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REPORT ON THE 1912 INQUIRY. 
BY 

M. VAUGrHAN, M.A., M.B.O.TJ. 

INTRODUCTORY. 

IT will be as well to explain briefly the principles on 
which this report has been drawn up. The results of 
each schedule have been carefully tabulated ; a separate 
report of each species has been made out; and a series 
of maps has been prepared, a selection of which is 
published. In many cases no answer to the third 
question (" Were numbers in 1912 above or below the 
average ? ") has been received, so it is only possible to 
decide approximately whether a majority of observers 
considered the numbers in 1912 above or below the 
average, and no exact standard of comparison is possible. 

That certain species do vary in number considerably 
from year to year there can be no doubt, whether we 
confine ourselves to the facts recorded in the schedules 
or look on the question from a wider point of view. To 
quote two examples :— 
" Whitethroat. 22 pairs, 1912, 34 pairs 1911. Tunbridge 

Wells." (H. G. Alexander.) 
" Spotted Flycatcher. Very common 1912. Quite scarce 

1911. Beaulieu." (P. Gosse.) 
Where no return regarding a particular species has 

been entered attention is drawn to the fact, as this 
negative evidence seems to be of some value in determining 
the position of a species. 

Tn each report the inference which may fairly be drawn 
from the figures has been pointed out; interesting facts 
have been noted; and an attempt has been made to 
decide whether the decrease of any species is general 
or only local and made up by a corresponding increase 
in an adjacent area, though the reports do not often 
contain enough information for this point to be decided 
with any degree of certainty. The reports received 
from Scotland and Ireland were so few that it has been 
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thought best to disregard these countries for the present, 
while only two were received from Wales, but those 
from England cover a good deal of ground and may fairly 
be taken as representing a tendency one way or the 
other. 

Some counties, e.g. Kent, Surrey, Essex, Yorkshire, 
Wiltshire, Hampshire, Cheshire and Northumberland, 
have been worked with comparative thoroughness, 
though there are others, e.g. Lincolnshire, Dorsetshire, 
Nottinghamshire, Buckinghamshire, Northamptonshire, 
Bedfordshire and Derbyshire, which have either been 
omitted or scarcely touched on at all, and this must of 
course detract from the value of the report as a whole. 
Perhaps it is not too much to say that the inquiry is a 
step in the right direction, and that we are now in a 
better position to decide whether certain species are 
decreasing or not, and certainly if the inquiry is carried 
on, more and more valuable results will be achieved. 

No attempt has been made to suggest the why or the 
wherefore. To arrive at the facts is all that has been 
aimed at, though this has been in some cases not an 
easy task, as more than once observers from the same 
district have come to different conclusions. Of course 
it does not follow that two or more observers reporting 
different results from the same district have based their 
conclusions on observations made in identical areas; 
more probably such is not the case, and the observations 
have been made in more or less adjacent areas in the 
same district. Assuming that the observations are of 
equal value, of which we have very little evidence one 
way or the other, this would tend to show the existence 
of what may be termed neutralizing fluctuations, i.e. given 
a large enough area, the numbers vary but little from 
year to year within that area, though the distribution 
within it varies from year to year. 

That some migrants are decreasing, and that the 
decrease is not confined to one locality, cannot reasonably 
be doubted. How far this is the case with the species 
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which have been under observation, readers will be able 
to decide for themselves by referring to the report, 
but it may be more convenient first to give brief 
summaries of the results arrived at:—• 
RED-BACKED SHRIKE.—Positive evidence seems to prove 

that this species is decreasing, while negative evidence 
must also be taken into consideration. 

SPOTTED FLYCATCHER.—On the whole holding its own 
and well represented almost everywhere. 

CHIFFCHAEF.—Common but not so well distributed as 
the Willow-Warbler. 

WILLOW-WARBLER.—Common almost everywhere and 
in many districts increasing. In some cases, where 
a decrease is reported, it seems to be local. 

WHITETHROAT.—Holding its own well in most counties, 
but not very common in the eastern counties. 

LESSER WHITETHROAT.—Always scarce in the north, 
apparently so in the east, and plentiful in but few 
localities. The numbers seem to vary a good deal 
from year to year. 

WHINCHAT.—Very local and a marked decrease almost 
everywhere. 

REDSTART.—Seems to be decreasing in many places, 
and the decrease has been going on for some time. 

NIGHTINGALE.—Maintaining its ground and no more. 
In some favourite localities its numbers are reported 
as steadily on the decrease. 

HOUSE-MARTIN.—Marked and general decrease. 
SWALLOW,—Marked and general decrease. 
WRYNECK.—Very local. Nearly extinct in some districts. 

DETAILED REPORTS ON EACH SPECIES. 

RED-BACKED SHRIKE (Lanius c. collurio). 

Increase 20. Decrease 22. Normal numbers 28. No returns 52. 
So far as can be gathered from answers received to query 3, 

this species appears to have been scarcely up to its average 
numbers in 1912. 
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I t would seem to be generally on the decrease, and its 
distribution is patchy, e.g. there are no returns from Norfolk 
or Lines., while three observers from Suffolk report 
an average, though a small one. I t seems numerous nowhere. 
Increases are reported from Epping (Essex) with the remark 
" goes in years, one good to four bad ; " and Sunningdale 
(Berks.) " four pairs 1911, six pairs 1912 " (G. P. Clarke), but 
from the same place " scarce here as always " (J. G. Cornish). 
In some cases the increase does not amount to much, e.g. from 
the three following places : Kingham (Oxon.), Windermere 
(Westmorland), Walton (near Stone, Staffs.), " one pair 
compared with none in 1911" ; Yateley (Hants.), " a slight 
increase, but the species has been decreasing for years" 
(Miss Stilwell). Sometimes an increase in one part of a 
county can be set against a decrease in another, e.g. increase 
at Beaulieu (Hants.)—four pairs bred in 1912, in 1911 one 
(P. Gosse)—and atHayling Island (Hants.) a "great decrease " 
(J. E. H. Kelso); at Midhurst (Sussex) an increase (J. G. 
Dalgleish), and at Horsham " a steady decrease—scarcely 
a pair since 1900 " (J. G. Millais). 

The decrease is not confined to one part of England, as 
the following show : Tenterden (Kent) " fifty per cent, 
decrease " (N. F. Ticehurst); Downton (Wilts.) seven pairs 
1911, two pairs 1912 (F. G. Penrose); Kingham (Oxon.) 
" a n increase, but 1912 far below the average" (W. Warde 
Fowler); Abergavenny (Monmouth) " three pairs 1911, one 
bird 1912 " (S. W. White); Shrewsbury (Salop) " decided 
decrease " (H. E. Forrest); Shere (Surrey) " marked decrease " 
(C. Bussell). 

SPOTTED FLYCATCHER (Muscicapa s. striata). 

Increase 15. Decrease 40. Normal numbers 46. No returns 9. 

Judging by the answers received to query 3, the species 
seems to have been present in average numbers in 1912. 

Decided increases are reported from Hever (Kent), 
" greatly above average " (E. G. B. Meade-Waldo); Tenter
den (Kent), "one pair 1910, two pairs 1911, four pairs 
1912 " (N. F. Ticehurst); Beaulieu (Hants.), " much above 
the average " (P. Gosse); Lydiard Millicent (WTilts.), " none 
1911, ten pairs 1912 " (D. P. Harrison); and four other observers 
report that the bird is common in Wiltshire. An increase 
is also announced from Hoddesdon (Herts.) and Cheltenham 
(Gloucester). 

In some cases a decrease is only local, and there is often 
an increase in an adjacent locality to set against it, e.g. in 
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1911 and 1912 this bird was scarce in the immediate vicinity 
of Exeter, but more plentiful at some distance from the city ; 
but marked decreases are announced from Banstead (Surrey), 
" a great decrease" (Miss Acland); Pensford (Somerset), 
" none seen, usually a few " (H. L. Popham); Ashburne 
(Derby.), " much below the average " (F. C. R. Jourdain); 
Woodford (Essex), " very marked, none seen till August" 
(C. L. Collenette); but it should be remembered that at 
Epping, which is not very far off, the numbers are said to 
have been normal. 

Tt should be noted that a decrease is often qualified by 
the epithet " slight," and " normal numbers " often means 
considerable numbers. 

This species appears to be rather rare in Suffolk and 
Norfolk, but well distributed in Yorkshire, Lancashire, and 
Northumberland. 

CHIFFCHAFF {Phylloscopm c. collybita). 
Increase 26. Decrease 23. Normal numbers 38. No returns 28. 

So far as can be judged from the returns the Chiffchaff was 
present in average numbers in 1912, and though it is more 
local and not so well distributed as the Willow-Warbler, 
this species seems to be holding its own well. 

Decided increases have been reported from Tunbridge 
Wells (Kent), " thirteen pairs over average" (H. G. 
Alexander); Rickmansworth (Herts.); Maidenhead (Berks.); 
Cambridge, " twelve more pairs than usual" (H. G. 
Alexander); Oswestry (Salop), " six times as many " (J. H. 
Owen); Walton (near Stone, Staffs.), " decided increase " 
(P. C. Dutton); Sutton Coldfield (Warwick.), "decided 
increase " (Miss Carter); Lydiard Millicent (Wilts.), " large 
increase" (D. P. Harrison); Scarborough (Yorks.), " an 
increase," one of the few localities in the north where the 
bird seems at all common (E. A. Wallis). 

In some cases the decrease seems only local, and an increase 
in an adjacent locality can be set against it, e.g. a decrease 
at Shrewsbury is made up by a large increase at Oswestry, 
and the same remark may be applied to other localities. 
No reports have been received from Norfolk and the species 
seems scarce in Suffolk, where " normal" implies scarce. 

Decided decreases are reported from Pelsted (Essex), New 
Forest (Hants.), " has been decreasing for years " (R. E. 
Coles), and also from Copdock, Ipswich (Suffolk), while 
the species naturally grows scarcer the further north 
one goes. 
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WILLOW-WARBLER (Phylloscopus t. trochilus). 
Increase 33. Decrease 14. Normal numbers 57. No returns 7. 

The Willow-Warbler seems to have been above the average 
in numbers in 1912. 

A decided increase is reported from many localities, e.g. 
Tenterden (Kent); Eelsted (Essex), " many more, well 
above the average " (J. H. Owen). Pour observers in Herts, 
report this species as very plentiful. A marked increase is 
reported from Oswestry (Salop), Lydiard Millicent (Wilts.), 
Ackworth (Yorks.), Hebden Bridge (Yorks.), Cheadle 
(Staffs.). In some cases where a decrease is reported, it 
seems only local, and is made up by an increase in an adjacent 
area, e.g. Bloxham (Oxon.), " slight decrease" (0. V. 
Aplin), Kingham (Oxon.), " above the average" (W. 
Warde Fowler); Tonbridge (Kent), " decided decrease " 
(R. H. Rattray), Tenterden (Kent), " thirty per cent, 
increase " (N. E. Ticehurst). 

Where " normal numbers " are returned it is often described 
as "plentiful as usual," e.g. Aldringham (Suffolk), Chelmsford 
(Essex); or the decrease is but slight, e.g. Cambridge, " fifty 
pairs 1911, forty-six pairs 1912" (H. G. Alexander). In 
Norfolk, at Brunstead and at Keswick, this species is reported 
as below the average. 

A decided decrease is only noticed in a few localities, 
e.g. Midhurst (Sussex), Stockfield (Northumberland), though 
another observer reports an average, Harrogate (Yorks.) 
and Chapwell (Durham). 

WHITETHROAT {Sylvia c. communis). 
Increase 13. Decrease 33. Normal numbers 50. No returns 14. 

This species seems on the whole to be holding its own, 
though its distribution is rather " patchy." As far as can 
be judged from the answers received its numbers seem to 
have been about up to the average in 1912. In only two 
districts was a decided increase reported, though in both 
cases the report was qualified by a different one from the 
same district, i.e. Sunningdale (Berks.), " fifty per cent, 
increase" (G. E. Clarke), Sunningdale (Berks.), "rather 
scarce " (J. C. Cornish), Horsham (Sussex), " much above 
the average " (P. H. Wyatt), Horsham (Sussex), no return 
(J. G. Millais). 

In some cases an increase in one district must be set 
against a decrease in another not far off : such are Send 
(Surrey), " decreasing " (B. Norman), Banstead (Surrey), " an 
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increase " (Miss Acland), Farnham (Surrey), " an increase " 
(A. R. Gillman); Stone (Staffs.), "decreasing" (P. C. 
Dutton), Cheadle (Staffs.). " increasing" (J. R. B. 
Masefield); Bloxham (Oxon.), " below the average " (0. V. 
Aplin), Kingham (Oxon.), " rather above the average" 
(W. Warde Fowler). 

A decided decrease is reported from Tenterden (Kent) 
(N. F. Ticehurst), Tonbridge (Kent) (R. H. Rattray), and 
Felsted (Essex) (J. H. Owen). Perhaps it may be said 
that this species is holding its own better in the north than 
in the east of England. 

LESSEE WHITBTHBOAT (Sylvia c. curruea). 
Increase 20. Decrease 17. Normal numbers 27. No returns 50. 

From the answers received to query 3, the Lesser White-
throat seems to have been present in average numbers in 
1912. Some observers remark that they find this species 
" hard to observe," so perhaps the absence of returns is in 
some cases due to the fact that the bird has not been 
recognised. Except in a few localities the Lesser Whitethroat 
cannot be considered a common bird, and it is very local in 
its distribution. I t is always scarce in northern counties 
and in the south-west, though it was common in the spring 
of 1912 in the neighbourhood of Porlock (Somerset) ; and it 
seems to have been scarce in Norfolk and Suffolk. 

Decided increases are reported from Hever (Kent), " an 
increase and always increasing " (E. G. B. Meade-Waldo) ; 
Oswestry (Salop), " well above the average " (J. H. Owen); 
Felsted (Essex), " well above the average " (J. H. Owen); 
Cheadle (Staffs.), " an increase, above the average " (J. R. 
B. Masefield). Slight increases are reported from Shrewsbury 
(Salop), Pensford (Somerset), Culmstock (Devon.), and 
Holderness, one of the few districts in Yorkshire where this 
bird is found. 

A slight decrease is reported from Cambridge, " twenty-
one pairs 1911, eighteen pairs 1912 " (H. G. Alexander); and 
a more marked one from Sunningdale (Berks.), " only seen 
one, far below the average " (F. G. Clarke); and Downton 
(Wilts.), " four pairs 1911, one pair 1912 " (F. G. Penrose). 

In some cases we can set an increase in one locality against, 
a decrease in another, e.g.: Send (Surrey), " decrease ";. 
Shere (Surrey), " increase"; New Forest (Hants.), "in
crease," but the bird has not been seen this year at Beaulieu. 
Mr. Mark Pybus writes that this bird nested this summer 
near Warkworth in Northumberland 

w 
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WHINCHAT (Saxicola r. rubetra). 
Increase 8. Decrease 20. Normal numbers 21. No returns 64. 

A majority of observers considered that the Whinchat 
was below its average numbers in 1912. Negative as well as 
positive evidence would seem to prove that this species is 
decreasing. A decrease is the rule, and an increase the 
exception, while, as far as can be seen, there is only one 
instance of a decrease in one district being made good by an 
increase in an adjacent area, viz. : Shere (Surrey), " none 
seen for eight or ten years (C. Russell), Earnham (Surrey), 
" more numerous than I have ever seen them " (A. R. Gillman). 
A few increases are reported, viz : Coventry (Warwick), 
" an increase " (R. and B. Starley); Cheltenham (Glos.), 
" an increase " (R. and V. Wilde); Abergavenny (Mon.), 
" an increase, 1911 and 1912 both good years " (S. White); 
Windermere (Westmorland), " an increase and above the 
average" (D. G. Garnett). In Stafford it seems to be 
maintaining its ground. 

Prom many counties there is no return at all, while from 
many quarters there comes ample evidence of the scarcity 
of this species, e.g. Holderness (Yorks.), " once common, 
now gone" (E. W. Wade) ; Lincoln, " none seen, very 
scarce" (F. L. Blathwayt); Copdock, Ipswich (Suffolk), 
" not seen one for twelve years " (P. L. Bland); Beaulieu 
(Hants.), " not one for three years " (P. Gosse); Wark-on-
Tyne (Northumberland), " great decrease " (A. Chapman); 
Scarborough (Yorks.), " not one this year in well-known 
haunts" (E. A. Wallis); Shere (Surrey), " none seen for 
eight or ten years " (C. Russell); Wharfedale (Yorks.), " a 
decreasing species" (H. B. Booth); Bloxham (Oxon,), 
" below the average " (O. V. Aplin). 

I t is possible that a more thorough working of a county 
or district might bring to light localities where this species 
is holding its own. 

REDSTART (Phcenicurus ph. phoenicurus). 
Increase 11. Decrease 28. Normal numbers 22. No returns 53. 

A majority of observers considered that the Redstart was 
below the average in numbers in 1912, but making every 
allowance for this the species seems to be decreasing in 
many localities. In very few districts, if any, can it be 
described as numerous, and, as can be seen from the map, 
in many counties observers have failed to detect its presence. 

In one district there is a distinct increase—Sunning-
dale (Berks.), " eight pairs, where the average is t w o " 
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(G. F. Clarke), but the Rev. J. G. Cornish from the same district 
does not send any return. An increase is also reported 
from Salisbury (Wilts.), but another observer in the same 
town has not seen the birds at all. In two districts, Lydiard 
Millicent (Wilts.) and Withnell (Lanes.), the increase does 
not amount to much, "none in 1911, one pair in 1912." 
Normal numbers are reported from three districts in 
Staffordshire. 

Decreases are not confined to any particular district, 
e.g. Haileybury (Herts.), " only one seen this year " (F. W. 
Headley); Exeter (Devon.), " only one seen in two years " 
(M. Vaughan) ; Kingham (Oxon.), " far below the average " 
(W. Warde Fowler) ; Pensford (Somerset), " scarce 1911, 
none 1912 " (H. L. Popham) ; Chelmsford (Essex), " once 
common, none seen now " (L. Gray) ; Otterburn (Northumber
land), "five pairs 1911, two 1912" (Miss A. Pease); 
Wharfedale and Goathland (Yorks.), " a decreasing species " 
(H. B. Booth and J. D. Patterson) ; Cambridge, " ten pairs 
1911, six pairs 1912 " (H. G. Alexander). 

NIGHTINGALE (Luscinia m. megarhynchus). 
Increase 12. Decrease 22. Normal numbers 27. No returns 52. 

The Nightingale seems to have been present in average, 
or perhaps in more than average, numbers in 1912. 

In a few cases slight increases have been reported, viz : 
Lydiard Millicent (Wilts.), "three pairs 1911, eleven pairs 
1912 " (D. P. Harrison) (this is all the more striking as there 
are no returns from the rest of Wiltshire); Abergavenny 
(Monmouth), " three pairs 1911, six pairs 1912 " (S. W. 
White). An increase is also reported from Coventry 
(Warwick), Maidenhead (Berks.), Norwich (Norfolk), Midhurst 
(Sussex), and Wye Valley, though not a very marked one. 
In a well-known haunt like Epping Forest this species seems 
to be holding its own. At Beaulieu (Hants.), though 1912 
was only an average year, the bird was common. It is perhaps 
worthy of mention that in a favourite county like Hertfordshire 
a decided decrease is announced by all four observers, with 
the additional remark from Rickmansworth that it is 
decreasing every year (W. Bickerton). Sometimes, no doubt, 
the decrease is local only and is due perhaps to some change 
in local conditions, e.g. a decrease is reported at Limpsfield 
(Surrey), but an increase at Banstead not so very far off, 
while from some localities a steady decrease is announced, 
e.g. Horsham (Sussex), " rarer every year, only one pair 
within three miles of Horsham : ' (J. G. Millais), Uckfield 
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G. F. Clarke reports this species to be twice as numerous as 
usual, while the Rev. J. G. Cornish considers it to have 
been decreasing at the same place for the last three years. 

Many illustrations of the decrease of this species might be 
given, but the following will suffice : On a bridge at York, 
Captain Seppings reports that there were fifty-two nests 
in 1910, forty-two in 1911, and thirty-four in 1912. At 
Woodford (Essex) Mr. C. L. Collenette says, of five colonies 
under eaves in 1911, only two were occupied in 1912 in 
diminished numbers, and no fresh colonies could be found. 
At Barcomb (Sussex) the Rev. C. Toogood found twenty 
nests round some farm buildings in 1911, in 1912 there were 
none. Some observers consider that the Martin has been 
ousted by the Sparrow; but that it is decreasing there can 
be no reasonable doubt. 

WEYNECK (Jynx t. torquitta). 
Increase 3. Decrease 16. Normal numbers 17. No returns 78. 

The Wryneck seems to have been below the average in 
numbers in 1912. From the negative information* as well 
as from the actual returns it seems beyond question that 
the species is decreasing, while the distribution is extremely 
restricted. Mr. J. G. Dalgleish reports an increase from 
Midhurst (Sussex); but as a rule the increase does not amount 
to much—e.g. Uckfield (Sussex), " a slight increase " (R, 
Morris); Maidenhead (Berks.), " two pairs" (F. W. 
Proctor). 

Normal numbers are reported from several localities 
in Kent, but the average is often quite a small one, e.g. 
Boughton Monchelsea and Langton Green " two pairs only," 
and from Haileybury (Herts.), " normal numbers, but never 
a common bird here" (F. W. Headley), while attention 
is constantly being drawn to the fact that the numbers 
of this species have been and are decreasing, e.g. Bosham 
(Sussex), " almost extinct" (F. H. Adkin); Cambridge, 
" none either year " (H. G. Alexander); Hayling Island 
(Hants.), " marked decrease" (J. E. H. Kelso); New 
Forest (Hants.), "decreasing" (R.E.Coles); Abergavenny 
(Monmouth), " none seen for years" (S, W. White); 
Lowestoft (Suffolk), " very scarce" (C. B. Ticehurst); 
Tunbridge Wells (Kent), " no increase or decrease but 
unusually few both years " (H. G. Alexander). 

* Of course the bird's restricted range and its patchy distribution 
must be taken into consideration in this connexion, bu t apar t from these 
returns there is good evidence to show tha t the Wryneck has been 
decreasing, especially on the outskirts of its range in England, forsome 
years .—EDS. 
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