FIGURE 5. Pair of California
condors in Eaton Canyon, 1906,
Photograph by William Finley
and Herman Bohlman, Finley,
who with his partner Bohlman
took hundreds of photographs
of the California condor. pre-
dicted that without more vigorous
protection, the species would
soon go extinct. Reproduced by
permission of the Museum of
Vertebrate Zoology, University
of California, Berkeley, catalog
no. 9763.

. Coast naturalists occasionally offered grim reports about its status. In
while East Co le. New York Zoo director and radical conservationist William
1913, for examf;:’ declared that the “existence of this species hangs on a very
Teaple HO":‘” 1);1 his inimitable style, Hornaday issued a nationalistic appeal
. t[hh N .cieS' “The California Condor is one of only two species of con-
:10 Sav::w lti?vsii; an‘d it is the only one found in North America. As a matter of
n::i:nal pride, ,and a duty to posterity, the Pef)ple c.>f the United S;latest;aa!;kf:
better afford to lose a million dollars from their nanon'all tr'j‘alsu."}’.t al" e
that bird to become extinct. Its preservations ;orh allcnr;;i;; :;srt::;iz’led -

’s burden upon the state of California.”" John C. ,_
::;;l:;ect in hpis 1926 list of extinct and vanishing bird.s of ltlhe :/ets::': ;Itetr:; t
sphere.”” There he reported an estimate from ]osep.h Grfnne ,W 1 : ags o
about fifty condor pairs survived in southern California anc(li pes :Eat St
as twenty-five pairs in lower California. Although aCk"OWIebg;r‘g e
had recently become highly sought after by collectors, he (; 1eveMmer .
protection was helping the species hold its own. Three yea.rs :te:'r,Vim ;ative
Name, and Quinn highlighted the dire plight of the condo.r i their Mafe s
Pamphlet, 4 Crisis in Conservation: Serious Danger of Exun.ctl"':. ?‘j; ds‘l}),e)’Ond
American Birds. They included the species among a long list of “bir
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¢ would soon “join the brotherhood of ghas #.
arw . :

d that discouraging prognosis when he claimeg
ia condors had fallen to only ep birds

saving,” doomed creatures th
In 1033, Alex Wetmore confirme .
‘ i “alifors
that the remaining pnpul.umn of Cali * his estimate in his article for Ny
he failed to reveal the source of his estima _ , ationg)
» » Il et B
though he tailec

’ o, ey | |
Geographic magazine.

SECURING THE SISQUOC SANCTUARY

A vear after Wetmore declared the California condor 2'1” but cxlinct? lhf: wealthy
..\‘a;na Barbara County rancher, businessman, anfi budding conservationist Rober,
E. Easton invited seven guests to view the species on a remote forty-acre parce|
of meadow and sandstone outcropping known as Montgomel.' y R ?" €ro." The
land was owned by the Sisquoc Investment Company, of which Easton seryed
as secretary and general manager. Included among the part‘y was t}'le California
ornithologist, Cooper Club member, and retired Union Oil chemical engineer
Ernst Dyer, who produced the first motion pictures of the condor at the site.
Initially, Easton and Dyer tried to keep word of their find secret, for fear that egg
collect;n-s, hunters, and others would descend on the area and harm the birds,
When sensational accounts of their find began to appear in California newspa-
pers, including one story that depicted a condor carrying off a baby fawn in its
talons, Dyer decided to set the record straight in an issue of Zhe Condor published
in early 1935.

Dyer’s account of the adventure bears a strong resemblance to Thorton
Burgess’s response to viewing the last heath hens on Martha’s Vineyard only
four years earlier. After witnessing a group of about ten condors feasting on
the carcass of an old ranch horse, Dyer reported that he and other members of
the expedition party “realized that we were, at last, beholding a portion—too
large a portion—of the pitiful remnant of that great race that once ranged, even
in prehistoric times, from Baja California in the south, northward through the
full length of Alta California up into Oregon and Washington, perhaps even

Mer. As to their future prospects,” Dyer continued, “the trend of their past
history undeniably points to thejy ulti

sures are promptly put into effect.”'s

Dyer's article alerted the leadershi
B ership of the Nag; sats dubon
Societies, which had becp | P ot the National Association of Audu

species. Shortly after the
off on his €ross-country
birds), Joseph Grinnel)

mate extinction unless conservation mea-

article appeared (and not long after Arthur Allen set
expedition to photograph and record rare American
Wrote to Audubon President John Baker asking if his
nsor a field study of the condor to learn more about its
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life history and current status.™ Grinnell also recomme
Easton who had recently approached the California F('r.lldcd
. aand local Forest Service officials about improvin ish an
, he had found a generally sympathetic ear%: :}‘:ﬁcnon for the condor,
N ash-Bouldcn, who was supervisor of the Santa Barbara Na[:i(( rs()ln :.)f Stephen A
deputy: Cyril Robinson, who had been systematically m”m:ddf'orcst, and his
- several years. In response to Grinnell’s request Bik ata on condor
» Bake

thar Baker Contact

d Game Compjs.

eady lobbied Ferdinand A. Silcox, chief of the Forcsrt F;Oim.ed R
eerCc‘ on

behalf"f the condor, and that the National Association of Audubon Societ;
Gilling 10 offer s50 @ month for a period of two months to stud n h ocieties was
Grinnell found Baker’s initial offer of support insufficient and req))n::] C(;ndor.'u
he approach Easton about additional funding for a proper study.”* ended that
i April 1936, Baker ventured to the Santa Barbara National Forest to
with Nash-Boulden and Robinson."”” Prior to his visit, he had correspoﬁdedm?e}:
Aldo Leopold, who, as we have already seen, had begun advocating for ::"S
tematic studies of endangered species throughout North America. In addifién
Audubon officials had been in contact with Easton and Dyer about the pligh;
of the Sisquo¢ condors. Easton expressed particular concerned about Nash-
Boulden’s effort to criss-cross the Santa Barbara National Forest with a dense
qetwork of roads, part of a campaign to control fires in the area.” One of the
would penetrate directly through the Sisquoc Falls area, the site
habitat, thereby allowing public access to this previously remote
onstruction of the road, Easton offered Nash-Boulden
d owned by the Sisquoc Ranch as an alternative route.

oratorium on the projected road until the situ-
g condi-

proposed roads
of prime condor
site. In an effort to StOp €
right-of-way through lan

Nash-Boulden then agreedtoam
ation could be studied further. After corresponding with Silcox, observin

ions firsthand, and speaking with members of the Cooper Ornithological Club,
Baker agreed to raise funds to p ce employees in the field for

thirty days to get a better handle o

lace two Forest Servi
n how many condors inhabited the Sisquoc
Falls area and a second site near the White-Acre Peak-Hopper Mountain area.”
The National Audubon Society and the Cooper Ornithological Club then raised
$270 to fund this limited study, which Robinson supervised. In his unpublished
report, Robinson estimated that about fifty condors survived within the Santa
Barbara National Forest (which had recently been renamed the Los Padres Na-
tional Forest).” By October, Robinson informed Baker that the Forest Service
had not only decided not to build the Sisquoc road but also to limit access to the

area to protect the condor and maintain its habitat.”
isted for taking this ac-

' Unfortunately, no clear administrative procedure €xl
tion. Since its founding in 1905, the Forest Services primary focus had been on
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. 3 1 o re 132 \¥7 .
timber ma es of national forests."” When i; came

nagement within the boundari
ging wildlife on these federally o

wned areas, however, the agency |, d

to mana
y. On the rare occasions when it had

almost invariably deferred to state authorit
done otherwise, it had provoked resentment, controversy, and even litigation

the western states where the vast majority of the national forests were locateq
For example, in the 1920s, the agency’s efforts to control the overpopulation of
deer in the Kaibab National Forest in Arizona led to a Supreme Court case whep,
state game officials arrested Forest Service employees attempting to cull herds i
the area.’ Although the court ultimately affirmed the right of the U.S. govern.
ment to protect its property by removing excess wildlife, uncertainty about the

exact limits of federal authority remained.
Silcox had gone on record in support of greater protection for endangered

e hired the botanist and ecologist Homer Shantz to be-
come the agency s first director of wildlife management. Early the next year, his
agency issued regulation T-9-1, a rarely invoked rule that prohibited trespass-
a closed by the chief of the Forest Service, for the “perpetuation
hing species of plants or animals, (2) special
| or archaeological places or objects of

species, and in 1936, h

ing of any are
and protection of (1) rare and vanis

biological communities, or (3) historica
interest.” It also prohibited entry to any area closed for scientific experiments

or other similar purposes.”* The first site specifically set aside under this new
regulation was the 1,200-acre Sisquoc Condor Sanctuary. Thanks to the untir-
ing efforts of Easton, Robinson, Baker, and others, the Forest Service had finally
taken an important first step in protecting the condor and preserving endangered

species more generally.

KOFORD’S CONDORS

Even as he was struggling to establish the Sisquoc Condor Sanctuary, Baker was

also laying plans for an ambitious Audubon fellowship program that would fund
the study of endangered species. A confluence of events—the loss of the final
heath hen, Allen’s search for the elusive ivory-billed woodpecker, Dyer’s article
on the threatened California condor, Leopold’s call for a systematic inventory
of endangered species, and the administrative shake-up within Audubon—led
to the creation of the fellowship proposal that Baker announced at the fall 1936
meetings of the American Ornithologists’ Union and the National Association
of Audubon Societies." Shortly after those meetings, Baker sent Grinnell a let-
i df?flaring that his organization was interested in ;ﬁ'ering a graduate fellow-
:h!p lf‘_cooff:ation with the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, and under b
upervision.™" In subsequent correspondence, he outlined a tentative propost
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alled for @ three-year program to study the Califor;
’ ' i
per year.

N

that € :
. ond of $1:5%°

, the longume editor of 7he Condor and one of the

United States, seemed a logical choice 1o

4 condor thy, carried

MOSt respected na;-

s . approach ; .
" A bird collector trom his vouth Grinnell ibout the fel-
« Al » ¢

Jip projects

I “\-Jllp P . i . . arned his iy

<; sre¢ (lom) and his Ph.D. (1913) from Stanford, where he spud; d -
e ; studied under th,
< ¢

‘ I . l M st l)‘\'ld (R .I( d ‘ p P
15t

ntal in found;

’ ¢ '8 G & N lnd

ertebrate Zoology in 1908. The institution’s two =
L (\rg

t"uncd evolution
. d uaturalist Annie M. Alexander, Grinnell proved instrume
an : |
fuseum ot \

the \
poth hupc‘d 1o est

one wh

ablish a different kind of natural history museum at B :“;"""5
ere research took precedence over exhibition and where Nprcs;:x::'e?.:
s { the Pacific coast 's unique terrestrial vertebrates might be presenl-:.;
::':’rc those s wcies were ('urct\fcr lost to development. A meticulous researcher
eager 10 raise the smndar(‘is u‘l natural llIS(()r:\' practice, Grinnell instituted a de-
t;li‘lcd set of P“‘“‘d“n‘s forhaidant, :\‘pt‘cuncn documentation, and research
resentation that became the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology's hallmark. He also
developed fundamental concepts in ecology—Ilike the “niche™ and “competitive
|usion“-\\'l|ile making important contributions to other areas of evolution-

exc
arly the relationship between geographical distribution, cli-

ary biology: particul |
physical environment.

mate, and
rable scientific achievement, Grinnell became deeply

n addition to his conside
concerned about the many t
vears before Baker approache
.\Ve Need Birds and Mammals,” that provided a succinct expression of his basic
conservation philosophy. W hile humans had once deeply respected the n ol

world and imbued it with a spirilual dimension, in recent times science had ren-

hreats facing the wildlife of his home state. Two
d him in 1937, he had written an article, “Why

dered them “more familiar with the workings of natre.” Unfortunately, this

familiarity had led to the destruction of forests, the denuding of hillsides and

valleys, and the extinction or near extinction of many animals. But because of the

close interdependence of all living things, in the
any one part of nature would rebound back to humanity. Inl
the notion of an ecological ethic that Aldo Leopold was groping toward during
this period, Grinnell called for a fundamental reorientation of values:

end the careless devastation of
anguage that echoed

W A . 5 . :
eneed to return to an attitude of deep respect toward nature. The relationships

'wh_iCh have been set up through the ages between wild birds, mammals, and plants,
::h“ among all forms of life, can not be disturbed unless we are willing to accept
in:;::scqu""cf‘f—ﬂnd these may be exceedingly serious for us. Where ch.n.lgr

ing conditions appears to be unavoidable we should proceed with a caution
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2 e with which we deal; and abov
befitting our inadequate knowledge of the forces with which ! l e all

N at has acterized our exploitati
hould avoid the capacious heedlessness that has characterize ploitation
we sho .

f 138
Of our I 1 i en [)aSt.

position at a state-supported university hamstrung hi
lic. behind the scenes Grinnell worked tire.

to end large-scale predator poisoning cam'paigns and to provide greater
fe, particularly birds and mammals. He also be-
ts who shared his devotion to scientific research
me Baker wrote him in late 1937, Grinnell’s
d mammalogy was among the most active

While fearful that his
ability to speak out freely in pub
lessly
protection for all forms of wildli
came mentor to NUMErous studen
and wildlife conservation. By the ti
graduate program in ornithology an
in the nation.

While delighted at the prosp

realized that numerous issues still nee
proposal, Alden Miller, a Grinnell protégé and colleague, worried about the

problem of maintaining high research standards in a sponsored study, particu-
Jarly since the Audubon Society was ultimately interested in “conservation pub-
licit-y,” an agenda that might lead the organization to unduly “pressure for results
of a certain type.”"” Moreover, there were turf issues to consider, since the or-
nithologist Harry Harris and the Los Angeles petroleum geologist and wildlife
photographer J. R. “Bill” Pemberton, both prominent Cooper Club members,
had been studying the condor for many years. Then there was challenge of find-
ing funding for the fellowship. Initially, Baker hoped to convince a single wealthy
donor to endow the entire Audubon fellowship program with sufficient funds to
keep it going for many years, perhaps indefinitely.'*> When he failed to convince
anyone to pledge the necessary s250,000 he estimated would be needed, Baker
began soliciting piecemeal donations for each of the studies. One particularly ef-
fective fund-raising technique involved screening motion pictures of the condor
at local Audubon Societies and sportsmen’s clubs in the region surrounding its
habitat. Pemberton led this campaign, which featured movies he had made to
garner support for the project.'
Ca:;l;ilf,;i;us:(:\l,]:dﬁgh-t pEtion 0 C.Oncliuct the study also presented a challenge:
dergraduate ll:e train:; l-nsfl‘) WA DO QUL GalifvFmages 'a sl
before transferring to Bm kolreStry a'nd z?ology at the University of Was}.nngton
I ags . C?r' .e ey during his senior year. After graduation 1n 1937
: : ivilian Conservation Corps officer in Montana and then
pelita summer studying ground squirrels at the Hastings Reservation in Carmel
Valley, a biological research facility that had ’ iversity. The
fact that he had spent fo L .a hesndonatedforie unlverSlt?’ ‘ hi
rty-two consecutive days perched in a tree observing o

ect of funding for one of his students, Grinnell
ded ironing out. In his review of Baker’s
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ricure se. Carl Koford with “Oscar,” a California condor nestling, 1939. A care-

ful. dedicated researcher, Koford spent thousands of hours in the field studying the
California condor. Based on his extensive experience with the species, he concluded that
the condor was a wary bird that would fare poorly in captivity, a claim that would later

be challenged. Courtesy of the Western Foundation of Vertebrate Zoology.

subject impressed Grinnell, who felt Koford possessed the requisite “persever-
ance, ruggedness, and natural instincts for observation which the field study of
the California condor absolutely required.”*# One of his close associates later
characterized him as “a very unusual fella” with keen eyesight, a probing mind
that “was analyzing things twenty-four hours a day,” and a temperament that
allowed him to endure countless hardships to learn more about the life and be-
havior of his research subject.'*

In February 1939, just over a year after Baker had first proposed the fellow-
ship, twenty-four-year-old Koford boarded a bus to Los Angeles to begin his
study. With him he carried a rucksack, a pair of binoculars, a notebook, and a
letter of introduction from Grinnell."' J. R. Pemberton took the enthusiastic
young naturalist under his wing, freely sharing his extensive notes on the condor
and inviting Koford to join him on an upcoming trip to the Hopper Mountain
area, where he had recently seen eighteen of the rare birds."** Because he did not
O%n an automobile, during the first year of his study Koford had to repeatedly
hike long distances across difficult terrain to restock supplies while in the field.
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. - 1ly finished his study; Koford -had SPem nearl)i five hundreg
By the time heihf\a y dors in the wild, recording his observations op, aboy,
days viewing living c<v>l" scrawled notes, and producing 350 still photographs
3,500 pages of narr(')wh?/bitat In addition to his extensive fieldwork, he inter.
of the birds a:d their ‘]‘Ofg(')vernment forest and agricultural agencies, ran},.
view;.d man)'OIZeI:;’:r‘: and others” with knowledge of the condor and spent
ers, hunters, old- »

derable time in museums, Z00S, and libraries tracking down informagjqy,
considerable im

. 147
on the species. : :
: asin
In addition to gathering data on an 1nf:re g- Py
and covered considerable territory while foraging, Koford faced ny,.
mote areas

merous additional challenges in his attempt to bring the cond.or stud.y 10 success-
ful completion. One early complication was the death of Grinnell in May 1939.
Alden Miller, Grinnell’s right-hand man at the Museum.of Vertebrate Zoology,
then assumed supervision of the project. Fortunately, Miller not only had a per-
sonal interest in Koford’s research but he also maintained close contact with him
from the beginning, so the transition proved relatively smooth."* Nearly two
and one half years into the three-year study Koford faced an even greater chal-
lenge when, in June 1941, he was called into active duty in the navy. Concerned
that he might be forced to remain in the military for many years and that his
data might soon become obsolete, Baker floated the idea of asking someone else
to write up Koford’s copious notes.'*? Miller immediately shot down the idea,
fearing that allowing someone else to complete Koford’s research would result
in a “badly diluted second-hand product.” Moreover, it would represent a real
disservice to Koford who had “given all his energy in complete devotion to a
scientific problem and ideal” and who rightfully expected that his work would
lead to a doctoral degree." In the end, Baker acquiesced on the issue; for the
moment he was forced to settle for an interim report from Koford, though on
several su.bsequent oceasions, he again raised the possibility of hiring someone
else to write up the final report. As it turned out, Koford remained in the navy

um.il after the war ended and did not get back into the field to finish his research
until February 1946.

ly rare bird that resided in re.

ice for the establishment of a second, much
. dres Nationa] F iller and Baker had

first seriously d: ) . nal Forest. Miller and Bake
the spedesss())’r::cuss?d the idea of Pushing for additional protective areas for
Gabrielso;,, Chieflz}e ;ln late 1940 or early 1941. Initially, Baker approached Ira
the Bureau of the Biological Survey, about the possibility

yinthe Los p

of having his agency take
Padres Nationg] Forest th
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hope W3S that the Biological Survey would close the refuge to hunters and oth
. H n =
o who mlgh[ harm the condor, somethmg the state of California had reﬁj): d
B e e
ol Apparemly Gabrielson “listened sympathetically” to the idea but failed

acton it."”
Once Koford had been called up for active duty, Baker began using his interi
v . : rnm

tool to push for the creation of a second condor sanctuary

to

report as e W o adminis-
rered by the Forest Service. His initial sense of urgency diminished, however
when Cyril Robinson, who had by then been promoted to acting supervisor 0;‘
the L0S padres National Forest, closed the Sespe State Game Refuge to public
ccess on June 194 2. Events following World War [1—the reopening of closed
sites in the national forest, the end of gas rationing, and recent reports from
Koford that condors were still occupying the proposed protected area—led to
2 renewed campaign for the establishment of an additional sanctuary. Setting
boundaries based on recommendations from Koford, the Forest Service created
the nearly thirty-ﬁve-thousand-acre Sespe Condor Sanctuary in 1947 (and en-
larged the protected area to more than fifty thousand acres four years later).""
The Forest Service and the National Audubon Society split the cost of a special
patrolman to guard the site during the eight most critical months during the
year."” The move proved popular among condor enthusiasts but had its detrac-
tors among local residents who resented the closure of areas previously open to
hunting and other forms of recreation. Responding to the earlier creation of the
Sisquoc Sanctuary, H. H. Sheldon argued in Field and Stream that the species had
“outlived its time and is on the trail of the dodo.” By establishing a sanctuary
to save an obviously relict organism, humans were “sacrificing the recreational
value of a large area in exchange for the extremely doubtful preservation of a
bird of no value, esthetically or otherwise.”""

Meanwhile, Baker was keenly disappointed to learn in 1947 that Koford needed
atleast two more years to finish his doctoral dissertation, a document that would
require additional editing to make it suitable for a broader audience."’ With
support from a fellowship granted by the University of California, Koford suc-
;Zscsif;ull);] djf.ended his dissertation in 1950. By this point, the National Audubon
" me;’re:s ;ssu;d .t\.:vo formal rep’orts on endangered sPecies a'nd had one more
(Resesnct }-{en addition to Tanner’s monograph on the ivory-billed woodpecker
completeq hisPSOTIdNo. 1, 1942), Audubon Sfaﬂ' member Robert Porter Allfen had
asecong reponm y on the roseate spoonbill (No. 2, 1942) and was working on

on the 58

Accordip
Ound in the
Watchfy]

whooping crane (No. 3, 1952).
§to !(OfOrd, Baker insisted on “readable and breezy” prose like that
epr;?:Ous Audubon reports." Tanner had written his book under the

- A. Allen, who had considerable experience communicating
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, o an accomplishe
di while Robert Porter Allen proved an: plished Writer
; : ience,
toa pnpular au

N i Jking his work come alive for the rcud(--r. Koford and Miller,
with a gift for making JJearly more comfortable expressing themselves iy, the
other hand, wcrc;. t::ﬂ)()q +cademic science writing. In part as a regy,

0 ﬁailéd to complete the numerous 'rcvisions on his
d before he left for Peru early in 1951 1o begin
ys occurred when the airline on which Koford
a lost the manuscript for seven months,* j,

on the
more turgid style typica
of their differences, Koford
report that Baker had requeste
studying the vicuna. Further dcla.
shipped the edited version fr(.wm Lam. iR
was not finally published until 1953, fourteen years

KOFORD'S CONCLUSIONS

Koford’s landmark report offered the first detailed study of living condors i

the field. In his foreword to the book, Baker once again reiterated the impor-
lid facts through scientific research as “the essential basis

tance of obtaining so S -
for wise policies governing the conservation of wildlife resources. Hur.nans had
so reduced the California condor population that it had become the “third rarest
living species of North American bird” and on “the verge of the extinction.”
Now it was up to humans to promote its “survival and restoration.”*" Alden
Miller’s preface vehemently denied the claim that the condor was a relict species
beyond saving, a “passing remnant of the Pleistocene.” To understand the true
nature of the California condor (and how it might be rescued from the brink of
extinction) a scientist needed “to live with them, think about them daily, gather
facts in abundance, analyze and reflect,” just as Carl Koford had done. Koford’s
exhaustive report offered a solid foundation for the conservation of the con-
dor, Miller argued; now his sound program of protection and education needed
implementation.'

In the body of his copiously illustrated study, Koford summarized what he had
learned about the distribution, life, and behavior of this rare bird. A species that
had once ranged widely across much of North American had now been reduced
to a modest final stronghold, a wishbone-shaped swath of land just north of Los
Angeles that cut through seven counties, " Based on an unexplained extrapola-
tion from the maximum counts of condors seen by several reliable witnesses over
a number of years, Koford estimated that about sixty condors remained and that
the population size was currently stable, neither increasing nor decreasing."
Bt"cause of the population’s small size and low breeding potential, however, the
failure of e‘fe" a single nest or the prevention of the death of a single condor
could have important implications for the ultimate survival of the species.”
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yelite Finles ™2 l:clsmwd the condor 28 tolerant of humans, Kofind
) articularly sensitive i » NAORG 2=,
ot 0P d species that wonld readly desr s g
the conservation section of his book, Koford ourli '
(hcln the condor faced and his r&omw:,‘;bfmb;‘;";@lm sz
pecies: He began by refuting the largely pessimistic artitude uh;i::; -
fmofdgspecia since Cooper had first lamented its decline in l'&gc,m. -
single obstacle o perpetuating the species, he asserted, was the lack ,;:,::
Wmond,cpanofzhe many individuals who had the power 1 affect ins
e Among the most important perils threatening the continued existence
of the condor Were wanton shooting by thoughtless hunters and ranchers; col-
. which he believed had “contributed significantly to the decline of the
». inadvertent poisoning and trapping by those engaged in

acid ms;roadbuilding,trailconsumtim,mdoﬂdﬂdopmcmdmmcm}v
i llydismrbedhabi:axbmalwmadccondorcamuymoreawsbkw:h;
“-:;mdpbo;ographerswhobotheredtbcbixdsinmeﬂ'mwobninstﬂlor

motion PICtures.
Koforddismisscdasimpmcdcalseveralpropoabmmd,wa
Arﬁﬁdalfeeding,bymguhﬂyphdngarasdncarroom.wmﬁbemgiym
i@lement,ammmvmdmwmcdmcspreyedonoaﬂommdmdr
mnainmgbirdsmconoentrateinrchdvclygnaﬂarm,vhatdxyprmvdm
mhmbletodismterordisease.Tbemppingandmnsphnﬁngofomdasm
mmmpiedterﬁtorieswaﬂdalsofaﬂsincethcbixdsweteabkwcmus:hz
hrgemﬁmxyandapairdmhadbemmowdﬁ'omitsoﬁginalncstsitewuid
Bhlymnxnbacktothazsite.xofoxdwaspardadaﬂyadmaminhisopposidm
ll>miﬁcialIwccdirxgofthespe«:iesincaptivit_v,Whichhcsaidshou.lldcmlyl:vez-
tempted as a last resort, 'aﬁeraﬂeﬂ'omtomaintaintbenmuralpopﬂadmwt

m.
ThesaﬂDiegOZoobadmmﬁxﬂyraisedtheAndeancmdor(iny-
f“')inahrgecage,bmforscwralycaﬁkadinguptolhepuumd‘b'
condor report, Koford, Miller, and Baker had strongly opposed a propos3] t©
gl"""'1’3‘iﬂstitutionthenecessarypermittomprureapairofwnrilclCaliforﬂi-‘
m"'"'rbeir reasons were ostensibly scientific. lnhisnport,m‘dqn‘s'
d whether condors raised in captivity would Pmthebasicskﬂbmd
%mrymmnmindnwud.ueabowmedm:buﬂmof
:T:emfs might introduce diseases int0 the wild population- But in the
"K“m“"Sagaimtmpdvebreedingwereasmudlaboutmhcﬁdas

Salvation through Science? = 297



i KOfOI'd fOl‘ e‘(ample SPOkC Of the grace and ma]esty O the SPECles in i[
science. N y y . f .

ti bitat an aesthetic treasure that greatly dlmlnlbhed when the SPCCleS Wa
nauve ha x

forced to live in artificial circumstances:

The beauty of a California condor is in the magnificence of its soaring flight. A
condor in a cage is uninspiring, pitiful, and ugly to orre who ha.s seen them. soar-
ing over the mountains. Condors are so few that their recreational value is one
of quality rather than of quantity. As Leopold . . p(.)ir‘!ts out, the 'recreatio.nal
value of wildlife is inverse in proportion to its artificiality. The thrill of seeing
a condor is greatly diminished when the birds are being raised in capnvn}‘z Our
objective should be to maintain and perhaps to increase the natural population of

condors.'™

To achieve that goal, Koford offered a series of recommendations, beginning
with greater legal protection. While state law had protected the condor at least
since 1905, apparently only one person had ever been prosecuted for violating
that law; he received a so fine after being convicted trying to sell a condor he
shot near Pasadena in 1908. “As a striking and unique species, threatened with
extinction,” Koford declared, “the condor is of national interest and is deserving
of strict federal protection.” A tentative start in that direction had been made
in 1942, with the ratification of the Convention on Nature Protection and Wild
Life Protection in the Western Hemisphere. The annex of this convention listed
the condor as one of several species whose protection was “declared to be of
special urgency and importance.” Moreover, the federal government agreed to

s:;f;g'uard it “as completely as possible,” though as yet nothing had come of this
p e ge_m

S' . o
Squoc and Sespe Condoy Sanctuaries, oil drilling was

inal 2 .
arge portion of the Sespe, several prime condor

on pri ' i
Private Property, and hunters still used some trails
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who came in contact with the bird to “understand somethin
those

g of the relation
he condor to its environment.” And finally,
of the €

Koford thought that ranchers,
Lmen, and trappers should be encouraged to leave animal carcasses in the
SIOCK ?

1d rather than destroying them. At the same time, Koford reiterated, “carcasses
Wi isoned animals must be regarded as dangerous to condors until they are
of P::n otherwise.” To shed further light on this issue, he called for stud
P - vultures as surrogates for the condor.'”?
mrf:g{ord’s report received accolades in the handful of publications that re-
viewed it.” But it seems to have had little effect on slowing the decline of the
condor. The National Audubon Society cosponsored a second condor report
in 1965, which was also completed under the supervision of Alden Miller.
There Eben and Tan McMillan—brothers, ranchers, and amateur naturalists—
estimated that only forty-two condors remained, a number that had been calcu-
lated by relying on Koford’s earlier estimate."” Like the ivory-billed woodpecker,
the condor was among the first species to receive protection under the first
Endangered Species Act (1966), but listing initially did little to stem the spe-
cies’ ongoing population decline. Although strongly opposed by Koford, Miller,
McMillan, and others, calls for a more aggressive captive breeding program for

the species became increasingly hard to ignore as the condor population contin-
ued to plummet toward disaster.

ies using

THE LIMITS OF SCIENCE

The 19205 and 1930s marked a watershed in the evolution of policies and scien-
tific practices related to endangered species in the United States. While natural-
ists had long shown a keen interest in the plight of vanishing wildlife, for the first
time they possessed the training, conceptual tools, techniques, financial backing,
and desire to begin more thorough investigations of those species in the field.
The three studies chronicled in this chapter were born of an optimistic belief that
if enough could be learned about the life history, behavior, and ecology of van-
ishing animals, they might be snatched from the jaws of extinction. Consistent
with that belief, all three studies identified numerous hazards that seemed to be
pushing their respective subjects toward the brink of annihilation, and all three
offered concrete suggestions about how to reverse that decline. Although each
pointed o human actions as the primary source of endangerment, their recom-

mendations Proved quite modest, at least in the context of later, more substantial
and INterventionist effor
of Ty

ace

ts to save species threatened with extinction. In the cases
) 1 an
fner and Koford, the single most important proposal was to restrict hun:l
.y R~ : or
€5 to and modifications of areas known to be prime ivorybill and con
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habitat. Yet, giv ) . e
commendations faced stiff resistance from individuals who

/en those modest re : _ .
e\d lai the landscapes on which these species depended to SUrvive,
had prior claims on

While Koford and his colleagues overcame much O'f that resistance, the N él.iOnal
: : logging on the Singer Tract. Clearly, science

Audubon Society failed to stop logg y I

; . Iv so much without a larger change in values.

alone could achieve on y. : . implement the recommendations th

Beyond the lack of political will to fully imp ; ?t
Tanner and Koford made were limitations in .the science they pl:lrsued. Their
pioneering studies clearly went far bey ond previous researhc honen dangered Spe-
cies, but they remained restricted in scope and scale. l:':ac was undertaken 'by a
single individual, with a modest budget, and over a fz.urly. narrow span O'f time,
While Tanner visited several locations where recent sightings of the species haq
been claimed, he managed to actually find and observe only five ivorybills a 5
single site. Exactly how many of these charismatic birds still roamed the earth,
and where were they? How representative were the behaviors he witnessed at
the Singer Tract? How much variability did the species exhibit in terms of its be-
havior, food requirements, and habitat needs? Despite Tanner’s knowledge and
dedication, these critical questions remained unanswered following his study—
and probably unanswerable for a single naturalist, no matter how capable and
devoted.

Similarly, while Koford made numerous important discoveries during his four
years of intensive research on the California condor, at the end of the day he too
lacked accurate information about the size of the remaining condor population,
the number of total number of breeding pairs, and mortality rates, all critical
pieces of information for developing an effective plan to rescue the species.'”
Despite evidence to the contrary, he also argued that the California condor was
an extremely wary, sensitive species, and thus not a good candidate for captive
breeding experiments, The conservation biologists Noel Snyder and Helen Sny-
der argue that this perspective on the condor was not only inaccurate but also
dangerous for the long-term well-being of the beleaguered species, which con-
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