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1. Section 3.5 describes the interesting case of Central Asian Markhor, a species of large goat that 

is hunted for its horns.  In 1986, the population of markhor had been driven almost to 

extinction. Only 56 individuals remained in the wild.  At that point, the authorities adopted an 

interesting conservation strategy. They continued to allow hunting, but only in very small 

numbers that would be controlled by a strict permit system. Proceeds from the permits were 

used to pay for game wardens whose job was to prevent poaching. The approach was a success.  

By 2002, the markhor population had increased to over 1600 individuals.   

            

This raises an interesting question:  now, that the markhor population has recovered, should the 

hunting quotas be increased?  Currently, only 12 animals are allowed to be hunted per year. 

Some biologists think that the number could be raised to 18 animals without harming the 

population.   

The point of this example is to show that the Precautionary Principle can be used both to justify 

an increase in hunting and, at the same time, to justify no increase in hunting. In your answer, 

explain how the precautionary principle could be used to justify each one of these actions. That 

is, in one short paragraph explain how the precautionary principle might favour an increase in 

the hunting quota.   Then, in another short paragraph explain how this principle might justify no 

increase in the hunting quota.  

 



2. In Section 3.6.1, the authors argue that the Precautionary Principle seems to suggest that people 

should purchase alien abduction insurance.  This is an insurance which pays a sum of money to 

your family or loved ones if you are abducted by aliens.  If the precautionary principle makes 

that kind of recommendation, then perhaps it is not a useful guideline for directing conservation 

policy.  In your response, briefly explain (in a short paragraph, using your own words) why the 

authors take the Precautionary Principle to have this strange implication? Then briefly explain 

whether you agree with their conclusion.  

  


