
is mistakenly attributed to David Reznick,
apparently because Reznick paraphrased
one of my papers (5) on amphibian declines
to Roush (6). It is unfortunate that Ber-
nardo and Resetarits appear not to have
read our papers carefully and have criticized
us for what some of the popular press has
said about our work.

Instead of being poorly grounded in
long-term field data, as Bernardo alleges, we
believe that our work demonstrates how
long-term observations point the direction
toward relevant, realistic experiments.

Andrew R. Blaustein
Department of Zoology,

Oregon State University,
Corvallis, OR 97331-2914, USA
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I wish to express my concern over the quote
attributed to me in the article by Roush.
The quote (which gives the incorrect im-

pression that I am critical of Blaustein's
work) was actually derived from Blaustein's
own writings (1). Blaustein is at the fore-
front of the worldwide investigations into
all the potential causes of amphibian de-
cline, including UV radiation. In view of
his clear statement of likely multiple causes
of the amphibian decline, I interpreted
Blaustein's experiment as a test of the plau-
sibility of UV radiation as one of those
possible causes. The fact that the experi-
ment was performed without the benefit of
prior long-term data indicating an increase
in UV radiation should not be a concern
because, in a rapidly changing world, it is
impossible to foresee what the important
changes might be. Rather than criticize the
work for not being motivated by such data, I
instead view it as contributing to the moti-
vation for collecting such data in the future.

More generally, it is ironic that Roush
featured criticism of two such fine papers.
Both Dolph Schluter (2) and Blaustein
were working on systems for which there
are abundant ecological data. Both took
these prior observations into account when
designing and executing their experiments.
Both studies represent novel approaches to
a problem and produced interesting results
that should be of interest to a general,
critical audience such as Science's reader-

ship. Both studies incorporated complexi-
ties that merit some open debate, so it is
not unreasonable that one of them has
been discussed in Science's Technical
Comments section (3); however, the tone
of Roush's news article in no way repre-
sents the subtleties of this kind of work or
the costs and benefits of alternative exper-
imental approaches to a problem, such as
the role of density or the use of hybrids in
Schluter's work. In my opinion, Schluter
made the right decisions. For all of these
reasons, I feel that Roush's article presents
an inaccurate, destructive view of the sci-
entific process.

David Reznick
Department of Biology,

University of California,
Riverside, CA 92521, USA
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I am appalled and dismayed by the views
attributed to Bernardo and Resetarits in the
article by Roush. Experiments in ecology, as
in all branches of biology, must be well
grounded in an understanding of the natu-
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