ORNITHOLOGICAL LITERATURE

Narurar Communrries. By Lee R. Dice. University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor,
1952:6% X 10 in., xii+547 pp., 52 figs. $5.50.

Ecology has been defined as the science of communities and Dice’s new book on
natural communities does indeed cover the field of ecology. The author may be credited
with rendering a great service. The book is eminently suitable as a text for an ecology
class of university level, filling a need that has long existed, and it is an indispensable
reference for anyone interested in ecology. The 23 chapters include: community ecology;
some important kinds of communities; methods of describing and measuring communi-
ties; methods for the estimation of populations; physical factors of habitats that affect
communities; effects on communities of fluctuations in the physical conditions of their
habitats; food relations within communities; fluctuations in populations; fluctuations in
community composition; relations of organisms to their ecosystems; home ranges and
territories; effects of social behavior on the community; ecologic relations between
species; community equilibrium; effects of communities on their physical habitats;
ecologic succession; local and geographic variation within communities; relations
between communities; classification of associations and microassociations; larger units
of community classification; communities of the past; evolution of communities; philo-
sophy of communities.

An impressive amount of material has been digested, organized and concisely set
forth in thoroughly readable and understandable language. Unlike some of his fore-
runners and contemporaries, the author does not find it necessary to coin new terms in
profusion, nor does he use many of the technical ecological terms that have been
proposed by previous authors. He has the faculty of presenting ecological concepts
simply and clearly in everyday language that should be understandable to the average
biology student. Those technical terms that are unavoidable are defined and illustrated
with appropriate examples.

Various terms are used with meanings or connotations slightly different from those
that have been customarily associated with them in earlier works. One term which is
used frequently throughout the book is the “stand.” In the past, as the author states,
this term has been applied mostly to examples of various kinds of forests, but he uses it
here in a broader sense. “A stand may be defined as a local example of an association
composed of those individual plants and animals that live together in a particular situa-
tion (Braun-Blanquet, Fuller, and Conard, 1932:23).” “Each stand is an actual con-
crete community which exists at a given time and covers a particular area.” It is
stated to be the most important unit of ecologic classification, but applies “only to
a community of considerable importance that covers an appreciable area. A grove of
trees together with its associated plants and animals, for example, is a stand. On the
contrary, a single tree or clump of plants is not usually called a stand. A “microstand”
is defined as a minor concrete community, such as the assemblage of plants and animals
that live in and upon a decaying log. On page 392, in discussing mixed stands, the
author mentions both Douglas spruce and Douglas fir. It will not be apparent to
readers unfamiliar with the species that these are one and the same.

Symbiosis, used in an especially broad sense, is defined as the living together of
individual organisms of dissimilar species. “Most of the plants and animals of a given
stand, for example, live in disjunctive symbiosis with one another.” Two main types of
symbiosis are: conjunctive, involving close bodily contact between the two symbiotic
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organisms; and disjunctive, in which the associated organisms are free-living. The term
includes both parasitism and mutually beneficial symbiosis. The term commensalism is
not mentioned in this discussion of symbiosis, although the word commensal does appear
just once, on the final page (320) of this chapter, “Ecologic Relations between Species.”

In Chapter 20, “Larger Units of Community Classification,” four separate systems are
each briefly discussed: (1) Community Type, (2) Life Zone, (3) Biome, and (4) Biotic
Province. Quite understandably the author devotes more space to the system of biotic
provinces, developed by himself, than to the other three combined. Even so, the treat-
ment is cursory and nothing new is added to the material already presented in the
author’s “The Biotic Provinces of North America” published in 1943. It seems regret-
table that the biotic provinces, petentially useful in study of animal distribution and
ecology, have not been further described or classified in the last ten years as the ori-
ginal attempt was admittedly a tentative outline based on incomplete information.
Throughout the present book the author refers to geographic areas by the names of
their respective biotic provinces, the Hudsonian, Californian, Chihuahuan, etc. A map of
the 28 biotic provinces of North America is reproduced from the author’s earlier book
on this subject. On page 447 it is stated: “The Chihuahuan biotic province in southeastern
Arizona, for example, is divided into the Santa Catalina, Chiricahua, Huachuca, and
Santa Rita biotic districts (Dice and Blossom, 1937).” However, this statement is not
in agreement with the map on page 444 which shows the Chihuahuan entering the
United States only in western Texas and southern New Mexico, with its western boun-
dary considerably to the east of the Arizona border; the area in question would fall
entirely within the Apachian biotic province.

In comparing the usefulness of the several systems Dice states, “Biomes and biotic
provinces are not necessarily to be considered as mutually exclusive and competing
systems of ecologic classification, but rather as more or less supplementary to each
other.” However, he regards life zones as of little value for the classification of com-
munities, and states that the community-type system is of value for description only, not
classification.

In the preface, the author states that no attempt is made to supply a complete biblio-
graphy of community ecology and this statement is reiterated at the beginning of the
“Literature Cited” section. Nevertheless, more than 1100 titles are included, and they
cover the field thoroughly. The latest publications included are those of 1949. Rela-
tively recent publications, of the past ten years, make up a susbstantial proportion of
the total, reflecting the rapid recent progress in development of ecology. A small pro-
portion of important early works, from the nineteenth century and the early part of
the present century, are also included. The works of British and European authors
are prominent in the bibliography. Especially noteworthy is the inclusion of a large
number of titles by Russian authors, and the content of these papers is often mentioned
in the text, providing insight as to the extent and trends of ecological research in Russia.

Of the more than 1100 papers cited, over 200 are concerned primarily with birds, and
a somewhat larger number deal primarily with mammals. Although the author has been
mainly concerned with mammals and birds in his earlier publications he is not pre-
occupied with these groups to the extent of neglecting smaller and less conspicuous ani-
mals that may be equally important elements of natural communities. Insects and other
invertebrates figure prominently among the animals mentioned in discussing various
phases of community ecology. Chapter 11 on “Home Ranges and Territories” may be of
particular interest to the ornithologist, since much of it is concerned with birds, the
most typically territorial animals. Representatives of many other groups are, however,
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duly discussed in this connection. The distinction between territories, which are defended,
and home ranges, which are not defended, is emphasized, and the many different types
of territories are described and illustrated in an excellent short summary of this subject.

On the average there are several citations to the literature on each page of the text,
but the author rarely uses direct quotations; he has extracted the essential material from
pertinent literature and integrated it into the text in his own wording to attain greater
continuity, smoothness, and clarity. At the end of each chapter is a short list of,
usually, three to ten “selected references.”

The illustrations are not numerous (52 in all). Figure 2, showing “A simple ecologic
community composed of a single rabbit sitting under a single blackberry bush,” perhaps
might have been dispensed with. On the whole the illustrations are well chosen to
emphasize or amplify with diagrammatic simplicity some of the more important con-
cepts discussed in the text. Most of the illustrations are reproduced from other pub-
lications, but a number are from originals by C. W. Angell, including several pencil
sketches of communities in the arid southwestern United States—HEnry S. Frrch.

StaLking Birps wita Coror CamEera. By Arthur A. Allen. Edited by Gilbert Grosve-
nor. National Geographic Society, Washington, D.C., 1951:7x10 in., 328 pp., 331
unnumbered, color photographs (264 by the author), 87 black and white photographs, 2
wash drawings (W. A. Weber), 3 maps. $7.50.

This beautiful collection of very well reproduced color photographs will stand as an
appropriate monument to Dr. Allen’s eminence in the field of bird photography. There
are today many fine bird photographers, a few of them perhaps as skilled as Dr. Allen,
who, however, was taking excellent pictures of birds when most present competitors were
in knee-breeches, and before some were born. The author and editor have not hesitated to
draw upon the work of others to illustrate the various phases of ornithology and photog-
raphy touched upon in this book, but the slight degree to which this has been necessary
is evidence of Dr. Allen’s breadth of experience and the extensiveness of his travels.

It is difficult to single out particular photographs from this impressive array. However,
some seem to demand individual mention, among them the Golden-winged Warbler (p.
58), Indigo Bunting (p. 92), Tree Sparrow (p. 110), Marsh Hawk (p. 189), Western
Gulls (p.255), Bald Eagle (p.180), Duck Hawk (p.192), and Woodcock (p.232). With-
out wishing to revive the senseless controversy of art versus photography, this reviewer
thinks that the pictures cited strongly resemble fine paintings, embodying that combined
perfection of composition, subjugation and elimination of detail, beauty of tone, and
grace of pose which are the objectives of photographer and painter alike, and which are
inevitably more difficult for photographer than for painter to arrange and control.

Most of the photographs and text chapters of this book have been published previously
in the National Geographic. Otherwise the cost would have been prohibitive. The fre-
quent sub-headings of the text and the captions of the many illustrations are couched in
somewhat slangy language which may ruffle the feelings of a few scientific ornithologists.
It must be borne in mind, however, that the National Geographic Magazine has remained
successful for many years by the use of these methods, and that Dr. Allen, as well, has
succeeded in this way in capturing the interest of thousands of people who are not, and
will never be, ornithologists. Aimed at similar audiences, this effort should do equally
well,

Being largely a gathering of independent articles, the chatty, readable text covers a
diverse quantity of ornithological subjects, including bird photography, use of stroboscopic
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light, bird migration, behavior, senses, and bird protection, as well as narratives of some
of the author’s many trips to Labrador, Alaska, Mexico, and other places. Ardent stu-
dents of behavior will no doubt regard some of the discussions of this subject as greatly
over-simplified, yet the author is to be thanked for a readable indication, to a wide field
of lay readers, that animal activity is to be judged by other than human standards.

The book is heartily recommended to all readers, whether lay or scientific, who have a
real appreciation of the beauty of birds.—Rosert M. MENGEL.

CONTROVERSIAL CONSERVATION
A contribution from the Wilson Ornithological Club Conservation Committee

Man always has depended upon the bounties of nature for his sustenance and it is
unreasonable to expect him to stop eating—and die himself—rather than take the life
of some other animal. Neither can we expect man to freeze rather than destroy a tree
for the purpose of making shelter for himself and his family. These facts are self-
evident. Formerly, the slaying of deer and the cutting of trees was done by the
individual who used these products of nature to satisfy his own wants. Today, we
purchase our meat from a butcher shop and secure our lumber from a building supply
store, and it is seldom that we harvest directly nature’s product. For this reason the
conservation of our natural resources may be only of academic consideration to a large
part of the American people. Twentieth century Americans may deplore the over-
grazing of western grass lands, but insist upon meat in their daily menu.

Theodore Roosevelt is often credited with placing the term “conservation” upon the
lips of the American public. For the past half-century the word has been used over
and over again until today almost everyone is “for” conservation just as they are “agin”
sin. The theological term “sin” has many meanings to different individuals and it
appears that the term “conservation” may have as many definitions.

Those of us in the conservation field probably differ as much in our interpretation
of the term as does the general public. Most naturalists agree with Thoreau that
“Every creature is better alive than dead, men and moose and pine-trees, and he who
understands it aright will rather preserve its life than destroy it.” It is equally true,
however, that most professional naturalists would consider themselves remiss if they did
not personally destroy a mortally wounded or sick animal rather than let it die a
painful and lingering death. How can a conservationist kill and protect at the same
time? Can a hunter and a bird watcher both be called “conservationists’? How can
we reconcile the different approaches of the National Park Service, where no life—
neither plant nor animal—may be taken and the U. S. Forest Service where the cutting
of timber is a standard management practice and the harvesting of the surplus game
is considered logical? Again, why does the Fish and Wildlife Service purchase and
develop wildlife refuges where waterfowl are encouraged to nest and rear their young
without hindrance and, within the same agency, promulgate and enforce regulations for
the hunting of ducks and geese? State wildlife agencies devote a majority of their
attention to the removal of wild game by sportsmen during the fall and, at the same
time, prosecute anyone who kills wild animals at other seasons of the year. All of
these agencies consider themselves conservation organizations dedicated to the preserva-
tion of our various natural resources. Most individuals would agree that such divergent
activities of these organizations actually are dedicated to the conservation of our natural
resources only if they have an acceptable and mutually agreeable understanding of



