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The extinction crisis creates a need to increase conservation funding and use it more efficiently. Most conservation resources are allocated through inefficient political processes that seem ill equipped for dealing with the crisis. In response, conservation triage emerged as a metaphor for thinking about the optimization of resource allocation. Because triage operates primarily as a metaphor, not means for allocating resources, its metaphorical implications are of particular importance. Of particular concern, the triage metaphor justifies abandoning some species while acquiescing to inadequate conservation funding. We argue conservation hospice provides an alternative medical metaphor for thinking about the extinction crisis. Hospice is based on the underlying principle of caring for all (species) and places particular emphasis on expected survival time, symptom burden and relief, treatments, ability to “stay at home” (i.e., in situ conservation), and maintaining support for related species and landscapes. Ultimately, application of hospice principles may be ethically obligated for a society that accepts the idea that least some organisms are intrinsically valuable and may help place emphasis on resource allocation issues without providing implicit justification for abandoning species to extinction.

Keywords: conservation triage, climate change, endangered species, extinction, conservation ethics


INTRODUCTION

The existence of an unprecedented human-caused extinction event (Barnosky et al., 2011; Ceballos et al., 2015) exacerbated in recent decades by climate change (Thomas et al., 2004) is well established. Considered in combination with insufficient resources (McCarthy et al., 2012), the rapidly accelerating extinctions highlight a need for hyper-efficient resource use. Unfortunately, conservation resources are often allocated through relatively inefficient processes (Ando, 1999) that can be driven by ideology (Wallace, 2003), values (Karns et al., 2018), and ultimately, voting. Some conservation experts see triage as a rational response to this context. Conservation triage borrows from triage in medicine to suggest rapid calculations (e.g., optimization and utility functions) about the likelihood of extinction, and sometimes, the value of a species can guide resource allocation toward saving species in the most efficient manner possible (Bottrill et al., 2008). The medical metaphor, however, extends beyond the uncontested idea of efficiency to imply a need for abandoning expensive and potentially doomed species as a means to provide adequate resources to species with better prognoses and less expensive treatments (Jachowski and Kesler, 2009). Decisions on how triage should be implemented are high stakes, but Gerber's (2016) research suggests this is precisely why they are useful. For example, although endangered species conservation funding in the United States is positively related to success in recovering many species (Miller et al., 2002), some more futile efforts spend well in excess of recovery plan targets without curbing population declines. Gerber found eliminating the budget surpluses (i.e., all spending in excess of recovery plan recommendations) for 50 such species would fully fund conservation for more than 180 other endangered species.

Conservation triage, however, faces several criticisms from the conservation community. First, conservation triage simply is not used to allocate most conservation resources, so its impacts stem less from improving efficiency than from changing how people think about conservation funding and dying species. Regarding the latter, conservation triage suggests resource allocation is so urgent that decisions must be made before changes to resource availability are effected, and this erroneously implies current socioeconomic contexts are static sideboards for resource use (Vucetich et al., 2017). With sufficient political will, conservation funding could change by orders of magnitude in a relatively short time, thus providing sufficient resources for protecting all biodiversity (Parr et al., 2009)—particularly if support is shifted from other domains (e.g., military spending). Further, the traditional conservation triage metaphor is biased against species that occur at low densities that inherently cost more to protect or recover than others (Noss, 1996), and efforts to protect those species may be precisely the ones that push innovation and public awareness forward in ways that promote additional resources for conservation in general (Pimm, 2000). The universality of equal and high value of human life undergirding the triage concept does not apply in wildlife conservation contexts in which no universally accepted valuation of species exists (Vucetich et al., 2017). Finally, and somewhat ironically, the pragmatic appeal of efficient resource use falls short. Wilson and Law (2016) convincingly argue that public dialog and debate over how resources are used to save species is essential for triage to be used within a “wider system of care,” and we suggest conservation hospice intuitively provides insights for such a system of care.

Conservation hospice may provide a “third way” for thinking about the management of terminal species. The construct may also provide crucial insight into the large number of conservation-dependent species (Goble et al., 2012) that will go extinct rapidly without perpetual anthropogenic interventions. We intentionally use the “third way” label popularized by Bill Clinton and Tony Blair in reference to developing pragmatic solutions to left- and right-wing political gridlock because conservation hospice attempts to reconcile similarly divergent perspectives.

Dame Cicely Saunders is credited with creating the modern concept of hospice in the 1950s (Clark, 1998). Insights from the movement Saunders started may help conservation biologists think more constructively about classifying and caring for dying species. Although wildlife conservation differs from emergency medicine in key ways (Vucetich et al., 2017), conservation has striking similarities with more traditional medical care, and in both cases, those with terminal prognoses often receive less attention than they should. In this essay, we suggest hospice care may offer some valuable insight for wildlife conservation during the ongoing anthropogenic mass extinction. We begin by outlining ways wildlife conservation might learn from hospice. Prior application of hospice constructs to management of landscapes being lost to salinization provides a precedent for the extension from human medicine to care for nature (Hobbs et al., 2003).



CONSERVATION HOSPICE

Conservation hospice avoids tacit acceptance of resource constraints as justification for abandoning species to extinction. Rather, the fundamental underlying principle of hospice care means even doomed species merit some level of care and associated resources. Those resources, however, would be allocated even in cases in which species extinction was acknowledged to be more likely than recovery. Although this model may seem radical, hospice is already applied to numerous species. Arguably, the list includes many species with high extinction risk and those defined as “conservation reliant,” including cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus) (Ginsberg, 2017), rhinoceros (Rhinocerotidae) (Haas and Ferreira, 2015), polar bear (Ursus maritimus) (Hunter et al., 2010), and snow leopard (Panthera uncia) (Johansson et al., 2016). Acceptance of resource scarcity has little bearing on conservation hospice because caring for species that our collective actions have harmed is a socially just response to those harms, especially in cases in which they cannot be reversed. Since its inception in medicine, the field of hospice evolved to provide a host of principles for selecting candidates for care, identifying their needs, and meeting them.

Given the disciplinary depth and clearly established three-stage process, it is unfortunate when hospice is erroneously equated to managing pain for a dying patient. As with the medical context of hospice, describing the population considered for care provides a first step for conservation of dying species. Common attributes used for patient selection by hospice experts include expected survival time, symptom burden, treatments, do-not-resuscitate status, quality of life, and wishes of patients (Kaasa and Loge, 2003; Gómez-Batiste et al., 2012). Although the latter two categories are difficult to apply in biodiversity conservation contexts, the previous four are directly relevant. Expected survival time certainly relates to wildlife conservation although time scales in conservation are longer than for human hospice, which uses categories ranging from weeks to a year (Kaasa and Loge, 2003). In wildlife conservation, time scales of concern may range from 1 year to 50 or more (Brooks et al., 1999). The relative place on this temporal continuum may provide practitioners guidance for how conservation “treatments” should be applied. For example, species or populations with projected extirpation or extinction being evaluated on a decadal scale (vs. years) may warrant more expensive and labor-intensive treatments because longer persistence of the species may allow for political, economic, or technological innovations that could change a terminal prognosis. This dynamic may be evident in a comparison of the Northern white rhinoceros (Ceratotherium simum cottoni) and polar bear. The former was cared for with relatively small allocation of resources despite being functionally extinct; the remaining population consisted of two related females (Groves et al., 2010), whereas Derocher (2010) and others advocate large-scale resource use, policy change, and technological innovation to save the polar bear from longer term extinction threats posed by climate change.

The concept of symptom burden also relates to wildlife conservation. The ultimate symptoms of concern would be small and declining populations, and these symptoms derive from many causes, some of which are clearly treatable (e.g., poaching), whereas others are less so (e.g., sea level rise). Population levels relative to thresholds for genetic bottlenecks or long-term increases in extinction risk can help classify the symptom burden of a potentially dying species even if the thresholds are variable depending on attributes of populations, including how long-lived individuals are (Flather et al., 2011; Shoemaker et al., 2013). Species on low-lying islands carry among the highest symptom burdens because they fill niches that do not exist on adjacent continental areas (Raia and Meiri, 2006; Losos and Ricklefs, 2009) and face complete loss of habitat from sea level rise. Symptom burden for species, however, exists on a continuum. For example, the vaquita (Phocoena sinus) population decreased from approximately 150 in the early 2000s to <20 in a 15-year period (Jaramillo-Legorreta et al., 2007), and conservation solutions are relatively expensive because they require creating major changes in lucrative fisheries (Dunch, 2019). Conservation triage likely would not allocate resources to conservation in this context. A hospice model rooted in respect for the species' intrinsic value, however, would support the current model of allocating resources to managing the symptom burden, perhaps allowing solutions to the primary threat of by catch in nets to emerge soon enough to save the species.

Treatments also clearly relate to classifying and managing a dying species. Some treatments, such as prescribed fire, have well-defined impacts on endangered species persistence in a landscape and have clearly established costs (James et al., 1997). Other treatments, such as releasing sterile coyotes (Canis latrans) and red wolf–coyote hybrids as placeholders to buffer further red wolf (Canis rufus)–coyote hybridization (Gese and Terletzky, 2015), may be more experimental in nature (Bohling et al., 2016) and only considered when delaying extirpation of a population or if the species is critical ecologically, economically, or culturally. Perhaps surprisingly, the do-not-resuscitate status is emerging as relevant to thinking about hospice for wildlife species in part because advances in biotechnology have made de-extinction possible (Sherkow and Greely, 2013; Shapiro, 2015).

Wildlife conservation introduces hospice issues that are different from human contexts. Foremost among these is the complex context for determining who decides whether a species merits hospice and what criteria are used in said decisions. Although society generally accepts intrinsic worth of all humans, that judgment is less universal for other species (Bruskotter et al., 2019). If, however, we adopt the idea that unique species have intrinsic value, then it follows that those species have a right to be treated with respect for their welfare regardless of their future viability or values they provide to ecosystems and people (Vucetich et al., 2015). Whether one choses to intervene with hospice care depends upon the criteria one adopts for intervention, and these are likely to differ from the criteria used in human cases, but conservation hospice would highlight the need to publicly consider and debate the criteria rather than relegate their determination to modelers and the principle of efficiency (Wilson and Law, 2016). Another unique attribute of hospice care decisions for wildlife conservation is that, unlike dying people, dying species can be preserved after they are extinct in the wild via captive breeding facilities, and genetic engineering seems likely to render de-extinction more pragmatic in the near future (Valdez et al., 2019). Gene banking might be seen as one form of conservation hospice, but likely not a pragmatic one because the practice may render losing the in situ conservation battle more psychologically acceptable (Valdez et al., 2019).

In human hospice contexts, admission for hospice is followed by identification of outcomes of care. Such outcomes typically focus on quality of life and patient wishes, which include but are not limited to the ability to stay in the home, symptom relief, building and maintaining support systems for individuals and their families, respecting cultural context, and developing synergies with therapies designed to prolong life (Kaasa and Loge, 2003; Connor, 2008; WHO, n.d.). In the conservation context, this requires identifying outcomes other than perpetual persistence of the species for which to manage. For example, “promoting staying at home” reflects the priority given to in situ conservation or conserving species in natural habitats as long as possible (Primack, 2012) and suggests, among other things, that species maintained through assisted migration are not likely to be managed with hospice care. Building support systems for individuals and their families has equally intuitive applications to hospice care for dying species. Species are given hospice care because they have intrinsic value, but the impacts of their losses on ecological and social structures will affect the well-being of remaining species after the dying species becomes extinct. Working to maintain or restore the integrity of ecosystems upon which a dying species relies could both delay its extinction as well as benefit other intrinsically valuable species, including humans. Thus, protection of ecosystem functions needed to care for a dying species represents a therapy with synergies linked to persistence of other species relying on the same ecosystems. If the dying species provides important ecosystem functions, however, hospice care providers considering impacts on “family” must also consider replacement of populations (when possible) that fill the same ecological niche previously occupied by a dying species.

In medical contexts, practitioners are guided by care for the patient, understanding conditions for withholding and withdrawing treatment, maintaining communication and trust, and understanding and respecting cultural contexts (Danis et al., 1999). In contexts of species management, understanding and respecting cultural contexts may be critical yet overlooked. Local people valuing species for historic, religious, or other cultural reasons may justify continuing hospice treatments longer than would be dictated by models rooted in economic efficiency. In addition to understanding human reliance on such species (Joint Secretariat, 2015), study of local traditional knowledge of tribal nations, for example, could provide a better understanding of the threats faced by these species and, thus, help delay extinctions. For example, First Nations in Canada act as stewards and advocates for conservation of species that have high cultural value, such as the eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus; Moody, 2008; Eckert et al., 2018). When species are culturally significant, local populations might be motivated to act as caregivers for these populations, thus providing benefits to both the species facing low survival probability as well as the human populations with the strongest connections to the species in question.



CONCLUSION

Perhaps the most valuable attribute of a conservation hospice construct is providing a framework for constructive thinking about conservation of dying species. Triage advocates often claim a severe form of conservation pragmatism is both necessary and realistic, but we suggest assuming resources saved by abandoning doomed species will be allocated to the easiest-to-save species in an efficient manner is neither pragmatic nor realistic. People will demand resources to save tigers and polar bears until the last one disappears independent of any optimization function generated by scientists. Why squander that demand in the name of efficiently allocating declining resources? Caring for charismatic species, even when they appear doomed, may prove essential to turning the tide of declining conservation funding. Just as hospice care demonstrates reverence for life, caring for doomed species demonstrates respect for the intrinsic value of wildlife and reflects the importance of welfare considerations in conservation. Adopting a conservation hospice approach would require more practitioners interested and engaged in ethical, cultural, and social dynamics of conservation, just as hospice required new kinds of healthcare workers (Connor, 2008), but this need is well established within the conservation community already (Bennett et al., 2017). Hospice patients live longer than others with similar symptoms (Connor et al., 2007), so caring for doomed species might even allow them to persist until “miracle cures,” such as reasonable levels of conservation funding emerge.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors contributed to developing this perspective piece, and did so with contributions reflecting author order.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank North Carolina State University, The Ohio State University, and Clemson University for supporting this work.



REFERENCES

 Ando, A. W. (1999). Waiting to be protected under the Endangered Species Act: the political economy of regulatory delay. J. Law Econ. 42, 29–60. doi: 10.1086/467417

 Barnosky, A. D., Matzke, N., Tomiya, S., Wogan, G. O., Swartz, B., Quental, T. B., et al. (2011). Has the Earth's sixth mass extinction already arrived? Nature 471:51. doi: 10.1038/nature09678

 Bennett, N. J., Roth, R., Klain, S. C., Chan, K. M., Clark, D. A., Cullman, G., et al. (2017). Mainstreaming the social sciences in conservation. Conserv. Biol. 31, 56–66. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12788

 Bohling, J. H., Dellinger, J., McVey, J. M., Cobb, D. T., Moorman, C. E., and Waits, L. P. (2016). Describing a developing hybrid zone between red wolves and coyotes in eastern North Carolina, USA. Evol. Appl. 9, 791–804. doi: 10.1111/eva.12388

 Bottrill, M. C., Joseph, L. N., Carwardine, J., Bode, M., Cook, C., Game, E. T., et al. (2008). Is conservation triage just smart decision making? Trends Ecol. Evol. 23, 649–654. doi: 10.1016/j.tree.2008.07.007

 Brooks, T. M., Pimm, S. L., and Oyugi, J. O. (1999). Time lag between deforestation and bird extinction in tropical forest fragments. Conserv. Biol. 13, 1140–1150. doi: 10.1046/j.1523-1739.1999.98341.x

 Bruskotter, J. T., Vucetich, J. A., Dietsch, A. M., Slagle, K. M., and Nelson, M. P. (2019). Conservationists' moral obligations toward wildlife: values and identity promote conservation conflict. Biol. Conserv. 240:108296. doi: 10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108296

 Ceballos, G., Ehrlich, P. R., Barnosky, A. D., García, A., Pringle, R. M., and Palmer, T. M. (2015). Accelerated modern human–induced species losses: entering the sixth mass extinction. Sci. Adv. 1:e1400253. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.1400253

 Clark, D. (1998). Originating a movement: cicely Saunders and the development of St Christopher's Hospice, 1957-1967. Mortality 3, 43–63. a9h. doi: 10.1080/713685885

 Connor, S. R. (2008). Development of hospice and palliative care in the United States. OMEGA-J. Death Dying 56, 89–99. doi: 10.2190/OM.56.1.h

 Connor, S. R., Pyenson, B., Fitch, K., Spence, C., and Iwasaki, K. (2007). Comparing hospice and nonhospice patient survival among patients who die within a three-year window. J. Pain Symp. Manag. 33, 238–246. doi: 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2006.10.010

 Danis, M., Federman, D., Fins, J. J., Fox, E., Kastenbaum, B., Lanken, P. N., et al. (1999). Incorporating palliative care into critical care education: principles, challenges, and opportunities. Crit. Care Med. 27, 2005–2013. doi: 10.1097/00003246-199909000-00047

 Derocher, A. E. (2010). The prospects for polar bears. Nature 468, 905–906. doi: 10.1038/468905a

 Dunch, V. (2019). Saving the vaquita one bite at a time: the missing role of the shrimp consumer in vaquita conservation. Mar. Poll. Bull. 145, 583–586. doi: 10.1016/j.marpolbul.2019.06.043

 Eckert, L. E., Ban, N. C., Tallio, S.-C., and Turner, N. (2018). Linking marine conservation and Indigenous cultural revitalization. Ecol. Soc. 23, 1–12. doi: 10.5751/ES-10417-230423

 Flather, C. H., Hayward, G. D., Beissinger, S. R., and Stephens, P. A. (2011). Minimum viable populations: is there a ‘magic number’ for conservation practitioners? Trends Ecol. Evol. 26, 307–316. doi: 10.1016/j.tree.2011.03.001

 Gerber, L. R. (2016). Conservation triage or injurious neglect in endangered species recovery. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 113, 3563–3566. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1525085113

 Gese, E. M., and Terletzky, P. A. (2015). Using the “placeholder” concept to reduce genetic introgression of an endangered carnivore. Biol. Conserv. 192, 11–19. doi: 10.1016/j.biocon.2015.09.003

 Ginsberg, J. R. (2017). When protected areas prove insufficient: cheetah and “protection-reliant” species. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 114, 430–431. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1619817114

 Goble, D. D., Wiens, J. A., Scott, J. M., Male, T. D., and Hall, J. A. (2012). Conservation-reliant species. Bioscience 62, 869–873. doi: 10.1525/bio.2012.62.10.6

 Gómez-Batiste, X., Martínez-Muñoz, M., Blay, C., Espinosa, J., Contel, J. C., and Ledesma, A. (2012). Identifying needs and improving palliative care of chronically ill patients: a community-oriented, population-based, public-health approach. Curr. Opin. Support. Palliat. Care 6, 371–378. doi: 10.1097/SPC.0b013e328356aaed

 Groves, C. P., Fernando, P., and Robovský, J. (2010). The sixth rhino: a taxonomic re-assessment of the critically endangered northern white rhinoceros. PLoS ONE 5:e9703. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0009703

 Haas, T. C., and Ferreira, S. M. (2015). Conservation risks: when will rhinos be extinct? IEEE Trans. Cybern. 46, 1721–1734. doi: 10.1109/TCYB.2015.2470520

 Hobbs, R. J., Cramer, V. A., and Kristjanson, L. J. (2003). What happens if we cannot fix it? Triage, palliative care and setting priorities in salinising landscapes. Aust. J. Bot. 51, 647–653. doi: 10.1071/BT02109

 Hunter, C. M., Caswell, H., Runge, M. C., Regehr, E. V., Amstrup, S. C., and Stirling, I. (2010). Climate change threatens polar bear populations: a stochastic demographic analysis. Ecology 91, 2883–2897. doi: 10.1890/09-1641.1

 Jachowski, D. S., and Kesler, D. C. (2009). Allowing extinction: Should we let species go? Trends Ecol. Evol. 24:180. doi: 10.1016/j.tree.2008.11.006

 James, F. C., Hess, C. A., and Kufrin, D. (1997). Species-centered environmental analysis: Indirect effects of fire history on red-cockaded woodpeckers. Ecol. Appl. 7, 118–129. doi: 10.1890/1051-0761(1997)007[0118:SCEAIE]2.0.CO;2

 Jaramillo-Legorreta, A., Rojas-Bracho, L., Brownell, R. L. Jr., Read, A. J., Reeves, R. R., Ralls, K., et al. (2007). Saving the vaquita: Immediate action, not more data. Conserv. Biol. 26, 1653–1655. doi: 10.1111/j.1523-1739.2007.00825.x

 Johansson, Ö., Rauset, G. R., Samelius, G., McCarthy, T., Andrén, H., Tumursukh, L., et al. (2016). Land sharing is essential for snow leopard conservation. Biol. Conserv. 203, 1–7. doi: 10.1016/j.biocon.2016.08.034

 Joint Secretariat (2015). Inuvialuit and Nanuq: A Polar Bear Traditional Knowledge Study. Joint Secretariat, Inuvialuit Settlement region. P. J. xx + 304.

 Kaasa, S., and Loge, J. H. (2003). Quality of life in palliative care: principles and practice. Palliat. Med. 17, 11–20. doi: 10.1191/0269216303pm662ra

 Karns, G., Heeren, A., Toman, E., Wilson, R., Szerek, H., and Bruskotter, J. (2018). Should grizzly bears be hunted or protected? Social and organizational affiliations influence scientific judgments Can. Wildlife Biol. Man. 7, 19–30.

 Losos, J. B., and Ricklefs, R. E. (2009). Adaptation and diversification on islands. Nature 457:830. doi: 10.1038/nature07893

 McCarthy, D. P., Donald, P. F., Scharlemann, J. P., Buchanan, G. M., Balmford, A., Green, J. M., et al. (2012). Financial costs of meeting global biodiversity conservation targets: current spending and unmet needs. Science. 338, 946–949. doi: 10.1126/science.1229803

 Miller, J. K., Scott, M. J., Miller, C. R., and Waits, L. P. (2002). The endangered species act: Dollars and sense? Bioscience 52, 163–168. doi: 10.1641/0006-3568(2002)052[0163:TESADA]2.0.CO;2

 Moody, M. F. (2008). Eulachon Past and Present. Vancouver, BC: University of British Columbia.

 Noss, R. F. (1996). Conservation or convenience? Conserv. Biol. 10, 921–922. doi: 10.1046/j.1523-1739.1996.10040921.x

 Parr, M. J., Bennun, L., Boucher, T., Brooks, T., Chutas, C. A., Dinerstein, E., et al. (2009). Why we should aim for zero extinction. Trends Ecol. Evol. 24:181. doi: 10.1016/j.tree.2009.01.001

 Pimm, S. L. (2000). Against triage. Science 289, 2289–2289. doi: 10.1126/science.289.5488.2289

 Primack, R. B. (2012). A Primer of Conservation Biology. Sunderland, MA: Sinauer Associates, Inc.

 Raia, P., and Meiri, S. (2006). The island rule in large mammals: paleontology meets ecology. Evolution 60, 1731–1742. doi: 10.1111/j.0014-3820.2006.tb00516.x

 Shapiro, B. (2015). How to Clone a Mammoth: The Science of De-extinction. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

 Sherkow, J. S., and Greely, H. T. (2013). What if extinction is not forever? Science 340, 32–33. doi: 10.1126/science.1236965

 Shoemaker, K. T., Breisch, A. R., Jaycox, J. W., and Gibbs, J. P. (2013). Reexamining the minimum viable population concept for long-lived species. Conserv. Biol. 27, 542–551. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12028

 Thomas, C. D., Cameron, A., Green, R. E., Bakkenes, M., Beaumont, L. J., Collingham, Y. C., et al. (2004). Extinction risk from climate change. Nature 427:145. doi: 10.1038/nature02121

 Valdez, R. X., Kuzma, J., Cummings, C. L., and Peterson, M. N. (2019). Anticipating risks, governance needs, and public perceptions of de-extinction. J. Res. Innov. 6, 211–231. doi: 10.1080/23299460.2019.1591145

 Vucetich, J. A., Bruskotter, J. T., and Nelson, M. P. (2015). Evaluating whether nature's intrinsic value is an axiom of or anathema to conservation. Conserv. Biol. 29, 321–332. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12464

 Vucetich, J. A., Nelson, M. P., and Bruskotter, J. T. (2017). Conservation triage falls short because conservation is not like emergency medicine. Front. Ecol. Evol. 5:45. doi: 10.3389/fevo.2017.00045

 Wallace, R. L. (2003). Social influences on conservation: lessons from US recovery programs for marine mammals. Conserv. Biol. 17, 104–115. doi: 10.1046/j.1523-1739.2003.00364.x

 WHO (n.d.). WHO Definition of Palliative Care. WHO. Available online at: http://www.who.int/cancer/palliative/definition/en/ (accessed June 04 2020).

 Wilson, K. A., and Law, E. A. (2016). Ethics of conservation triage. Front. Ecol. Evol. 4:112. doi: 10.3389/fevo.2016.00112

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Peterson, Bruskotter and Rodriguez. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.







OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Conservation Hospice: A Better Metaphor for the Conservation and Care of Terminal Species



		Introduction



		Conservation Hospice



		Conclusion



		Author Contributions



		Acknowledgments



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers

in]

Ecology and |

Evolution

Conservation Hospice: A Better
Metaphor for the Conservation and
Care of Terminal Species





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Ecology and Evolution





