Humans arrived in the Kaliko Islands about 7,000 years ago, and within 3,000 years most of the large mammal species that had lived in the forests of the Kaliko Islands had become extinct. Yet humans cannot have been a factor in the species’ extinctions, because there is no evidence that the humans had any significant contact with the mammals. Further, archaeologists have discovered numerous sites where the bones of fish had been discarded, but they found no such areas containing the bones of large mammals, so the humans cannot have hunted the mammals. Therefore, some climate change or other environmental factor must have caused the species’ extinctions.
The author of the argument concludes that humans did not play a significant role in species’ extinction and environmental elements caused this extinction since the writer believes that humans did not contact mammals and also because there existed the bones of fish, but they did not find the bones of mammals. However, this conclusion made by the author is specious in that it stands on a number of unwarranted assumptions that can be challenged in one way or another. If these unstated assumptions do not hold true, then the argument totally falls apart.
First of all, the writer asserts that humans did not contact mammals; therefore, humans were not responsible for species’ extinction. However, there is no evidence to prove that humans did not involve in the extinction process. Maybe humans did not contact mammals directly, but they had consumed mammal’s foodstuffs and resources to survive. For example, maybe humans chiefly ate fruits and plants which were the mammal’s fundamental nutrients and as a result, mammals became out of food and consequently became extinct. Therefore, maybe humans did not contact mammals directly, but they could have a detrimental effect on them indirectly by deforestation and ruining their natural habitat.
Another problem with the argument is that the writer further declares that humans cannot have hunted the mammals, because archaeologists have discovered the bones of fish instead of the bones of large mammals. However, there could be other explanations for this observation. Just because no bones were found does not mean that mammals were not hunted. Maybe humans used mammal bones for other applications. For example, they may have used the bones to feed their dogs or make some kind of bracelets, necklaces, or other bone jewelry. Also, the other possibility is that maybe humans hunted mammals and buried their bones because of some traditional beliefs. So, without providing sufficient information, we cannot claim that humans did not hunt mammals.
Lastly, if we accept that humans did not have any significant effect in the extinction process, we cannot attribute species’ extinction only to environmental elements and climate variation. In fact, there is no compelling reason for this conclusion in the argument above. Maybe, poor reproductive trends are among the factors that can make a species’ death rate higher than its birth rate for long enough that eventually, none are left. Therefore, the conclusion stated in the argument cannot always hold true.
In the final analysis, the conclusion made by the writer of the argument cannot be acceptable since it is based on several unsubstantiated assumptions that need additional evidence to be valid. Otherwise, the argument falls apart. Actually, it is important to collect more evidence to evaluate the assumptions discussed above, and also all possibilities should be taken into account in order to decide if the conclusion about the disappearance of species is reasonable.
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