AN UNUSUAL HERMIT THRUSH NEST
IN CATTARAUGUS COUNTY, NEW YORK
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In August 2003, I discovered a Hermit Thrush (Catharus guttata) nest
placed high in an Eastern Hemlock (Tsuga canadensis) in the South Valley
State Forest, in southwestern Cattaraugus County, NY (Atlas Block 1665A).
Measurement of the nest determined the height at 7.9 m above the ground—
exceptionally high for this species, which typically nests on or near the ground.

The South Valley State Forest is an area of mature eastern hardwood
forest in the Allegany Hills containing chiefly American Beech (Fagus
grandifolia), Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum), White Ash (Fraxinus americana),
Eastern Hemlock, and, on the drier ridges, White Oak (Quercus alba), Red Oak
(Quercus rubra), and White Pine (Pinus strobus). Eaton (1981) notes that forests
in this region of New York State provide nesting habitat for several species in the
family Turdidae, including Veery (Catharus fuscescens), Swainson’s Thrush
(Catharus ustulatus), Hermit Thrush, Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), and
American Robin (Turdus migratorius). Of these, only the Wood Thrush was
encountered in the vicinity of the Hermit Thrush nest under discussion. The
immediate surroundings of the nest site were mature hemlock-northern
hardwoods and a planted stand of Northern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis).
This Hermit Thrush nest was located at an approximate elevation of 550 m above
sea level. 1 did not encounter Swainson’s Thrush in this block, although it is
present in nearby Allegany State Park at somewhat higher elevations with similar
hemlock-northern hardwood habitat. Eaton (1981) reports the Swainson’s Thrush
nests in a Hemlock zone at elevations above 1900 ft (584 m) in this region.

Identification of the species occupying the nest was determined by a
variety of observed characteristics in plumage and behavior of the nesting pair.
The birds’ plumages were consistent with Hermit Thrush, having a reddish-brown
tail, moderate breast-spotting and a distinct eye-ring. The birds lacked the buffy
lores characteristic of Swainson’s Thrush, and lacked the rufous dorsal color and
larger spotting found on Wood Thrush. In addition to plumage, the birds
characteristically raised and lowered their tails in the manner of the Hermit
Thrush. The male was not heard to sing during four visits totaling eight hours of
observation (3-21 Aug), though other Hermit Thrushes were singing in early
August in this Atlas block. The ‘chuck’ call of the Hermit Thrush was noted.
During my final observation of the occupied nest (21 Aug), the edges of the bill
(flanges) of the nestlings were observed to be a bright yellow color characteristic
of Hermit Thrush nestlings (Baicich and Harrison 1997, p.255).

I made a final visit to the nest site on 31 Aug. There was no activity at
the nest, and the young had apparently fledged. During this visit, by direct
measurement (extending a pole to the nest), I determined the nest was 7.9 m above
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the ground. I estimated it to be 4.6 m from the bole and 3.4 m from the end of the
branch in dense foliage. Two living branches of the tree were below the nest
branch. The nest branch was about halfway from the ground to the top of the
canopy. There were about 6 m of open space above the nest before White Ash and
Black Birch (Betula lentago) branches formed a closed canopy.

Jones and Donovan (1996) summarize nests of the Hermit Thrush east of
the Rocky Mountains as having a mean height of 0.07 m and a range of 0-0.3 m—
i.e., generally within one foot of the ground. During 12 years of studying the
nesting habits of the birds Allegany State Park (western NY), Saunders (1947, p
219) found nests of the Hermit Thrush every year “...usually on the ground or on
tops of logs, mounds or the sides of banks...”—and he did not note any instances
of tree-nesting. Eaton (1981) also describes the ground-nesting habit of the
Hermit Thrush in Cattaraugus County, but he documents one nest 2.4 m above the
ground in an Eastern Hemlock.

Western subspecies of the Hermit Thrush tend to nest higher above the
ground than the eastern subspecies (Bent 1949), and Jones and Donovan (1996)
report that nest heights can exceed 6 m in the West. Considering the species as a
whole, Clement and Hathway (2000, p. 315) report that the Hermit Thrush usually
nests on the ground, but occasionally up to 3 m from the ground.

Evans Mack and Yong (2000) report that 70% of Swainson’s Thrush
nests in northeastern North America are 1-2.5 m above the ground. In contrast,
Eaton (1998) reports that Swainson’s Thrush nest sites in the Allegany Hills
average 5.8 m and range up to 9.8 m. Also, eleven of twelve of Eaton’s nests in
the Allegany Hills were placed on the lowest living branch of Eastern Hemlock
trees, several meters out from the trunk. Eaton’s descriptions of Swainson’s
Thrush nest sites suggest that some environmental factor might favor unusually
high nest placement in the Allegany Hills. If so, perhaps the Hermit Thrush is
affected similarly.
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The factors that might cause these thrush species to build nests higher off
the ground in this region are not known. One possibility could be the general
openness of the under story vegetation owing to browsing by deer (Odocoileus
virginianus). Another factor, at least for 2003, might be high rainfall. Weather
summaries published in The Prothonotary (Rising 2003, Thill 2003, Zebehazy
2003, D’ Anna 2003) indicate the months of May, June, July, and early August of
2003 were characterized by high rainfall including some heavy downpours in the
southern tier of western New York State. My observations revealed many areas of
forest floor scoured by water runoff that removed the leaf litter and reduced the
density of herbaceous ground cover. The reduction of ground cover by deer and
heavy runoff might promote nest placement above the ground. Eaton (1998)
speculates that the placement of Swainson’s Thrush nests away from the trunk
might help reduce predation by squirrels and other small mammals.

I thank Dr. Stephen W. Eaton, Emanuel Levine, and Dr. S. S. Mitra for
reviewing this article.
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AMERICAN GOLDFINCH SONG ASSEMBLIES

Eric Salzman
P.O. Box 775
East Quogue, NY 11942
<esalzman@aba.org>

According to Alex L.A. Middleton’s monograph for the Birds of North
America (1993), the song and breeding calls of the American Goldfinch
(Carduelis tristis) are “characteristic of summer months” with “song heard
throughout late spring and breeding season.” Perhaps this is true in Ontario,
where Middleton lives and works, but on Eastern Long Island goldfinches reach
their vocal peak in mid and late April, when the foliage is barely in the
first stages of early spring and goldfinch breeding season is still weeks if not
months away.

The males, newly molted into their black and yellow breeding plumage,
sing long and intense versions of their characteristic “random and warbling”
songs. These singing bouts often seem to take the form of song assemblies with
numbers of male birds perched high on the bare branches of a circle of trees.
These songs are significantly longer, more complex, and more continuous than
most of the songs these birds sing later in the season. Sometimes the singers are
in adjacent trees, sometimes they are more widely spaced but always within
hearing distance and, due to the high perches on leafless trees, usually within
visual range as well. In my experience, this behavior appears to involve birds
that have over-wintered locally, and the behavior itself might have increased with
the steady increase in the numbers of over-wintering goldfinches on LI in recent
years (reference).

American Goldfinch is a member of the Carduelinae, the Holarctic
Fringillid subfamily that includes siskins, redpolls, crossbills, and Purple and
House Finches. Carduelis tristis has a number of distinctive traits including
distinct winter and summer plumages, the latter produced by an extensive early
spring molt that is unique within the subfamily. It is also the latest nester of
all our local birds, often raising young well into June, July and even August
(Middleton 1993). Like most cardueline finches, but unlike the majority of North
American songbirds, American Goldfinches do not defend breeding territories
(Middleton 1993).

The songs heard in early spring assemblies differ from those given later
in the season, and some additional details might be in order. The vocalizations are
quite elaborate and include a variety of notes: the familiar rhythmic Contact Call,
a longer drawn-out wheeeeee, typical “sweet, sweet, sweet” sounds, and a variety
of tweety warbles, generally in a high pitch range. Although Middleton
describes the song as “rambling,” it actually has a distinctive form and timbre with
short, run-on phrases that can be extended and varied over long periods—
sometimes several minutes in length. Because the song is high-pitched with a
buzzy or sibilant edge to most of the sounds, it is not often thought to be
conventionally musical although from a structural point of view, it is one of the
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most elaborate and highly developed songs in our local repertoire, Unlike most
bird song, goldfinch song seems to pick up strength as the day advances and, in
the week or two before the leafing out of the trees, the songs continue throughout
most of the day. A recording of American Goldfinch ensemble singing is provided
by Elliott (2004).

Occasionally (but not routinely), individual males indulge in a striking
circular song flight. These flights, seen more often later in the season, certainly
have the character of courtship display but they do not seem to be connected with
territory nor do they seem directed at particular females. This “long song,” which
is characteristic of the song assemblies as well as the courtship flights, is quite
distinct from the much shorter song that dominates later in the season. The latter
is the familiar and commonly described vocalization with short repeated phrases.
It resembles the common Indigo Bunting song but, in contrast to the bunting, it
has a slightly different (“edgier” or “wirier”) quality and is somewhat less
stereotyped. The difference between the two song types—what 1 am calling the
“long” and “short songs”—is striking and it is curious that it has been so little
discussed in the literature.

Although it seems odd that song assemblies should have apparently
escaped the notice of latter-day biologists, they were in fact noted by more than
one of Arthur Cleveland Bent’s correspondents in his Life Histories of North
American Birds (1968). Francis Beach White writes from Concord, N.J. in 1937:
“On arrival in the spring, flocks great or small are likely to cluster in the foliage
of large trees and singing goes on by the hour” Bent himself comments on the
goldfinches singing “in chorus from the trees.”

John Burroughs is quoted as follows: “When the change [in plumage] is
complete, and the males have got their bright uniforms of yellow and black, the
courting begins. All the goldfinches of a neighborhood collect together and hold
a sort of musical festival. To the number of many dozens they may be seen in
some large tree, all singing and calling the most joyous and vivacious manner. The
males sing and the female chirp and call. Whether there is actual competition on
a trial of musical abilities of the males before the females or not, I do not know.
The best of feeling seems to pervade the company; there is no sign of quarreling
or fighting; ‘all goes merry as a marriage bell,” and the matches seem actually to
be made during these musical picnics. *** I have known the goldfinches to keep
up this musical and love-making festival through three consecutive days of a cold
northeast rainstorm.”

There are some differences here. As noted above, it is not clear that
Long Island breeders actually “arrive” in spring; they might instead represent
the same birds that winter here (or winter birds might be augmented by new
arrivals). In any case, song assemblies are definitely a feature of early spring. The
assumption that the purpose of these aggregations is to make matches may or may
not be correct and the numbers cited seem large (and possibly overstated).
But the descriptions of the activity otherwise are perfectly consistent with local
observations, even to the point of singing through some heavy weather.

What then is the purpose of these music festivals?

Feeders are present in the area where I have made my observations,
including feeders supplying the niger seed that these birds prefer. These feeders
have certainly helped to attract a concentration of goldfinches to the area.
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But it is difficult to understand any other direct connection between the
availability of a major food resource and the extensive song bouts.

American Goldfinch song assemblies superficially resemble leks—
display grounds where multiple males display close together, at the same time.
True leks are characteristic of the most promiscuous bird species, such as Ruffs,
birds of paradise, and various cotingas and manakins, in which social pair-bonds
are absent and males provide no resources at all to their mates or young
(Alcock 1989). American Goldfinches form social pair-bonds and males feed
both their mates and their young. Thus, their song assemblies are not true leks—
although they might prove to share some similar functions relating to mate choice.

According to Middleton (1993), “song may serve to attract mates,
advertise territory and support territorial defense” but he then goes on to say that
“territorial behavior in American Goldfinch is debatable” and “the territorial
aspects of song need thorough study.” Their late nesting habits—supposed to
synchronize with the availability of thistle seed—apparently affect their breeding
biology. As notoriously late nesters, it is not easy for them to raise more than one
brood. Females solve this “problem” by deserting their mates, leaving them to
raise the first brood while they go off with another male to raise a second.

Because of the obvious costs of abandoning their young to the care of
poor quality males, females have a lot to gain from any opportunity to assess the
relative quality of their potential mates. In fact, among both American
Goldfinches and their relatives, House Finches (Carpodacus mexicanus), females
are known to prefer those males with the brightest coloration, apparently as an
indication of health, good genes and ability to find food (reference). Song
assemblies clearly would provide female goldfinches an excellent opportunity to
sort out male social status and to assess male quality immediately after the spring
molt. From the males’ point of view, an opportunity to advertise one’s quality
would have obvious advantages if females were at a premium. This appears to be
the case among American Goldfinches, among which males live longer than
females and sex ratios are skewed as much as 1.6/1 in favor of males in wild
populations (Middleton 1993).

Contrary to Burroughs, there are occasional chases between birds, and
not all these are love pursuits; I have observed agonistic behavior between
breeding-plumaged males. Hill (2002) describes similar behavior in the House
Finch: “During the pre-mating period, males sometimes displace one-another
from perches, and occasionally one sees males chasing each other.”” Are these
males simply defending a good feeding source? In my experience, the goldfinch
chases described above take place during the music, not during visits to the
feeders. In my opinion, this suggests that agonism, like the singing behavior itself,
likely has a social function. Although Hill (2002) says of House Finches, “In the
absence of territories, male-male interactions play only a minor role in pairing,”
it seems quite plausible that, by displacing their rivals during song assemblies,
male goldfinches may be advertising their status and quality in front of potential
future mates. At the very least, they might be defending preferred singing perches,
to enhance their performances.
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In a species that is highly social and probably not territorial, social
structure may assume an important role in many aspects of its biology including
breeding behavior. Whatever their raison d’étre, these congregations and the
ensemble singing associated with them cease abruptly as soon as the trees leaf
out. The birds disperse and the majority of them appear to leave the neighborhood.
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