
Letters

Stop the Train!

David Orr (2003) describes our cur-
rent efforts to protect wildlife and
their habitat as analogous to walking
north on a southbound train: work-
ing hard in a positive direction but
steadily losing ground. He poses a
simple yet poignant question: What
is to be done (Orr 2003)? I have
pondered this same question and its
corollary, What can I do about it?
Ehrlich (2003) quips that we should
get off the train and walk. Although
individuals may successfully extricate
themselves from the train, society is
inescapably on board. We must work
within the framework of the system
to enact positive changes. We need a
new crew to lead us and get the train
going back in the correct direction.

In my estimation, there are three
fundamental methods through which
conservation biologists as a group
can strive to enact reforms. The first
—and most obvious and popular—
method is to conduct research doc-
umenting the source and nature of
biodiversity losses and environmen-
tal degradation. Second, education is
a powerful tool for promoting re-
form, especially when focused on to-
day’s youth. But it yields slow returns,
and we need action now (Woodwell
2003). This leads us to the third
method, engaging in the political pro-
cess. Though we are wary, this realm
needs to be entered.

To have citizens “active, engaged,
and sometimes enraged” (Orr 2003),
we need a vision espoused by great
leaders that is passionately articu-
lated, inspiring, and yet infused with
realistic, politically achievable goals.
The grandiose vision of a happier,
healthier, better-educated, consump-
tion-conscious, environmentally con-
nected, and sustainable society with
longer lives and more free time must
be supported by a plan for politi-

cal action, one that tells us how to
achieve our goals. Conservation biol-
ogists need to develop, publicize, and
enact political platforms that can be
the rallying points for and yardsticks
of our achievements. The pillars of
such platforms should be vigorous
commitments to the environment
and education. These pillars are
widely supported and achievable,
orient us in the right direction, and
provide a logical foundation. Many
related ideas, including campaign fi-
nance reform, term limits, and social
justice, are laudable and should be
part of the debate.

As conservation biologists, we
know the importance of healthy
ecosystems to wildlife, wildlands,
and people. Healthy ecosystems need
to be recognized as a requisite com-
ponent of human society. For some,
they is required both physically and
spiritually. But we live in a capitalist
society, so we need to show that con-
servation is also justified financially
(Freyfogle 2003). When a multina-
tional mining corporation comes into
a region and says we can create x
number of jobs and pump y dollars
into the economy, we need a better
response than that an uncharismatic
species might be harmed. We need
to estimate, for example, how many
more cases of cancer we can expect,
how much environmental treatment
and remediation will cost, and how
long the effects will last. Will hunt-
ing or fishing opportunities be dimin-
ished? We need to quantify and pub-
licize all the hidden costs.

Orr (2003) suggests that our lead-
ers be “of great stature, clarity of
mind, spiritual depth, courage, and
vision.” I would add that they should
be intelligent, articulate, charismatic,
and media-savvy. Where are these
people now? As Ehrlich (2003) points
out, conservation biologists are reti-
cent to step into this role. And why

wouldn’t they be? Those most quali-
fied for these leadership roles will be
humble (Orr 2003) and will need to
be cajoled into the spotlight. We need
to call them out and ask, plead, beg
for their help.

Kyle Joly

Anchorage, AK, email kjoly@hotmail.com
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Ecoregion as a Pragmatic Tool

Gering et al. (2003) used additive par-
titioning of species diversity to inves-
tigate options for regional planning of
biodiversity conservation. Their ex-
cellent paper will contribute a great
deal to conservation activities. I use
their example, however, to show
that authors need to differentiate be-
tween tests of distance and tests of
the validity of ecoregions.

The ecoregion concept is a prag-
matic means of categorizing areas
that is almost certainly superior to
divisions based on political bound-
aries. As with any subjective catego-
rization (Magnusson 2002), however,
the ecoregion concept forces our pre-
conceptions about nature into the
open. It is likely that the distributions
of many organisms will coincide with
humans’ subjective impressions of di-
visions in the landscape, but the dis-
tributions of many—perhaps most—
species will not. Therefore, it is im-
portant to test for the utility of the
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concept of ecoregions for different
taxa. This is especially important for
groups, such as canopy beetles, that
were not included in the elaboration
of ecoregion boundaries.

The similarity between sites for
almost all groups of organisms de-
creases with distance, independent
of changes in habitat (e.g., Tuomisto
et al. 2003). Community theory in-
dicates that this should be so, even
in the absence of habitat specialists
(Hubbell 2001). For this reason and
many others related to population
dynamics, ecological studies should
always take into account spatial au-
tocorrelation (Legendre & Legendre
1998; Meot et al. 1998; Legendre et al.
2002). If distance affects similarity,
any arbitrary division of the land-
scape will result in objects within
divisions being significantly different
from objects in other divisions.

In the case of the study by Gering
et al., the distance between reserves
within the same ecoregion was less
than the distance between reserves
in different ecoregions (Fig. 1 in
Gering et al. 2003). The same consid-
erations apply to other levels of anal-
ysis, such as trees within reserves.
Therefore, sites within ecoregions
should be more similar, even if the
ecoregion categorization was irrele-
vant for canopy beetles. In fact, in
terms of a test of the validity of the
concept of ecoregions, this is a sim-
ple case of spatial pseudoreplication
(Hurlbert 1984).

I do not want to question the re-
sults of the excellent study by Ger-
ing et al. (2003)—only the way they
were presented. A different design,
which looked for natural breaks in
species distributions across ecore-
gional boundaries would be neces-
sary to test for the effect of ecore-
gions. Testing the validity of the con-
cept of ecoregions obviously was not
the primary aim of Gering et al.
(2003). I therefore suggest that their
results would be better presented in
the following manner: “There was a
significant effect of distance on sim-
ilarity between sites that may have
been due to the change between

ecoregions, or may have been unre-
lated to habitat.” These comments in
no way reflect on the conclusions of
Gering et al. in relation to alpha and
beta diversity.

Categories such as that of ecore-
gions tend to become self-fulfilling
prophecies when experimental de-
signs assume their validity instead
of testing their usefulness. Because
ecoregions are becoming more wide-
ly used as a framework for conserva-
tion planning and action, more rig-
orous tests of their delineation are
urgently needed. The approach sug-
gested here would contribute to this
goal.

William E. Magnusson

Coordenação de Pesquisas em Ecologia, Insti-
tuto Nacional de Pesquisas da Amazônia, CP
478, 69011–970 Manaus AM, Brazil
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Magnusson suggests that authors
should account for spatial autocor-

relation to distinguish between dis-
tance effects and category (or treat-
ment) effects in spatial sampling
designs. To illustrate his point, he ref-
erences Gering et al. (2003), who
sampled arboreal beetles from a hi-
erarchically nested sampling design
that included three sites within each
of two ecoregions.

His first concern is that similarity
in beetle communities among sites
(Fig. 6 in Gering et al. 2003) could
be due to distance effects rather
than differences in ecoregions. The
sampling design made it impossible
to use distance measures (e.g.,
Moran’s I, semivariance) to assess
spatial autocorrelation, but a Mantel
test revealed significant positive
correlation between geographic and
ecological distance (i.e., the Jaccard
values used to create Fig. 6) in the
late sampling period (standardized
Mantel statistic [r] = 0.72, p = 0.01;
randomization procedure in PC-
ORD, Version 4) (McCune & Grace
2002). These results suggest that
community similarity is related to
geographic distance among sites and
corroborate Magnusson’s cautionary
statement (and subsequent sentence
modification) regarding distance
effects.

Distance effects are often per-
ceived as detrimental because they
present statistical issues for indepen-
dence of sampling units. However,
distance effects can also be viewed
as potentially useful rather than in-
herently problematic. They are, after
all, caused by biological processes.
Wagner (2003), for example, points
out that the spatial structure of plant
communities results from intraspe-
cific aggregation and dispersion, in-
terspecific interactions, and environ-
mental heterogeneity. Similarly, Ger-
ing et al. (2003) identify topography,
soil, and tree composition as factors
that may affect beetle community
structure among sites and ecore-
gions. The challenge for authors is to
identify the biological processes that
cause distance effects and use those
processes to develop more effective
conservation strategies.
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Another concern of Magnusson is
that ecoregions may become self-
fulfilling prophecies if researchers
assume their validity. He refers to
an ecoregion as a subjective cate-
gorization that “. . . forces our pre-
conceptions about nature.” However,
the ecoregions delineated by Bailey
(1995, 1996, 1998, 2002) are based
on latitude, continental position, and
elevation. Objective analytical tech-
niques such as multivariate cluster-
ing, map overlaying, and digital-image
processing are used to delineate
the ecoregions. They are clearly
not subjective categorizations or self-
fulfilling prophecies.

More importantly, the ecoregion
classification system recognizes spa-
tial hierarchy and nestedness (cf.
Bailey 1996; Olson et al. 2001), re-
flecting increased awareness that bio-
diversity, species interactions, and all
other biological patterns and pro-
cesses are multiscale phenomena
(Levin 1992). Unfortunately, students
and practicioners of conservation bi-
ology are not adequately exposed
to the ecoregion concept in biology
and ecology textbooks and are not
able to appreciate how it can be
used to address questions about spa-
tial processes. Yet conservation or-
ganizations (e.g., U.S. Forest Service,
National Science Foundation, The
Nature Conservancy) use ecoregion-
based land classifications. Gering et
al. (2003) demonstrated the utility of
an ecoregion-based approach by test-
ing whether observed beetle diver-
sity was greater than expected (rela-
tive to randomized data) at particular
hierarchical levels. Ecoregion-based
studies that have a nested design and
are analyzed by additive partitioning
overcome spatial pseudoreplication
by treating sites within regions as
subsamples (not replicates) and us-
ing a statistical procedure (a random-
ization test) that does not involve de-
grees of freedom (thereby avoiding
the misassignment of degrees of free-
dom that characterizes pseudorepli-
cation). The results of such stud-
ies are useful for conservation biol-
ogists because they use a contempo-

rary multiscale approach to identify
proper spatial scale for management
decisions.
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The Work of Taxonomy

Reed Noss (1996) provided an inter-
esting essay on the dying off of nat-
uralists in which he pointed out
that most conservationists have be-
come less able to enjoy days in the
field, universities and museums of-
fer fewer courses in taxonomy, and
natural history often is labeled as
a lesser science. These trends have
long-term implications because natu-

ralists trained in taxonomy are sorely
needed to address contemporary
conservation issues, especially in de-
veloping countries that are hotspots
of diversity (Wemmer et al. 1993).

In today’s world, effective diver-
sity conservation is contingent on
at least three things: a full under-
standing of what is meant by diver-
sity, the development of strategies
to conserve it when society seeks
to control nature, and the need to
close the gap between taxonomy and
conservation (Noss 1987; Orr 1993;
Yahner 1993; Fleischner 2003; Gold-
ing & Timberlake 2003; Lowry &
Smith 2003). As a conservationist in
academia, I believe that closing the
gap between taxonomists and con-
servationists is critical, and each of
us should feel obligated to share in
narrowing this gap by personally be-
coming more proficient in taxonomy
and natural history. This is some-
what counter to an academic culture
where understanding and synthesiz-
ing principles are the norm in teach-
ing and research. Moreover, demands
in academia—teaching, tenure, pro-
motion, committees—often seem in-
surmountable. Thus, why would any-
one in academia conjure up another
responsibility?

The answer is twofold. First, those
of us in academia typically thrive on
being challenged in our positions. For
instance, we make every effort to
keep current with the ever-increasing
mounds of scientific literature; keep-
ing up with taxomomy and natural
history is yet another challenge. But
this challenge should be particularly
refreshing because it takes us back to
our roots. I would bet that most of
us chose a career in conservation be-
cause of field experiences as a child
or young adult that involved obser-
vations of organisms in the wild and
finding out something about their
natural history. Hence, spending a
day or two in the field and encounter-
ing an unfamiliar wildlflower or cryp-
tic reptile can be a pleasant experi-
ence of déjà vu.

Second, besides the personal sat-
isfaction of revisiting our roots in
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taxonomy and natural history, we
could potentially leave lasting impres-
sions on future conservationists by
encouraging them to accompany us
in the field and sharing with them
our knowledge of taxonomy and nat-
ural history. As I reflect on my ex-
periences as a student, I recall two
admirable professors who were ex-
cellent taxonomists and field natural-
ists. While joining them in the field, I
marveled at their abilities to identify
most or all plants and animals around
us and to recall interesting natural-
history facts about the organisms.
These professors not only opened my
eyes to the world around me, but they
left an indelible mark as mentors on
my budding conservation career. Cer-
tainly, many of us have had similar ex-
periences while attending undergrad-
uate or graduate school.

We should welcome the challenge
of staying current with taxonomy and
natural history despite the many de-
mands of our jobs and, perhaps more
important, share our knowledge in
the field with undergraduates and
graduates who have aspirations to
conservation careers. The end prod-
uct will be a generation of future con-
servationists with many of the nec-
essary tools for success, including
an understanding not only of conser-
vation principles but also of taxon-
omy and natural history. These fu-
ture conservationists will be better
equipped to resolve issues of diver-
sity and natural resource conserva-
tion in the years to come. Then, as
conservationists in academia, we will
have done our small part in narrow-
ing the taxonomy-conservation gap.

Richard H. Yahner

School of Forest Resources, The Pennsylvania
State University, University Park, PA 16802,
U.S.A., email rhy@psu.edu
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I am writing in response to recent ar-
ticles by Lowry and Smith (2003) and
Golding and Timberlake (2003) re-
garding the relationship between sys-
tematics and conservation. Although
I support these authors’ recognition
of the strong interdependency be-
tween the two disciplines, I take issue
with some of their recommendations
for bridging the gap between them.

Lowry and Smith (2003) contend
that most previous taxonomic work
has been “produced for other tax-
onomists.” This will come as a sur-
prise to the many taxonomists who
have labored to write clear and suc-
cinct keys for a variety of amateur and
professional audiences. This is not to
suggest that all technical floras pro-
vide accessible reading. However, the
development of a good key requires
both solid understanding of the taxa
in question and long experience with
them in the field. Alpha taxonomists
working in poorly known regions
can hardly be expected to produce
simple keys for species they them-
selves are just discovering. Rather
than blame the systematist for being
insensitive to the needs of readers,
we would do well to encourage more
open dialogue between author and
audience.

Similarly, the criticism that flo-
ras do not contain enough informa-
tion for conservation workers is mis-
placed. We need to recognize that
systematics is a full-time profession.

The primary role for an alpha tax-
onomist is to distinguish taxa, which
takes a great deal of time and ef-
fort. To expect every flora to pro-
vide a taxonomic treatment, conser-
vation assessment, and ecological de-
scription for each species is unrealis-
tic. It would greatly slow the produc-
tion of such volumes. Taxonomists
with responsibilities at their home
museums or universities may be re-
stricted to a few months of field-
work each year, which they quite
reasonably devote to extensive study
of their species across a wide geo-
graphic area. Local biologists, who
spend much more time in the field
than most taxonomists, can better as-
certain the ecology and conservation
status of species in their region—
provided the systematics has already
been addressed.

With this in mind, field biologists
and taxonomists should be collabo-
rating on updating and expanding flo-
ras to include conservation and eco-
logical information. It is unreason-
able to expect the initial systematic
treatment to include such informa-
tion; one of the roles of a flora is to
encourage further investigations into
a regional biota.

Golding and Timberlake’s (2003)
thesis is muddied by their suggested
practical solutions. If taxonomy is in-
deed relevant to conservation issues,
why should taxonomists be diverted
from their primary work to compile
checklists for managers (suggestion
1)? This amounts to targeting con-
sultancy work over primary research,
a practice lamented at the end of
their paper. Will taxonomy rise to
greater prominence when its practi-
tioners stop considering themselves
scientists and become “quantity sur-
veyors” (suggestion 2)?

Reaching consensus on species
concepts (suggestion 5) would in-
deed be desirable, but many serious
obstacles would need to be overcome
before this could happen—not least
of which is the failure of the species
themselves to behave in a consistent
and predictable way. Asking systema-
tists to resolve the problem of species
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concepts is akin to asking ecologists
to agree on which factors control the
distribution of organisms on the land-
scape. That is to say, it is one of the
central issues of the discipline and is
not likely to be resolved definitively
in the near future.

Further, most nomenclatural
changes have nothing to do with
changing species concepts. The re-
cent explosion of molecular system-
atics has allowed taxonomists to
greatly improve their understanding
of relationships among taxa. The
names of taxa are changed to reflect
this improved understanding. If the
names we apply to taxa are to be
meaningful, we must learn to accept
this process.

Although I disagree with many of
the suggestions made by these au-
thors, I do agree that much should
be done to improve collaborations
between conservation biologists and
taxonomists. Here are some of my
own suggestions:

(1) Expand the concept of peer re-
view for taxonomic work. As a young,
untenured systematist, any effort I
spend popularizing my work for gen-
eral audiences is without professional
reward. I cannot afford to develop
websites or field guides if it will re-
duce my peer-reviewed output, the
ultimate determiner of my profes-
sional security.
(2) Conservation organizations should
provide funds for taxonomic projects
that relate to threatened species.
(3) Taxonomists and conservation
biologists should strive to develop
collaborative projects. Combining
taxonomic and phylogenetic infor-
mation with demographic or ecolog-
ical studies is not only good for con-
servation, it is good science.
(4) Recognize the limitations of tax-
onomists, and divide the labor of con-
servation appropriately. Taxonomists
need to be able to study taxa region-
ally or globally to properly prepare
systematic treatments. Local biolo-
gists should be supported in conduct-

ing more intensive conservation-
focused surveys.
(5) Support should be made avail-
able for the ongoing systematic train-
ing of field biologists, along with reg-
ular communication between field
workers and systematists.

Certainly, taxonomists need to
make greater efforts to reach out to
the users of their work. However,
those users need to understand the
conditions under which taxonomists
work and the process of taxonomic
inquiry if truly productive collabora-
tions are to be developed.

Tyler Smith

Faculty of Agricultural and Environmental Sci-
ences, McGill University, MacDonald Campus,
21, 111 Lakeshore, Ste. Anne de Bellevue,
Quebec, H9X 3V9 Canada, email tsmith20@
po-box.mcgill.ca
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We welcome Richard Yahner’s and
Tyler Smith’s responses to our letters
(Golding & Timberlake 2003; Lowry
& Smith 2003). This is precisely the
kind of debate on the relationship
between taxonomy and conservation
we sought to stimulate. Our perspec-
tive reflects our work in biodiversity-
rich developing countries with lim-
ited resources, where we cannot af-
ford to operate in isolation.

It is not our intention to “blame the
systematists” for ignoring their read-
ers’ needs. Indeed, we too “encour-
age more open dialogue between au-
thor and audience.” We agree that
many taxonomists reach out to am-
ateur and professional audiences; in
fact, we give specific examples of
this (Lowry & Smith 2003). But tax-
onomists could have much more im-
pact by addressing an even wider au-
dience. By invoking the irrelevance of

Web sites or field guides in the pro-
cess of academic peer review, Smith
tacitly admits that taxonomists could
do more if encouraged or allowed
to. We concur that taxonomy is an
integral part of conservation science
(Heywood & Iriondo 2003) and that
conservation practitioners should be
considered by taxonomists as peers.

We do not accept Smith’s con-
tention that including information
relevant to conservation would
“greatly slow the production” of tax-
onomic treatments or engender un-
acceptable professional hardship. A
little more attention to consistency
and terminology would greatly in-
crease the usefulness of taxonomic
products (see Golding & Smith 2001).
Ecological notes are available on
many specimens and are often in-
cluded in revisions. Preliminary con-
servation assessments, based on data
that taxonomists routinely compile,
are now largely automated (Willis
et al. 2003). Likewise, taxonomists
working in poorly known areas can
and do produce revisions, keys,
and preliminary assessments (Miller
2003; Schatz & Lowry 2003), and this
is not an unreasonable expectation.
Furthermore, few local conservation
biologists have intimate knowledge
of obscure taxa, which are often
of high conservation concern, but
specialists may know these plants in
the field and are the best qualified to
conduct a preliminary conservation
assessment based on the available
data (Schatz 2002). With little extra
effort, taxonomists can significantly
increase our knowledge of species
and reach a broader audience with-
out sacrificing productivity in their
chosen discipline.

Many systematists already con-
tribute to conservation science in
ways Smith would consider above
and beyond the call of duty, such as by
naming specimens collected by con-
servationists or conducting botani-
cal surveys in conservation areas.
Smith regards this work as a distrac-
tion, but the experience gained al-
most always allows taxonomists to
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do better work—not just in writing
keys but in recognizing and circum-
scribing taxa, describing their salient
characters, and so forth. The best
places to acquire these skills are in
natural history collections and the
field. Some botanical research insti-
tutions separate the career develop-
ment of specialists and curatorial staff
precisely to ensure that taxonomists
are not “diverted from their pri-
mary work.” However, both system-
atists and curatorial staff have valu-
able plant-identification skills and a
wealth of knowledge. We contend
that their value is inadequately rec-
ognized by academic and research
institutions and by conservation
practitioners.

Finally, we agree with all of Smith’s
recommendations. Taxonomists and
conservationists indeed must begin
interacting in the ways he suggests.
Otherwise, the future of both taxon-
omy and the conservation of biodi-
versity will be imperilled.

Paul P. Smith

Seed Conservation Department, Royal Botanic
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David M. Johns’s “Necessity of New
Alliances’’: an Immediate Opportunity

Johns (2003) urges conservation bi-
ologists to build new alliances for the
sake of addressing the conservation
challenges posed by the growth of
human population and per capita
consumption. It is a timely exhorta-
tion because The Wildlife Society is
formally considering adopting a po-
sition on economic growth (that is,
increasing population multiplied by
per capita consumption). The posi-
tion was proposed by The Wildlife So-
ciety’s Working Group for the Steady
State Economy, which we represent.
Our proposal came on the heels of
The Wildlife Society’s technical re-
view on economic growth (Trauger
et al. 2003). The proposed position
may be viewed at http://www.
homestead.com/prositesbrianczech/
positiononeg.html.

The Wildlife Society Council has
solicited advice from its Policy Com-
mittee, which consists of three coun-
cil members and the society’s pol-
icy director. The Policy Committee
has until the 2004 North Ameri-
can Wildlife and Natural Resources
Conference (17–21 March) to make
a recommendation to the council.

The Policy Committee’s basic alter-
natives are to recommend (1) adop-
tion of the proposed position; (2)
adoption of a revised position; or
(3) that The Wildlife Society take no
position.

Several members of The Wildlife
Society began calling for a position
on economic growth following a sym-
posium on ecological economics at
the society’s annual conference in
1998, which resulted in a special sec-
tion of the Wildlife Society Bulletin
(Czech 2000). The issue of whether
or not The Wildlife Society should
adopt a position on economic growth
was heavily debated among the soci-
ety’s members, council, and execu-
tive staff. The technical review was
one result of this debate and served to
unify society members on the techni-
cal issues. As the synopsis succinctly
noted, “There is a fundamental con-
flict between economic growth and
wildlife conservation” (Trauger et al.
2003:2).

Despite the acknowledgment of
this conflict by The Wildlife Soci-
ety, many members (including us) be-
lieve it is important for the society to
take a position on economic growth
(Czech et al. 2003). We believe that
there is an “iron triangle” of corpo-
rations, politicians, and economists
that perpetuates the myth of unlim-
ited economic growth and the corol-
lary that there is no conflict between
economic growth and biodiversity
conservation. This iron triangle is
well-served by a theory of perpetual
economic growth because that the-
ory supports pro-growth policies that
maximize short-term corporate prof-
its. The iron triangle surrounds the
macroeconomic policy arena and has
fended off all comers so far.

Position statements by The Wildlife
Society and other professional soci-
eties can change the course of eco-
nomic growth politics by helping
to educate the public and polity on
the fundamental conflict between
economic growth and biodiversity
conservation. Positions often get
more attention than journal articles,
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monographs, and technical reviews
because they are taken for the very
purpose of accentuating the impor-
tance of an issue. Also, a position
by The Wildlife Society will help em-
power and embolden other profes-
sional societies such as the Society for
Conservation Biology, American Fish-
eries Society, and Ecological Society
of America to take similar positions.
At some point the position-taking
of these societies will reach critical
mass and begin to garner the atten-
tion of the mass media, opening the
door to public dialogue on the merits
of further economic growth.

Consistent with the exhortation of
Johns (2003), we invite members of
the Society for Conservation Biology
to join The Wildlife Society and its
Working Group for the Steady State
Economy. As officers of the working
group, we are committed to the adop-
tion of a strong position on economic
growth by The Wildlife Society. Each
new member serves as a vote cast in
favor of such a position. Now is the
time to join, before The Wildlife Soci-
ety Council begins deliberations next
month.

Everyone who joins The Wildlife
Society for the purpose of supporting
this effort is encouraged to send a let-
ter or email message to The Wildlife
Society President, Daniel Decker, and
to your regional council represen-
tative (www.wildlife.org). They will
welcome your input because they
have been seeking opinions from
members on whether The Wildlife So-
ciety should adopt a position on eco-
nomic growth and how strong such
a position should be. Even without
membership in The Wildlife Society,
support letters from Society for Con-
servation Biology members will help
advance our common interests.

A tremendous amount of time, ef-
fort, and political sacrifice has been
invested in getting to the point where
a position by The Wildlife Society on
economic growth is a potential out-
come. The position needs to be a
strong one, however, and free of red
herrings such as “smart growth.” A
strong position will require a strong
alliance among conservation biolo-
gists. As allies in biodiversity conser-
vation, let us not lose this outstanding
opportunity.

Brian Czech
Pat Magee
David Trauger
Eugene Allen
Helen Hands

Working Group for the Steady State Economy,
The Wildlife Society, 5410 Grosvenor Lane,
Suite 200, Bethesda, MD 20814–2144, U.S.A.,
email brianczech@juno.com
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