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desirable to continue cropping excess males. Government
agents concurred. It therefore came as an unwel come
surprise when Elliott recruited one of the most respected
naturalists of the day to advocate a temporary end to all
sealing, including government supervised land harvests.
William T. Hornaday headed the New York Zoo and was a
director of the Camp-Fire Club of America. He began his
long career as a collecting zoologist and taxidermist,
working for several years at Washington's National Museum,
first as chief taxidermist and later as curator of the
Department of Living Animals. International recognition
came to him as a result of his efforts to save bison from
extinction. Hornaday fought to protect other species from
overexploitation as well, and he was instrumental in the
creation of several national game preserves.ll
Elliott and Hornaday had been friends for more than two
decades. When Elliott's first popular work on Alaska came
out in 1886, he sent the second copy to Hornaday, the first
having been reserved for Professor Baird. "I am delighted
with such good company,”™ Elliott wrote, "for we agree and

nl2

are solid as the missionary. It is not surprising,

Meollier's Encyclopedia, 1986 ed., s.v. "Hornaday, William Temple,” by Donald D.
Millican.

ETTi0tt to William T. Hornaday, 3 October 1886, W. T. Hornaday Papers, Box 31,
Library of Congress Manuscript Division, Washington, DC.
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then, that when the entire scientific and bureaucratic
community in Washington seemed to oppose him, Elliott turned
to Hornaday for help.

Elliott contacted his friend about the fur seal problem
in 1907. Despite the overwhelming weight of scientific
opinion in favor of continued island sealing, Hornaday took
Elliott's position. After a few quiet but ineffective
efforts on behalf of the seals, Hornaday decided in 1909 to
leap wholeheartedly into the fray, with all the influence he
could muster.!?

As a founding member and chairman of the Camp-Fire
Club's wildlife committee, Hornaday exerted considerable
influence over the organization's policy. The club pledged
its members to conservation of wildlife, which in practice
generally meant game animals. Hornaday persuaded them to
extend that interest to support protective legislation for
fur seals and begin an active campaign against government
mishandling of the animals.!

Hornaday asked Elliott to "remain in the background”
while the Camp-Fire Club attempted to protect the seals.

Elliott's abrasive personality had earned him the antagonism

of almost everyone involved with the fur seals; only a few

Bwiiliam T. Hornaday, Thirty Years War For Wild Life, New York: Charles Scribner’'s
Sons, 1931), 173-74,

"Hornaday, 174-75.
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members of Congress supported his crusade. Hornaday enjoyed
good relations with other naturalists and had heretofore
avoided involvement in the fur seal controversy. He
believed that, in a less combative atmosphere, intelligent
men of science would come to understand the need to end
island killing. Hornaday first moved to enlist the support
of Senator Joseph M. Dixon, chairman of the new Senate
Committee on the Conservation of National Resources.®

In the meantime, the Commerce and Labor Department
began to reassess its fur seal management strategy.
Secretary Straus ordered the Fur Seal Service to be
transferred to the Bureau of Fisheries, as Jordan had
suggested. He asked Jordan, Merriam, Stejneger, Lucas,
Sims, and Townsend to act as an outside Advisory Board to
the Fur Seal Service. All these men had participated in at
least one study of fur seals, and all but Sims, the
attorney, were highly regarded naturalists. Commissioner
Bowers assigned Lembkey, Marsh, Assistant Agents Judge and
Alexander, and Dr. Barton W. Evermann to an in-house
advisory board. Evermann, head of the Bureau's Division of

Scientific Inquiry, would chair the committee. He had

studied pelagic sealing with Townsend in 1892, at which time

15Hornaday, 174-75.
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he briefly visited the Pribilocfs, and had since followed the
fur seal issue closely.16

If Commissioner Bowers and Secretary Straus hoped to
avoid further dissension by creating the advisory boards,
they were to be disappointed. In early 1909, Jordan, as
chairman of the Advisory Board, sent a list of
recommendations to the other members for their comments. 1In
addition to the by now standard call for an end to pelagic
sealing, he recommended ending the lease system and creating
three new naturalist positions on the islands. Jordan felt
that the most important job would be to "obtain a definite
idea of [the herd's] present condition as compared with its
condition in 1896-97." He urged that the assignment be
given to his assistant, George A. Clark, who had contributed
a great deal to the earlier study and who could be trusted
to follow the same procedures again.17

Jordan's letter elicited a flurry of correspondence
from his fellow fur seal advisors. Merriam concurred with
Jordan on most points but declined to pass judgement on the

lease system one way or another. '"That George Clark...

should be sent to the islands to repeat counts previously

Wscheffer, "History,” 16, 13.

"David Starr Jordan to C. Hart Merriam, 4 February 1908, Record Unit 7176, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, 1860-1361 Fieid Reports, Box 4, Smithsonian institution
Archives, Washington, DC (hereinafter referred to as RU 7176).
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made by him using the same method and the same rookeries...
seems to me of the greatest importance and I earnestly hope
it will be done." The Biological Survey chief cautioned,
however, that if a supervisory naturalist were permanently
assigned to the islands, he should have '"the whole authority
or no authority” in order to avoid conflict with the chief
agent.18

Townsend and Lucas, both working in New York, lunched
together and arrived at their own evaluation of Jordan's

13 The two men discounted the need for further

suggestions.
scientific research while pelagic sealing continued
unchecked. Nonetheless, they approved Clark's trip to the
Pribilofs "to give his own impressions of the present
conditions as compared with those existing in 1896 and
1897." They also accepted the idea of creating three new
naturalist positions on the islands, provided the change did
not "remove Mr. Lembkey or Mr. Judge from the positions they
now occupy."20

Merriam suspected Lucas of being "influenced largely by

personal friendships,'" but the other man protested that "it

would be extremely unwise to replace them [Lembkey and

"¢, Hart Merriam to David Starr Jordan, 16 February 1909, RU T176.
“charies H. Townsend to C. Hart Merriam, 19 February 1309, RU T176.

Yrrederick A. Lucas to C. Hart Merriam, 20 February 1309. RU 7176.
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Judge] by an untrained man who had not, in any way, proved

il Conducting

his fitness for the charge of the Islands.
the seal harvest and handling the native population required
experience, and any changes should receive very careful
consideration.

Similar consideration should be applied to abolishing
the lease system. Lucas and Townsend feared that the Bureau
of Fisheries was ill-prepared to provide fuel, provisions,
clothing, and other necessities to the islands as the lessee
companies had done. Lucas further stressed the need to
protect the rookeries both from poaching raids and from
killing an excessive number of male seals. The zoologist
regarded such immoderate killing as had taken place on
Russia's Bering Island as "injudicious, unscientific, and
liable to subject the perpetrators to just criticism."¥
Lucas had not been to the Pribilofs in more than ten years,
and here he seemed to be subtly warning his fellow
scientists of the possible repercussions if Elliott were
right about overkilling there.

Despite their differences, Lucas believed that in the

end '"there would not be any important disagreements among us

YMerriam to Lucas, 26 February 1909, RU 7176; Lucas to Merriam, 27 February 1909,
RU 7176. {n an apparent change of heart, Lucas also told Merriam that "under present
conditions one naturalist is ample.”

Ripig,
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[the Advisory Board]."23 The same could not be said for
relations between the Advisory Board and the Bureau of
Fisheries fur seal committee. In mid-February 1909, Merriam
and Stejneger attended a meeting of the Bureau committee.
The two scientists were there at the committee's invitation,
but Merriam discovered during the meeting that "the
Committee, or at least a part of it, is at the outset
antagonistic to the Advisory Board. "%

Lembkey was not present, but his chief assistant, James
Judge, articulated the position of the agents. Although
disagreements arose regarding some of Jordan's suggestions
about counting seals, the main source of conflict must have
been the idea of sending three naturalists to the islands.
Merriam's letter to Jordan describing the meeting is unclear
about this issue, but it should have surprised no one that
the agents would oppose such a plan.25 Indeed, they had
already expressed such opposition on numerous occasions.

Dr. Evermann acted as a mediator, but he generally
agreed with Advisory Board members. As a scientist and
sometime assistant to Merriam, Evermann no doubt sympathized

with the goals of the Board. Nonetheless, Merriam

33 ycas to Merriam, 27 February 1909, RU 7176.
Yyerriam to Jordan, 16 Fepruary 1908, RU 7176,

Bibig,
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pessimistically told Jordan that if the committee remained
"hostile to the Advisory Board...and should the Committee
have the power which I infer it will have, there would seem
little left for the Advisory Board but to res:‘Lgn."'25

The Board did not resign, and its members eventually
reached an understanding with the Bureau's committee.
Charles Nagel, who had in 1909 succeeded Straus as Secretary
of Commerce and Labor, needed the input of both groups to
plan a new approach to fur seal management. The North
American Commercial Company's lease expired in early 1910,
and new arrangements had yet to be made. Nagel must have
been relieved when the Advisory Board and the Bureau's
committee finally compromised on their differences and
offered a joint recommendation. His relief would be short-
lived.

In the meantime, George A. Clark visited the islands as
suggested by Jordan. Clark's report is interesting because
there is much in it to validate Elliott's stance, although
Clark himself had no such intent. He found seal harvests
"entirely in the hands of the lessees.'" After the 2000

young males were set aside as a breeding reserve, the

lessees were "free to take what they could get, and this

Wihid.
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resulted in their taking practically all of the bachelors
appearing on the hauling grounds."27

According to Lembkey, the scenario described by Clark
corresponded exactly with the regulations set by the
Department of Commerce and Labor. Within certain weight
specifications, which only rarely were exceeded, the law
entitled the NACC to take up to 15,000 skins after setting
aside the reserve. If the company had to take nearly every
bachelor seal on the islands in order to get its gquota,
Lembkey saw no problem with that.28 Seals not taken on the
island merely represented additional profit for the pelagic
sealers in the Bering Sea, and the chief agent had already
said that "unless this [international] settlement appears
imminent, I would recommend the killing on land of every
seal that can be killed under existing law."?

Lembkey also contested Clark's conclusion that the herd
had reached a state of equilibrium and was no longer
declining.30 Although the herd had yielded 15,000 skins
each year from 1906 to 1908, Lembkey pointed out that this

was true only because the Department lowered the minimum

zzAppendix A, 866,
Wappendix A, 903.
Bscheffer, "History,” 19.

Wappendix A, 872.
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size restriction in 1906. Closer killings ensued in
successive seasons until finally the 1909 harvest fell short
of quota. Despite the continued decline, Lembkey cited the
reserve breeder program as a success; it had ensured that at
least a minimum of males would mature to reproductive
age.31 And as Clark noted, the decline in females had kept
pace with the decline in males, so that the number of bulls
never became insufficient for breeding.32

In addition to the standard recommendations for ending
pelagic sealing and sending a naturalist to the islands,

Clark urged "an interregnum of three to six years...in which

the Government representatives shall administer the affairs
of the natives and of the herd without being hampered by
consideration of the rights and privileges of lessees. "
Agents should strictly limit the kill to three-year-old
bachelors, even if that meant not taking any skins at all

34

for the next few seasons. (Under other circumstances,

Elliott and Clark might have been allies.) Finally, Clark

Happendix A, 899-901.
popendix A, 866.
¥appendix A, 872.

Happendix A, 868.
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recommended that in any new lease, the authority of the
lessees on the islands be sharply limited.35

Although not officially a member of the Advisory Board,
Clark attended the November 1909 meeting and presented his
report. His conclusions figured prominently in the Board's
final written recommendations. Given the controversy that
had swirled around the fur seal issue, the Board's document
was rather innocuous. It implicitiy accepted the idea of
continuing the lease system, but modified it in several
important ways. First, the chief agent on the islands would
be empowered to limit seal harvests at his discretion.
Second, the lessee would no longer administer island
affairs, including seal harvests and native concerns; that
responsibility would fall to the government. The lessee
would thus "be restricted to the receiving, curing, and
shipping of the skins taken." The harvest should never be
more than 95% of the bachelors falling within the proper age

group.36 Skins should be limited to those weighing more

than five and less than eight and one half pounds.37

Bappendix A, 872.

¥ aTthough 95% sounds outrageously high, it seemed perfectly safe to scientists who
had determined that the average harem consisted of thirty cows, making a bull-to-cow ratio
of 30:1. Scientists figured that killing 95% of the bachelors would still leave a safe
ratio of 20:1.

Mrisheries Commissioner George M. Bowers to Dr. C. Hart Merriam, 29 November 1909,
RU 7176; Appendix A, 814-15,
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Further recommendations dealt with the sticky question
of scientific studies. Two naturalists should be assigned
to the islands to advise the chief agent '"regarding the
number of seals and foxes to be killed each season....in
case 0of a difference of opinion between the Chief Naturalist
and the Agent in Charge, the decision of the latter shall
govern, pending an appeal to the Secretay of Commerce and
Labor." This last clause served two purposes: it satisfied
Merriam's concern with a clear hierarchy and it eased
Lembkey's fears for the status of agents. Finally, the men
urged an international conference of scientific men and
diplomats "for consideration of the quesion of pelagic
sealing as well as of an international game law to protect
whales, walrus, sea-otter and other mammals of the sea."®

Elliott and Hornaday vehemently denounced the Roard's
recommendations. They opposed any continuation of the lease
system, wherein seal management was based strictly on
economic considerations. Any further island killing at all,

they argued, not only harmed the herd, but put Americans in

a less advantageous diplomatic position. If no sealing were

#ibid. The inclusion of whales and other marine mammals indicates the striking
degree to which the Fur Seal Advisory Board perceived the growing problem of exploitation
of the seas. An international whale treaty would not be concluded for more than twenty
years after the Board's proposal, and would not be given teeth for another thirty years
after that. See Simon Lyster, International Wildlife Law (Cambridge: Grotius Publications
Limited, 1985), chapter 2.
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taking place on the islands, the United States could claim
the high moral ground during negotiations. Elliott drew up
a resolution embodying these ideas, and gave it to Hornaday
for Camp-Fire Club approval.39

In early 1910, Hornaday persuaded Senator Dixon's
Conservation Committee to advise Secretary Nagel not to re-
lease the fur seal islands. Hornaday also presented Dixon
with a copy of Elliott's resolutions, which met with
approval in the Conservation Committee, but were tabled in
the Senate. Nagel and Lembkey asked for and got a $50,000
appropriation to cover the cost of supporting Aleuts on the
islands, since a lessee company would no longer bear that
responsibility. Hornaday and Elliott assumed that approval
of the additional funds meant acceptance of their requested
five or ten year moratorium on land sealing.40 Their
assumption was mistaken.

When Nagel suggested a new bill giving the Secretary of
Commerce and Labor full discretion over seal harvests, it
passed both in Dixon's committee and in the full Senate. On
its strength, Nagel authorized Lembkey and his agents to
harvest seals on the islands during the 1910 breeding

season, in accordance with the recommendations of the

Yornaday, 176-77.

"Hornaday, 175-78.
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advisory boards. At season's end, Lembkey reported 12,922
skins taken. He declared that

The practice of killing bachelor seals for skins

as well as for natives' food should not be

abandoned unless a cogent reason presents itself.

No harm to the seal herd can result from the

killing of surplus males. No benefit to the herd

could accrue from the maturing of males

unnecessary for purposes of reproductiom which,

when of adult age, would have no female consorts,

but which, by incessant and furious fighting,

would destroy or crhpple the breeding bulls and

themselves as well.
The chief agent further explained that lower percentages of
rejected seals during the culling process did not mean that
a closer killing had taken place. Only one percent of the
skins taken were outside the established weight standards,
and Lembkey's report assured its readers that the smallness
of this figure resulted from the extra care taken to give a
gquestionable animal the benefit of the doubt.42

Stanford zoologist Harold Heath could "testify that the
greatest care was exercised" during the 1910 season; he
worked on the Pribilofs as naturalist until someone
permanent could be found. He noted that the ratio of
bachelors to the rest of the herd was much higher than it

had been in 1897. BAs long as pelagic sealing continued

unabated, Heath favored "reaping as large a harvest as is

Happendix A, 1037.

popendix A, 1024-25,
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compatible with the conservation of the herd and at the same
time leaving as little as possible to those on the high
seas."$

Heath also agreed with Lembkey that the branding and
corralling schemes lacked merit as management tools.#
Furthermore, as long as pelagic sealing continued

another fact is evident, that with the

conservation of the females on land and the

setting aside annually of a sufficient male

reserve no additional care will add one jot or

tittle to the number of cows....in the last

analysis the important gquestion to be answered is

this: Is there a sufficient number of males to

take the place of those active on the rookeries?

and every yeﬁr the answer has been in the

affirmative.
Heath noted several areas in which long-term study might
benefit land management of the herd, particularly regarding
life cycle and mortality information. Essentially, then,
Heath agreed with the final recommendations of the Advisory
Board and found no fault with the land sealing operation
during its first year of complete government control.

Elliott and his Camp-Fire Club allies condemned the
entire operation. Elliott perused documents relating to the

1910 sealing season and discovered what he believed to be

evidence of blatant violations of sealing regulations. Of

Happendix A, 1220.
Happendix A, 1219-20.

Y appendix A, 1218.
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the 12,920 seals killed on land, he claimed that 7,733 were
yearlings and females, categories legally protected from

% These accusations led to lengthy

exploitation.
Congressional investigations into the integrity of the Fur
Seal Service.

Around the same time, the governments of Great Britain
and Japan finally agreed to ban pelagic sealing in exchange
for a percentage of the annual harvest on the American and
Russian seal islands. The treaty embodied much the same
principles as the 1898 Joint High Commission had agreed to
and that were included in the "Hay-Elliott" plan. Japan and
Canada would each receive fifteen percent of the Russian and
American annual land harvests. Japan had won a small
rookery in the Russo-Japanese War and agreed to give ten
percent of its annual harvest to each of the other three
signatories. The nations reached accord in the summer of
1911, and Congress ratified the treaty the following year.
Attached to Congressional approval, however, was a rider

declaring a five-year moratorium on land sealing. It seemed

that Elliott had finally won.

*Hornaday, 180.



Chapter 5

Hearings and Conclusions

The Fur Seal Service and the scientists who had made
recommendations over the years faced charges of misconduct
during Congressional hearings initiated by Elliott. That
the charges represented little more than the disgruntled
actions of an unsuccessful naturalist did not stop the
hearings from proceeding, or the new Secretary of Commerce
from dismantling the Fur Seal Service and relieving Evermann
and Lembkey of their positions. Despite the overwhelming
weight of scientific support for seal management policy, the
hearings ended with a majority vote of guilty, split aiong
partisan lines. This outcome suggests that political
agendas took precedence over scientific studies, as did

diplomatic, economic, and other considerations.

111
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Most histories of fur seal conservation end with the
hapéy completion of the 1911 treaty. The remainder of the
story is not pleasant. Elliott preferred charges of
misconduct against officials responsible for fur seal
management, and a special Congressional committee
investigated the matter. Called the Rothermel Committee
after its chairman, six House members spent three years
examining every aspect of the fur seal industry and
solicited testimony from practically everyone who had ever
dealt with the animals.

In the end, the committee denied the very validity of
scientific opinion. Despite a massive body of scientific
evidence supporting the policies of the Fur Seal Service,
the hearings resulted in a guilty verdict and the dismissal
of Lembkey, Evermann, and possibly others.l Everyone
involved with the seals testified to the integrity of the
Service and the appropriateness of its policies. Only
Elliott dissented. The evidence strongly suggests that the
entire procedure had more to do with political maneuvering

than with the vaunted conservation ethic of the period.

"Ward T. Bower assumed responsibility for the Pribilofs in 1914. He is guoted in
Scheffer as attributing "a considerable reorganization of personnel and methods” to
"voluntary resignations.” According tc another scurce in Scheffer, "Elliott and an
assistant were sent to the islands in 1813 in an irregular manner and the House of
Representatives refused tc allow their expenses and compensation. [John H.] Rotherme!
lost his seat in Congress and narrowly escaped being expelied before the expiration of his
term.” Scheffer, "History,” 21.
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Elliott acted as prosecutor, a role for which his only
mandate was the cpmmittee's tolerance. After Congress
approved the 1911 Fur Seal Treaty, the Camp-Fire Club
considered the matter successfully concluded and declined
further involvement. Possibly because of the vicious nature
of the Rothermel hearings, the Club asked Hornaday not to
testify or to "take any further part in the fur seal
controversy." A. S. Houghton, chairman of the Club's
Committee on Game Protection, cited Hornaday's "official
relations with the Zoological Society" to discourage his
further participation in the matter.2

In tﬁe course of the hearings, Elliott attempted to
prove that almost everyone who had been inveolved in fur seal
management over the past twenty years had been incompetent
or worse. In highly inflammatory language, he denounced the
activities and conclusions of both scientists and government
employees. To Elliott, some of the most highly regarded
scientific men in America qualified only as "half-baked

naturalists," and he accused Bureau of Fisheries experts of

"rotten scientific deceit.™

A, S, Houghton to William T. Hornaday, 23 April 1912, Box 31, William T. Hornaday
Papers, Library of Congress Manuscript Division, Washington, DC.

Yexcerpted from hearings, Box 20, RU 45, 0ffice of the Secretary, 1907-1924 (Charles
D. Walcott) Records, Smithsenian Institution Archives, Washington, DC; Elliott to William
C. Redfield, Secretary of Commerce and Labor, 3% March 1813, copy in Box 20, RU 45, Office
of the Secrstary, 1907-1924 (Charies 0. Walcott) Records, Smithsonian Institution
Archives, Washington, DC.
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Elliott sometimes seemed more intent on vindicating his
own stance than on protecting fur seals. He spoke of "all
of the 'scientific' prostitutes who have been busy since
1890 in denying my work" and who had been "compelled to

' 7o refute

confess their complete ignorance, or worse."
charges that he had worked in favor of the British in 1904-
05, Elliott "waited a whole year to get that evidence [of
correspondence with Secretary of State John Hay] into this
[Congressional] record.™

His prodigious memory and eye for detail served Elliott
well during the hearings. Time after time he cross-examined
expert witnesses and reduced their testimony to absurdity.
He pored over every fur seal document ever published (and
the unpublished ones that he could get his hands on) to find
every inaccuracy and every inconsistency. For example, he
stressed the fact that Dr. Evermann had spent only a few
days on the islands, as had Dr. Merriam. And Lembkey

appeared foolish when Elliott showed that while on the one

hand he denied too close killings on the islands, on the

‘Congress, House, investigation, 6.

sCongress, House, Investigation, 669.
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annoying habits of self-aggrandizement and hyperbole, he
presented his evidence compellingly. Witnesses had not the
time, nor probably the inclination, to refute his claims in
detail. Nonetheless, every scientist who testified about
fur seal management strongly recommended the continued
cropping of excess bulls as a positive management tool, and
they supported the actions of government officials in so
doing.

The bulls, according to Jordan, Clark, True, Townsend,
Stejneger, Merriam, and others, would only slow the herd's
recovery process by disrupting the rookeries. Haremless
bulls would fight other bulls for contreol of cows, wounding
cows and trampling pups in the process. The herd's natural
state could, they testified, be readily improved upon by
managing the herd scientifically. Furthermore, a moratorium
on land sealing would damage the fur seal skin industry,
perhaps irremediably; if seal skin products were no longer
available, consumers would find another fur to buy.
Finally, Elliott's opponents pointed out, as did the State
Department, that Japan and Great Britain expected annual
compensation for banning their nationals from the pelagic
sealing industry as agreed in the 1911 Treaty. This
compensation was to come from the annual land harvests, in
the amount of fifteen percent each to Japan and Great

Britain. Denying them that percentage by refusing to take
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any seals on land endangered the treaty. No one questioned
that pelagic sealing represented the gravest danger to the
herd, and Commerce and State Department officials united
with the scientists in condemning any action that might
encourage its resumption. Elliott, however, was stubbornly
certain that he had himself settled the matter with British
representatives, and the Japanese claim did not seem to
worry him one way or the other.

In the end the Rothermel Committee split along partisan
lines, with the Republican majority voting guilty and the

1

Democratic minority voting not guilty. The majority

report is an astonishing document. It found that the lessee

"

company took "yearling seals in violation of the law...in
collusion with the agents of the Government on the islands."”
This was done by leaving "sufficient blubber in skinning the
animals so as to bring the skin weights within the
regulations."8 Nor did the Committee spare the scientists
that Elliott had worked so hard to discredit. It found that
"Russian sealing records of 1800-1834 have been deliberately

falsified by the report of Dr. David Starr Jordan."

According to the report, Jordan and his associates "did so

YYornaday, 181,

fCongress, House, committee on Expenditures in the Department of Commerce, Report on
the Fur Seal Industry of Alaska, 63rd Cong., 2nd sess., April 4, 1914, (hereinafter
referred to as the Rothermel Report), 8-9.
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to shield and conceal the truth as to the ruinous work of
the land killing by the lessees.”"? The charges had little
merit. It is hardly conceivable that the president of
Stanford University would engage in such shady maneuverings,
and bizarre indeed to credit the entire zoological community
with supporting such perfidy.

The outlandish nature of the final report suggests that
it was not, in fact, meant to be taken seriously. Despite
the committee's recommendations and much to Elliott's
chagrin, no action was taken by the Attorney General against
the lessees or "such other persons who are and may be also
implicated."lc Elliott's performance in the hearings
further implies that the procedure was more exhibition than
investigation. Elliott had no official capacity, yet he was
allowed to accuse, question, and browbeat respected
witnesses who had important responsibilities elsewhere.11

In themselves, the proceedings accomplished little more
than to annoy a great many people. However, the controversy
gave the Wilson administration's new Secretary of Commerce,
William C. Redfield, the opportunity to release Lembkey and

Evermann. He testified in 1913 that he

SRotherme] Report, 7-8.
ibid.

"one is reminded of the McCarthy trials; long on accusations and rhetoric and short
on evidence.
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deemed it entirely desirable to be rid of any

elements that were not in accord with the law as

it stands....I do not mean to accuse these

gentlemen of any act of disobedience, but I speak

of their mental attitude...which seemed to be

inharmonious with the law of Congress.
Were these dismissals simply a convenient way to purge his
new Department? The evidence is unclear, but in the absence
of the Rothermel hearings there is no reason to assume that
the two men would not have remained in government service.

The hearings did not significantly affect other
scientists involved with the fur seals, and Evermann himself
became director of the California Academy of Sciences in
1914.12 Nonetheless, it must have been frustrating for
them. Commissioned by the government to study the seals and
offer their recommendations, naturalists must have been
dismayed by the ease with which Elliott seemed to turn
Congressional opinion away from their own advice. During
the hearings, they published numerous articles and
editorials echoing their scientific testimony, but to no
avail.

Not only were Evermann and Lembkey terminated, but a
five year moratorium on land sealing was imposed by Congress

in 1912. Whether this policy aided or retarded the herd's

recovery is less significant than the fact that every

congress, House, investigation, 4-5.

Bseheffer, "History,” 13.
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scientist who had any knowledge of fur seals objected to it.
OCf the two exceptions, Elliott lacked stature in the
scientific community and Hornaday lacked personal experience
with the seals. Policy-makers ignored a consensus of expert
opinion to act on the information provided by one man, a man
supported only by an organization whose members had little
knowledge of fur seals. Moreover, the bellicose tone of the
Rothermel hearings suggests that other agendas took
precedence over the welfare of the fur seals.

The primacy of other agendas over scientific seal
management was not new. Policy-makers received conflicting
reports and recommendations from various scientists.
Scientific methods were changing and study results were
sometimes inconsistent. In the face of conflicting advice,
fur seal agencies found it easier to do nothing. The island
routine therefore changed little over the years, leaving the
responsible officials open to charges of mismanagement as
the herd dwindled. Thus, the Fur Seal Service and its
champions were vulnerable to political maneuverings like the
Rothermel hearings.

Agent-scientist relations further compromised
scientific opinion. The long history of agent versus
naturalist probably retarded the progress of fur seal
bioclogy significantly by delaying the assignment of a

permanent seal scientist. Although studies took place on
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almost an annual basis after 1890, they were generally made
by different men each year or by scientists whose other
responsibilities detracted from their work on seals.
Continuity would surely have added quality to the growing
quantity of data. The agents, however, were fighting for
their jobs. Moreover, they resented the "experts," whb
claimed to know more than an uneducated agent, regardless of
his years of experience in handling and studying fur seals.

Expert reports could not help but reflect conclusions
based as much on social or political experience as on
scientific research. For example, Jordan balked at any
implication of too close land killing because it might cause
diplomatic problems, as had Elliott's report in 1890. Other
scientists who visited the islands may have agreed with
Jordan and withheld information that could have improved
harvesting procedures. As the herd continued to decline,
this reticence may have cost the naturalists credibility,
and thus influence. Elliott's sharp mind pinpointed any
such irregularities in their reports and used them to
demonstrate bias during the Rothermel hearings.

Finally, diplomatic and economic concerns played major
roles in determining fur seal policy at various times during
the first forty years of American fur seal management. Such
considerations could easily override scientific opinion.

The imbroglio of the early 1890s epitomizes the problems
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encountered by naturalists whose recommendations conflicted
with diplomatic goals or business considerations. Secretary
of State Blaine swept Elliott's report under a rug, despite
Elliott's stature then as Bmerica's foremost fur seal
expert. Thus, the official response to an unwelcome report
was to suppress it, then commission a new study.

The history of scientific study of fur seals during the
period from 1867 to 1914 provides examples of many of the
problems faced by naturalists who dealt with the federal
government. No doubt other scientists experienced similar
frustrations. It further demonstrates that, despite the
growing professionalism of science and increased stature
accorded to experts, their influence was quite limited.
Policy-makers sacrificed expert opinion for economic,
political, diplomatic, and other considerations, and often
naturalists themselves eased the way. Dissension within
scientific ranks, reports sometimes limited by insufficient
data or their own preconceptions, and failure to ally with
government agents cost naturalists dearly. These
limitations meant that, from Gilded Rge to Progressive Era,
scientists fought a losing battle to gain real influence in

government policy.
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