The Hawk Owl—Crow
Pest Must Go!

The New Jersey Fish and Game Commission is befriending
farmers and poultry raisers as well as sportsmen in starting
out to eradicate the ravaging pestilence of vermin,

The only good hawk, owl, crow, roving house cat, weasel,
fox, bobcat wolf or snake is a dead one. t's up and at 'em
and make them all good.

. The last rauenzer pigeon on earth died September, 1914,
Six years before the passage of the New Jersey law against
illing passenger pigeons. Post mortem activities became under-
takers, not the friends of useful wild life.
. There were no horses in America when this continent was
discovered—only fossil remains. There will soon be nothing
left of our song birds, game birds and game animals but fossil
remains if FOSSILS remain in successful control of vermin,
bu--‘_ﬁ,”‘{m‘:"{,':. towbe shown how to lend a hand—*do your
creatures from t’;le .r'nv':g::u:[e f;“.’,' ::nt;lcent ;ndhulgful i
Preachments of those who miup  trash and the ignorant
neither pigs nor potatoes,
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THE HAWK.OWL.c -

ROW.CAT PEST MUST GO

FIGURE 46. Antirapyq
advertising was Parf) ofraP:::ag?nda’ l:) 33- Issued by the New Jersey Game Commission, tis
hawks, owls, crows andPalgn 10 "eradicate the avaging pestilence of vermin,” including
» 1S From Bulletin of he Hawi and Owl Society 3 (1933): 7-



and avian predators, sponsored predator hunting contests siid
propagation farms on Wh.iCh predators were Systematic;]l\" r
(rappings hunting, and poisoning. Shooting hawks and owls
when their populati(ms tended to concentrate along seasonal flvway

came an increasingly popular pastime in rural areas. The rationz-ll:;:} ; also be-
actions 1S revealed by the anonymous author of a 1936 il : 12(:) these
More Game Birds in American Foundation, a national Organizatiiol;e : y the
punters that had been founded six years previously with the goal of in::)r SP.ort
the supply of game birds through systematic propagation. While birds (j‘asmg’
had once played an important role in maintaining the balance of nature thatI:;)
ance had been upset when human hunters arrived on the scene. Now’ the onl.'
effective Way. 10 XeSIOFe FATIE populations, the pamphlet argued, was to removz
the population pressure that natural predators represented: “The old saying, ‘Let
the gamekeeper take care of vermin and the game will take care of itself.” does
not tell the whole story, but it contains a great deal of truth.”" |

established game
emoved through
during migration,

Raptors even failed to find safe haven in bird sanctuaries. In the late nine-
reenth and early twentieth centuries, hundreds of local Audubon Societies and
bird clubs sprang up across North America.” In an effort to promote birdwatch-
ing, cultivate sympathy for conservation, and provide habitat for increasingly
beleaguered birds, these organizations frequently established protected areas
where hunting was prohibited. Yet, birds of prey often found themselves barred
from their gates. For example, the reformed hunter, popular lecturer, and self-
styled naturalist Jack Miner established a particularly famous bird sanctuary
on the outskirts of his brick-and-drain-tile factory in Kingsville, Ontario. By
the mid-1920s, when North American duck and geese populations already
showed signs of serious decline, Miner’s sanctuary attracted throngs of
migratory waterfowl and an equal number of amazed human visitors. Though
he had relinquished a youthful interest in hunting and professed to an abiding
friendship with wildlife, Miner routinely referred to predators, particularly avian
predators, as “cannibals”: “With natural menaces—vermin like crows, hawks,

»16

and rattlesnakes—I’ve no patience.

The National Association of Audubon Societies’ failure to more
defend hawks and owls also disturbed bird-of-prey advocates. They hoped the
oldest, largest, and best-financed bird protection organization in North America
would take a leadership role ina broad campaign to rehabilitate the reputation of
predatory birds. Instead, bird-of-prey defenders became increasingly frusm_"ed
with the leadership of T. Gilbert Pearson, who had headed the organization since
1910. They criticized Pearson as timid in his general approach to wildlife con-
servation, far too cozy with sportsmen, excessively stingy with Audubon funds,

vigorously

Reconsidering Raptors during the Interwar Years 241



and largely indifferent to the increasingly desperate plight of birds OfPrL-y_ The:

fears intensified in late 1924 when Pearson vigorously defended his philosop}, 1eir
“conservative conservation” in an address at the National Association’s Hn: of
meeting. There he attacked “extremists” whose legislative proposals ref, Cu_:a_l
limited knowledge of wildlife, including those who called for new restriction‘f
on hunting or even its elimination. He also reaffirmed his support for sportsmen5
whom he called the “largest effective force for the preservation of game in lhi‘
country.” 7 A year later, when Pearson refused to condemn a hawk destructio:
campaign organized by the American Game Protective Association, raptor ep.

thusiasts felt they could remain silent no more.

SAVE THESE BIRDS!

The ornithologist Waldron DeWitt Miller played a leading role in the campaign
to gain a more sympathetic hearing for birds of prey. Keenly interested in birds
and wildflowers since childhood, in 1903, the twenty-four-year-old insurance
agent found employment as an assistant in the bird department at the American
Museum of Natural History in New York."™ His new job provided him with ac-
cess to a world-class bird collection, an extensive ornithological library, and col-
leagues who guided him through the intricacies of avian taxonomy. With long
hours at the museum and regular forays into the countryside surrounding his
home, he eventually established a reputation as one of America’s premier orni-
thologists. Unlike most of his colleagues at the time, however, he never showed
much interest in specimen collecting. His generally sympathetic attitude toward
birds also found early expression in the New Jersey Audubon Society, an orga-
nization for which he served as an incorporator and vice president from the time
of its creation in 1897 until his death in 1929.

Miller held a particular passion for birds of prey, and as early as 1914, he began
systematically collecting data on their diets. Over the next decade, these studies
confirmed what he had long suspected: hawks and owls were unjustly persecuted,
declining in number, and clearly in need of greater protection. A fellow curator
in the bird department and close personal friend later described Miller’s attitude
toward birds of prey in these words: “It seems true wisdom to preserve even ap”
parently injurious species from wanton destruction. What moral right has ma?
to decree the extermination of any bird which at worst merely reduces the nul?l'
ber of some of its fellows? As biologists can we believe that the earth and all it
inhabitants exist solely for the benefit of man?”*

Miller found numerous kindred spirits who supported his agenda. One
most important of these was a maverick coworker, Willard G. Van Nameé,
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FIGURE 47. Waldron D. Miller

in the field, 1928. A renowned
ornithologist and curator at the
American Museum of Narural
History, Miller was also a strong
advocate for birds of prey. The
blistering pamphlets he coau-
thored helped raise conscious-
ness about the plight of raptors
and provoke reform of the
National Association of Audubon
Societies. From Waldron De Wit

Miller: In Memoriam (1929): 7.

Courtesy of the Department of
Ornithology, American Museum
of Natural History.

sociate curator in the invertebrate department at the American Museum who was
seven years his senior.™ With his pessimistic attitude toward ht-Jman nature an.d a
propensity for pointed critique, Van Name had already est.ablls'hed a repu:noz
for being a “quixotic, truculent curiosity” within conservauon'm‘rcles. ’He shars
Miller’s interest in birdwatching, his love of wild creatures, his impatience with
existing conservation organizations, and his zeal for reform. .The two undoubt-
edly served as the moving force behind the 1920 petition callmg.on the AOl.J to
condemn the Alaskan eagle bounty. Both were also active in the L.mnaez.m Society
of New York, a regional bird study society that had been establxshfed in the late
1870s. There they found a largely sympathetic membership of.senous amateur
ornithologists and birdwatchers who experienced great aesthetic and emotional
Pleasure in viewing birds of all kinds, including birds of prey. :I'hroughout thef
19205 and 1930s, the organization remained a hotbed of agitation on behalf o
Predatory birds, "

Miller not only helped mobilize the Linnaean Society but also pushed ofher
bird organizations, like the Delaware Valley Ornithological Club (DVOC), into
ction on the issue of predatory birds. In late 1925 and early 1926, l?Ot.h ngl;PS
Passed resolutions urging the National Association of Audubon Societies to de-

. ion. The exact
vote more money and effort to the cause of bird-of-prey protection
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resolutions varied, but the message proved virtually identical

wording of the - |
re plummeting in the eastern United States, thei,

Although hawk populations we : .
g ed to be increasing. These disturbing developments haq )

| A. K. Fisher had long ago demonstrated that most hawk
r beneficial to agricultural interests. Both Organization,
ers” had as much right to view birds of prey for the
d them as sport hunters had to kill these species i, a

perscculion seem
curred even thougl
were either neutral 0
asserted that “nature lov

aesthetic pleasure it provide : .
misguided effort to protect game. The Linnaean Society resolution argued thy

: i equire the exterminati
the “interests of game conservation do not req on of such rap-

torial birds as prey upon it.” Echoing this sentiment, the DVOC resolution urged

. : - . .
Pearson to take “immediate action” to prevent or discourage the antipredator

i P lled sportsmen.”*
campaigns by “so-called sp :

Miller also orchestrated a letter-writing campaign to accompany the resoly.-
tions. At his prodding or on their own initiative, dozens of bird enthusiasts urged
Pearson to give the protection of birds of prey a higher priority within his orga-
nization. For example, in a letter dated February 21, 1926, and apparently written
at Miller’s urging, the ornithologist Aretas A. Saunders commended Pearson
for the success that the National Association had enjoyed with its campaigns
to protect gulls, terns, egrets, and other birds that once had been “threatened
with extinction.” Now, however, it was time to turn attention to another class
of endangered birds. Saunders’s letter reveals how the specter of extinction in-
creasingly haunted naturalists and nature lovers alike during this period: “The
extinction of any native species, even a harmful one, is in my opinion a crime.
While the economic argument might be necessary for some minds, I do not think
bird-lovers need to hesitate to try to protect any and every species of native bird,
just because it is a living creature with as much right to its place in the world as
man. The hawk kills because he must do so or starve. Man kills cruelly and wan-
tonly, or to gratify his greed, or to have stuffed trophy as a token of his skill and
needless cruelty. So here is hoping the National Association will not sit idly by
and allow selfish greed or ignorant prejudice destroy to the verge of extinction
some of our largest and most magnificent birds.”*

The onslaught caught Pearson off guard. Initially, he suspected that Van
Name was behind the avalanche of letters flowing into his office, many of which
h.e found “insulting and abusive.” He also clearly resented the implication that
his (?rganization had abandoned its duty to come to the aid of birds of prey. In his
replies, Pearson strongly defended his leadership on the issue, pointing out that
he had nOf only written numerous editorials but also delivered many addresses

) at the organization had recently begun systematica y
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e data on tl.lei.l' current status. He fllSO reminded his correspondents th
i National ASSOCIZT“on of Audubon Societies (and its less-formal Pfedec: that
e Nati sl Commlttfze of th.e Audubon Societies) had been responsible fc
uring pAssage ofa um.form .blrd protection law in forty states, While
(orm of that Jaw madeita oFime to harm most nongame species, Pears
(hat “in many states we f.ound it absolutely impossible o pass a law
song and insectivorous birds unless the hawk clause was amended to
hawks in the non-protected list.” He felt he could only push so hard o
of protecting birds of prey without appearing a “crank” and potenti
mining the organization’s effectiveness on other issues.*

Underwhelmed by Pearson’s response, Miller began laying plans for a circular
on hawk protection designed to keep pressure on the Audubon president. He
worked closely with Henry Carey, a Philadelphia lawyer, naturalist, and author
of the Delaware Valley Ornithological Club’s resolution on predatory birds, to
write the text, gather illustrations, develop a mailing list, recruit cosigners, ;nd
raise the necessary funds.” By the time of the publication of Save These Birds/
in April 1926, Miller and Carey had persuaded several prominent naturalists,
artists, and nature writers—including Thorton Burgess, Louis Agassiz Fuertes,
Ernest Thompson Seton, Gerald Thayer, and several DVOC officers—to for-
mally endorse it.

SS()T’
)T Se-
the mode]
on argued
Protecting
include al]
n the issue
ally under-

Mailed to some two thousand individuals and organizations, Miller’s circular
began by pointing out that early writers had once considered birds of prey to be
the most majestic and beautiful of avian species, universal symbols of “power
and might.” Lately, however, these “splendid birds” had fallen on hard times as
sportsmen and farmers had begun portraying them as “vermin,” it only for ex-
termination. Miller decried campaigns aimed at reducing the populations of birds
of prey, presented scientific evidence for the benefit of hawks and owls (drawn
largely from A. K. Fisher’s earlier study), and called on readers to raise the issue
with local bird protection organizations and the National Association of Audu-
bon Societies: “Is it not high time that the nature-lovers of this country asserted
their right to a share in its wildlife? Are we not justified in demanding our rights,
and those of our successors, to the enjoyment of these marvelous creatures?”*

Save These Birds! prompted an increase in the volume of mail urging Pearson
to devote more attention to birds of prey and resulted in a new round of pro.-
bird-of-prey resolutions from the Nuttall Ornithological Club and the Ameri-
can Ornithologists” Union. Much to Pearson’s consternation,.several of t.hOSC
who wrote him mistakenly thought that his organization had issued t};e Clr:}:
lar. He assured one such correspondent that nothing could be further ro:!e'nmly
truth; rather, it was the product of “a little group of people who have appa

; :: 2
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been displaying as much zeal in their efforts to discredit this Association and the

. 127
writer, as they have to protect Hawks.
Whatever his attitude toward those behind the circular, Pearson felt pressyre

to respond publicly. He did so during an address delivered at the 1926 meeting of
the National Association. There he once again defended his record as president,

“ - .
claiming that he had always stood for “a policy of sane and conservative conser-

vation” while endeavoring to steer €
request from the Audubon board of directors, Pearson announced that he had
called on Alaskan officials to repeal the eagle bounty law “until such time as 5
careful investigation of its food habits can be made.”

The Audubon board also persuaded Pearson to venture to Alaska so he could

thand information about the impact of the eagle bounty. Following a
he reversed his earlier position calling for its

lear of “false sentimentalism.” FO“OWing %

gain firs
brief visit in the summer of 1927,
repeal. Pearson now argued that bald eagles remained more abundant in Alaska

than statesiders could possibly imagine and that at times they did prey on healthy
fish and game. Moreover, while the payment of more than forty thousand boun-
ties may have reduced the eagle population in the more accessible coastal regions
of Alaska, the species certainly did not face “any immediate danger of extermi-
nation” within the territory as a whole. Rather than a fight to repeal the eagle
bounty, Pearson argued for a broad educational campaign in Alaska to cultivate

sympathy for all forms of bird life.”

A CRISIS IN CONSERVATION

Clearly frustrated by Pearson’s backsliding on the Alaskan eagle bounty, Miller,
Van Name, and Davis Quinn felt obligated to respond. In June 1929, they is-
sued a scathing sixteen-page pamphlet entitled 4 Crisis in Conservation: Serious
Danger of Extinction of Many North American Birds. Without referring to the
National Association of Audubon Societies by name, the three naturalists minced
no words as they charged the nation’s largest and most widely recognized wild-
life conservation organization with “neglect, indifference, and incompetence-"
Although this well-financed institution had helped secure protection for most

“ 1 - - e - . . .
song and insectivorous” birds, it was now sitting by idly while dozens of North
ong toward ex-

American birds—including the bald eagle—were rushing headl
d Quinn casti-

tinction. Among numerous other charges, Miller, Van Name, an

gated Audubon leaders for being slow to publicize the Alaska bounty. They also
he impression

took them to task for issuing “anti-eagle propaganda” that gave !
men-

tﬁat the species was “pretty destructive of game and fish” while failing t©
tion its threatened status.”
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. - Conservation setinto motion a series of events thay rocked the Na-
ACriss ¥ tion of Audubon Societies to its core. One recipient of the harsh
onal ASS‘)‘::S Rosalie Edge, whose copy arrived while she was Vacationing
indictf?‘e': well-heeled New Yorker and former women'’s suffrage activis; with
in Paris- g ble eyes,” Edge had recently met Van Name while op one of
sgharp, T€S birding jaunts in Central Park. As an ardent birdwatcher, an active
her regu]ar_n the Linnaean Society, and an Audubon Society life member, she

artiC‘Pan; _' disturbed by what she read. Later, Edge recalleq how s ’
was greali'n el upO'" her “the tragedy of those beautify] birds, d
pamphlet }‘]e I:,egl ect and indifference of those who had ar their disposal wealth
[hrougdha‘va rice with which those creatures might be saved.” After returning to
i,e::nyork she attended the 1929 annual Audubon Society meeting to de
a re5ponse-“ .

Unsatisfied with the reply she received, Edge met with Van Name, w
been barred from issuing further publications without prior approval fr
seum authorities (several of whom served on the Audubon board of dj
In partas a way to circumvent this ban, the two launched the Emergency
vation Committee, a radical organization that remained a gadfly

trongly the

isappearing

mand

ho had
om mu-
rectors).
Conser-

in wildlife con-
servation circles for the next three decades. Davis Quinn, a young bird-of-

enthusiast of no particular renown, and Irving Brant, a midwestern journalist
who had earlier charged that gun companies had gained control of the Audubon
association, also agreed to serve as officers in the new organization. Undoubt-
edly, Miller would have also become involved if he had not been killed in a tragic
accident—a bus struck his motorcycle while he was birding in the N
countryside—shortly following the publication of 4 Crisis in Conservation.*
Although the Emergency Conservation Committee is probably best remem-
bered today for the reforms it provoked within the National Association of
Audubon Societies—including the forced resignation of Pearson in 1934—from
the beginning the organization proved firmly committed to securing greater pro-
tection for predatory birds. A series of provocative pamphlets castigating the
National Association of Audubon Societies, the Bureau of the Biological Survey

(condemned in one ECC publication as the “Bureau of Destruction and Ex-

termination”), and other American conservation institutions soon became the
hallmark of the new or

ganization.” The first three ECC pamphlets all treated
birds of prey. After a reprint of 4

an equally strident tone
D

prey

ew Jersey

Crists in Conservation, two publications with
quickly followed. Framing the Birds of Prey, written by
avis Quinn, decried the “fanatical and economically harmful campaign of ex-
*rmination being waged against the hawks and owls.” According to Quinn,

iti : tin
Mmunition manufacturers hoping to bolster sales and sportsmen attempting
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f a reduction in bag ints:or @ S.hortcning e iy S€asons fostereq
creasingly common perception that bxrlds of‘ ‘;l))rey v'errli Sl_mPl)’ “vermip »
(f something were not done quickly to save these eautifu blrds:they would
soon be “creatures of the past.”™ The Bald Eagle:.[)an{,rer of Its E Vot by
the Alaskan Bounty lambasted the Bureau of the Blolognca] Survey for failing
to exercise its authority to overturn the e‘a‘lgle bounty in Alaska territory ang
the National Association for neglecting to “carry on any earnest or persevering

”;s
work to save the Bald Eagle. ] -
5iS 1 Z rovoked Pea i .
The furor over A Crisis in Conservation a sop I'SON INto action, Ay

the time of its publication in June 1929, he was still basking in the glory of one of
his greatest conservation victories: the passage of the Not‘be‘:k‘f\ndresen Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Bill. By the end of the 1920s, thfe duck crisis” was deep-
ening as North American waterfowl populations continued to plummet due to
drought, habitat destruction, and overhunting. Although he had repeatedly de-
fended sportsmen and refused to sanction further restrictions on their activities,
now Pearson had reluctantly concluded that a reduction in waterfowl bag limits
was necessary. With backing froma newly created National Committee on Wild-
Life Legislation, which he chaired, Pearson also threw his support behind a fed-
eral refuge bill for migratory birds that Senator Peter Norbeck of South Dakota
had introduced into Congress in 1928. Using NAAS staff and working closely
with several other prominent conservation organizations, Pearson coordinated a
massive publicity campaign to garner support for the bill, which made it through
Congress and was signed into law early in 1929. Previous federal refuge bills had
been roundly criticized for allowing hunting in the very areas supposedly being
created to restore waterfowl populations; the Norbeck-Andresen Act, however,
authorized the expenditure of up to 8 million in federal funds to purchase “in-
violate sanctuaries” for waterfowl along migratory flyways. John Burnham, the
president of the American Game Protective Association, congratulated Pearson
on the victory, exclaiming “you deserve all the glory that is coming to you.””
Coming on the heels of the Norbeck-Andresen Act, Pearson felt blindsided
by the turmoil that 4 Crisis in Conservation ignited. Fearful of eroding supper
within the National Association of Audubon Societies in the wake of the contr®”
versy, he began devoting more attention to birds of prey. Ina carefully worded
address delivered to the American Game Conference late in 1929, Pearson de-
fended the right of gamekeepers and farmers to protect themselves from avian
f }:zj::;i; i‘“ :::S(;, argued that th'e}.' had an obligation to consider the vie:;‘i :d
valuable senl/)ilc):es t[« de Widlenle ilingrof “usetul hawks," birdi Tat re:e sake
oo peaihe a; es""’)’ers of rats, mice, and various insects. FO:‘ pol
, handsome birds themselves, and in the spirit of fair-play, Pess

to stave O

the in
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game officials should discourage bounties on birds of
' s of pre

concluded: he publi y and h
ganization educate the public on how to identify those species p
: n’s address was hardly the ringing en d(; pecies protected by

v pearSO rsement of h
o ing hi awks and
| ¢ his critics had been urging him to make, but it sent a signa] ¢} A .
: . at
- ed to give greater attention to the issue. udubon
Jann

A further encou.raging e .three weeks later, when Pearsop authored a
pald Eagle Pro.tecuon Act .and convn.nc.ed Senator Norbeck and Rep. August p,
Andresen of Mln.ncsota to ;)ntl;oducle I.t in C.ong'ress. At the time, only five states
speciﬁ cally mennoned. t};)e .af eagle in their bird Protection laws, while thirty-
Jine states protected it by inference, .three states included the species on their
unprotec“’d list, and one state (Wyoming) hac? no laws covering nongame birds,
pven in those states wher? t-he bald eagle received explicit or implicit protection
by la% Prosecutions for kl.llmg thc.em proved extremely rare. And Alaska contin-
sed to pay bounties on “this magfnﬁcerft em.blem of our country,” which, accord-
ing to an editorial Pearson. publlshe:i in Bird-Lore, “was becoming a Very rare
species over large areas of its range. Alfhough Norbeck initially rejected Pear-
son’s request that Alaska be specifically included in the bill, Pearson stood firm
on the issue, and the territory appeared in the draft presented to Congress.”

As he had done for the Norbeck-Andresen Act a year earlier, Pearson un-
eashed an impressive publicity drive to drum up support for his eagle bill. He
and his staff dispatched editorials to newspapers across the country stressing the
importance of the legislation; they sought backing from hundreds of major con-
servation organizations, bird clubs, sportsmen’s groups, and even the Benevolent
Order of Eagles; and they urged countless American bird lovers to write their
congressional representatives urging its passage. By January 1930, Pearson re-
ported that the campaign was “keeping his office-force after hours and working
at top-speed,” although privately he admitted that the bill had little chance to
gain passage.”

Later that month, in hearings before the House Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, Pearson joined Theodore S. Palmer, an ornithologist, longtime
Biological Survey staff member, and first Audubon vice president, to testify on
behalf of the bill. During nearly two hours before the committee, Pearson re-
viewed the status of the bald eagle, which he claimed was “nearly bordering on
extinction in many places,” while Palmer argued that the eagle bill would “en-
courage patriotism” and provided historical background on how the species had
become the “national bird.” In response to questioning, both naturalists denied
that the bald eagle was a migratory species, a point with which their critics took
exception. Although only one individual, the delegate to Congress from Alaska
Territory, offered opposition to the bill and more than a hundred supporters sent
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ging its passage, the House Committee on Agriculture o
measure. Committee members claimed that because ihe b-id
ed a migratory bird, the act would unconstitutiong]], ;’d
cates to regulate wildlife within their borders, They«aln.
1 was an inauspicious time to enact legislation Prote::

ve bird.” Norbeck had better luck in the Senate

re he steered Pearson’s bill through with only a relatively minor amendmep,
rizing the destruction of any bald eagle “found in the act of killing domesic

wns or foxes on fox-farms.” The measure died
the House of Representatives,* ‘

letters strongly ur,
unfavorably on the
eagle was not consider
cerfere with the right of s
argued that the Depressio

ing such a clearly “destructi

whe

autho
fowl, wild or tame Jambs or fa

however, when it failed to gain passage in

REHABILITATING RAPTORS

t undaunted, in January 1932 a small, enthusiastic group of
porters (most of whom were also Linnaean Society mem-
d the Hawk and Owl Society. The primary force behind
the new organization was its secretary, Warren F. Eaton, a thirty-two-year-old,
Harvard-educated textile and dry goods wholesaler, dedicated birdwatcher, and
president of the Linnaean Society of New York. An energetic, dapper young man
with a wiry physique, Eaton “gloried in birds of prey, his adoration amounting

almost to an obsession.” The purpose of the Hawk and Owl Society was to foster
ntific, and economic value of

Disappointed bu
predatory bird sup
bers) decided to foun

“greater popular appreciation of the aesthetic, scie
hawks and owls”; to combat the steady stream of anti-bird-of-prey propaganda;

and to work for the passage and enforcement of protective laws for avian preda-
tors. The group also came out in firm opposition to the ethos of eradication that
seemed to inform many predator-control campaigns, arguing that “No species
should be exterminated or extirpated from any part of its habitat.” #* Withina
few months of its founding, Eaton had received expressions of support from
more than twenty bird clubs, state and local Audubon Societies, and scientific
organizations sympathetic to its goals. Not surprisingly, the Delaware Valley Or
nithological Club, the Linnaean Society of New York, the Nuttall Ornithologicd
Club, and the bird protection committee of the AOU were among those oferss
resolutions welcoming the new organization.

. Under Eaton’s leadership, the Hawk and Owl Society quick
important clearinghouse for the latest information on birds of p
Protecnon. .Through a voluminous correspondence, the publication
;)rlr;{zl:;r(liyt ;]S:::i Zzlr:ezifr;;the wide (?istribution of article. rep.rinIS on | Jinked
cal committees, the new organization not of y

ly became an
of a modest

.
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hawk and owl supporters throughout the nation
ut

~ . . dals
nformation on their status. In addition, | Iso Promulgated

jvel

2 aton and ot}

~ r » . er me b &
k and Owl Society regularly delive : embers
: horities t fi . o3 ivered pro-bird-of.

Jorities to entorce existi AT, .

me aut ' ting laws, lobbied for ad
and used various other means to “e

rogether
m“horita[
of the Ha
Pushed gam
ive Jegislations
raptors.”" o ‘ |
Bey(’"d engaging 1n successful legislative campaigns in several states. th
Hawk and OWl Society also played a role in the creation of ik M(,u.,;[[ .e
Sanctuarys dhieworlds first refuge for birds of prey. After World War I, slau ;:Illn
tering hawks during their fall migration became an increasingly popular pis:
dme in ura communities along Blue Mountain (also known as Kittatinny
Ridge), 2 corduroy ridge that begins in southeastern New York and runs to
southern Pennsylvania. The killing proved particularly intense along the rock
above Drehersville, Pennsylvania, where at the height of the migra-
as many as four hundred shooters vied to bag the thousands of
ared passed each day. So many hawks were killed and left to rot

that “a bad odor hung over the place” during the fall migration

Prey speeches,
el ditional progec-
xert influence in favor of

outcrops
tion season,
raptors that so
where they fell

season.”
After reading about the annual massacre in an ornithological journal, Henry H.

Collins, Jr., and Richard H. Pough—both avid Philadelphia birdwatchers, Dela-
ware Valley Ornithological Club affiliates, and members of the Hawk and Owl
Society—visited the area during the fall migration of 1932. Disgusted by what
they saw, the two published graphic accounts of the grisly ritual in the Hawk
and Owl Society Bulletin and Bird-Lore.** In October 1933, Pough presented an
illustrated lecture on the subject to a joint meeting of the Hawk and Owl Society,
the Linnaean Society of New York, and the National Association of Audubon
Societies. He had spoken with realtors, he announced, and the entire mountain

d for a reasonable price. Following Pough’s presentation, the

could be purchase
udu-

meeting broke into enthusiastic applause when Pearson announced that A
bon would buy the mountain and stop the slaughter.” By June 1934, when it
looked like Pearson was not going to follow through on his promise, Rosalie
Edge secured a lease on the property, some 1,398 acres, with an option to buy it
fors3,500. Though her preemptive action ruffled some feathers within the Hawk
and Owl Society and Audubon, Edge managed to obtain financial support from
both organizations to help enforce a ban on shooting within the borders of the
newly established Hawk Mountain Sanctuary.
Al‘_hOUgh he failed to purchase Hawk Mountain,
dttention to bird-of-prey protection in the early years of the Great De

Pearson did devote increasing
pression.
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FIGURE 48. (above) Rows

of raptors killed at Hawk
Mountain, 1931. Photograph
by Richard Pough. During the
early 1930s, slaughtering
migrating hawks remained a
popular pastime along parts
of the Blue Mountains, which
stretch from southeastern New
York to Pennsylvania. This
photograph represents the kill
at a single stand near Drehers-
ville, Pennsylvania. Courtesy of

Hawk Mountain Sanctuary.

FIGURE 49. (left) Rosalie Edge
with hawk. A birdwatcher and
cofounder of the Emergency
Conservation Committee,
Edge served as an important
gadfly in wildlife conservaton
circles during the 19305 and
1940s. She also secured Lhe'
purchase of Hawk Mountai®
Sanctuary. Courtesy of Hawk

Mountain Sanctuary:




ample in 1932, he lodged a protest with Montana state game
ex ? ’

5 "ﬂicials after
o d a “Common Enemy Contest” that targete

they WS le stories that began circulating i  hawks and owls, i
response 10 antl-?ag.:) d " lg e dl_n{" e "eWsp.apcm across the na-
<on, he widely distri u[;e ;lprescsl elease '(. ending the ‘speues. While admitting
pat bald eagles regu la; S and occasionally robbed fish from
U Pezfrson afgu,e t .at those bio oglca’ ‘l‘fiillltles should not detract from the
andeur of America’s tTauonal emblem, this symbol of valor and of power,”+
Bird-Lore also began to m'clude regular reports of various state campaigns to ex-
rend legal protection t0 birds of prey and to repeal bounty laws targeting them.
The title and portions of the text of Pearson’s 1933 address to the International
Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners—“Eyils That
Lurk in the Bounty System”—sounded more like an Emergency Conservation
Committee Pamphlet than the bland statements he had typically issued in the
past. There he decried tbe results of state and private bounty campaigns and
pointed out that twenty-six states protected “useful Hawks” by law, while sixteen
failed to protect them. According to Pearson, bounty programs invariably led to
the needless destruction of hawks because these species were notoriously difficult
o identify correctly.¥’

NAAS involvement with hawk and owl protection became even more pro-
nounced early in 1933, when John H. Baker gained election as chairman of the
Audubon board of directors. A strong-willed Harvard graduate, successful Wall
Street investment banker, and ardent birdwatcher since childhood, Baker came
to the attention of the Audubon board while serving as president of the Linnaean
Society of New York. They recruited him in the hope of bringing an end to the
controversy that continued to plague the organization under Pearson’s reign.
The ongoing conflict not only threatened Audubon’s authority, but also caused
a precipitous decline in membership, which fell from 8,400 in 1929 to 3,400 by
1933. Baker wasted no time recruiting allies to oust the increasingly ineffective
Pearson, who was finally forced to tender his resignation in October 1934. Baker
then assumed the position of executive director of Audubon, with responsibility
for the day-to-day administration of the organization.**

Signs of change abounded within the association. For example, in 1934, the
Audubon board adopted a strongly worded resolution lifted almost verbatim
from the Hawk and Owl Society mission statement. The organization put itself
on record as opposing the extermination of any species, advocating protection
for all “beneficial” hawks as well as any that were “rare,” and condemning all
bounty laws and anti-hawk campaigns. The only exception in the board’s gener-
ally pro-predatory bird resolution was in the case of individual birds caught in
the act of damaging property. Audubon also committed itself to “create greater
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. of the aesthetic, scientific, and economic value of Hawks
tion O "

bat the constant propaganda which encourages their destryc.
nba s ; | ‘
1ent of laws for their protection.”#

popular apprecia
. 1 ” “(O cor
and Owls, : .
o or the enactn
e ow ork for 2 SO 2
tion,” and otk 8 beginning of an active Hawk and Owl Presery,.
The resolutio

. invited Eaton to join the Audubon staff
tion Campaign'i at Audub;)r:l.f:lk:; ;("d el S()Cim)l’ Lo m(;rz
move that, in.cﬁect. n‘:'rijon organization. In addition, the National Association
estal?lib‘hed l;l rﬁ ‘:l:)l"'siilustrated book, The Hawks of North America (1935), a proj-
PUbl;s:ht;da: ;e‘;ln)under Pearson’s administration. An anonymous donor subsj-
Z?:;:u;)hcation of the volume with the agreement that an.y profits from ifs séles
would be used to help fund Audubon’s bird-of-prey campaign. The organization
also issued a large color poster urging the young men in Civilian Conservation
Corps camps not to engage in the “promiscuous killing of eagles, hawks, and
owls.” By the end of 1935, Baker claimed that Audubon had distributed more
than eig}{ty thousand pieces of printed material relating to hawks and owls.”

There were also subtle changes in the way Audubon pitched bird-of-prey
protection to the public. Baker and many of his younger staff felt it was important
to place wildlife conservation on more secure scientific foundations. In addition
to funding long-term research on the status of several endangered species—
including the bald eagle, California condor, and ivory-billed woodpecker—
Audubon officials began resorting to ecological arguments in their literature
intended for public consumption. For the first time, Audubon publications rou-
tinely cited the work of a new generation of ecologists, wildlife biologists, and
game managers who had taken up the systematic study of predators and their
roles in biological communities. For example, in a 1935 article for Bird-Lore, Ea-
:?::‘}‘l:’;“;‘:tzeci ::elreszarch of Paul L. Errington, an associate of Aldo FeOPOI,d
R 4 demohs"l:t::tha five-year study of the .bob—whlte q'uall. Errington's

at predators and game birds had “existed together for

centuries
h ,before the balance of nature was disturbed by man.” Now, however,
the most important fact

humans haq modified orin the survival of game species was the degree to which

their environm : e
ent. Adequate food supplies and suit
cover proved much more ; q 4

number of quaj] hq su
The same apy

icl
the foung g

i (:;)ted e).(terfsively from Leopold, who was laying.dowf;.
ecologicy] Concepts 3 dem s management through the introduction
hawks anq owls Werell: res?arch methods. Leopold had recently warned that

ULH0 repeat why h:sc‘;mmg “almost as scarce as ducks”: “Apparently W€ .are
Taptors in the s already happened in England, exterminate our breeding
. of game.” While predator-control efforts had made

2 .




serious inroads into bird of prey populations, “research has
5

. - Piled more 5
ch control is usually futile.” 7 here we 1d more

. 1.nce that su .
(’\'lden"e r'e no (‘ug)r answe

oblem. Legal protection of harmless raptor species 1S 10 this

would fai] wi

9 p— llhnm b|
: dequate enforcement. The onlv solur: public

support and adeq nly solution was the “slow and painfy]

process of teaching sportsmen and farmers the ecology of predation.”
more ecological approach t(.) conservation did not immediately supplant earlje
arguments based on -':lCSthe[IC and utilitarian grounds. But it would become 1;-r
creasingly importantin the post—World War I1 era, as ideas from academic ecol.
ogy began to diffuse into the wider culture.

While sympathetic to Leopold’s call for more education aboyt the role of
Predators in biological communities, Audubon officials also continued to valye
protective legislation. In 1935, when Rep. Jennings Randolph of West Virginia
roduced a new eagle protection bill into the U.S. House of Representatives,

2 L.
This new,

int
;uduboﬂ once again unleashed its publicity machine to promote the measure.
The Emergency Conservation Committee also lobbied aggressively for the
legislation, issuing a second edition of their earlier eagle pamphlet under the
title Save the Bald Eagle: Shall We Allow Our National Emblem to Become Ex-
wince? Randolph’s bill, apparently introduced without Audubon input, sought to
“preserve from extinction the American eagle, emblem of the sovereignty of the
United States of America” using the enforcement provisions of the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act. As had been the case with a similar bill introduced five years
previously, Senator Norbeck successfully shepherded companion legislation
through the Senate, but the House refused to pass the measure. Clearly, there

was much more educational work to be done.”

A LIMITED VICTORY

Audubon resolve on the issue of birds of prey was put to a test a year later (1936),
when Eaton died suddenly from complications following surgery for appendici-
tis. He had been an indefatigable champion for birds of prey, first as “the works”
behind the Hawk and Owl Society and later as head of the Hawk and Owl Divi-
sion at Audubon, and there were fears that the organization would no longer pri-
oritize raptors without his leadership. Those concerns quickly diminished, how-
ever, when Baker hired the Philadelphia engineer and businessman Richard H.
Pough—one of the primary instigators behind the creation of Hawk Mountain
Sa_"cmar)"to replace Eaton. Like most of those involved in the ongoing cam-
}}: :;g:.to rehabilitate the image of avian predators, the thirty-two-year-old P.ough
erm; "]sco"efed .lhe joys of birdwatching as a youngster; over the years, his de-

ed pursuit of the activity had led him to join numerous bird clubs and to
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<+ forty-five of the forty-eight statcs.‘Afler joining Audubon., .he CONtinyeg
visit forty-! lucation campaign that Eaton had begun. In addition 1, regul;
the ugﬂrcs":;’: :::i of birds of prey in Bird-Lore, Pough widely dismb“tedd;
reports on t included views of how hawks appeared from the air on one side
and graphic representations of the thci.r diets on .the ot'her_.“

The growth of falconry—the practfce of tam.m?z'J wild birds of pr'ey t0 use for
hunting—also prnmoted greater public appreleatnon of these species.” Ameri.
can interest in reviving this ancient sport—which had long been popular amop,
the British upper classes—Dbegan in the 1920, when the Cornell bird artist anq
ornithologist Louis Agassiz Fuertes published an article on the subject in x,.
tional Geographic magazine.” By 1941, more than one hundred devotees joined
together to form the Falconer’s Association of North America, which soon began
publishing its own short-lived periodical, the American Falconer. Hundreds of
additional falconers joined local organizations devoted to the sport or pursued
it on their own. Like birdwatching, falconry had a strongly aesthetic dimension;
one prominent enthusiast called it a “glorified form of bird worship.” Supporters

new poster tha

of the activity also claimed that the “overwhelming majority” of its practitioners
were ardent conservationists who were “keenly interested in the future of hawks
and falcons.”"” However, critics of the practice—Ilike Rosalie Edge of the Emer-
gency Conservation Committee—condemned most falconers as both cruel and
a “new and very serious factor in the progressing extermination of our birds of
prey.” Whatever their direct impact on raptor populations, falconers published
widely circulated accounts of their sport, accounts that invariably highlighted
the grandeur and majesty of the species they trained. Even Edge recognized the
“good a few falconers have accomplished in introducing their birds to prejudiced
people who have never perhaps seen a hawk.”"*

The most renowned American falconers from this period were John J. and
Frank C. Craighead, twins from Washington, D.C. In 1930, at the age fourteen,
t||.e .(Iraighead brothers stumbled onto an old copy of National Geographic con-
2:::%:t:;r;)?,:v;'::ct:e‘;"hf::(:::;' an: then witnessed a trained ha::k infg:r:;f:-
able young birds to be in worki a? Seer e taro beganeanc i d four
nestling Coaper's by {i or ln.g W-lth themselves. Soon they had secure :
They k W' s from high in a pin oak tree along the Potomac River

Y kept two of the birds for themselves, gave a pai heir buddies, and spent

tseveral months learning to f,g : pa.x ro t. o h , s. This

initial experiment i falcon I .yom'mg s the
Craighead b ry PTO.ved such a success that within a few years

remarkable traveling widely to capture, photograph, and ﬁlm‘a

adventures of prey. They published enthusiastic reports of thelf

pular articles that they expanded into a book, Hawks

rothers began
variety of birdg
N a series of po
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ure s0. Frank ( far left) and John ( far right) Craighead and frien
" 7. Beginning in the 1920, the age-old practice of falconry expe

ca.. I(i,:.[_lniwd States, thereby helping to cultivate a broader sympath
int ’ 4

brothers Frank and John Craighead were well-known falconers who
rothers F

ds with trained hawks,
rienced a modes revival
y for raptors. The twin

went on 1o distinguished
careers in wildlife biology. Courtesy of the Craighead C

ollection,

in the Hand (1939), before heading off to graduate sc.hool in wildlife biology at
o iversity of Michigan. Their publications invariably presented hawks and
S U'mversny (l) sympathetic terms. Rather than the nameless destructive “ver-
O‘T’]im ex;tr:: \Zl)ilﬁzd b}; hunters, farmers, and ranchers, the Craigheads stressed
tmh:anchsa:)r; and distinct personality of theirl bi::;ls. “Hawks,” they were fond of
ing, “ indivi as people.

say{;i"l v:}lzre);;ncd()lr‘::idnu:::iytzsl:us(:t]bacl[:s, ‘Zudubon’s ongoing educational cam-
paign, ::e continued growth of interest in birqwatching, z;:d lthe mcf):re:; Z)::lr; |
sion of falconry eventually produced legis!atwe rea;i;s. i'e Ziz. gt
thirty-eight states had enacted laws protecting the' ba ' eaigh; i
ficials were actively lobbying for similar pr.otecnor; in e; SgS o e
states. One year later, responding to mounting pub'lc {;r' e B
of patriotism on the eve of America’s involvemex.n in . (; e
finally passed the Bald Eagle Protection Ac.t. This l}artlcder = o
introduced at the urging of Maud G. Phil'lxps, thed Ouzlof Springil, Mass-
Society, a regional humanitarian organization base . ou A i
chusetts, I 1939, she convinced two of her congressiona LSRN i
or David Walsh and Rep. Charles R. Clason, to spor;’soll;ald ol Pyl
fied on jrs behalf, Phillips’s legislation declared that the il ariociog®
of American ideals of freedom,” was clearly “threatene
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therefore in dire need of federal pr()tccti(m.(." th.n the Nationz.nl Association of
Audubon Societies urged its members to write their rcprcselfmuvcs in Congress
in support of the bill, American birdwatchers responded with a tlooc.l of letterg
and telegrams. The plea from Carl T. Keller of Boston p.rovcd typical: “A ,
lover of the woods, the birds and the beasts, I am much in favor of S1494 to
protect the bald eagle.”® With war looming on the horizon, the appeal 1, pro-
tect America’s national symbol could no longer be ignored. But in a moye that
dismayed eagle supporters, Congress exempted Alaska—the one region of the
country where eagles remained most abundant—from the new law, T hus, the
Bald Eagle Protection Act represented only a partial victory.

REGARDING RAPTORS

The ongoing Audubon campaign provided only one of several factors that Jed
to heightened protection for the eagle and other American birds of prey. Per-
haps more critical was the expanding interest in these species that accompanied
the growth of birdwatching as a mass leisure activity. Here was a crucial differ-
ence between the campaigns to gain sympathy for mammalian and avian preda-
tors. A strong devotion to birdwatching proved the common denominator that
linked virtually every early bird-of-prey advocate in the 1920s and 1930s. In the
process of regularly viewing raptors in the wild, these individuals developed a
strong emotional and aesthetic bond with predatory birds, a bond that led them
to speak out on their behalf. As birdwatching took hold, increasing numbers of
other Americans sought to view birds of prey in their native environments. By the
early 1940s, for example, thousands of birdwatchers annually flocked to the Hawk
Mountain Sanctuary in the hope of catching a glimpse of the successive waves
of raptors that migrated through each spring and fall; so many bird enthusiasts
tried to reach the area at the peak of migration season that railroad officials had to
schedule special excursion trains to handle the demand.® There was no analogous
rush to view coyotes and wolves during this period, nor could there be, since they
are secretive creatures that are extremely difficult to find in the wild.*
. ;"O‘:;e::':;o’l ;nga:tl: cull\tural baggage associated with birds of prey also tendre‘:
other scholars have sl}: i LOP.CZ’ Thomas Dunlap, Jon COlema: and
loathed with an ingen -owrf’ mammz-al:an predators had long been feared 2
Sity dlSpropomonane with the actual threat they P"Sed R
humans or the damage the inflicted on [ h tithis reac-
tion was informed by the d)el l <}:]te on 1vestock. and gam.e. Muc. o o
tures. Wolves, for exam 1 e}‘: Aty e thes;'tions
and fairy tales a5 emble e a\'/e often featured prominently in folk trad! fes,
ms of evil, cruelty, and rapaciousness. Hawks and eagl¢
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on the other hand, have tended to be associated with power nobili
- . . . N B} |ny\ rn'd. 7
and freedom. In addition to the United States, numerous other nagon s jesty,
Qe : ons
the ages have adopted the eagle as their symbol. The ancient through

highly ritualire

N £ . 5 y n[llallz

ractice of falconry provided another source of Positive associations f, b ed
S for birds

neteenth and early

: . eeply rooted tradj-
while the rise of birdwatching helped to

of prey. The advent of anti-bird-of-prey propaganda in the n;
rwentieth centuries only partially eclipsed this earlier, more g
tion of viewing birds of prey favorably,

reinvigorate it.”

In the decades after World War 11, several demographic trends Jed to greater
public appreciation for birds of prey. The percentage of Americans who eﬁgaged
in sport hunting saw an upsurge in the immediate postwar years before experi-
encing a gradual decline that has continued to this day.“ Related to this trend, a
long-term shift in population from rural to urban and suburban areas continued,
while agriculrural production became concentrated in fewer and fewer hands. At
the same time, interest in birdwatching showed a marked increase. As a result of
these changes, in the second half of the twentieth century Americans proved less
and less likely to experience predatory birds as potential destroyers of game or
livestock. If they thought about birds of prey at all, they were much more likely
to do so in the context of the pleasant memories they had experienced while
viewing those species in the wild.””

The postwar growth of birdwatching not only produced a large, increasingly
vocal constituency for the preservation of raptors but also promoted greater le-
gal protection for these species. In 1959, for example, Congress finally granted
protection to Alaska’s bald eagle population; three years later, an amendment
to the Bald Eagle Protection Act also extended federal protection to the golden
eagle, a species that is difficult to distinguish from the immature bald eagle. B.y
1966, twenty-one states protected all hawks and owls by law, while twenty-six
additional states protected at least some of these species. That .same ye.ar, Con(-l
gress passed the first Endangered Species Preservation Act, which was intende
to identify, publicize, and ultimately rescue native vertebrates 'that were te;ter-

ing on the brink of extinction. Several birds of prey—including the Sot:‘ f:::t
bald eagle, the Florida snail kite, and the Hawaiian hawk—were ;.;mo.ng :/hich
seventy-eight organisms listed under this Jlandmark f.ederill lfg‘Sl‘;“:':d o
provided a foundation for subsequent Endangered Species Acts in 19’ 9threatened
importantly) 1973. In extending federal protection t0 the .nanor:asn o i
symbol, the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 served as an lmPOfed epecies leg-
the increasingly comprehensive and stringent federal enda(ri\ger e
islation enacted three decades later, at the height of the modern

movement,*
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SALVATION
THROUGH SCIENCE?
THE FIRST LIFE-HISTORY
STUDIES OF ENDANGERED SPRECINY

 readvie what therw are some who foed that when a species becomes rare as iy the
. 5\,.:."\,' ohat ot as waelons 0 iy i presenye ity and they guote the hisiory of
vhe Mook Men v am axample. £ feel, however, that had we known as much ahout
Crowie i gomanad tweney veurs ago o8 we oo today, the MHeath Hen might
Aave &oon saved, and the same Aolds true for the horyebilled IWoodpecker

Eiess we &mow more than at present there is no hope of saving i,

ARTHUR ALLEN, 1016

BLIND OBSERVATIONS

On Apnil 2, 1020, the ornithologist Alfred O. Gross entered a small observation
blind in the heart of Martha's Vineyard." Both the blind-—a crudely built, four-
by-six-by-six-foor wooden structure—and the surrounding landscape —the
scrub-oak barrens characte
from repeated visits over the previous six years. He had come to the site to study
a bird that the public called the heath hen and scientists knew as Zympanuchus
cupido cupido. One of three

ristic of the island-—seemed quite familiar 1o him

geographic races of the greater prairie chicken, the
l}eath hen had once ranged across the northeastern part of the United Slulc‘i', a5
tar south as Virginia, perhaps even South Carolina, and as far north as Main®
Now the be leaguered bird Wwas making a desperate final stand on a single island
off the coast of Massachuserts, A l-lar.vard‘trained biologist with a position a(;
Bowdoin College, Gross had been commissioned to find out as much as he 0!
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FIGURE 1. Alfreqd Gross hold.-
ing a heath hen, 1923, The

heath hen was the first endan.

gered species 1o be subject to
intense scientific study. By the
time Gross began his research
inig2y, however, the bird had
alrcudy reached critically low
numbers from which iy would
never recover, (,,uurlcsy

of the George |. Mirchel|
Department of Special
Collections and Archives,
Bowdoin College Library,

Brunswick, Maine.

ird’s life and behavior. The hope was that the scientific knowlec.lge he
abf"“ = bllrd hS Ip save the heath hen. Instead, its numbers, which had oscillated
ga';r:i:d ;:):ng t;:) previous several decades, now seemed to be dangerously dej
:],;ninyg. By 1929, the world’s entire heath hen populatio.n hz!dtbie::dr}c;;lsu;:: (::iz
single male bird. Despite this devastz;ting setback, Gross mainta

igil on the island until the bitter end. '

VIg:::)mpanying him that cool spring day on the ey of thj G;(:::)t ]i:;i:;':
was his friend, the best-selling children’s nature writer anb rat o ——
Thornton W. Burgess.” A year earlier, Burges? had colla' ohrate fhor o i
Gross’s students to obtain motion pictures and stlll.phot.olgrdp ;e?ed e
remaining heath hen population, which at that point stil r;uniln i, i
Now Gross and Burgess stood witness to an unusual, S}? Trnegremaining oot
the heath hen normally remained close to the ground, t .e (: e i
flew to the top of a nearby tree, engaged in its. chau-a(l:tensnS s illarefd
and uttered its eerie mating call.’ It seemed as if the bird wian : ]gener 2 o
10 accept its fate. As Burgess revealed several months latere S bediien
thologist Waldron DeWitt Miller, standing in the preser;z most vividly brought
moved him profoundly: “What extermination.meanz ‘;; i sl
i WP i Vmey'mMarch there were but three,
Motion pictures of the last Heath Hens. A yearagoin| . the blind for thatlone
all males. This last March there was but one. . ... \?/?ltl:fof —
. W i Katoes e t:e iiurlst ONrorth American organis.m ::
While the heath hen was certalnl.y not t fe . e recently extinctspecies
fall victim 1 humans, its final days differed fro
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ways. The public learned little about where or how the final Labrado,

several key ) ) i :
’ or Carolina parakeets passed their last years iy the

ducks, passenger pigeons, el .
i1d. Because of their seasonal movements and once extensive ranges, it proved
wild.

difficult to state with any degree of certainty Wha.t the exact status of these spe-
cies was at any given point in time. It was' even dlfﬁ‘aflt to say f‘or cer.tain when
any of them had been pushed over the brink of: oblivion, especially since there
continued to be claimed sightings of these species lo.ng after they had undouby.
edly been lost. For the last fifty years or so of its e.x1stence, how.ever, the heath
hen remained confined to a single, relatively small island, where it proved easier
(albeit still challenging) to monitor. And monitored it was. Ornithologists, gov-
ernment officials, sportsmen, and birdwatchers flocked to the island to attend
the slow, painful demise of the heath hen, which became a national media event,
documented in newspapers, periodicals, government reports, lectures, photo-
graphs, motion pictures, and even a Radio Nature League program that Burgess
broadcast weekly from WBZ in Boston. According to Christopher Cokinos, who
has painstakingly researched the history of the subspecies, as the story of the last
heath hen made its way across the country it “galvanized interest in conserva-
The renown of the last specimen has spread remorse,” reported the New

» o«

aon.
York Tribune, “and the resolve to rescue other vanishing species.”

The heath hen also became the first endangered species that trained, profes-
sional scientists studied extensively in the wild. Rare and apparently vanishing
species had long enchanted naturalists, but until the early twentieth century, their
interest remained quite narrow. Most of all they desired preserved specimens
of these precious organisms before it was too late. Yet, in the rush to collect,
preserve, and catalog the last examples of the great auk, passenger pigeon, and
Carolina parakeet, naturalists failed to learn much about their life history, behav-
ior, or ecology. By the time the heath hen was making its final stand on Martha’s
Vineyard, however, the scope of natural history had broadened considerably. In-
creasingly, naturalists sought to learn more not only about how organisms lived
butalso how they interacted with each other and their natural environment. The
en;e‘rgence of graduate training in biology at the end of the nineteenth century
::[ d:]vj:}l:nanlt: :}::\:I?dzlc:; and 1930s reinforced this trend.’ Informed by the lat:

eresearch and the product of countless hours of car¢

wx.thm American wildife circles
ficials, nature lovers, and
and goals of conservation

. o1~
as naturalists, sport hunters, government
other Interested parties argued about the proper SC;PC
7 an
-"Nowhere were these divisions more pronounced ‘
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» National Association of Audubon Societies, which faced moun

at lh
durin

sport Survey gave
to the . w Y gave
10 amore independent generation of leaders and staff members who tended

to be younger and have at least Sf)me training in modern natural history. Under
the Jeadership of Audulin I,)reSI.dem John Baker, who came to power in 1934
(just twO years after the 13'5[ sighting f’f the }}eat.h hen on Martha’s Vineyard), the
organization gave increasing emphasis to sc1ennﬁ.c re.search. Consistent with this
aim (and at the urging of Aldo Leopold), Baker instituted a research fellowship

rogram designed to gather more data a‘bOL.lt the status, habitat requirements,
and future prospects of endangered species in North America. Although mod-
est in SCOPE, that program served the needs of university programs searching
for ways to fund their graduate students during the height of the Depression
while helping Audubon moor its wildlife conservation policy recommendations
on more solid scientific foundations.

The Audubon fellowship program resulted in a pioneering series of widely
distributed research reports on several charismatic birds—the ivory-billed wood-
pecker, California condor, roseate spoonbill, and others—studies that provided
authoritative information about the life, ecology, and population status of these
vanishing species. Each of them also offered a set of specific recommendations
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for how to preserve individual species and the critical habitat they needed to sur-
vive. In the end, though, each revealed the limitations of science in wildlife con-
servation. As Baker and his colleagues discovered, scientific knowledge might
be necessary to rescue endangered species, but it was hardly sufficient. Science
could not save those species in the absence of the political will needed to imple-
ment the reccommendations made in those pioneering reports.

THE TRIALS AND TRIBULATIONS OF THE HEATH HEN

At first glance, the heath hen seems an unlikely poster child for endangered
species. About the size of a small Cornish hen, it was a relatively drab bird—
streaked with various shades of chestnut brown, gray, and black—whose col-
oration blended in perfectly with what seemed like a drab environment—the
coastal plains and shrubby barrens of the northeastern United States. By some
:Cour.ns, its meat tasted too gamy to be an especially desirable source of food.
an(;ri:idszon hunte.rs find it a challenging target, since it massed in open fields
the I’Oma:t‘to fly ‘iVlt'h grea.t labor and in straight lines when flushed.® It lacked
blacken g elz 1i(lss.omanor.\s with the frontier West that the bison enjoyed; it did not

Y In awe-inspiring flocks like the passenger pigeon; and it failed to
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