response to
questions propounded to them at the suggestion of the Board.
Among these latter are Prof. Herbert Johnson, department
of zoology and entomology, Ohio State University; Willis
G. Johnson, professor of entomology and State entomologist,
Maryland.; Prof. James Fletcher, entomologist and botanist,
Central Experiment Farm, Ottawa, Can. ; Prof. John B.
Smith, entomologist experiment station, Agricultural College,
New Jersey ; William B. Atwood, professor of horticulture,
entomology and mycology, Polytechnic Institute, Blacksburg,
Va. ; Prof. F. M. Webster, M.S., entomologist, Agricultural
Experiment Station, Wooster, O. ; Prof. Henry A. Ballou,
Agricultural College, Storrs, Conn. ; E. P. Felt, State Ento-
mologist, New York; Rev. C. J. C. Bethune, editor and
Canadian entomologist. These testify' generally to their
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belief in extermination, based in nearly every case upon the
condition that a sufficient sum of money should at all times
be available for use.

The condition attached is important. With an annual
appropriation, however, this cannot be made sure of. The
Legislature of each year takes the matter up anew, and can-
not be expected to make the appropriation asked for without
giving the matter due consideration. It would therefore
always be claimed in the future, as it has invariably in the
past, that these yearly delays are serious hindrances to the
progress of the work, and would, as in the past, be the reason
given for the failure of exterminating, should it not come as
O O'

predicted.
The committee, in an examination of the annual reports of

the Board, found a harmony of views by experts, and along
the same lines given by those whose names were given us to
interrogate, that seemed at first astounding and x’emarkable ;

and it occurred to us that perhaps a like effort had not been
made to find another side to the question. We determined,
in a spirit of fairness, to seek for an opposition, and the
results in this direction fully justified our impression. We
submit the testimony of men better known in Massachusetts
than those above referred to, and equally competent to ex-
press an opinion. Prof. William T. Sedgwick, of the Insti-
tute of Technology, says :

A. problem of this kind is at the outset a problem for scientific
nto deal with. Relying largely upon the advice of able, con
entious and eminent experts, the State has now for several year

carried on experiments aimed at the control and ultimate extermina-
tion of the gypsy moth. These experiments have been honestly
and scientifically undertaken, and the results reached are of great
value to the State as a guide to further work in this line. . . . The

ne has now arrived when it is necessary to decide whether the
:periments directed towards extermination have been so success-sue

ful as to deserve to be further prosecuted. I do not pretend to
be especially expert in this matter, but it does seem to me as a

ientific man and a naturalist, perfectly clear that the trials already
ade have sufficiently demonstrated the improbability of extermina-

tion, and that it is unnecessary and would be improper to continue
them longer. I believe, therefore, that experiments aimed at exter-
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ruination should be abandoned, and that the gypsy moth problem
should be attacked in some other way.

Prof. Samuel 11. Scudder of Cambridge says :

I am free to say that I regard the gypsy moth as a most dangerous
enemy, against which it is necessary to organize defence, but that
actual and complete extermination is impossible, and that therefore
the present modes of attack are wasteful in a high degree. To
really exterminate the insect, it would be necessary to continue the
present expenditure for years after the last trace had disappeared,
otherwise a pair would be somewhere left which unnoticed would
before long render the situation as desperate as before; yet no
Legislature could be induced to give $200,000 year after year
after actual excessive damage had ceased.

The gypsy moth is a very small insect. Its eggs are small; its
larvre hide, and it is absolutely impossible for any one to find them.
Mr. Scudder has stated, in the letter which you have read, almost
exactly my views. I feel fully convinced that extermination is
absolutely impossible, with this annual fight for appropriation.

Prof. Samuel Henshaw, of the Agassiz Museum in Cam-
bridge, says :

It would be absolutely impossible to exterminate an insect of
these habits, unless you are willing to go to the extent of making
the region which it infests an absolute desert. . . . Extermi-
nation is a thing that nature has to take care of, not man.
I think it has spread since its extermination has been undertaken
far more than previously.

Professor Minot, of the Harvard Medical School and presi
dent of Boston Society of Natural History, says :

Professor Kingsley of Tufts College say

So far as known in science, no animal so far has been extermi-
nated by man as the result of a deliberate effort, except in the case
of large animals. lam of the opinion that the undertaking of the
State of Massachusetts to exterminate the gypsy moth is, from the
very conditions of the undertaking, entirely independent of any
zeal, capacity or resources of the commission, an undertaking which
is necessarily to fail. I see no other possible result before it.
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Prof. P. H. Rolf, of the Experiment Station, Clemens
Agricultural College, South Carolina, says :

I doubt the practicability of extermination.

In view of this evidence, and the doubtful progress of the
work under the present idea of extermination, the Common-
wealth may well pause and re-examine its position, and from
its dearly bought experience and this new light seek a more
substantial and common-sense basis for work.

Under a special order of the Legislature, adopted Jan. 15,
1894, the Board having in charge this work was asked to
give “ The amount per year which, in the estimation of your
Board, it will be necessary to expend upon the work during
the next ten years.” The Board, through its chairman, gave
the following estimates : for 1894,11(55,000 ; 1895, 8150,000 ;

1896, 8100,000; 1897, $50,000; and $25,000 per year for
the following five —thus calling for an expenditure of
$590,000, and the work to be fully completed in 1903. The
chairman writes in explanation, that, “in our opinion, it is
quite possible to exterminate the moth, if large appropria-
tions, such as have been mentioned, are granted for the next
few years.” The enlarged area of the infested district and
the progress of the work in 1900 renders comment unneces-
sary. Since 1894, $BBO,OOO has been expended, and we are
three years short of the time limit. The entomologist of the
Board ventured to prophesy in 1897, and gave the following
figures as necessary to be considered in pursuing the policy
of extermination :

$1,000,000for five years (1897-01
for five years (1902-0619' ,0(

live years (1907-12 ,01

An average of $105,000 per year for fifteen years, and
then what? Nowhere in the reports or in the testimony
before the committee is there any positive assurance that at
the end of fifteen years extermination will become an assured
fact. This prophecy has already been questioned by the
Board, because of the legislative authorization for the
expenditure in two of the first five years of $lO,OOO for
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the extermination of the brown-tail moth, now abandoned.
It is to be observed in passing that since 1897 two colonies
of serious dimensions, now subdued, have been discovered
outside the then infested area. If there could be any reason-
able assurance given that extermination could be reached, we
believe that the Commonwealth would be justified, and that
the people of the State would be willing to continue the
spending of large sums of money annually, even if some of
the methods employed were open to criticism.

Before passing to a consideration of testimony out of the
mouths of the Board, we pause to observe justwhat the pres-
ent policy really means, and to suggest some reasons why
we are of the opinion that extermination is practically
impossible.

In the report of 1894, given to the Legislature in 1895,
we read that, “ in order to secure extermination, each colony
must first be found by a careful inspection of the entire
region, which is two hundred square miles. ... In order
to guard against the spread of the moth, and get positive evi-
dence that the limits of its dissemination have been found,
we must examine surrounding towns covering at least two
hundred square miles more.” In view of the testimony that,
where extermination is supposed to be accomplished, ten
years of careful watching are necessary to turn a theory into
an assured condition, the opinion of one witness, that §1,000,-
000 per year for a term of twenty-five years would be neces-
sary to insure extermination, may not be as extravagant a
piece of evidence as it at first appears. The extermination
of the insect must be done by hand, the last moth must be
secured, the last egg found. Note the fact that these egg-
clusters are deposited in any suitable spot or place in the
foundation of walls and of all structures ; under the shingles ;

under sticks, stones and leaves ; in crevices and cracks in
every conceivable place ; in postholes and between the rails;
in bushes, briers and grape swamps; from the top of a tree
to the spreading of the roots ; in the clefts of the rocks,
in fact, they abound everywhere.

Science tells us of the habits of the insect, of its methods
of work, its growth and development; but when we come to
the proposition as to whether man can find the last cater-
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pillar and locate and destroy the last egg, we suggest that
common-sense may be invoked along with the theories of
science. Large colonies may be cleared with comparative
ease, but the scattered insect may elude the vigilance of the
most careful scrutiny. Fire may devastate the land, and
thus reach the nearest approach to extermination: the green
and beautiful country may be reduced to a desert; the birds
and parasites, the natural enemies of the insect, be driven
away and destroyed ; and the pet theories of the believers in
extermination satisfied ; but is all this practicable and desir-
able, — is it wise, if conceivable? We believe that the
cutting of so much wood is not only extravagant but unneces-
sary as a means toward extermination; it is also to be
regretted, in that it reduces the amount of woodland, and in
its place in a great many cases we have barren and undesir-
able land.

It is shown by the records that the pest has been known to
exist in other parts of the world, especially in France, Ger-
many, Italy, Belgium and Russia, for over one hundred and
fifty years ; and that during this time no efforts in the line
of extermination have been made. The methods of suppres-
sion or control pursued have apparently been the only ones
that have given any beneficial results.

There are many natural means or ways, over which man
has no control, in which the insect is carried from place to
place. It is, therefore, fighting against the laws of nature
to attempt extermination. We do not believe it is possible
for man to exterminate any insect of this nature that has
become so thoroughly acclimated and so well settled and
widely distributed throughout so large a district as has this
insect. Some of the natural ways in which the insect may
be spread will be illustrated in a small way by some of the
evidence. At the same time of the year when the caterpil-
lars are being hatched from the eggs, the birds are rearing
their young. Certain birds, like the crow and the bluejay,
are the special enemies of the gypsy moth caterpillar, and
make use of it as food for their young; and in this way it
appears that the caterpillars are carried varying distances
from a colony where they are collected to the nests of the
birds; and it is not improbable that, many of the scattered
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nests that are found in the region of a large colony come
from this cause.

Another way in which it is probable that the eggs are
scattered is that during the months of July and August the
eggs are deposited upon the leaves of trees. In the fall of
the year the leaves are carried by the wind, and in this way
the eggs are scattered and hatch during the following spring.
Professor Ilenshaw in his evidence said that he had seen the
caterpillar carried about by dogs. It is therefore fair to
suppose that they may be carried by other animals. They
have been picked from travellers going away from the in-
fested area. A member of the State Board carried a cater-
pillar to the State House on his coat.

There is no conclusive evidence that, as a result of the
work of the past ten years, the insect has been exterminated
in any city or town of the infested district. It has been
suppressed whenever it has shown itself in large numbers,
and the work in that district has been very creditable.

We have yet to learn that an important insect pest has
ever been exterminated. The locust still flourishes and the
canker worm is still a burden. Many of the insects with
which we contend to-day were familiar to the ancients, and
are found described by the oldest writers.

What evidence have we from the Board
The committee herewith submit the stenographic report ot

that portion of the testimony of Ex-Senator Albert F.
Barker containing his views of the published reports of the
Board. The quotations from these reports we make a part
of this report; the comments and criticism of the witness
are his own, and he alone is responsible for them. We make
our own deductions.

I think the first report was that there were 12 miles by 4 miles
nfested, making about 50 square miles. Then we come on to the

report of progress for 1890, and they report progress there as fol-
lows :

“We have thoroughly investigated the outskirts, and found
but one case where it has gone beyond the limits of our first in-
vestigation.” That first investigation, I understand, developed
about 50 square miles. “None of the trees have been eaten off
as in previous years.” That is in 1890; they had that year an

appropriation of 850,000,
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This is the report of 1891 : “ Vast numbers were destroyed by
spraying, but many hatched at the same time, preventing killing
all.” “In the fall it was found only one-tenth as many as in the
spring.” “If eggs can be gathered, few will appear in the spring
and can easily be destroyed.” Then they go on and say : “Work
through the season was so effective that all the large colonies have
been destroyed.” This is in 1891; and there they say: “Only
one-tenth as many eggs as in the spring.” Their appropriation
was for $50,000.

Now, going on to 1892, they said vast numbers of them the
year before were killed by spraying. “ This year spraying is
given up, as not effective ;

” and they give a fair estimate of eggs
as compared with last year, as “Ito 30 exterminated.” “When
eggs were hatched there were but few in most districts and none
in many of the outer towns.” That is in 1892. “Notwith-
standing disadvantages, burlapping and hand-killing disposed of
nine-tenths of the moths in the infested district, and in many lo-
calities they were exterminated.” They go on and say; “It has
been exterminated in 390 localities;” and “in comparison with
last year indicates a great improvement over last season.” “ The
number of eggs has been reduced 99 per cent, in two years, and in
300 localities it has been exterminated.” “No spread since last
year.

This is the report of 1893, which is numbered the report of
1891, —the work of 1893. “The condition of the infested ter-
ritory better than last year ” (page 268). “ Moths are now rar
except in limited localities ” (page 270). “Burlaps resulted in
almost completely eradicating the moths from outer town
(page 281). “ The moth is now so rare in most of the towns that
only by close inspection can it be found” (page 283). “Ten
towns clear” (page 285). “ And the other towns in the district
are better than in 1892 ” (page 286). “Encouraging progr
800 localities clear; appears exterminated from one-third of the
territory” (page 294). “Work carried on with great vigor and
success” (page 295). “ Twenty-two towns infested and 10
cleared.” “In 10 outer towns it has been apparently extermi-
nated.” Now, gentlemen, there is where they begin to come
down, —apparently exterminated now, in 1894. “In 10 outer
towns it has been apparently exterminated; in 5 very nearly so
in all towns worked year after year nearly cleared” (page 8)

Lessened territory infested and held them in check” (page 9)
These pages 8 and 9 are in the special pamphlet which they issued.
A-fter four years Mr. Forbush says: “I am convinced that no
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poison will hold them in check” (page 17). “The condition of
the towns is much better than last year ” (page 25). “ Ten towns
apparently exterminated, 22 remaining” (pages 23 and 24). The
year before they got up to 1100,000; this year they had 8100,000
in 1894.

1895. “ Condition better than it had hoped to be able to re-
port.” “While other than woodlands are in good condition, more
places in woods have been found than stamped. Woodland is not
so bad as feared” (page 19). “A considerable improvement
over last year” (page 20), another improvement. “ The outer
row of towns are apparently clear,” —they do not claim extermi-
nated, but they come down to the question of “ apparently clear,’’

‘ ‘ and only locality where no improvement has been made is in
the woodland” (page 21). This year they had $150,000.

1896. “The condition of the infested territory is now better
known than ever before.” “Because of inadequate appropria-
tions, it has been impossible iu any one year to inspect thoroughly
the entire territory.” “With a little more money we can extermi-
nate them all.” Then on page 21, 1896, they go on and give a

summary of each town. They go on to say, “To give an abso-
lutely accurate report of the condition of the infested territory is
impossible, unless the whole region had been gone over iu the last
year.” They had $lOO,OOO ; they wanted $200,000.

Now, they go on iu 1897 and say that “the clearing of the
moth from any new towns cannot be reported.” They got $150,-
000 that year; and they say, “ the report given below indicates
mainly the condition of the known colonies,” and give the reason
why on page 28.

In 1898. “The appropriation being larger, it was possible to
;o over a greater part of the infested territory than any previous

year.” That is, with an additional appropriation, which was
$200,000, it was possible to go over more of the territory than
they had ever been over iu anyone year before. “And a more
accurate report of the condition iu detail can be given than ever
before. In 7of the formerly infested outer towns no moths were
found iu 1898” (page 446). “In 5 other towns one to three
small spots only were found in 1898,” —that makes ten, and in
these no eggs were found during the fall inspection. There are
5 towns, which may be termed the central towns, which are gen-
erally infested, but as a whole their condition was generally im-

proved by the work of 1898, and moths were found in 1 new
town.” And they go on and give you the classification. Now,
gentlemen, how many towns did they have that year? Ee-
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member, we started with 20, and there was no spread the next
year, but there were 10 towns more ; we had a great improvement,
but when we added up the towns again we found 33. They men-

tion one or two here where they got outside; but when you count
up the towns in the report of 1898, which is called 1899, you find
that they have got 29 towns with bugs in them, and 7 towns, gen-
tlemen, in which they do not say they have exterminated the bugs,
but they do say, “We didn’t find any bugs in those 7 towns.” So
what is the result of that logic and that reckoning? Have the
bugs spread, or haven’t they? Have they spread from 20 to 30
towns, then to 32, and then to 36 towns, and are they exterminated
to-day

Do the annual reports of the Board, which certainly are
not under-drawn, and which, we submit, present the case in
as favorable a light as the tacts and conditions will warrant,
convey to the unprejudiced mind that clear and well-defined
progress in the work of extermination which the time spent
and the appropriation made by the Commonwealth ought to
show, if the present policy is to continue? The committee
are not thus convinced. The burden of proof rests on those
who justify a continuance of present methods. To our minds
the burden is not sustained.

Professor Scudder offers the following suggestion ;

The true way, in my view, would be to establish a department
of protection from insects in perpetuity, with a scientific chief under
the Board of Agriculture, at an annual cost of perhaps $25,000
or even less, and look to this department to keep the worst pests
under some degree of control; and, second, to legislate in such a
way as to compel owners of property to destroy their own pests.

Professor Sedgwick say

I think a considerable appropri
should be made by the present Li
further experiments, to be condm

ation, say of $25,000 or $50,000,
igislature, and used as a basis of
ted on different line

My idea is not only for the
generally, to have that work

sy moth, but all injurious insects
by the State Board of Agricult-,ve that work don

ure, with a small appropriation and a small number of men, and
I think they could control dangerous outbreaks. ... I see no

Professor Henshaw testified
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reason why people should harbor such a dangerous pest on their
places, any more than they should harbor rattlesnakes or gun-
powde:

I feel that the State should take operations against this moth,
and that they should be directed more toward the keeping down of
dangerous outbreaks. ... I think that an appropriation of $25,-
000 to $50,000 a year would be ample for the purpose, and I
think the present expenditure is wasteful.

He further says that there would be no more serious damage
from this insect than from quantities of others, the tent
caterpillar, the canker worms, the Colorado potato beetle or
the European cabbage butterfly.

The committee gathered much valuable evidence and place
considerable reliance on the testimony of many present, and
former employees, who from the practical experience of
actual field work gave their emphatic opinion that exter-
mination is impossible, and the suppression of serious out-
breaks the only reasonable method of dealing with the insect.

In our opinion, sufficient attention has not been given to
the destruction of the moth by its natural enemies, —birds
and parasites. Our observation and information demonstrate
that nature is quite capable of taking care of herself. More
than one pest, even in our own day, has threatened to
destroy and devastate. Climatic influences, diseases, the
preying of the higher upon the lower forms of life, the un-
translated but ever-working law of migration and distribu-
tion, have one and all sprung into operation. The land still
yields her bounty, vegetation still blossoms and is fruitful,
the foliage is still green and the temporary annoyances are
almost forgotten. It may be true that, until the insect or
its parasite is thoroughly acclimated in a new country, the
workings of these natural laws may be suspended; but the
history of insect life shows that the law is never repealed.
Like all imported insects, its early years are its most robust.
The moth has made a brave struggle for existence, but we
believe is bound to be subdued by man as these others have
been, and that our past emergency is but history repeating

Professor Kingsley testified:
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itself. In Europe its ravages are intermittent; why not
here? It is now more vigorous here than there, but the
foreign condition will eventually become ours. We need to
be philosophical, not hysterical. As our eminent entomolo-
gist has written ;

“ This does not necessarily mean that we
are to abandon all inspection or give up all quarantine regu-
lations ; nor does it mean that we are to open our doors
freely to the insect pest of all foreign countries, but it does
mean that it is highly desirable to fairly count the cost and
view dispassionately the limitations attending such work.”

We feel that much good work has been done and that much
has been learned. We therefore do not believe it advisable
wholly to abandon the work. We believe the State should
have an interest in this and similar matters that threaten and
cause damage to any of our important industries or interests.
The damage caused by these and other injurious insects espe-
cially concerns the farming interests. The ravages of this
insect were visited on the State; it happened to light on a
limited territory. The individual has the primary and vital
interest. He should be obliged to protect himself and his
property to areasonable extent. But the best-directed efforts
of an owner of land may prove of no avail and burdensome,
if his neighbor, either through lack of interest or a due appre-
ciation of the problem before him, fails in his duty. A com-
munity owes a duty to its individual members.

We found certain extravagant and wasteful cases of finan-
ciering, in part due to the system, in part due to the absence
of vigilant watchfulness. Our observations of the expendi-
ture of public funds teach us that prodigality is more fre-
quently the rule than the exception. The individual tax
payer is not as alert and mindful of the waste as when the
income and the outgo are not thus far removed. The aver-
age citizen watches his own affairs more keenly and critically
than the affairs of the State. The further the fund is removed
from the source of its creation, the more difficult to see the
connection one with the other. When the burdens of the
direct tax are easily traceable to the careless and wasteful
budget of city or town government, every tax payer becomes
a sentinel, ready to challenge every proposition looking
toward an increased tax levy.
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We make the following recommendations :

1. An abandonment of the theory of extermination and
a repeal of the present law.

2. A continuance of the work by the cities and towns
interested, with authority to impose such obligations on the
citizens as seem proper and reasonable.

3. In place of the plan abandoned, a substitution ofthe policy
of suppression and of preventing the spread of the insect.

4. Such assistance from the Commonwealth, in the form
of reimbursement of a portion of the money expended by the
municipality, as to the Legislature seems just and fair.

5. The imposition on certain city or town officers of the
general charge and oversight of the work in their respective
community.

6. A proper safeguarding of the State’s interest in the
public reservations.

We believe this will result in doing away with a usele;
and complex army, now too largely officered.

It will abolish the wasteful method of scouting and hunting
for work.

It will promote a feeling of responsibility now almost un
known.

It will re-establish an element of common-sense in the
treatment of this insect, permitting the citizen to deal with
it as he has dealt with other pests, instead of from a highly
technical stand-point.

Instead of saying to the individual, Keep your hands off;
don’t touch the egg; don’t touch the moth; send for the
State, it will encourage him to kill the insect, not discour-
age him; it will give him information and teach him how to
protect himself. But, as the injury of one is the injury of
all, the community should protect itself; and, as the city and
town are the creations of the State, the State, always mind-
ful of its own, should render needful assistance when its own
larger interests are involved.

It will permit the introduction of business methods, as a
substitute for scientific accuracy in book-keeping and field
work.

It will save travelling expenses of highly paid officials, by
substituting local for outside management.
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It will not involve the spending of such large sums for
advertising, photography, caps, uniforms, postage, printing,
telegraphing and telephoning, and many other items of office
supplies will be rendered unnecessary.

It will go into operation with the advantage of well-estab-
lished methods of work, and save the time and money of
costly experimenting.

It will foster and promote local civic pride, so essential to
good citizenship.

It will end the temptation incident to such large share of
patronage.

It will permit of the discussion and adjustment on the
merits of the question involved, and will not allow it to be
used as a vehicle to assist lame and impotent measures to
become legislative enactments.

The interests of State, town and citizen are properly pro-
tected, and no interests are imperilled. The committee beg
leave to submit the accompanying bill.

LOYED E. CHAMBERLAIN.
THOMAS W. KENEFICK.
C. W. HAZELTON.

CHARLES F. A. SMITH.
JAMES F. BLISS.
EDWIN J. MILLS.
CHAS. A. CARRUTH.
CHARLES O’M. EDSON.
TEMPLE A. WINSLOE.
FREDERIC O. MacCARTNEY
JOHN L. DONOVAN.

Messrs. Mills of Fall River, Winsloe and Donovan of Bos-
ton dissent as to so much of the bill submitted as relates to
the amount to be expended by the Commonwealth and the
amount to be repaid to the cities and towns.




