Homework 8 

The author of the argument concludes that the extinction of the large mammal species in the forests of Kaliko Islands, which happened 3000 years after the arrival of humans, has nothing to do with presence of humans in this area and is a result of climate change. To support this position, the author relies on the fact that evidence has been found neither upon humans-mammals interaction, nor hunted mammals’ bones. However, the conclusion of the author is based on some unsubstantiated assumptions which are open to questions and doubts.

The first problem with the argument is that the writer assumes that no evidence has been found regarding humans’ contact with mammals. This a dubious assumption, for archeology digs are ongoing events. So stating that to date no evidence exists to show this interaction, is not compelling enough to challenge its existence. Simply put, maybe the wanted evidence is in an inaccessible place; for example, it may be hieroglyphics on the walls of a buried cave, where has not been discovered yet, or it is possible that the evidence was so unsustainable that has been ruined by the wind and rain over the years. 

Another problem with the argument is that the writer wrongly assumes that if the mammals were hunted by humans, there would have been discarded bones of them around, just like the discarded fish bones. This is an unjustifiable assumption for a number of reasons. For one thing, there is no evidence to support that the fish was hunted and consumed by humans. Maybe there were other predators feeding on them, or maybe due to some kind of environmental disasters such as flood or draught, the fish were dislocated and scattered around the area, or died of thirst. The other thing is that even if the mammals were hunted by humans, their discarded bones may have been disintegrated during the past years or moved to the sea, sinking in the deep areas of it. Finally, this is an illogical comparison to make between mammals and fish, owing to their different habitats and natures, which distincts them in terms of predators and the natural disasters to which they are exposed. 

A third problem with the argument is that the author blames the climate change for this extinction, whereas human beings can be highly destructive to animals and play a significant role in their extinction. It is highly possible that the human-induced changes in mammals’ habitats have been a contributing factor in destructing their habitats, so that they were forced to move to places, where they could not adapt, so that they died. Or the other possibility is that humans depleted mammals’ food resources and left nothing for them to feed on, thereby starving to death. Moreover, owing to the fact that human activities are the main cause of pollution in a given area, they may have contaminated this island, and poisoned these mammals.

[bookmark: _GoBack]In the final analysis, the writer’s conclusion cannot be taken to be correct because, as it was shown in the body paragraphs above, it depends on a number of assumptions each of which is questionable. The conclusion can be accepted if the weaknesses already referred to are all removed.  

