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Some of the references made in the report are anonymous. These are based on interviews with 

subject matter experts who chose to remain anonymous and in accordance with their wishes, 

their statements have been attributed to an anonymous source. 
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Executive Summary 

Wildlife1 trade is known to carry a high risk of zoonotic disease spread (Macfarlane et al., 2020). 

Given that the suspected origin of the SARS-CoV-2 virus in a wet market (WHO-China, 2021), it 

is an opportune time to explore how the risks associated with wildlife trade can be contained to 

prevent the outbreak of such debilitating pandemics in the future. In contrast to the much-

discussed issues of illegal wildlife trade, this study will focus on legal wildlife trade (LWT) and 

the implications of a LWT ban. In an effort to mitigate the risks of disease transmission, 

regulations were introduced by some countries such as the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 

(CITES, n.d.-b; Koh et al., 2021; You, 2020), Viet Nam (luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; WWF, n.d.) and 

South Korea (Liew et al., 2021), which restricted wildlife trade activities in different capacities. 

Given that trade bans have been opted for as a policy tool in response to COVID-19, a deeper 

exploration of prohibitive trade regulations can provide an understanding of their success in 

curbing the spread of zoonotic diseases.  

The objective of this research is to explore some of the key implications of a ban on LWT, 

henceforth referred to as trade ban, on the three pillars of sustainable development: the 

economic, social, and the environmental pillar. The recent regulations on the LWT introduced in 

the PRC (in the form of the February 2020 decision) and in Viet Nam (through Directive 29) 

have been used as case studies to examine their impacts under the aforementioned pillars.  

The process of researching these objectives entailed a literature review of research related to 

wildlife trade policies and the wildlife trade industry in the PRC and Viet Nam; in-depth 

interviews with wildlife conservation experts from both countries, scholars researching wildlife 

trade ban policies, economists exploring the economic implications of trade regulations and 

livelihood restoration experts who provided insights into the design of compensation programs 

for stakeholders affected by trade restrictions; participation in webinars and discussions on the 

role of CITES in regulating international wildlife trade and on the efforts of civil society 

organizations to prevent pandemics; and the incorporation of feedback from reviews of the 

report.  

The key results discussed in each Chapter are as follows: 

Chapter 2 offers a deeper understanding of the LWT and examines whether legal trade can 

truly be conducted in a sustainable manner. The argument made in favor of wildlife trade is that 

it provides economic benefits, while ensuring species conservation is done in a sustainable 

manner (UNEP, 2019). The critics of legal trade argue that the paucity of scientific data on 

species populations along with poor management of trade regulations stand in the way of 

realizing a sustainable trade regime (D’Cruze et al., 2020).  

The most prevalent regulation overseeing the international trade of wildlife is the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), which provides 

differentiated protection to species based on their perceived risk of extinction (CITES, n.d.-i). 

While CITES has played a significant role in supporting the enactment of wildlife trade policies 

                                                           
1
 Wildlife here refers to species of fauna only (i.e. species of flora have not been considered). 

https://cites.org/eng/prog/ndf/index_new.php
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
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in its member states, it also has some deficiencies (Hinsley et al., 2016; Phelps and Webb, 

2015; Reeve, 2006, as cited Symes et al., 2018). It may not be suited to address the concerns 

of zoonotic disease spread in its current form (CITES, n.d.-c). 

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the LWT Regulation in the PRC and Viet Nam.  

The trade ban policy, introduced by the PRC in February 2020 in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic, suspended the consumption of all terrestrial wildlife, including artificially-bred 

terrestrial wildlife, whose consumption hitherto was allowed (You, 2020). The PRC’s Wildlife 

Protection Law was also updated to reflect the restrictions instituted by the February 2020 

decision (EIA, n.d.-a). However, critics feel that these restrictions are insufficient since the ban 

still allows the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes, which poses a threat to the survival of 

these species (Rizzolo, 2021). Due to the inclusion of the February 2020 ban in in national 

legislature, there are indications that the ban will be sustained, unlike the ban on consumption of 

wildlife (amongst other restrictions) introduced in 2002 after the outbreak of the Severe Acute 

Respiratory Syndrome (Li, 2020a). 

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Vietnamese government issued Directive No. 

29/CT-TTg on 23 July 2020, which contained provisions related to wildlife management 

(luatvietnam.vn, n.d.), most notably imposing restrictions on the import of wildlife, with 

exceptions including the allowance of animal parts for medicinal purposes (WWF, n.d.). 

However, Directive 29’s provisions to stamp out the wildlife trade are said to be a repeat of 

previous directives, such as Directive No. 5 on Prevention and Combating COVID-19 issued on 

28 January 2020 (Anonymous, personal communication, 12 July 2021; WCS, n.d.). Moreover, 

Directive No. 29 seems to further dilute the previous import ban by including additional 

exemptions, such as allowing the use of aquatic species for food production and animal 

husbandry (Anonymous, personal communication, 12 July 2021; luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; WCS, 

n.d.). 

There are two major commonalities that emerge from the study of wildlife trade in the PRC and 

Viet Nam. Firstly, both countries appear to have deep associations with cultural beliefs, 

particularly regarding the use of wildlife for Traditional Chinese Medicine (Swan & Conrad, n.d.). 

Cultural beliefs have reportedly stimulated demand for wildlife and increased the profitability of 

the wildlife trade (Van Song, 2008). Consequently, the bans of both countries allow for 

exceptions on the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes (Rizzolo, 2021; WWF, n.d.). However, it 

is believed that culture around wildlife products is rather artificially created and cannot be 

historically documented (Li, 2013).This implies that the commercialization of wildlife has not 

always been supported by cultural beliefs, but rather wildlife industries have leveraged cultural 

ties with wildlife consumption to encourage its consumption (P. J. Li, personal communication, 7 

July 2021). Secondly, wildlife laws of both the PRC and Viet Nam appear to balance dual 

objectives of protecting wildlife, while condoning their use for socio-economic development (Ha 

et al., 2007; You, 2020). In keeping with the “rational utilization” objective of the PRC’s landmark 

legislation, the Wildlife Protection Law, the recently imposed trade bans also have not caused a 

complete shutdown of the legal trade of wildlife, since some wildlife farms are still allowed to 

operate, depending on the purpose of breeding and sale (WWF, n.d.; You, 2020). 

file:///C:/Users/Sanya/Google%20Drive/MPP/Sem%202/ADB/Deliverables/Final%20Deliverables/Report/Revisions/For%20Francesco/from%20https:/cites.org/eng/CITES_Secretariat_statement_in_relation_to_COVID19
file:///C:/Users/Sanya/Google%20Drive/MPP/Sem%202/ADB/Deliverables/Final%20Deliverables/Report/Revisions/For%20Francesco/from%20https:/cites.org/eng/CITES_Secretariat_statement_in_relation_to_COVID19
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
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Chapter 4 looks at the implications of ban policies defined in terms of the following four key 

features: 1) The Degree of Legalization defines the extent to which trade is legal, determined by 

the number of legal routes of trade available for wildlife trade. The implications of a complete 

ban were studied, wherein all LWT, including wildlife farming, is prohibited. 2) Type of Wildlife 

banned from Trade relates to whether specific species or wildlife derivatives are banned. The 

implications of a trade ban on terrestrial animal species were observed. 3) Purpose of Wildlife 

Utilization relates to the purposes of wildlife trade that are being prohibited. The suspension of 

all purposes of wildlife utilization was examined. 4) Range of the Ban is the level at which the 

mandate of a ban applies, which could be domestic, regional or international. The focus of this 

study is on domestic bans since the national-level policies of the PRC and Viet Nam were 

explored.  

Accordingly, the following definition of a wildlife trade ban was adopted for this Chapter to 

assess the ban’s implications: A complete2 ban on domestic trade of terrestrial wildlife for all 

purposes. This definition was used to study the pros and cons of bans under the pillars of 

Economic, Social and Environmental implications. 

Economic Implications 

Pros of a ban Cons of a Ban 

Bans allow for the adoption of a precautionary 

approach by preventing catastrophic events such 

as pandemics 

Bans can drive up demand for wildlife and 

encourage poaching activities 

The estimated losses accruing to the COVID-19 

pandemic in terms of Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP) alone outweigh the costs of preventing 

another pandemic 

Bans shift the problem underground, which 

entails increased monitoring and enforcement 

costs 

The closure of LWT markets has limited impacts 

on GDP, also traders are often engaged in the 

trade of multiple commodities 

Legal trade activities can still contribute 

significant absolute amounts to GDP 

Farming of species may not always be 

economically viable 

 

Enforcement of bans can be facilitated by 

financing them through the support of high-

income countries and reducing costs by applying 

them to all species instead of select species 

 

 

Social Implications 

Pros of a ban Cons of a Ban 

Bans decrease the risks for zoonotic diseases Some people depend on the wildlife trade for 

their livelihood 

Bans decrease the social acceptability of wildlife 

consumption 

Use of wildlife for traditional purposes may be 

disrupted 

                                                           
 

2
 Meaning all forms of legal trade are prohibited, including wildlife farming. 
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Bans cut off the supply of second-choice wildlife 

products 

 

Bans cater to animal welfare and animal rights 

considerations 

 

 

Environmental Implications 

Pros of a ban Cons of a Ban 

Bans allow for wildlife populations to recover Bans may amplify conservation risks  

Invasion risks by alien invasive species are 

reduced 

The LWT is seen as a means to encourage 

conservation 

Recovered wildlife populations can generate 

alternative income sources and reduce poaching 

Opting for alternative protein sources in absence 

of LWT may increase risks of zoonotic diseases 

There may be doubts over the use of wildlife 

farming as a conservation tool 

 

 

Chapter 5 examines key considerations to be made while designing trade bans by revisiting the 

four features of bans discussed in Chapter 4 as follows: 

 Degree of Legalization: The matter of whether legal channels of trade can truly be risk 

free is examined by evaluating three channels of trade: International trade, one-off sales 

and wildlife farming. It is found that the effects of legalization on the wildlife trade are 

debatable and the decision to allow the operation of legal channels must account for the 

associated risks i.e. the transnational spread of zoonoses through international trade of 

wildlife, the potential threats to species conservation through one-off sales, and the 

possible threats to human health through wildlife farming. 

 Type of Wildlife banned from Trade: The criteria that should be used to determine the 

type of wildlife to be banned is discussed. A more targeted approach towards 

determining the species to be banned from trade is proposed as a means to prevent the 

spread of zoonotic diseases, with a focus on birds and mammals in particular, since they 

appear to be main carriers of disease (Can et al., 2019). 

 Purpose of Wildlife Utilization banned: While the bans introduced in the PRC and Viet 

Nam allow wildlife use for selected purposes, it is debatable whether such an approach 

can prevent zoonotic disease spread. Studies indicate that the allowance of wildlife for 

selected purposes can have knock-on effects of stimulating demand for other purposes. 

A ban policy should be designed by keeping in mind the consequences of making 

exceptions to certain uses of wildlife. 

 Range of Trade Ban: To ensure the efficacy of bans, a coordinated global effort is 

required beyond the enforcement of domestic legislation. It is proposed that 

collaboration amongst intergovernmental bodies can facilitate joint action at a global 

level. The existing infrastructure and experience of CITES can be leveraged to formulate 

a robust framework for zoonotic disease prevention. 

Three features of LWT in a domestic trade context are subsequently combined to identify 

various pathways for legal wildlife trade bans. Nine options for the design of trade bans were 

identified, varying in the degree to which protection against zoonotic disease spread is offered. 
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Chapter 6 discusses two key factors to consider while implementing a ban: the availability of 

adequate monitoring and surveillance capacity to ensure enforcement of bans; and the 

institution of effective livelihood restoration programs to protect local communities from potential 

adverse impacts of trade bans.  

Chapter 7 looks at alternative solutions to wildlife trade bans namely: strengthening existing 

trade regulations such as CITES, such as including an addendum specifically addressing 

zoonotic diseases; reversing the direct listing process of CITES, wherein species allowed for 

trade are listed instead of those banned from trade; controlling the extent of legal trade using 

quotas and permits; using demand side interventions that change consumer behavior through 

demand reduction campaigns; addressing land-use changes to reduce human-animal 

interactions, thereby mitigating the risk of zoonotic disease spread; and accurately identifying 

species, by using genetic identification techniques. 

Chapter 8 details the conclusion of the report and offers future avenues for research on the 

dynamics of LWT, particularly in Southeast Asian markets, to inform the design of suitable 

policies. The development of a guide to designing context-appropriate trade regulations that 

prevent the spread of zoonotic diseases is proposed as a useful tool for policymakers.
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1. Introduction 

Over 70% of new emerging infectious diseases are of a zoonotic origin (Can et al., 2019) 

According to virologists, there are two routes by which diseases can be spread: firstly, through 

the mixing of species that are taxonomically diverse, and secondly, through the interaction of 

humans and animals. Since the wildlife3 trade carries the risk of disease spread through both 

these channels, there is a need to regulate it (Macfarlane et al., 2020). Markets where wildlife is 

legally traded are often unregulated and disregard animal welfare and are therefore considered 

high-risk areas for zoonotic diseases to emerge. This also holds true for the COVID-19 

pandemic: a recently published report by the World Health Organization (WHO) suspects the 

origination of the SARS-COV-2 virus in a wet market (WHO-China, 2021). The root cause of the 

pandemic is still under investigation: while pangolins were originally suspected to be the 

intermediate animal host behind the outbreak of the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19), 

there is a lack of strong scientific evidence to confirm this (WHO-China, 2021). What is clear, 

however, is that the COVID-19 pandemic has had debilitating effects on society, the economy 

and the environment. 

The wide-ranging adverse effects of zoonotic diseases highlight the interconnectedness of 

human, animal, and ecosystem health. A One Health approach can only be achieved if all three 

aspects and mutually reinforcing implications are considered (Gruetzmacher et al., 2021). The 

threats of wildlife trade to human health are widely acknowledged since the inter-country 

transport of live animals carries the risk of pathogen spread (Karesh et al., 2005 as cited in 

McEvoy et al., 2019). Previous instances of epidemics such as the outbreak of avian influenza, 

Ebola and Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) have had crippling effects not only on 

domestic economies, but also on the global economy (Can et al., 2019b). Zoonotic diseases 

also jeopardize animal health, which impedes efforts to conserve biodiversity (Karesh et al., 

2005 as cited in McEvoy et al., 2019) and which in turn impacts on the stability of ecosystems. 

There is accordingly a need to look at policy solutions, which account for the interdependence of 

human, animal, and ecosystem health, as embodied by the One-Health approach, particularly 

while designing regulations on the trade of wildlife (Destoumieux-Garzón et al., 2018). 

A policy response that some countries have opted for - in response to the COVID-19 pandemic - 

is the institution of bans on Legal Wildlife Trade (LWT). The People’s Republic of China (PRC) 

reportedly opted for a ban on the trade of terrestrial wildlife for consumption (Koh et al., 2021; 

You, 2020). Viet Nam opted for an enhancement of its regulations on wildlife trade and 

protection (luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; WWF, n.d.). South Korea banned the import of invasive alien 

species (Liew et al., 2021). Moreover, various conservation organizations have rallied together 

to form the Coalition to End the Trade, which advocates the imposition of a ban on “the 

commercial trade and sale in markets of wild terrestrial animals (particularly mammals and 

birds), for consumption” (End The Trade, n.d.). 

The case studies of The PRC and Viet Nam are apt choices for this exploration not only 

because they have recently introduced prohibitions on the trade of wildlife, but also because of 

                                                           
3
 Wildlife here refers to species of fauna only (i.e. species of flora have not been considered). 

https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://endthetrade.com/
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their location in Southeast and East Asia, which has been recognized as a hotspot for emerging 

zoonotic diseases owing to the burgeoning wildlife trade in the region (Brooks-Moizer et al., 

2009). A distinguishing feature of the consumption of wildlife in the region is the cultural 

association with wildlife use, e.g. as luxury foods and ingredients in Traditional Chinese 

Medicine (TCM), and the symbolism of wildlife commodities as markers of social status 

(Challender et al., 2015). The wildlife trade has become all the more profitable in the PRC and 

Viet Nam due to improved standards of living, which has stimulated demand for wildlife and 

incentivized traders to even undertake illegal trade (Van Song, 2008). Thus, as strategic wildlife 

trade centers that introduced regulation on wildlife trade, the PRC and Viet Nam are suitable 

choices to examine the implications of a trade ban. 

Are wildlife trade bans, as the policy of choice, really effective to prevent a future outbreak of 

zoonotic diseases like the SARS-Cov-2 virus? What advantages does a blanket ban have vs. a 

more refined approach? How should bans be designed? And are there good alternatives to 

bans that could either complement or even replace a wildlife trade ban? Given that bans are 

being looked at as means to mitigate the risks of a wildlife trade, there is a need to explore their 

implications and what their enforcement entails. 
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2. Legal Wildlife Trade 

2.1. Understanding the Legal Wildlife Trade 

2.1.1. Characterizing Legal Wildlife Trade 

The LWT is often characterized by distinguishing it from the Illegal Wildlife Trade (IWT) in terms 

of the way that trade is conducted and its effects on the conservation management of species. 

One of the most obvious distinctions of the LWT is that it is governed by domestic and 

international regulations. One of the most arguably notable international regulations on wildlife 

trade is the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna 

(CITES), which seeks to “ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants 

does not threaten the survival of the species” (CITES, n.d.-k). All trade of CITES Parties, 

including import, export and re-export, require authorization through licenses, permits and 

certificates (CITES, n.d.-d). Designated Management Authorities of each CITES Party oversee 

the licensing system to authorize trade and Scientific Authorities are responsible for guiding 

them on how trade activities affect wild species (CITES, n.d.-d). 

IWT, in contrast, takes place in an unregulated, unsustainable, and clandestine manner, which 

is often associated with the overexploitation of wildlife, risking the extinction of species (M. H. 

Nguyen et al., 2007). The trade of live animals often leads to high fatality rates due to the 

appalling conditions species are transported under (Nuwer, 2021; Osborne & Zee, 2020). 

Documentation is sometimes forged, identities borrowed, shipments hidden and incorrectly 

declared (BBC News, 2020; CNN, n.d.)  

However, it is difficult to make a clear demarcation between the legal and the IWT, as a lack of 

enforcement on LWT regulations and corruption oftentimes make it difficult to confirm the 

legitimacy of (Rizzolo, 2021). A prominent example is wildlife farming, which may provide a legal 

channel for the laundering of wildlife sourced illegally through falsification of paperwork (Bulte & 

Damania, 2005; Khanna and Harford, 1996 as cited in Damania & Bulte, 2001) and the 

falsification of import/export permits or shipment declarations, such as a switched Bill of Lading 

(TRAFFIC & WWF, 2021). Thus, LWT, if not closely monitored, can also threaten the survival of 

species and therefore need to be part of the conservation agenda and discourse.  

It should be noted that the legal trade of wildlife for which bans are being proposed refers to the 

commercial aspects of trade. The commercialization of wildlife has been recognized as a risky 

affair, given its adverse effects on public health along with animal welfare and biodiversity 

conservation (D’Cruze et al., 2020). Accordingly, many calls for bans are focused specifically on 

the commercial trade of wildlife while allowing for wildlife to be used for non-commercial 

purposes, including for subsistence use (End The Trade, n.d.; EndPandemics, 2020). However, 

it should be noted that the hunting for subsistence purposes can also exert pressure on wildlife 

populations (McEvoy et al., 2019). This was also confirmed by Dr. Yoganand Kandasamy, 

Regional Lead for Wildlife and Wildlife Crime at WWF Greater Mekong, who asserted that the 

accumulated small-scale hunting of wildlife practiced by many subsistence hunters can equally 

cause destruction, posing similar extinction risks to wildlife as the commercial trade of wildlife 

https://cites.org/eng/disc/what.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/what.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/animals/article/exotic-pets-suffer-wildlife-trade
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-55016513
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-55016513
https://www.traffic.org/publications/reports/how-to-spot-the-warning-signs-of-wildlife-crime-in-the-maritime-industry/
https://endthetrade.com/
https://endthetrade.com/
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(Dr. Y. Kandasamy, personal communication, 6 August 2021). However, the discussion of the 

non-commercial aspects of wildlife trade is outside the scope of this study, and the ban policies 

being examined seek to restrict the commercial wildlife trade only. 

For the purposes of this research, the legal trade of terrestrial animals specifically will be 

examined to understand the implications of a wildlife trade ban. The scope of this study has 

been further elaborated in Chapter 4.  

2.1.2. Attributes of the Legal Wildlife Trade 

Databases on LWT 

There are a select number of databases that record information on the legal trade of wildlife. 

CITES is the most notable of existing international treaties, which records the volume of LWT. 

The CITES Trade Database records the international trade of over 38,700 species with the 

intent of ensuring that the survival of species is not threatened by wildlife trade (CITES, n.d.-j). A 

total of 183 countries are Party to CITES, which requires them to formulate and pass national 

legislation implementing their commitments under the Convention in their respective countries 

(CITES, n.d.-j). 

Other sources of data that record information related to international LWT include: the 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species under 

which 134,425 species have been assessed (IUCN, 2021); United Nations (UN) Comtrade 

Database, which records commercial trade activities of all UN member states (Andersson et al., 

2021); and the OIE World Animal Health Information System (WAHIS) Wild Database, which 

has been used by various studies as a source of information related to infectious diseases 

originating in wild animals (Can et al., 2019). 

Value of LWT 

The value of LWT is estimated to be US$220 billion per annum (Andersson et al., 2021). This is 

considerably larger when compared to IWT, whose value is estimated to be between US$7 

billion and US$23 billion per year (Andersson et al., 2021; UNEP, 2016). However, it should be 

noted that databases used to track trade volumes of LWT, such as CITES, are subject to 

underreporting, because of inconsistencies in the standards of reporting across CITES Parties, 

stemming from poor framing and enforcement of domestic legislation (Symes et al., 2018).  

Species traded via LWT Networks 

Assessments of the types of traded species have been done using the CITES Trade Database, 

which records the trade of CITES-listed species. One study reveals that according to the CITES 

Trade Database, live reptiles were recorded as the taxonomic group with the highest trade 

volume worldwide (indicated by the number of individual animals imported and exported) 

between 2012 and 2016 (Can et al., 2019). This is confirmed by Harfoot et al. (2018), stating 

that in terms of whole-organism equivalents traded (only fauna) between 1975 and 2014, 

reptiles were the most traded in volume (~152 million as per exporters), followed by 

invertebrates (~80 million), birds (~24 million), mammals (~13 million), fish (~13 million), and 

https://cites.org/eng/disc/species.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/species.php
https://www.iucnredlist.org/en
https://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/7662
https://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/7662
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amphibians (~1 million). In general terms, Scheffers et al. (2019) found that the target species of 

LWT tend to be those with unique and distinctive traits. Evolutionary distinctiveness appears to 

be a distinguishing quality more so for birds, mammals and reptiles as compared to amphibians 

(Scheffers et al., 2019). 

Hotspots of LWT 

According to Scheffers et al. (2019), CITES-listed wildlife is concentrated in tropical countries 

owing to their species diversity. The importers of wildlife mostly include economically developed 

countries, with the USA being the biggest importer of live mammals (based on individuals 

imported) (Can et al., 2019). The taxa listed in CITES Appendices that are at risk of extinction 

because of trade vary across regions4: Birds threatened by potential and/or on-going trade are 

largely found in South America, the Andes, the Atlantic forest, and in the Eastern Amazon 

(Scheffers et al., 2019). The Western and Central Amazon are hotspots for the potential and/or 

on-going trade of amphibians. Mammals listed and thus threatened by potential and/or on-going 

trade are highly concentrated in Africa and Southeast Asia and to some extent in South America 

(Scheffers et al., 2019). Andersson et al. (2021) conducted a study on the volumes of trade from 

1997 to 2016 as recorded in the UN Comtrade Database, which revealed that the top 10 

countries with the highest volume of imports and exports combined were: the USA; the PRC; 

Japan; Spain; France; Thailand; Germany; Hong Kong, China; Norway; and Italy (Andersson et 

al., 2021). The top 3 import and export categories for countries with high trade volumes were 

also obtained, distinguishing between Seafood, Furniture, Fashion, Wild Meat, Ornaments and 

Jewelry, Pets, Exhibition, and Traditional Medicine (see Figure 1). 

                                                           
4
 Rephrased from original paper, see: https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12832  

https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/conl.12832
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Figure 1. Import and export categories of LWT over a 20-year period (Andersson et al., 2021) 
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Transformation of the LWT over time 

A report by the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 

Services (IPBES) (2019) revealed that the value of international LWT increased by 500% from 

2005 until 2019 and by 2,000% since the 1980s up to 2019. This indicates a many-fold increase 

in both the volume and value of the wildlife trade over the last decades. However, there are also 

positive trends in terms of LWT transformation, as a study using the CITES Database revealed 

that the number of individuals sourced from the wild and traded globally decreased by 55.2% 

between 2012 and 2016 (Can et al., 2019). Still, these figures have to be interpreted with care, 

as LWT remains underreported and illegal activities in captive breeding facilities, where animals 

are still sourced from the wild but not declared as such, are on-going (Bulte & Damania, 2005; 

Challender et al., 2015; UNEP, 2019). There has also been a shift in the mode of trade of 

wildlife from brick-and-mortar stores to online platforms such as Facebook groups and e-

commerce websites (Siriwat & Nijman, 2020). This is particularly true due to the closure of wet 

wildlife markets and the closure of borders in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, which 

restricts access to markets and customers (Siriwat & Nijman, 2020). The sales online are only 

monitored with difficulty since sellers are adept at evading detection (CITES, n.d.-l). Fears of 

wildlife caught illegally and being laundered through legal trade channels online are also 

substantiated (Siriwat & Nijman, 2020). The dark web further complicates matters by providing 

an even stronger cover to those conducting trade in secret (Siriwat & Nijman, 2020). Apart from 

the challenges of COVID-19, the growth in social media has also corresponded to an increased 

exploitation of threatened species in general, particularly for pet purposes in the case of raptors 

and owls (Siriwat & Nijman, 2020). This warrants the need for robust monitoring systems 

(Siriwat & Nijman, 2020) and the deployment of trained cybercrime specialists and investigators 

to oversee online wildlife trade. The use of innovative tools such as artificial intelligence can 

offer a means to investigate incidents of IWT on social media platforms by using machine 

learning techniques to detect wildlife species and their habitats amongst large volumes of data 

(Di Minin et al., 2018). 

2.1.3. The Legal Wildlife Trade: A Cause for Concern? 

Both legal and illegal forms of trade are believed to contribute to the process of extinction of 

vulnerable wildlife. This was confirmed by Symes et al. (2018), who assert that all forms of 

wildlife trade (illegal and legal) are a significant contributor to dwindling wildlife populations and 

have put those species that are commercially valued at the risk of extinction. The flourishing 

international LWT is also acknowledged to be an enabling factor of the transmission of zoonotic 

diseases, which has necessitated stricter regulation of the wildlife trade (Karesh et al., 2012 as 

cited in Can et al., 2019). If these observations are correct, can LWT still be considered a 

sustainable and viable source of income, seeing the risks that may be attached? 

Can LWT be conducted in a sustainable manner? 

Some argue that wildlife trade can be conducted in a sustainable manner so that economic 

benefits may be reaped, while ensuring that this is not done at the cost of the wildlife being 

traded (UNEP, 2019). The listing of species on CITES Appendix II seems to allow for trade done 

https://cites.org/eng/news/world/19/6.php
https://cites.org/eng/news/world/19/6.php
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in a sustainable manner, which promotes legal trading activities, particularly “sustainable 

harvesting practices”, such as farming, while discouraging illegal and unsustainable trade 

(UNEP, 2019). Articles III (relating to Appendix-I) and IV (relating to Appendix-II) of the CITES 

Convention, accordingly require that exporting countries demonstrate that trade of a species is 

“non‐detrimental to the survival of the species” in order for permits for their trade to be granted 

(CITES, n.d.-b; Lavoie et al., 2011).  

There are also disbelievers in the notion of regulated trade conducted in a sustainable manner. 

For example: 

1) D’Cruze et al. (2020) argue that a paucity of scientific data on the populations of wild animals 

along with deficiencies in the management of trade act as barriers to achieving a regime of 

sustainable trade. Moreover, solutions such as commercial captive breeding, touted as 

sustainable, may not deliver on their promise and are only well-suited for a select number of 

species under highly regulated conditions (D’Cruze et al., 2020).  

2) The risk of zoonotic disease spread exists at every stage of the wildlife trade supply chain 

and numerous spillovers happen frequently during local hunter/harvester interactions with wild 

mammals and their parts (Dr. Y. Kandasamy, personal communication, 6 August 2021). While 

the deployment of pathogen surveillance diminishes these risks, it is reported that the current 

systems in place for detection of pathogens are insufficient (D’Cruze et al., 2020). Moreover, the 

large volumes of wildlife traded make it difficult and expensive to screen all species being traded 

(D’Cruze et al., 2020).  

3) The challenge of making a clear distinction between legal and illegal trade, e.g. due to 

laundering of wildlife illegally caught through legal channels, further complicates matters (Bulte 

& Damania, 2005; Challender et al., 2015).  

4) Symes et al. (2018) point out that studies on LWT are lacking, which has limited the 

understanding of international trade networks. This lack of research also concerns the risk of 

zoonotic diseases. A search of literature related to the risk of disease outbreak associated with 

the international legal trade of live wildlife conducted by Can et al. (2019) in April 2018 revealed 

that only 28 scientific papers on the Web of Science database published since 1945 related 

specifically to the health risks of the exotic pet trade. This is particularly a cause for concern 

since previous studies have shown that countries where research on zoonotic disease is limited 

are particularly vulnerable to disease outbreak (Can et al., 2019).  

2.2. Existing Regulations 

2.2.1. CITES Trade Regulations 

The CITES Appendices 

CITES is a legally binding international agreement which oversees international trade in over 

38,700 species with the intent of ensuring that the survival of species is not threatened by 

wildlife trade (CITES, n.d.-j). A total of 183 countries are Party to CITES, which requires them to 

https://cites.org/eng/prog/ndf/index_new.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/species.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/species.php
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adopt and pass national legislation in order to implement the Convention in their respective 

countries (CITES, n.d.-j). 

CITES offers differentiated protection to species according to their classification and listing in 

Appendix I, II or III. Appendix I species are those that are most threatened by extinction and 

their international trade is prohibited except for their import for non-commercial purposes, such 

as for scientific research (CITES, n.d.-i). Appendix II species are those that are currently not 

threatened but are at risk of extinction (CITES, n.d.-i). The trade of these species must be 

controlled, so that utilization considered incompatible with the species’ survival is avoided 

(CITES, n.d.-d). Appendix III allows for a regulated trade of those species that are domestically 

regulated by a Party member, which requires the participation of other countries to prevent the 

species’ exploitation in a joint effort (CITES, n.d.-i). The trade of all CITES-listed species is only 

permissible after acquiring requisite permits, and/or certificates, as well as non-detriment 

findings (NDFs), ensuring that the trade will not be detrimental to the survival of the species 

(CITES, n.d.-i). The permit requirements for CITES-listed species are given below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Permit requirements for CITES-listed species by Appendix (CITES, n.d.-d) 

 Appendix I Appendix II Appendix III 

Import Permit X   

Export Permit or Re-

export Certificate 

X X X 

NDF Importing Country X   

NDF Exporting Country X X  

How CITES works 

Since CITES adopts the use of bans on LWT to uphold its objective of a trade that does not 

threaten the survival of species, there is merit in examining the process of deliberation behind 

such prohibitions on wildlife trade. CITES regulates trade through the aforementioned 

categorization of species, listing them in Appendices according to how threatened the 

respective species are by international trade (CITES, n.d.-i). To ensure the sustainability of the 

trade, NDFs are mandatory for the trade in species listed under Appendices I and II. In 

questionable instances, e.g., when NDFs are not based on available and robust population 

data, the CITES Animals or Plants Committee can subject a Party’s trade to a Significant Trade 

Review (STR). The reviews entail an analysis of the causes behind the decline in population of 

a species, a study on the sustainability of the trade of the species in question, and an 

examination of the domestic laws related to wildlife trade (Lavoie et al., 2011). If deemed 

insufficient, CITES may then prohibit the export/import of threatened species from select 

countries (Lavoie et al., 2011). An example of this is the imposition of a trade suspension on the 

African grey parrot in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2002 (Lavoie et al., 2011). The 

African grey parrot had been down-listed from Appendix I to Appendix II in 1981, but due to a 

marked increase in exports around the 1980s, three STRs on its commercial trade were filed 

(Lavoie et al., 2011). This resulted in the suspension of imports by eight range states and the 

export of African grey parrots was suspended in the Democratic Republic of Congo (Lavoie et 

al., 2011). 

https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/how.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
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The process of listing species under the Appendices is a key function of CITES which 

determines the degree of regulation on trade that the species in question is subject to. CITES 

parties have the power to petition for a new listing of a species or for an up-listing of a species 

from Appendix III to Appendix II, or from Appendix II to Appendix I (Lavoie et al., 2011). Inter-list 

movement of species must be receive a two-thirds majority vote of CITES Parties (Lavoie et al., 

2011). Party members requesting the “up-listing” of species are required to present scientific 

evidence for the same (Lavoie et al., 2011). It should be noted that while Res.Conf.9.24 

(Rev.CoP16) stipulates that the listing of species should be done on a scientific basis, the 

decision is guided more by debate amongst Parties as well as non-state actors (Challender et 

al., 2015). Parties to the Convention also have the option to withdraw or differ from regulations 

on trade of specific species, either by asking for a split-listing, by entering a reservation, or by 

enacting more stringent measures at the domestic level. An example for the split-listing is the 

African elephant (Loxodonta Africana), which is listed in Appendix I except for select countries, 

such as South Africa, where it is listed in Appendix II. An example for a reservation is the 

Antarctic Minke Whale (Balaenoptera bonaerensis), which remains to be traded by Iceland, 

Japan, and Norway (CITES, n.d.-i). More stringent measures of protection than CITES requires 

have been introduced in the EU, via the EU Wildlife Trade Regulations (European Commission, 

n.d.), and in the USA, by way of the Endangered Species Act (Challender et al., 2015). 

The process of listing species should also take into consideration the cultural, social and 

economic implications of controls enforced by CITES Resolutions (Challender et al., 2015). 

Trade restrictions imposed by CITES may impede the use of wildlife by local communities 

dependent on these species for their livelihoods, particularly in developing countries, which may 

have the counter-productive effect of discouraging conservation by locals (Velásquez Gomar 

and Stringer, 2011 as cited in Challender et al., 2015; Roe et al., 2020). Accordingly, CITES 

Parties have formulated Resolutions to ward against this, such as Resolution Conf. 16.6, which 

draws attention to the effects of “decision-making on local livelihoods and the need to involve 

local communities in implementation” (Challender et al., 2015).  

The Ivory Trade Ban 

One of the most notable regulations of LWT is the CITES ban on the international trade of 

commercial ivory in 19895 to promote the conservation of African elephant (CITES, n.d.-f). 

CITES lists all elephant species under Appendix I, implying that their commercial trade is 

prohibited, except for the populations of Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe, which 

are listed under Appendix II (CITES, n.d.-f). It was believed that restrictions on the ivory trade 

would eliminate criminal activity by impeding the smuggling of wildlife laundered through the 

legal supply of wildlife and by curbing demand (CITES, n.d.-f). Supporters of the ban fear that a 

renewed legalization of ivory trade, as called for by some CITES Parties, could lead to the sale 

of poached ivory obtained from Eastern Africa or Asia under the guise of legal ivory from e.g. 

Southern Africa, where elephant populations are more plentiful (CITES, n.d.-h; Damania & 

Bulte, 2001).  

                                                           
5
 The ban went into effect on 18 January 1990. Ivory harvested before that date is considered pre-convention ivory 

and can be traded in a restricted manner (e.g., domestically) and by presenting requisite certificates. 

https://cites.org/eng/app/index.php
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/legislation_en.htm
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
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The matter of whether the ban has reaped conservation benefits for the African elephant does 

not have a definitive answer (Bulte et al., 2007). Stiles (n.d.) contests that, while CITES has 

banned the international trade of ivory among CITES Parties, domestic trade of ivory – often 

with restrictions such as the sale being limited to pre-convention or Asian elephant ivory – is still 

permitted in some countries and economic regions, including the USA, Japan, Thailand, and the 

European Union (EU), which are considered the biggest markets for ivory. Even though 

domestic trade takes place in the countries mentioned above, the volume of ivory traded does 

not seem to satisfy the demand of the population (Stiles, n.d.).  

One-off Ivory Sales 

There was resistance to the CITES trade ban of 1989 by five Southern African countries, 

namely Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe, which petitioned for down-

listing their elephant populations from Appendix I to Appendix II to enable the trade of ivory and 

other elephant by-products (Bulte et al., 2007). Their reasoning was that, since elephant 

populations were secure and expanding in these countries, suspension of their trade was not 

required (CITES, n.d.-h). Additionally, they argued that ivory collected through “routine 

conservation management” could raise funds for the implementation of national elephant 

management plans and anti-poaching activities (CITES, n.d.-h). CITES Member States struck a 

compromise with these African Parties in June 1997 at the tenth meeting of the Conference of 

the Parties by allowing elephant populations of Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe to be down-

listed to Appendix II (Bulte et al., 2007).6 They also allowed a one-off sale of 50 tons of 

stockpiled ivory, constituting close to 60% of the volume that had been confiscated from 

poachers or had been obtained from animals that had died from natural mortality, culling or 

destruction of “problem animals” (Bulte et al., 2007). The sale took place in 1999 and raised 

US$5 million used exclusively for elephant conservation (CITES, n.d.-f). A second one-off sale 

of 108 tons of government-owned ivory was approved in 2007 and took place in 2008, and all its 

proceeds were allocated to elephant conservation and to local communities co-habiting with 

elephants (CITES, n.d.-f). Following the one-off sale of 2008, Botswana, Namibia, South Africa 

and Zimbabwe consented to observing a moratorium on ivory trade for nine years, ending in 

2017 (Fischer, 2019). 

It should be noted that such one-off sales are subject to debate over whether they truly enable 

the conservation of African elephants. The arguments made in favor of and against one-off 

sales of ivory are discussed in Chapter 5.1. 

2.2.2. Limitations of CITES 

CITES has enabled the regulation of international trade of wildlife, while also supporting 

member states to pass sound domestic wildlife trade policies. However, CITES also has some 

limitations, which discount its ability to accurately record LWT. Some of its shortcomings are as 

follows: 

                                                           
6
 The South African elephant population was down-listed from Appendix I to II in the year 2000 (CITES, n.d.-a) 

https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/cop/18/prop/index.php
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/080716_ivory.shtml
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1. CITES was designed as a trade agreement and does not have the authority to address 

matters outside of its mandate. That does not only concern wildlife crimes, but also 

zoonotic diseases as was recently issued by CITES in a statement (CITES, n.d.-c). The 

Convention does furthermore not address issues related to “economic, human 

development and governance” associated with the wildlife (Hinsley et al., 2016; Phelps 

and Webb, 2015; Reeve, 2006, as cited Symes et al., 2018). 

2. The data collection process of CITES relies on the submission of annual reports by 

Parties and the quality of such reports is highly dependent on national legislation as well 

as on the strength of governance (Symes et al., 2018). This means that, at times, data 

submitted by Parties may be unreliable in cases where LWT is not well regulated 

(Symes et al., 2018). Trade may be underreported, because of standards of reporting 

data being inconsistent across countries (Symes et al., 2018). Moreover, data on CITES 

products traded illegally is scanty, which also undermines the accuracy of the data 

(Blundell and Mascia, 2005; Broad et al., 2003 as cited in Symes et al., 2018). There is 

also a concern of over-reporting due to unused export permits being recorded in the 

CITES Trade Database (Nijman and Shepherd, 2011 as cited in Symes et al., 2018). 

3. While CITES seeks to preserve species threatened by extinction by protecting them from 

exploitation, there are concerns over whether the convention is successful in doing so. 

Protection is typically offered to a species only after it has been exploited (Frank and 

Wilcove, 2019 as cited in Andersson et al., 2021). Moreover, according to Dr. Yoganand 

Kandasamy, while CITES attempts to promote sustainable trade, no standards are 

followed, and the NDFs, for example, are often poorly prepared based on little evidence 

and no monitoring of wildlife populations (Dr. Y. Kandasamy, personal communication, 6 

August 2021). 

4. While CITES Appendices list over 38,700 species, there are thousands more which are 

not regulated by the Convention (Andersson et al., 2021). However, there is no 

alternative mechanism to trace the LWT of non-CITES-listed species (Andersson et al., 

2021). This leads to limited research on key importers, exporters and re-exporters along 

with a dearth of information on LWT patterns (Andersson et al., 2021). The consequence 

of the lack in infrastructure to trace the trade of non-CITES-listed species is that the 

trade of species, some of which could be well considered threatened, continues in an 

unregulated manner. In the absence of a mechanism to report on species-level LWT of 

non-CITES-listed species, trade may violate restrictions imposed by quotas and also 

lead to corruption in the form of counterfeit licensing, misdeclarations and laundering of 

threatened wildlife (Wyatt, 2009; Wu and Sadovy de Mitcheson, 2016; Cardenosa et al., 

2018 as cited Andersson et al., 2021) 

2.2.3. Other regulations 

Even though the international LWT is predominantly guided by CITES, there are also various 

international conventions that seek to preserve biodiversity, including the Convention on 

Biological Diversity, Convention on Wetlands of International Importance and the United Nations 

Convention to Combat Desertification (The Office of the National Assembly of Vietnam, 2019).  

file:///C:/Users/Sanya/Google%20Drive/MPP/Sem%202/ADB/Deliverables/Final%20Deliverables/Report/Revisions/For%20Francesco/from%20https:/cites.org/eng/CITES_Secretariat_statement_in_relation_to_COVID19
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At the regional level, some initiatives have been undertaken to regulate wildlife trade, as well. 

The EU’s controls on the trade of birds are one such example: initially, a ban on the import of 

captive-bred and wild birds was enforced, which was followed by a bid to permanently suspend 

the import of wild birds into the EU, by way of “The European Union Wild Bird Declaration” 

(Lavoie et al., 2011). This led to the prohibition on import of avian species into the EU in 2007 

(Lavoie et al., 2011). In the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) region, the Wildlife 

Enforcement Network (WEN)7 was established in 2005 to strengthen the enforcement of CITES 

in the region, in addition to combatting illicit trade of wildlife (ASEAN, n.d.). The network invited 

CITES official authorities, customs and law enforcement agencies, including police, prosecutors, 

government enforcers of wildlife law, etc., of Member States to participate in the coordination of 

law enforcement efforts at both the regional and national level, with a focus on eradicating illegal 

trade of wildlife (ASEAN, n.d.)  

The topic of human health and interlinkages with LWT, however, has only been a marginal issue 

in these conventions so far. Other organizations, such as the World Organization for Animal 

Health (OIE) and the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (FAO), have 

been working towards the mitigation of zoonotic disease spread associated with international 

trade, particularly after the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic (CITES, n.d.-c). However, both 

organizations jointly initiated the Global Framework for Progressive Control of Transboundary 

Animal Diseases already in 2004, which seeks to mitigate the risk of zoonotic diseases (Tan, 

n.d.). One of the objectives of this effort is to facilitate a coordinated response by organizations 

working towards animal and public health along with stakeholders engaged in the trade of live 

animals to mitigate animal disease risk (Tan, n.d.). The aforementioned One Health approach 

equally champions an interdisciplinary approach towards dealing with circulation of effective 

diseases, by acknowledging the interconnectedness of human, animal, and ecosystem health 

(United Nations, 2021).   

                                                           
7
 The ASEAN-WEN was later merged with the ASEAN Expert Group on CITES to form the ASEAN Working Group on 

CITES and Wildlife Enforcement. 

https://cites.org/eng/news/sundry/2005/ASEAN-WEN.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/sundry/2005/ASEAN-WEN.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/sundry/2005/ASEAN-WEN.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/sundry/2005/ASEAN-WEN.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/sundry/2005/ASEAN-WEN.shtml
file:///C:/Users/Sanya/Google%20Drive/MPP/Sem%202/ADB/Deliverables/Final%20Deliverables/Report/Revisions/For%20Francesco/from%20https:/cites.org/eng/CITES_Secretariat_statement_in_relation_to_COVID19
https://news.un.org/en/story/2021/02/1084982
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3. Legal Wildlife Trade Regulation in the People’s Republic of China and 

Viet Nam 

3.1. The People’s Republic of China 

3.1.1. Wildlife Trade in the PRC 

According to a study by Andersson et al. (2021), the PRC had the second highest value of 

wildlife imports and exports overall between 1997 and 2016. Year-on-year trends indicate that 

the PRC overtook the USA as the largest wildlife trader in 2010 and has since maintained that 

position (Andersson et al., 2021). The trade of wildlife has always constituted a large part of the 

PRC’s international trade: US$150 million worth of wildlife products were already exported in 

1978 (Li, 2020a). However, the USA still remains the largest importer of legal wildlife (Liew et 

al., 2021). 

The PRC also has a burgeoning domestic trade of wildlife. The wildlife trade in the PRC 

includes various commercial activities and there are five major categories (in decreasing order 

of the size of these industries):fur , food, TCM, wildlife for display purposes in zoos and 

circuses, and for laboratory use (P. J. Li, personal communication, 7 July 2021). There are also 

many supplementary trades that contribute to the PRC’s wildlife industry, such as the production 

of animal feed, and the processing of fur and garment production.  

Wildlife farming can refer to both the artificial breeding of wildlife for commercial purposes, as 

well as the harvesting of wildlife in captivity (You, 2020). The wildlife breeding industry of the 

PRC is estimated to generate RMB100 billion (US$15.47 billion8) annually (Li, 2007). Fur animal 

farms and the exotic foods & wild meat market are major buyers of wildlife from commercial 

breeding operations (Li, 2020a). Wildlife farming began as a practice in the 1950s and rapidly 

expanded from the 1980s onwards, after private businesses took over operations of the hitherto 

state-monopolized farms (Li, 2020a). As of 2003, the PRC has undertaken commercial farming 

of 54 species of wildlife (Li, 2020a). Commercial artificial breeding activities have gathered 

steam in the past few decades thanks to its encouragement by the government as a poverty 

alleviation strategy (You, 2020). This is particularly true in certain provinces including Yunnan, 

Heilongjiang, Jiangsu, Jiangxi and Hainan, where wildlife farming was seen as a means to 

enable rural development (You, 2020). The industry is also promoted by the government as an 

upholder of social stability, since wildlife farming supports employment in other industries such 

as agricultural farming, transport, trading, and retail (Li, 2007). 

  

                                                           
8
 Currency exchange rate of 06 August 2021. 
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3.1.2.  Legislation related to LWT 

The Wildlife Protection Law 

The PRC’s landmark policy on wildlife conservation is its Wildlife Protection Law (WPL), of 

1988, as amended (You, 2020). The Law prohibits the trade of state-protected species for which 

a hunting and catching license is required, with the law barring the use of wildlife for select 

purposes such as for scientific research, population control, and for managing epidemics and 

diseases (You, 2020). The law upholds two primary objectives: the first being the promotion of 

“wildlife protection, rescue, domestication, and reasonable utilization” and the second being the 

endeavor to promote an “ecological balance through wildlife management and protection” (Li, 

2007). 

The WPL provides differentiated protection to species depending on their rarity and vulnerability 

to endangerment (You, 2020). There are two classes of state protection – Class I and Class II 

(Li, 2007). As of August 2021, Class I includes 116 rare and endangered9 species such as giant 

pandas and Asian elephants (Li, 2007). In Class II, there are 308 species listed, including 

pangolins and salamanders (Li, 2007). The WPL also protects species besides those under 

special state protection, using regulation through requirements on hunting licenses and tools 

along with quotas (You, 2020). Punishment for harming wildlife under special state protection is 

more severe than penalties related to transgressions against other wildlife. While serious crimes 

against wildlife under special state protection invite a maximum sentence of imprisonment of ten 

years, the maximum sentence of imprisonment associated with crimes on other wildlife is three 

years (You, 2020). 

The PRC and CITES 

After joining CITES in 1981, it is believed that the PRC shifted its approach with regard to 

wildlife utilization by focusing more on wildlife protection (CITES, n.d.-g). The accession to the 

Convention was followed by a bilateral agreement with Japan on the protection of migratory 

birds (Li, 2007). The PRC’s accession to CITES was welcomed by the international community 

and seen as an indication that the country was willing to advance wildlife protection together 

with other CITES Parties (Li, 2020a). In compliance with its obligations under CITES, Article 35 

of the WPL stipulates that Chinese national authorities issue and modify the list of wildlife and 

wildlife products restricted from international trade as specified by international treaties, such as 

CITES (You, 2020).  

The PRC’s commitment to CITES has also affected the domestic trade of wildlife within the 

country. The PRC closed its domestic ivory markets by the end of 2017 in accordance with the 

decision made at the 17th meeting of the CITES Conference of the Parties to end the trade of 

ivory (CITES, n.d.-a). The sales of ivory reportedly fell following the prohibition as indicated by 

survey results, showing that the percentage of respondents abstaining from purchasing ivory 

increased from 50% in 2017 to 72% in 2018 (Bale, 2018 as cited in Fischer, 2021). The PRC 

has been lauded internationally for taking the landmark step of stamping out the domestic ivory 

                                                           
9
 For the PRC, the term “endangered” is used as in the WPL, not as used in the IUCN Red List. 

https://cites.org/eng/disc/parties/chronolo.php
https://cites.org/eng/China_moves_ahead_with_its_closure_of_domestic_ivory_market_as_witnessed_by_CITES_Secretary_General_31032017
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market. As a member of CITES, the Convention has also guided some of the PRC’s decisions 

in maintaining restrictions on trade of other threatened species to fulfill its obligations. For 

instance, in 2018 the government issued a “Notice of the State Council on Strictly Managing and 

Controlling the Operation and Utilisation of Rhinoceros, Tigers and Their Products”, recalling the 

prohibition on commercial trade in rhino horn and tiger bone, which had been banned since 

1993 (Whitfort, 2019). The Notice allowed for captive breeding of rhinos and tigers for “special 

uses” subject to a license, such as for medicinal research (Whitfort, 2019). This invited criticism 

from various international non-governmental organizations, pressuring the PRC to roll back this 

decision, fearing the extinction of rhinos due to the legalization of rhino horn (Whitfort, 2019). 

The CITES Secretariat was also subject to a great deal of questioning over the move and these 

pressures lead to the PRC retaining the implementation of the notice, reaffirming its 

commitment to CITES and expressing a willingness to work with the international community to 

protect wildlife (Whitfort, 2019). 

Gaps in the Legal Framework 

The PRC’s WPL has also been subject to criticism, particularly for its failure to protect 

threatened species. Firstly, it is believed that the dual objectives of protection and rationalization 

are at odds with one another. On one hand, the law appears to protect wildlife to serve utilitarian 

objectives by advocating “protection for human use” (Li, 2020a). On the other hand, Article 9 (2) 

of the constitution also explicitly mandates that the state ensure rational utilization of resources 

(You, 2020). Artificial breeding of wildlife for commercial purposes is perceived as one such 

“rational utilization of wildlife” (You, 2020). Secondly, the list of protected species outlined in the 

WPL is reportedly out of date since it has not evolved along with the deepening wildlife crisis in 

the PRC, so there is a need to for the protection list of the WPL to be updated (Li, 2007). 

However, Li (2007) believes that enlisting a species in Class I, i.e. those species who are most 

threatened, could accelerate the pace of its extinction since this would make its consumption 

more desirable. Thirdly, while the government kept the aforementioned ban of tiger bone and 

rhino horn for use in traditional medicine, it is argued that the WPL has never explicitly 

prohibited the commercial breeding and exploitation of tigers and rhinos (EIA, n.d.-a). While the 

law was revised in 2016, it still allowed for commercial trade of wildlife classified as endangered, 

in spite of lobbying efforts by conservation organizations to suspend this (EIA, n.d.-a) 

3.1.3. The Trade Ban following SARS: A Precedent for Trade Bans 

The PRC is no stranger to the concept of trade bans imposed to contain the spread of zoonotic 

diseases: the State Forestry Bureau (SFB) imposed a temporary nation-wide ban on the trade, 

hunting, farming, and consumption of wildlife in 2002 after the outbreak of SARS (Li, 2020a). 

The ban was imposed in light of evidence indicating that the origin of SARS could be attributed 

to the markets where live animals were sold (CNA, n.d.; Mallapaty, 2020; The Wall Street 

Journal, n.d.) It was suspected that the virus was hosted by bats and transmitted to humans 

through civets (TRAFFIC, n.d.-a). The consumption of wild game meat, particularly by the 

Southern Chinese population, were reportedly linked to the outbreak of the virus (Whitfort, 

2019). Business permits were revoked and all activities entailing human-animal contact, such as 

animal performances were suspended (Li, 2020a). A ban on the trade and consumption of 54 

https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://www.channelnewsasia.com/asia/coronavirus-covid19-china-ban-wildlife-trade-779811
https://www.traffic.org/news/china-announces-new-measures-to-regulate-wild-animal-markets/
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB106081306319527100
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species, which were previously allowed to be farmed for the purposes of being used as food or 

pets, was also imposed (The Wall Street Journal, n.d.). 

The reversal of the SARS trade ban was done gradually. The “Notice on the Need to Implement 

a Strict Ban on Illegal Hunting and Trade of Terrestrial Wild Animals in line with the New 

Situation” was first issued by the SFB on 10 June 2002, which diluted the provisions of the 

previously imposed ban by restricting it to “terrestrial wild animals”, thereby excluding 

amphibians and aquatic species (Li, 2020a). In August 2003 the ban on trade and consumption 

was official lifted by the SFB, reportedly to "standardize and support the development of the 

industry of domesticating and breeding wild animals" (The Wall Street Journal, n.d.). The 

farming, trade and consumption of the previously excluded 54 wild animals species was 

resumed through the introduction of “Policy Document 121” (Li, 2020a). 

3.1.4. The PRC’s response to COVID-19: The February 2020 Ban 

In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, the PRC banned the consumption of all terrestrial wildlife as 

of February 2020 (You, 2020). Prior to this ban, the consumption of select wild-sourced 

terrestrial animals was already restricted, which was then extended to all wild-sourced terrestrial 

animals along with artificially bred terrestrial animals (You, 2020). The imposition of the 

February 2020 ban has reportedly laid the foundation for local authorities to enforce laws, which 

protect wildlife (You, 2020). The WPL was revised in October 2020 to reflect the suspension of 

trade in terrestrial wildlife intended for consumption, as mandated by the February 2020 

decision (EIA, n.d.-a). In addition to this, the WPL strengthened enforcement measures and 

enhanced penalties (EIA, n.d.-a) 

However, despite these revisions, the WPL has been heavily criticized for its shortcomings. 

Firstly, the ban does not restrict the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes used in TCM, which 

leaves threatened species vulnerable to extinction (Rizzolo, 2021). Secondly, the February 2020 

ban does not clearly articulate the penalties to be imposed, if the ban were to be violated and 

fails to address the transboundary smuggling of wildlife (You, 2020). Thirdly, it is argued that, 

while the WPL was revised after the onset of COVID-19, it does not address the exploitation of 

tigers and other threatened wildlife by commercial trade (EIA, n.d.-a). The revised WPL still 

allows for the commercial trade and breeding of species classified as endangered, such as 

tigers, for non-food purposes (e.g. for TCM) (EIA, n.d.-a). A permanent end to the trade of 

threatened wildlife for all purposes has been advocated for, including its use for TCM and as 

decorative items, along with a suspension of all breeding activities barring those undertaken for 

conservation purposes.  

In June 2020, the PRC also upgraded the protection of the pangolin, around the time when the 

animal was suspected to have been an intermediary host of the COVID-19 transmission (WHO-

China, 2021). The protection of three native pangolin species, i.e. Chinese, Sunda and Indian 

pangolins, was upgraded from Class II to Class I, which is the highest protection accorded by 

the PRC’s domestic laws (Environmental Investigation Agency, n.d.). This is in addition to the 

five Asian and African species, listed under Appendix I of CITES, which are not native to the 

PRC (Environmental Investigation Agency, n.d.). The use of pangolin scales as a key ingredient 

in TCM was also discontinued (Koh et al., 2021). However, these measures still allow for the 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB106081306319527100
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB106081306319527100
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB106081306319527100
https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB106081306319527100
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/wildlife/saving-tigers/tiger-farming/chinas-wildlife-protection-law/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
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use of pangolins and their by-products, since pangolin products are still listed as an ingredient 

of patent medicine formulations in the 2020 Chinese Pharmacopoeia (Koh et al., 2021). The 

sanction of the pangolin’s use for such purposes further encourages demand (Environmental 

Investigation Agency, n.d.). Moreover, in spite of the up-listing of pangolin species to Class I, 

their use is still allowed for exempted purposes such as TCM (Environmental Investigation 

Agency, n.d.). This is particularly a cause for concern given that pangolins top the list of 

trafficked mammals in the world (Environmental Investigation Agency, n.d.). 

As shown, the COVID-19 ban of February 2020 seems to be similar in nature to the previous 

SARS ban, in that both bans prohibited the trade and consumption of wildlife. There seems to 

be staunch support for the ban, indicated by the decision to include it in national legislature (Li, 

2020a). The 2020 revision of the WPL also indicates a strong will to sustain the trade ban (You, 

2020). Moreover, the public appears to be in favor of the ban as indicated by a Chinese study 

on the reaction of the public to the wildlife trade ban (Xangying Shi et al., 2020, as cited in Li, 

2020a). However, wildlife business lobbies are also vocal this time in their opposition to the ban 

(Li, 2020a). The transfer of 16 wild animals back to the “Livestock Catalogue” in May 2020 in 

order to enable their commercial use has already been granted as a concession to wildlife 

business interests (Li, 2020a; Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, n.d.). The exceptions to 

the ban for the use of wildlife in TCM can also be construed as a means of appeasing business 

lobbies. However, Li (2020a) argues that the use of wildlife for purposes other than 

consumption, such as for TCM and fur, is equally associated with the risk of zoonotic disease 

spread. 

3.2. Viet Nam 

3.2.1. Wildlife Trade in Viet Nam 

Viet Nam is considered to be an epicenter of biological diversity and accounts for 10% of the 

world’s species (World Bank, 2002 as cited in Van Song, 2008). It hosts over 10,900 terrestrial 

animal species, 2,000 freshwater invertebrates and fish species, and 11,000 marine species 

(The Office of the National Assembly of Vietnam, 2019). An interesting feature of Viet Nam’s 

wildlife is that many species are endemic to the region (The Office of the National Assembly of 

Vietnam, 2019). As an example, of the 21 monkey species belonging to parts of the Southeast 

Asian region, Viet Nam hosts 15 species, out of which 7 species and subspecies are endemic to 

the country (The Office of the National Assembly of Vietnam, 2019).  

At the same time, Viet Nam is seen as a center for LWT, consumption of wildlife, and captive 

breeding. The country has also emerged as the fourth highest exporter of processed wildlife 

products in the world and ranks 15th globally in terms of value of wildlife traded (valued at 

approx. US$100 billion) between 1997 and 2016 (Andersson et al., 2021). The wild meat trade 

is one of the key wildlife industries in Viet Nam and has grown rapidly as indicated by the surge 

of demand and prices for wild meat in Viet Nam’s cities (Van Song, 2008). Ha Noi has the 

largest wildlife meat trade business within the country, which is estimated to bring in revenues of 

US$12,270 per day (Van Song, 2008). Wild meat also contributes to 76% of the revenue 

obtained from wildlife in Northern Viet Nam (Van Song, 2008).  

https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
http://www.gov.cn/xinwen/2020-05/29/content_5515954.htm
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Like many countries across Southeast Asia, captive breeding of wildlife has become a widely 

prevalent activity in Viet Nam for species such as crocodiles, deer, porcupines, snakes, and 

tortoises (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). Wildlife farming has reaped more economic benefits in 

comparison to animal husbandry and other agricultural activities (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). 

However, the industry has been subject to scrutiny: farming of wildlife has been associated with 

the decline of species in the country, such as the Sika deer and Siamese crocodile (Brooks et 

al., 2010). It is also feared that Southeast Asian porcupines may meet a similar fate, seeing the 

rapid decline in their population observed in Northern Viet Nam (Brooks et al., 2010).  

3.2.2. Legislation related to LWT 

Notable Domestic Decrees 

The domestic trade of wildlife in Viet Nam is primarily regulated by Decree No. 6 (Ha et al., 

2007). This decree relates to the “management of endangered, precious, and rare species of 

forest fauna and flora and implementation of CITES”, which effectively replaced Decree No. 32 

and Decree No. 82 in 2019 (The Office of the National Assembly of Vietnam, 2019). 

Additionally, Decree No.59/2005/ND-CP, issued in 2005 by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development (MARD) (known as the Ministry of Fisheries at the time), regulates the trade of 

aquatic products (Ha et al., 2007). Additionally, penalties for the illegal killing of and trafficking of 

threatened wildlife were made more stringent through the revision of the Penal Code No. 

100/2015/QH13 in 2018 (TRAFFIC, n.d.-b).  

In addition to these decrees, Viet Nam’s Red Book (2007) identifies 882 species as threatened 

by extinction, with 116 species classified as Critically Endangered (The Office of the National 

Assembly of Vietnam, 2019). Additionally, 276 species native to Viet Nam are also listed on the 

IUCN Red List (The Office of the National Assembly of Vietnam, 2019) and the species of Indo-

Chinese Warty Pig has been declared extinct (IUCN, 2021).  

Viet Nam and CITES  

The evolution of Viet Nam’s wildlife policy is marked by the country joining CITES in 1994 (D. H. 

Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). Before Viet Nam joined CITES, wildlife regulation was more concerned 

with the mitigation of illegal hunting and prevention of wildlife exploitation (M. H. Nguyen et al., 

2007). Commercialization was not a focus of wildlife policy until the period following 1994, 

wherein demand thrived due to continued consumption of wildlife by Viet Nam and its neighbors 

(M. H. Nguyen et al., 2007). Captive breeding operations and artificial propagation of wildlife 

became widespread, and legal documents were accordingly issued to manage these activities 

(M. H. Nguyen et al., 2007). 

Viet Nam has played a more active role in the regulation of the international trade of wildlife 

species after becoming the 121st member to ratify CITES in 1994 (D. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). 

Nine years after joining CITES, Viet Nam passed Decree No.11/2002/NĐ-CP in 2002 to 

manage the “the import, export and transit of wild animal and plant, in accordance with CITES” 

(Ha et al., 2007). Registration and closer regulation of farms practicing captive breeding and 

artificial propagation of wildlife was also undertaken soon after this decree was issued (Ha et al., 

https://www.traffic.org/news/newly-approved-vietnamese-penal-code-should-enhance-efforts-to-address-wildlife-trafficking/
https://www.traffic.org/news/newly-approved-vietnamese-penal-code-should-enhance-efforts-to-address-wildlife-trafficking/
https://www.iucnredlist.org/en
https://www.iucnredlist.org/en
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2007). However, Viet Nam’s regulations have reportedly undermined the prohibition on the 

international trade of ivory imposed by CITES (WCS, n.d.): Viet Nam’s laws allow for ivory 

crafted before 1992 to be sold domestically, which has reportedly led to the trafficking of 

recently obtained ivory by traders falsely claiming that it was processed before 1992 (WCS, 

n.d.).  

Gaps in the Legal Framework 

Critics claim that there are deficiencies in the framing of laws, which has led to ambiguity over 

their interpretation (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). Moreover, multiple decrees relate to 

administrative offences against wildlife, but they do not align on the severity of the penalties that 

certain offenses should be met with (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). In addition, laws are 

ineffective in clamping down on wildlife crime, along with being vague in their formulation: for 

example, provisions related to the violation of species listed in CITES Appendices I, II and III 

remain vague and unclear, because they do not specify protocols for how evidence related to 

wildlife crimes is to be handled (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). Therefore, these poorly framed 

wildlife regulations give criminals the opportunity to capture animals from the wild, which puts 

species at further risk of overexploitation (D. H. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020). 

3.2.3. Ban on the Sale of Wild Birds following the H5N1 outbreak 

Similar to many countries in Southeast Asia, Viet Nam has been plagued by multiple outbreaks 

of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza (HPAI) A (H5N1) (Edmunds et al., 2011). Between 2003 

and 2008, H5N1 strains affected 61 countries and caused 240 fatalities among people, along 

with millions of poultry, wild birds and mammals, including threatened species such as tigers 

and leopards (Keawcharoean et al., 2005 as cited in Brooks-Moizer et al., 2009). Viet Nam is 

particularly susceptible to disease outbreaks with the highest number of reported H5N1 poultry 

outbreaks and human fatalities caused by the disease in 2005 and over 50 million poultry lost to 

the virus and its succeeding actions between 2004-2005 (Fournier, n.d.; Sims & Dong, n.d.). 

The trade (both legal and illegal) of poultry and avian taxa was identified as the channel through 

which H5N1 was spread across countries (Brooks-Moizer et al., 2009). In addition, the 

ownership of caged birds gained popularity according to market surveys conducted before 

2004, particularly in Hanoi (Morris 2001, Franklin 2005, as cited in Brooks-Moizer et al., 2009) 

and Ho Chi Minh City (Eames 1991, Craik 1998, as cited in Brooks-Moizer et al., 2009). The 

discovery that at least one fatality was associated with infection by H5N1 through live bird 

markets in Viet Nam led to the imposition of a ban in 2005 on the transportation and sale of wild 

birds and ornamental birds in Viet Nam’s urban areas (Edmunds et al., 2011). 

The 2005 ban was reportedly effective in suppressing the sale of wild birds after its introduction 

via Decree 69/2005/TT-BNN (Brooks-Moizer et al., 2009). The centrally issued decree imposed 

a complete ban on the “transportation and sale of wild birds and ornamental birds” in Viet Nam’s 

urban areas (Edmunds et al., 2011). A study conducted in 2007 by Brooks-Moizer et al. (2009) 

revealed a contraction in the wild bird trade in comparison to surveys conducted before the 

introduction of the ban. It is reported, however, that while the trade of birds was reduced in 

scale, it still continued in spite of the ban (Edmunds et al., 2011). According to a report by 

https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
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TRAFFIC, only 10% of recorded endemic birds are protected by national legislation under 

Decree 32/2006/ND-CP on “Management of endangered, precious, and rare species of wild 

plants and animals” (Pitta, n.d.). The legal trade poses a risk to the survival of certain native 

species since out of the 10 most traded species in Viet Nam, nine are not protected by domestic 

law, indicating that their trade is highly unregulated (Pitta, n.d.). 

3.2.4. Viet Nam’s Response to COVID-19: Directive 29 - A Reiteration of the 

Import Ban  

After the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Vietnamese government issued Directive No. 

29/CT-TTg on 23 July 2020, which contained provisions related to wildlife management 

(luatvietnam.vn, n.d.). One of the key highlights of the Directive 29 was the prohibition on the 

import of wild animals, with exceptions granted to 1) the production of food and animal feed 

using aquatic species, 2) the processing of animal parts utilized for medicinal purposes, and 3) 

the use as inputs for production or final products (WWF, n.d.). Additionally, the Directive also 

aims to 1) clamp down on marketplaces for illegal trade and contain illegal hunting, trading and 

transportation of wild animals; 2) work towards the destruction of stockpiled ivory and rhino 

horn; 3) strictly regulate the farming of tigers to mitigate risks of zoonotic disease spread; and 4) 

to revisit the legal systems in place to curtail the illegal consumption of wild animals 

(luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; WWF, n.d.). The Directive has been characterized as “a major U-turn in 

wildlife conservation in Viet Nam” (WWF, n.d.). 

Despite its seemingly advanced provisions, this latest Directive is seen as a reiteration of 

previous directives: Directive 29’s provisions to stamp out the wildlife trade are said to be a 

repeat of the Directive No. 3/CT-TTG 2014, Directive No. 28/CT-TTG 2016, and Directive No. 5 

on Prevention and Combating COVID-19 issued on 28 January 2020 (Anonymous, personal 

communication, 12 July 2021; WCS, n.d.). Also, an incremental dilution of the ban on imports 

stipulated by Directive No. 5 was observed: On 26 February 2020, the MARD granted 

exemptions on Directive No. 5, by allowing the use of wild animal parts for the production of 

medicine, perfumes, watches and bags (WCS, n.d.). Directive No. 29 further dilutes the import 

ban, by including additional exemptions, such as allowing the use of aquatic species for food 

production and animal husbandry (Anonymous, personal communication, 12 July 2021; 

luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; WCS, n.d.). 

3.3. Commonalities of the Wildlife Trade in the PRC and Viet Nam 

The study of the LWT in the PRC and Viet Nam reveals some commonalities. These 

commonalities also have bearings on the trade regulations introduced by these countries to curb 

the risk of zoonotic disease spread. 

3.3.1. The Role of Culture 

The LWT of the PRC and Viet Nam appear to have deep associations with cultural beliefs. It is 

believed that the habits attached to the consumption of wildlife in Vietnamese and Chinese 

culture have stimulated demand for wildlife and increased the profitability of the wildlife trade 

https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
https://newsroom.wcs.org/News-Releases/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/14625/Has-Vietnam-banned-the-wildlife-trade-to-curb-the-risk-of-future-pandemics.aspx
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(Van Song, 2008). Those who support the PRC’s wildlife industry in particular believe that the 

PRC’s wildlife industry is deeply rooted in Chinese tradition and culture (Li, 2020a). Especially 

the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes appears to have a connection with Chinese culture 

(Harris, 1996). Most of the demand for wildlife products, such as pangolin scales, are in fact 

driven by their use in TCM (Salisbury, n.d.). Similar to The PRC, traditional beliefs in Viet Nam 

also encourage the use of wildlife products for medicinal use, particularly in the case of Viet 

Nam’s ethnic minorities (D. Nguyen & Dinh, 2020).  

The desire to preserve the use of wildlife for traditional uses such as for medicinal purposes 

appears to clash with attempts to conserve wildlife (Swan & Conrad, n.d.). The use of wildlife is 

viewed as being a key component of medicinal practices and cosmological beliefs, which have 

been in existence for 3,000 years (Coggins 2003, as cited in Swan & Conrad, n.d.). It is believed 

that the enforcement of bans on the consumption of wildlife for traditional purposes will be 

challenging, since they are seen as an affront to Chinese culture and tradition (Zhu & Zhu, 

2020). The medicinal use of wildlife also relates to familial bonds according to Professor Janice 

Ser Huay Lee, Assistant Professor at Nanyang Technological University of Singapore, due to 

the association of TCM with Chinese traditions and values (Professor Janice Ser Huay Lee, 

personal communication, 16 August 2021). Traditional use of wildlife in medicine has been 

linked to female kin networks and the support they provide (Davis et al., 2020). In the 

respondent’s case, she explained how in her experience, a refusal to partake in the 

consumption of wildlife in traditional medicine has been perceived as a rejection of the help 

offered to her by her kin networks (Professor Janice Ser Huay Lee, personal communication, 16 

August 2021).The enforcement of bans on the use of ivory were deemed to be more acceptable 

since ivory was not used for TCM (Zhu & Zhu, 2020). Therefore, it seems that a comprehensive 

ban on the use of all wildlife will be met with resistance and it is felt that wildlife reforms should 

accommodate the use of wildlife for traditional purposes (Zhu & Zhu, 2020). 

There are, however, also critical voices, who state that culture around wildlife products is 

artificially created and cannot be historically documented. Li (2020a) identifies certain scholars 

as “culture defenders” in the PRC, who contest that the country’s wildlife industry has been cast 

in a negative light by the West. They assert that the PRC should defend its wildlife industry from 

criticism, calling it an assault on national pride (Li, 2020a). The significant support given by 

cultural pride to the use of wildlife and its by-products is also a feature in Viet Nam according to 

a spokesperson of a prominent conservation organization in the country (Anonymous, personal 

communication, 12 July 2021). The expert believes that government intervention can drive a 

change in the consumption habits of the public away from wildlife products (Anonymous, 

personal communication, 12 July 2021). 

It should be noted that, particularly in the case of the PRC, the association of culture with wildlife 

trade appears to be more recent. Predominant ancient thought systems of Daoism, Buddhism 

and Confucianism, all of which were predominant in the PRC and Viet Nam (Li, 2013), do not 

advocate the exploitation of animals for human use (Li, 2013). While Confucianism adopts a 

more anthropocentric approach as compared to Daoism and Buddhism, it promotes the 

moderate use of natural resources such as wildlife (Li, 2013). According to Dr. Peter Li, an 

associate professor on East Asian politics at the University of Houston-Downtown and expert on 

the PRC’s wildlife policies, wildlife industries are leveraging cultural associations as a marketing 

https://uschinatoday.org/features/2021/08/18/pangolins-and-a-pandemic-the-evolving-chinese-wildlife-trade/
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tool, by presenting wildlife consumption as a traditional practice even though this may not 

necessarily be true (P. J. Li, personal communication, 7 July 2021). It is also observed that 

traditional foods and medicines made from wild animals are being presented in new ways to 

encourage their consumption and sale (Lo 2005, as cited in Drury, 2011). For instance, wild 

meat specialties are offered at tourist and pilgrimage sites to encourage consumption by 

invoking nostalgia for cultural traditions (Taylor 2004 and Soucy 2003, as cited in Drury, 2011). 

Thus, the PRC in fact does not appear to be culturally predisposed to support the 

commercialization of wildlife that has taken place in the last few decades.  

However, it appears as though a modern culture of wildlife consumption has emerged, which 

now drives the demand for wildlife. It is believed that the expanding middle class of the PRC 

perceive wildlife as a symbol of wealth and status (Salisbury, n.d.). The increased demand for 

wildlife has driven up the price of high-value delicacies, such as pangolin meat (Salisbury, n.d.). 

Drury (2011) also reveals a similar phenomenon in urban Viet Nam, wherein wild meat is 

consumed by elite males in particular and is seen as a mark of prestige. The consumption of 

wildlife is now believed to form a habitual part of Chinese and Vietnamese culture (Van Song, 

2008).  

Implications for recently imposed trade bans: Exemption of wildlife used for TCM 

It can be observed that both the February 2020 ban imposed by the PRC and Directive 29 

introduced by Viet Nam in July 2020 make exceptions to the use of wildlife for medicinal 

purposes. The February 2020 ban by the PRC bans the consumption of terrestrial wildlife, while 

exempting the utility of animals and animal-products for non-edible uses such as for medicinal 

purposes (Rizzolo, 2021). The use of pangolin scales for TCM also continues in spite of the 

removal of pangolin products from the Chinese Pharmacopoeia (Koh et al., 2021). Discussions 

with experts from a renowned international wildlife conservation organization confirmed that the 

TCM industry in the PRC still uses pangolin by-products, claiming that they are utilizing 

stockpiled ingredients (Anonymous, personal communication, 1 July 2021). Directive 29 

introduced in Viet Nam prohibits the import of wild animals, but allows for the use of processed 

animal parts to be used as medicinal materials (WWF, n.d.). Thus, the use of wildlife products 

for medicinal purposes continues in both the PRC and Viet Nam. 

3.3.2. The Role of Wildlife Farming 

Promotion of “Differentiated protection plus rational utilizations” 

In both the PRC and Viet Nam, wildlife laws appear to balance dual objectives of protecting 

wildlife, while condoning their use for socio-economic development. You (2020) characterizes 

the PRC’s wildlife laws as promoting “differentiated protection plus rational utilization”. This 

appears to be a constant feature of the government’s approach to the human-wildlife 

relationship since the pre-reform era, meaning before reforms were introduced by the post-Mao 

Chinese leadership (Li, 2007). The protection of wildlife in order to reap commercial benefits 

from the use of these natural resources was already stressed in pre-reform wildlife policies, 

such as the 1962 State Council instruction (Li, 2007). Interestingly, while wildlife protection was 

not the key focus area, there was minimal harm done to wildlife, since its trade was state-

https://uschinatoday.org/features/2021/08/18/pangolins-and-a-pandemic-the-evolving-chinese-wildlife-trade/
https://uschinatoday.org/features/2021/08/18/pangolins-and-a-pandemic-the-evolving-chinese-wildlife-trade/
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
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monopolized and profit-seeking activities of private individuals were prohibited (Li, 2007). Once 

privatization took place, illicit hunting of wildlife became more rampant, with wildlife sold to 

farms, pharmaceutical companies and state-run trade firms, which exported wildlife (Li, 2007). 

In addition, wildlife farming also emerged as a popular practice, owing to the state’s policy of 

“liberating productivity” (Li, 2007). This policy describes the state’s endeavor to support the 

entry of peasants into production activities associated with both agricultural and non-agricultural 

activities (Li, 2007). Today, wildlife farming has become an attractive prospect for private 

businesses and the PRC boasts the world’s largest animal farming operation for fur (Li, 2020a). 

In the case of Viet Nam, wildlife trade policy has also supported the use of “sustainable natural 

resource management”, by encouraging the development of activities related to captive 

breeding and wildlife propagation (Ha et al., 2007). These policies recognize the role of natural 

resources in contributing to the development of local communities and enhancing their incomes 

(Ha et al., 2007). Such efforts encouraging the moderate use of wildlife for development appear 

to have nurtured the wildlife farming industry in both the PRC and Viet Nam. 

Wildlife farming has thus emerged as a prevalent practice in the PRC and Viet Nam subject to 

regulation. In the PRC, wildlife farming undertaken for commercial purposes, as opposed to 

artificial breeding practiced for species conservation, is regulated by administrative licensing 

requirements (You, 2020). The law allows for the sale, trade and buying of artificially bred 

wildlife and their by-products for “food or food products” (You, 2020). Only authorized 

commercial breeders of wildlife are allowed to operate, subject to special state protection, and 

the wildlife is marked by special identifiers, which enable them to be traced (You, 2020). While 

wildlife not under special state protection does not require special identifiers for their sale or 

utilization, proof of origin, including hunting licenses and documentation related to import and 

export, are required for inter-county transportation (You, 2020). Decree 32/2006/ND-CP and 

Decree 159/2007/ND-CP regulate the wildlife farming industry of Viet Nam and stipulate that 

wildlife farms are required to register with the provincial Forest Protection Department, which is 

responsible for monitoring and enforcing the above mentioned decrees (Brooks et al., 2010). 

Farms are also required to carry stock records and provide evidence that the stock has been 

legally sourced (Brooks et al., 2010).  

Implications for recently imposed trade bans: Regulation of wildlife farms enhanced but 

on-going 

The February 2020 ban introduced in the PRC and Directive 29 of Viet Nam do not demand a 

complete shutdown of the legal trade of wildlife, since some wildlife farms are still allowed to 

operate, depending on the purpose of breeding and sale. However, these regulations do have 

provisions, which speak to the regulation of wildlife farms. In accordance with one of its 

objectives to ensure “differentiated protection” of wildlife, the WPL of the PRC has regarded 

commercial artificial breeding as a means to ease demand for wildlife and yield conservation 

benefits (You, 2020). In contrast to this, the February 2020 ban clamps down on artificially bred 

terrestrial wildlife intended for consumption (You, 2020). Thousands of wildlife farms breeding 

wild species for meat had to shut down (Bloomberg, 2021). Before the introduction of the ban, 

only CITES-listed wild species were protected by the WPL, however, not those being artificially 

bred (You, 2020). Viet Nam’s Directive 29 also calls for “stricter control and management of 

https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2021-03-31/to-stop-the-next-pandemic-curb-the-trade-in-wild-animals
https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2021-03-31/to-stop-the-next-pandemic-curb-the-trade-in-wild-animals
https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
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farmed wild animals including tiger farming” (WWF, n.d.). This entails increased monitoring for 

epidemics and more stringent veterinary hygiene practices in wildlife farming operations 

(luatvietnam.vn, n.d.; Urbanist Hanoi, n.d.; WildAid, 2020); an assessment of pilot tiger farms 

allowed as per Document No. 1761/VPCP-NN (luatvietnam.vn, n.d.); and an inspection of 

commercial wildlife farming activities across Viet Nam to ensure that farmed wildlife were not 

obtained from the wild and that safe practices are being followed to prevent disease outbreaks 

(Urbanist Hanoi, n.d.; Wildlife Conservation Society, n.d.). Thus, while the ban in Viet Nam 

seeks to enhance regulation on wildlife farming, it does not enforce a strict shutdown of farming 

operations and, in contrast to the PRC, does still allow breeding of all species for all purposes.  

  

https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://english.luatvietnam.vn/irective-no-29-ct-ttg-dated-july-23-2020-of-the-prime-minister-on-a-number-of-urgent-solutions-for-wildlife-management-187252-Doc1.html
https://urbanisthanoi.com/vietnam-environment/16685-new-directive-aims-to-strengthen-illegal-wildlife-trade-enforcement
https://urbanisthanoi.com/vietnam-environment/16685-new-directive-aims-to-strengthen-illegal-wildlife-trade-enforcement
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4. Implications of a Ban 

Defining the scope of trade bans of this study 

Trade bans can be introduced in various capacities: while some bans are specific to the trade of 

a particular wildlife product, such as the ban on ivory trade imposed by CITES, others only 

restrict the purpose, such as the import of wildlife for domestic consumption (Directive 29, Viet 

Nam). Therefore, before delving into the implications of a ban, there is a need to define the type 

of ban that is being examined. 

For the purposes of studying the implications of bans on LWT, four features of wildlife trade 

bans were explored: the degree of legalization, the type of wildlife being banned, the purpose of 

wildlife utilization being banned, and the range of the ban (see Figure 2): 

 The Degree of Legalization: The degree of legalization defines the extent to which trade 

is legal. Bans may range from a low degree of legalization wherein no trade restriction is 

imposed, i.e. all wildlife trade is legalized, a partial legalization wherein some trade is 

permitted, to a complete ban wherein all trade of wildlife is suspended. Whenever partial 

trade is allowed, there are different channels of how LWT can take place: this may be via 

international trade (i.e. through imports, exports and re-exports), one-off sales as 

conducted by CITES in 1999 and 2008 (CITES, n.d.-e, n.d.-f) and through wildlife 

farming as practiced in the PRC and Viet Nam. This Chapter examines the implications 

of a hypothetical complete ban, wherein all LWT, including wildlife farming, is 

prohibited. 

 Type of Wildlife banned from Trade: Some trade bans are specific to certain wild species 

or to wildlife derivatives. For instance: the ivory trade ban by CITES that went into effect 

in 1990 was a ban on the trade of ivory only. But then, the trade of all types of wildlife 

could also be prohibited. This Chapter focuses on implications of a potential trade ban 

on terrestrial animal species, and thus on high-risk wildlife associated with the spread 

of zoonotic diseases, such as mammals and birds (Dobson et al., 2020; Dr. Y. 

Kandasamy, personal communication, 6 August 2021). 

 Purpose of Wildlife Utilization: Some trade bans specify the purpose of wildlife trade that 

is prohibited. PRCs recent trade ban focusing on the consumption utility of terrestrial 

wildlife is an example of this. Another form could entail the ban on trade for all purposes 

of wildlife utilization. This Chapter examines the theoretical suspension of all purposes 

of wildlife utilization. 

 Range of the Ban: The mandate of a ban could apply at a domestic, regional or 

international level. Through the case studies of the PRC and Viet Nam, this chapter will 

specifically explore the implications of a possible domestic ban on wildlife trade. The 

notion of bans imposed beyond domestic borders (i.e., regional and international bans) 

will be examined in Chapter 5. 

https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/081107_ivory.shtml
https://cites.org/eng/news/pr/2008/081107_ivory.shtml
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Accordingly, the following definition of a wildlife trade ban has been adopted for this Chapter to 

assess the ban’s implications: A complete10 ban on domestic trade of terrestrial wildlife for 

all purposes. It should be noted that this definition is not being advocated as the most “ideal” 

ban. This definition merely serves as a starting point for the exploration of LWT bans and their 

implications.  

  

Figure 2. The four Features of Wildlife Trade Bans 

 

The introduction of a ban on LWT can have far-reaching effects. The most prominent 

implications of a wildlife trade ban will be discussed in the following under the three pillars of 

sustainable development, and will thus address its Economic, Social and Environmental 

implications. 

4.1. Economic Implications 

While there are certainly costs involved in the enforcement and monitoring of a wildlife trade ban 

designed as stipulated above, there are also immense costs associated with the outbreak of a 

zoonotic disease originating in the wildlife trade in case there is no ban in place. Is it then 

                                                           
 
10

 Meaning all forms of legal trade are prohibited, including wildlife farming. 
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economically prudent to enforce a ban to prevent an occurrence such as a pandemic outbreak? 

This section will examine some of the economic implications of a wildlife trade ban. 

4.1.1. Pros of a ban 

Taking a precautionary approach by preventing catastrophic events 

The economic model used for catastrophic events, such as pandemics, is vastly different from 

the one employed for business-as-usual occurrences. According to a prominent economist, 

pandemics can be likened to climate change disasters, wherein the failure to contain them result 

in cataclysmic catastrophes (Anonymous, personal communication, 14 July 2021). In 1991, the 

economist Bill Nordhaus published a paper, wherein he claimed that it would be optimal to 

“keep warming the planet to about 3.5 degrees Celsius over preindustrial levels” and claimed 

that the impact of global warming on the world’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) would be 

minimal (Hickel, n.d.). As was established in the years after, a warming of 1.5 degrees Celsius 

is already considered the upper limit the planet and people can endure, so these predictions 

were wrong (Tollefson, 2018). Nordhaus relied on an economic model that put too much 

emphasis on GDP growth and did not consider feedback loops all too common in a warming 

climate, disregarding a precautionary approach (Hickel, n.d.). However, such an approach that 

draws on traditional economics is more suited to the slow-moving changes of regular trade 

(Anonymous, personal communication, 14 July 2021). It is for this reason that the traditional 

approach towards the economics of climate change, which focused on marginal damages 

resulting from climate change, had methodological flaws which did not account for the non-

linear processes of tipping points (Stern & Stiglitz, 2021). Catastrophes need to be modeled 

using the “economics of catastrophes” (Anonymous, personal communication, 14 July 2021), 

which include tipping points, planetary boundaries, mutually accelerating feedback loops, and 

high costs of catastrophes as well as of recovery (Hickel, n.d.; Rockström et al., 2009). Thus, 

the question is no longer whether society can afford to prevent such disasters, but rather what is 

the most optimal manner of doing so. 

Paying more today to pay less tomorrow 

Dobson et al. (2020) were equally intrigued to know about the costs of recovery, concerning the 

COIVD-19 pandemic. When they analyzed the costs of preventing another pandemic, the 

authors found that these would amount to US$22-31 billion per year. This is still considerably 

less than the estimated US$5 trillion dollars loss in GDP in 2020 owing to COVID-19 (Dobson et 

al., 2020). The pandemic is estimated to have caused a contraction of the global economy by 

3.5% in 2020 according to estimates by the IMF (IMF, 2021 as cited in Yeyati & Filippini, n.d.). 

This is 7% less than the 3.4% growth in the global economy previously forecasted in October 

2019 (IMF,2021 as cited in Yeyati & Filippini, n.d.). The GDP of developing countries is 

estimated to be the worst hit: while IMF estimates the World GDP to be 3% lower than predicted 

before the outbreak of COVID-19 by 2024, low-income countries are expected to fall short by 

6% (IMF,2021 as cited in Yeyati & Filippini, n.d.). The value associated with excess deaths due 

to COVID-19 amounts to 16.9% of global GDP (Yeyati & Filippini, 2021). The loss of human 

capital due to school closures is also considerable, as it is estimated to be 12% of global GDP 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/12/06/the-nobel-prize-for-climate-catastrophe/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/12/06/the-nobel-prize-for-climate-catastrophe/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/12/06/the-nobel-prize-for-climate-catastrophe/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/12/06/the-nobel-prize-for-climate-catastrophe/
https://voxeu.org/article/social-and-economic-costs-covid-19
https://voxeu.org/article/social-and-economic-costs-covid-19
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(Yeyati & Filippini, 2021). There are also costs that are more difficult to accurately quantify, such 

as the loss of human and social capital due to the shutdown of firms. Yeyati and Filippini (n.d.) 

conservatively estimate the total costs of the pandemic to approximate the global GDP of 2019, 

which was close to US$88 trillion according to World Bank estimates (World Bank, 2019). It is 

argued that the risk of the emergence of zoonotic diseases by way of the commercial trade of 

wildlife does not justify the adverse effects on public safety as well as on the economy 

(TRAFFIC, 2021). The losses associated with the COVID-19 pandemic thus severely outweigh 

the relatively smaller benefits gained from conducting LWT (TRAFFIC, 2021).  

Closing LWT markets with limited impacts on GDP  

While one of the arguments made against bans are their significant economic costs in terms of 

foregone GDP, some experts have contended that the costs to the economy have been 

overstated (Li, 2020a; P. J. Li, personal communication, 7 July 2021). A renowned economist 

claimed that the disruption of the LWT in animals sold at the wet markets, where it is believed 

that the COVID-19 pandemic originated, will have a miniscule impact on the economy 

(Anonymous, personal communication, 14 July 2021). According to Dr. Yoganand Kandasamy, 

terrestrial wildlife used for consumption, which was banned in the PRC, constitutes a small 

portion of the total LWT in the country, valued at US$70 billion and most of the revenue comes 

from farming for and export of animal fur (Dr. Y. Kandasamy, personal communication, 6 August 

2021). This was echoed by Li (2007), who argues that, wildlife products(including wild plants) 

constitute less than 0.16% of the PRC’s total exports.. As for the GDP, the opponents of a ban 

fear for adverse impacts on society due to a loss of livelihoods, however, it is believed that 

these impacts have been overemphasized, because of the small percentage this business takes 

up, as stated above (Li, 2007). 

In addition, wildlife tourism is believed to be a significant contributor to GDP (World Travel & 

Tourism Council, n.d.). According to a report by the World Travel & Tourism Council, it is 

estimated that the global travel and tourism sector accounted for 10.4% of global GDP in 2019 

and supported one out of every ten jobs (World Travel & Tourism Council, n.d.). As an example, 

a shark sanctuary in the island of Palau, in the Western Pacific, offers the chance to observe 

sharks in their natural habitat, which attracts tourists from across the world (Vianna et al., 2012). 

A comparison of the economic contribution of shark tourism and shark products reveals the 

benefits of wildlife tourism: while one shark contributes US$1.9 million to tourism during its 

lifetime, the income generated from the sale of shark meat and fins from one shark earns on 

average only US$100 for a fisherman (Ricciardi, n.d.). Diving tourism itself accounts for 39% of 

the GDP of Palau (Ricciardi, n.d.). Eco-tourism is accordingly seen as a means to enable the 

protection of wildlife by attaching an economic value to wildlife conservation (World Travel & 

Tourism Council, n.d.), which is discussed further in Section 4.3.1 

Farming species that are not economically viable 

According to wildlife experts, the farming of certain wildlife species may not make economic 

sense. The director of a leading wildlife conservation organization in Viet Nam asserts that there 

are very few species that can be farmed in an economically viable manner, porcupines being 

one of them (Anonymous, personal communication, 12 July 2021). The experts observe that, 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
https://www.atta.travel/news/2019/08/the-economic-impact-of-global-wildlife-tourism-wttc/
https://www.atta.travel/news/2019/08/the-economic-impact-of-global-wildlife-tourism-wttc/
https://www.atta.travel/news/2019/08/the-economic-impact-of-global-wildlife-tourism-wttc/
https://www.atta.travel/news/2019/08/the-economic-impact-of-global-wildlife-tourism-wttc/
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while in Viet Nam many species are commercially farmed, there may not be a big enough 

market to generate a profit since farming is a high-investment activity (Anonymous, personal 

communication, 12 July 2021). Ms. Pei Su, Founder & Chief Executive Officer of ACTAsia, 

confirms the same by adding that, while farming may yield short-term gains, it may not be 

profitable in the long term (Ms. P. Su, personal communication, 21 July 2021). In fact, Nepal’s 

efforts to introduce commercial farming of wild animals to attract investment from TCM 

companies have been met with apprehensions over the economic viability of such propositions 

(Bhushal, 2021). There are doubts over claims that rural communities will benefit, unless they 

have the capital to invest in such business ventures (Bhushal, 2021). It is estimated that the 

cost of procuring a license to undertake farming of Himalayan musk deer costs US$900 and the 

cost of procuring a seed animal from the government starts at US$700 (Bhushal, 2021). Thus, a 

farmer is required to shell out at least US$1,600 in addition to reimbursing the costs of travel for 

government officials delivering seed animals and the transport of the seed animals themselves 

(Bhushal, 2021). This is a significant expense in comparison to the annual per capital GDP of 

US$1,070 of Nepal in 2019 (Bhushal, 2021). Unless wildlife farms operate in a cost-efficient 

manner, there are fears that farmers may be incentivized to undertake poaching activities 

(Tensen, 2016). It has been found in the case of both the PRC and Viet Nam that farms capture 

wild animals and then sell them as farmed animals to avoid the costs of raising captive 

individuals (Tensen, 2016). 

Facilitating enforcement 

While enforcement costs may be high (Van Song, 2008) (see Chapter 6), it is believed that the 

effective monitoring of trade can reap significant savings on the costs incurred by potential 

pandemics. Dobson et al. (2020) estimate that the annual costs of monitoring wildlife trade 

through regulations, including those imposed by CITES, amount to US$250-750 million dollars. 

Can et al. (2019) stress the importance of conducting pathogen surveillance on the live animal 

trade in particular, so as to better manage the health risks associated with commercial trade. 

The establishment of an intergovernmental body, including experts from OIE, FAO, World 

Health Organization (WHO) and IUCN, to oversee international surveillance is estimated to cost 

US$5 million for the first three years (Kuiken et al., 2005, as cited in Can et al., 2019). Can et al. 

(2019) propose that high-income countries with the biggest demand for wildlife can support this 

effort so that source countries of wildlife can obtain the requisite support to prevent zoonotic 

spill-overs of disease. Moreover, enforcement costs of complete bans on wildlife trade appear to 

be lower than those of partial bans (Ferretti et al., 2020). Wiersema (2016) argues that 

incomplete bans, i.e. regulations that grant exceptions to a ban on the trade of species, demand 

more intense regulation to suppress continued demand, laundering and corruption activities 

associated with partial legalization, while upholding species conservation. Such an example of 

an incomplete ban is the split-listing of a species across CITES Appendices I and II or by 

framing separate provisions for captive-bred populations than for wild-caught populations 

(Wiersema, 2016). Ferretti et al. (2020) compare the effectiveness of stricter controls on trade of 

imported shark fins against blanket bans on the shark fin trade in the United States. It was 

revealed that blanket bans were a more cost-effective option, which reaped conservation 

benefits (Ferretti et al., 2020). The management and certification of sustainability of trading 

partners in shark fins was deemed to be an expensive affair as indicated by the average cost of 

https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
https://www.thethirdpole.net/en/nature/wildlife-farming-stirs-controversy-in-nepal/
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US$1.7 million associated with one fish stock assessment, which the authors suggest should 

done annually (Merrick & Methot, 2016 as cited in Ferretti et al., 2020). Even if all sharks caught 

domestically were assessed only once, this would already translate to US$121 million (Ferretti 

et al., 2020). Moreover, there would be additional costs such as the expense on acquiring 

import certifications as per United States standards which also has significant the administrative 

and legal burdens (Ferretti et al., 2020). In contrast, the cost of banning the shark fin trade 

completely would amount to a total of only US$11 million (Ferretti et al., 2020). Since the shark 

fin imports into the USA between 2009-2018 were valued at US$18.9 million, and seeing that 

this amounted to only 0.4% of the total US fisheries revenues valued at US$5.3 billion, banning 

the trade would not entail a significant economic impact (Ferretti et al., 2020).  

4.1.2. Cons of a Ban 

Driving up demand for wildlife and encouraging poaching activities 

Some experts doubt the effectiveness of bans as conservation tools. It is argued that, once a 

species’ trade is banned, its value is enhanced and poaching activities increase (Abensperg-

Traun, 2009; Rivalan et al., 2007). Some evidence indicates that demand is price-inelastic for 

species that are threatened and valued highly in East Asia (Biggs et al., 2013 as cited in 

Challender et al., 2015), implying that the quantity consumed changes less than an increase in 

price. There appears to be growing demand for wildlife in East and Southeast Asia, 

accompanying accelerated growth, which has potentially expanded the consumer base 

(Challender et al., 2015). It is theorized therefore that a trade control may cause large increases 

in price, while having much smaller impacts on the quantity demanded in a price-inelastic 

situation (IUCN, 2001, Challender and MacMillan, 2014 as cited in Challender et al., 2015). 

Interventions that increase the supply of wildlife (such as ranching, wildlife farming and 

regulated trade) (Bulte and Damania, 2005 as cited in Challender et al., 2015) have been 

proposed instead as a means to reduce prices and poaching incentives in the context of East 

Asia (Biggs et al, 2013 as cited in Challender et al., 2015). Additionally, an analysis of CITES 

species up-listed from Appendix II to Appendix I between 1980 and 2003 reveals that while 

trade volumes decreased sometime after the commercial ban on trade had been enforced, trade 

volumes spiked one year before the ban came into effect, with an average trade volume 

increase of 135% compared to the previous year (Rivalan et al., 2007). This phenomenon can 

be characterized by what is known as the anthropogenic Allee effect, wherein an increased 

rarity of species causes the demand to increase at the same time, in spite of the high cost of 

procurement (Holden & McDonald-Madden, 2017). Along these lines, some experts argue that 

the CITES ivory trade ban encouraged poaching and smuggling of African elephant ivory in 

order to meet the demand for ivory in the absence of legal trade (Stiles, n.d.). Abensperg-Traun 

(2009) also contests that, while the Appendix I listing of ivory products in 1989 initially led to the 

contraction of ivory markets in Europe and the United States, these benefits were temporary 

since in Asian markets the demand for ivory was not affected and incidents of poaching 

activities continued to increase, similar to before the ban was introduced. 

However, the claim that the trade ban led to increased levels of poaching was refuted by Christy 

(2012), who showed that the ban was never complete, as several countries were exempted and 

https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
https://theecologist.org/2012/nov/22/inconvenient-truth-about-ivory-trade
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continued to legally trade, with the continued legal trade providing a cover for poached ivory. 

Thailand is an example of a country that has restricted international trade of African elephant 

ivory, while its domestic laws are much less stringent. Illegal wildlife traders have taken 

advantage of its lax regulations, smuggling ivory from African elephants along with ivory from 

Asian elephants (National Geographic, 2012). Another shortcoming of regulations on ivory trade 

observed by Christy (2012) is that, because the domestic trade of pre-convention is permitted in 

many countries, traders claim that their ivory belongs to the stockpiled ivory. Moreover, Steve 

Galster, Director of the Freeland Foundation, argues that allowing the sale of stockpiled ivory 

encourages traders to stockpile ivory in the hope that CITES may lift trade bans in the future, 

given that there is precedence for the same (National Geographic, 2012). Moreover, there is 

strong evidence to suggest that the down-listing of African elephant populations in Southern 

African countries further encouraged poaching of elephants (EIA, n.d.-b). Still, there seems to 

be a need to consider whether a ban has the effect of encouraging demand for wildlife or 

diminishing it. 

Shifting the problem and increased monitoring and enforcement costs 

Some opponents of a ban on LWT argue that a ban would only drive the previously legal trade 

underground, where the species and their products will be sold illegally, thus only shifting the 

problem to an even more unregulated level (Koh et al., 2021; Roe et al., 2020). Khanna and 

Harford (1996) assert that without suppressing the demand for wildlife, a trade ban alone runs 

the risk of driving the trade of wildlife underground, thereby undermining efforts to conserve 

species. 

This implies the need for strict monitoring and enforcement to curtail IWT activities, the costs of 

which can be significant (Van Song, 2008). Accordingly, an economist may view bans as 

leading to a loss of welfare (Van Song, 2008). Additionally, expenditure on enforcement 

activities is lacking: the budget allocated to cover monitoring and enforcement costs of patrol 

forces in Viet Nam is a mere 3.6% of the total budget of the Forest Protection Department (FPD) 

(Van Song, 2008). Van Song (2008) reports that the FPD of Viet Nam is in charge of overseeing 

1,400ha of forest on average, which is a formidable task. Another issue is that the patrol 

enforcers may not receive sufficient incentives to do their jobs properly, as there are large gaps 

between the salaries of the enforcers and what they could earn if they engaged in LWT or even 

IWT: the profit of wildlife meat restaurants averages US $33 per day, which is equivalent to 

almost half of the monthly salary of FPD personnel (Van Song, 2008). The profit attributed to 

domestic IWT in Viet Nam is estimated to be US $5.3 million per year, while only 12.5% of this 

amount accounts for expenditures on monitoring and enforcement activities by the FPD (Van 

Song, 2008). This suggests that there is a need to re-examine the insufficiencies of the current 

system of monitoring and enforcement and to find sustainable solutions.  

Trading legally as significant part of the economy 

Notwithstanding the low proportion that the LWT contributes to the PRC’s GDP (see above), 

there are countries where the wild meat trade contributes a significant absolute amount to the 

economy (Roe & Lee, 2021). The wild meat trade is estimated to be worth millions of dollars in 

the informal economies of developing countries spanning Africa, Asia and Latin America (Roe & 

https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/article/blood-ivory
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/article/blood-ivory
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/article/blood-ivory
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/article/blood-ivory
https://eia-international.org/report/under-fire-elephants-in-the-front-line/
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Lee, 2021). It is also believed to be a significant economic activity in developed countries in 

Europe: the EU alone contributes €100 billion annually (approximately US $117 million) to 

global LWT (Duffy, n.d.). Andersson et al. (2021) indicate that the LWT constitutes a relatively 

large share of economic activity in Thailand; Hong Kong, China; and Norway. While larger trade 

volumes tend to correspond to importer and exporter countries with larger GDP (Symes et al., 

2018), these three countries figure in the list of top 10 LWT countries in spite of not having a 

large GDP compared to other countries on the list (Andersson et al., 2021). 

4.2. Social Implications 

Trade bans have a differentiated impact on society. There are studies showing that bans 

decrease the social acceptability of wildlife consumption, which encourages wildlife 

conservation. But there is also evidence that demonstrates the debilitating impact a ban may 

have on the livelihoods of those dependent on wildlife trade.  

4.2.1. Pros of a Ban 

Decreasing the risks of zoonotic diseases 

According to WHO estimates, approximately 210 million people are confirmed to have 

contracted the SARS-CoV-2 virus and over 4.4 million people have succumbed to it as of 19 

August, 2021 (World Health Organization, n.d.). The pandemic has had devastating social 

impacts across the world and has undermined the progress made towards achieving the 

Sustainable Development Goals according to a report by the United Nations: poverty levels 

have increased, with 40-60 million people forced into a state of extreme poverty, women have 

been disproportionately impacted, with reports of increases in domestic violence, and the 

number of people facing food crises is expected to see a two-fold increase (UNDP, 2020). 

There is accordingly a need to contain the damage caused by the pandemic and trade 

restrictions offer a course to mitigate the spread of zoonotic diseases.  

The LWT is recognized as a source of disease transmission, along with the IWT (Dobson et al., 

2020). Seeing that the trade volumes of legal trade are manifold bigger than the ones of IWT 

(Andersson et al., 2021) as discussed in Chapter 2.1.2, this warrants the need to contain its 

associated risks. Given that there is a risk of zoonotic disease spread at all stages of the wildlife 

trade supply chain (D’Cruze et al., 2020), no matter whether the wildlife is traded legally or 

illegally, LWT seems to have an equally high risk to be the origin of a zoonotic disease as well 

as a contributor to pathogen transmission. Commercial artificial breeding of wildlife in particular 

has been identified as a key mode for the transmission of zoonotic diseases (You, 2020). A 

complete ban would thus go right to the source and cut off all channels of transmission along 

the entire supply chain of LWT. As an alternative to a complete ban, Dobson et al. (2020) assert 

that bans on the trade of high-risk species imposed at the national and international level are 

required for the prevention of zoonoses.  

https://covid19.who.int/
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Decreasing the social acceptability of wildlife consumption 

It is argued that the legalization of wildlife trade lends support to its consumption and deems it to 

be more acceptable in the eyes of the consumer: a phenomenon known as the “stigma effect” 

(Abbott and Van Kooten 2011 as cited in Rizzolo, 2021). This may also expand the number of 

consumers and drive up demand (Rizzolo, 2021). Therefore, a ban has the reverse effect of 

undermining society’s approval of wildlife consumption (Rizzolo, 2021). As an example, the 

operation of wildlife farms was found to affect the demand for wildlife products, particularly in the 

case of mammals (Rizzolo, 2021): the practice of bear and tiger farming reportedly enhanced 

social acceptability of bear bile and the medicinal use of tiger derivatives, respectively (Rizzolo, 

2021). Farming also underplays the perceived legal consequences for consuming wildlife 

(Rizzolo, 2021). Thus, bans can be effective in condemning wildlife consumption, especially for 

mammals, and thus reduce the willingness to buy. Also, the existence of farmed wildlife can 

further drive up the value of wild-sourced animals, with consumers willing to pay a premium 

(Hanley et al., 2018; Davis et al., 2016; Gratwicke et al., 2008 as cited in Rizzolo, 2021). It is for 

this reason that turtles caught in the wild are priced higher than domesticated turtles (Li, 2013).  

Cutting off the supply of second-choice wildlife products 

Surveys of consumer attitudes reveal a preference for wild products over farmed ones (EIA, 

2020). The reasons are found in consumers believing that the consumption of products from 

captive-bred or “tame” wildlife does not have the same symbolic value, power, or medicinal 

potency they perceive to be getting from consuming parts of wild animals (Drury, n.d.). The big 

cats of Asia are particularly vulnerable and are widely traded despite being threatened by 

extinction (EIA, 2020). Since 1973, the international trade of tiger parts and derivatives has 

been banned under CITES, ever since tigers were listed under Appendix I (excluding Siberian 

tigers, which were added in 1987) (EIA, 2020). In 2007, CITES sought to shut down commercial 

breeding operations of tigers through the adoption of Decision 14.6911 (EIA, 2020). However, 

various CITES Parties have failed to adopt this decision, particularly Thailand, Lao PDR, the 

PRC, and Viet Nam (EIA, 2020). It is reported that captive-bred tigers have further stimulated 

demand for tiger products in Mexico, the PRC and South Africa along with regions of Southeast 

Asia and Europe (EIA, 2020). While captive breeding activities are advocated for by some as 

means to ease demand for wildlife (Rizzolo, 2021), others observed that the additional supply of 

tigers from such captive facilities has had the opposite effect, as the captive breeding of tigers 

further legitimizes the social acceptability of utilizing tiger products (EIA, 2020). In fact, surveys 

of consumer attitudes reveal a preference for wild products over farmed animals (EIA, 2020). 

Bans cater to animal welfare and animal rights considerations 

According to Dr. Peter Paul van Dijk, Senior Director for Wildlife Trade at Re:wild, bans can 

uphold animal rights and animal welfare considerations (Dr. P. P. van Dijk, personal 

communication, 3 September 2021). While wildlife trade bans recently introduced in the PRC 

                                                           
11

 Decision 14.69 states that “Parties with intensive operations breeding tigers on a commercial scale shall 
implement measures to restrict the captive population to a level supportive only to conserving wild tigers; tigers 
should not be bred for trade in their parts and derivatives.”(Environmental Investigation Agency, 2017) 

https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/why-captive-breeding-will-not-save-the-wild-tiger
https://www.fauna-flora.org/news/why-captive-breeding-will-not-save-the-wild-tiger
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and Viet Nam may have sought to address health concerns, animal welfare and wildlife 

conservation organizations supported them for their other benefits (Roe & Lee, 2021). The 

wildlife industry and its derived trades can be complicit in transgressions against animal rights: 

When managed ineffectively, captive breeding programs may present risks of zoonotic disease 

spread because of the poor welfare conditions in which animals are kept (Ballou, 1993; Kock et 

al., 2010; Gerhold and Hickling, 2016 as cited in Can et al., 2019). In the PRC, the allowance of 

animals for wildlife performances, such as tigers used in circuses, are reportedly also 

associated with animal use and welfare issues (EIA, n.d.-a). 

Bans thus facilitate animal welfare by suspending those exploitative practices, which undermine 

animal rights (D’Cruze et al., 2020). While the ethical considerations of the wildlife trade, such 

as the welfare of animals, have become more prominent and hence exploitation of animals has 

become less palatable, there is still an absence of a single regulatory body at the international 

level to uphold animal rights while conducting wildlife trade (D’Cruze et al., 2020). It may be 

argued that various international organizations champion the cause of animal welfare, but there 

is still a lack of accountability when it comes to assigning responsibility for ensuring animal 

rights are protected (D’Cruze et al., 2020). Thus, in addition to doing away with the adverse 

effects of trade on animal welfare, punitive action for crimes against wildlife is found to be more 

effective than influencing consumer behavior seeking to highlight the negative effects of wildlife 

use on animal welfare (D’Cruze et al., 2020).  

4.2.2. Cons of a Ban 

Dependence on the trade for livelihood 

Trade bans may impact the livelihoods of those engaged in the LWT. There are some provinces 

in the PRC, where the raising of wildlife is prevalently practiced, which may be adversely 

affected by the ban (Anonymous, personal communication, 1 July 2021). This is particularly true 

for those residing in rural landscapes, since wildlife farming offers a viable means of making a 

living (Roe & Lee, 2021). The wildlife farming industry has also been bolstered by President Xi 

in particular as part of the PRC’s poverty alleviation aspirations (Roe & Lee, 2021), in line with 

advocating for a rational utilization of wildlife (You, 2020). It should be noted, however, that 

concerns regarding the disruption of bans relate more to large operations of wildlife farmers and 

sellers, not the people hunting for subsistence (Anonymous, personal communication, 1 July 

2021). Additionally, the wildlife trade is believed to be an alternative source of livelihood for 

many in the case of the PRC (Anonymous, personal communication, 1 July 2021). Moreover, 

the government has reportedly instituted compensation programs to provide training in 

alternative livelihoods, specifically in wildlife farming related to non-food commodities, such as 

medicine and pets, to those whose livelihoods had been compromised by the wildlife trade ban 

(Roe & Lee, 2021).  

Use of wildlife for traditional purposes may be disrupted 

As mentioned in Section 3.3.1, the traditional use of wildlife appears to be rooted in cultural 

beliefs and bans may impede their use for such purposes (Dr. P. P. van Dijk, personal 

communication, 3 September 2021). The calls to ban the use of wildlife for purposes such as 
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traditional medicine (EIA, n.d.-a) are accordingly met with resistance, since the consumption of 

wildlife is viewed as integral to traditional medicinal practice as well as associated cosmological 

beliefs which are three-millennia old (Swan & Conrad, n.d.). In the case of the PRC, Zhu and 

Zhu(2020) contest that bans can only be successful if they are not seen as an affront to Chinese 

culture. It is noted that the wildlife reforms introduced by the government are weary of offending 

Chinese tradition and culture (Zhu & Zhu, 2020). Accordingly, a strategic approach towards 

wildlife management that accounts for practical realities is believed to be more successful rather 

than applying a comprehensive ban on wildlife trade (Zhu & Zhu, 2020). However, as previously 

discussed (see Section 3.3.1), the cultural ties with wildlife appear to be an artificial creation (Li, 

2020a) that has recently emerged in modern society as a means to encourage wildlife sales (Lo 

2005, as cited in Drury, 2011).  

4.3. Environmental Implications 

There is much debate over how wildlife trade bans affect the environment. While some argue 

that bans serve greater environmental protection, opponents to bans believe that the 

legalization of wildlife trade in turn yields greater conservation benefits. It remains to be seen 

which of the two policy approaches are more environmentally-sound: bans or the legalization of 

wildlife trade. 

4.3.1. Pros of a Ban 

Allowing wildlife populations to recover 

As previously discussed under social implications, legal sales of wildlife are believed to increase 

demand and to enable wildlife laundering. “As long as there is legal wildlife trade, there will be 

illegal trade, because, e.g. legal products produced at high standards will be costly, and unlikely 

to meet the demand that would rise with human population”, according to Dr. Yoganand 

Kandasamy (personal communication, 6 August 2021). The prohibition of trade via CITES 

Appendix I listings along with national bans play a key role in species conservation. The 

Environmental Investigation Agency (n.d.-a) advocates the suspension of trade of threatened 

animal species for all purposes in the PRC along with the elimination of breeding activities, 

barring those targeted at species conservation, to allow for wildlife populations to bounce back 

(Lavoie et al., 2011). Wildlife bans targeted at individual species or taxa are typically temporarily 

enacted to enable the recovery of wildlife populations. A study by Pain et al. (2006) 

demonstrates that the United States Wild Bird Conservation Act, which prohibits all imports of 

exotic bird species, excluding those from captive breeding and sustainable harvesting initiatives, 

enabled the conservation of parrot species in the Neotropics. Parrots that would have otherwise 

been exported to the USA did not seem to be redirected to other countries. Pain et al. (2006) 

also advocate the introduction of such controls in other regions, such as the EU, which accounts 

for 60% of wild parrot imports globally (Pain et al., 2006). Thus, wildlife trade bans can serve as 

a powerful tool to protect species from exploitation to revive the dwindling populations of 

threatened species. 

https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
https://eia-international.org/news/chinas-widely-publicised-new-pangolin-protections-might-not-mean-a-total-ban-on-use-of-the-species/
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Reducing invasion risks by non-native species 

The consequences of biological invasions have warranted the need for a better understanding 

of the pathways through which invasive species are introduced (Cardador et al., 2019; Reino et 

al., 2017). The international trade of wildlife has been identified as one such pathway, enabling 

the introduction of non-native species worldwide (Cardador et al., 2019; Reino et al., 2017). 

Studies on the EU ban on the import of wild-caught birds in 2005, indicate that trade prohibitions 

reduced the introduction of invasive alien species at an early stage, thereby preventing the 

invasion process (Cardador et al., 2019; Reino et al., 2017). However, there were also 

loopholes, allowing for the continued trade of non-native species: firstly, a shift in the source of 

commercially traded birds from wild-sourced to captive-bred was observed (Cardador et al., 

2019). Therefore, while import and availability of wild-caught birds in markets decreased, the 

availability and sale of non-native birds was not significantly impacted (Cardador et al., 2019); 

secondly, alternative trade routes emerged for the bird trade (Reino et al., 2017), which 

indicates that, while regional bans can mitigate invasion risks, they are more effective when 

implemented at a global level through an inter-continental approach towards biological invasions 

(Cardador et al., 2019; Reino et al., 2017). Cardador et al. (2019) also propose the 

establishment of a regulatory framework, similar to CITES, to create international standards for 

overseeing the import and export of species with the potential to invade an ecosystem and 

cause considerable damages.  

Generating alternative income sources through recovered populations and reducing 

poaching 

In addition to the aforementioned economic benefits of wildlife tourism (see Section 4.4.1), 

wildlife tourism can also address social concerns by generating alternative income sources (Dr. 

P. P. van Dijk, personal communication, 3 September 2021) and creating livelihood 

opportunities for local communities to dissuade them from engaging in poaching (World Travel 

& Tourism Council, n.d.). Local communities co-habiting with wildlife are seen as key players in 

tackling IWT and associated poaching activities in particular, since they are the “first line of 

defense” (Niskanen et al., 2018). An example is the implementation of a Community-Based 

ecotourism program in Sabah, Malaysia demonstrates benefits to wildlife conservation through 

the engagement of the local Tidong community (Saikim et al., 2016). The program was 

successful in assigning a higher market value to live animals in the protected area as compared 

to poached animals (Saikim et al., 2016). However, it is also pointed out that in order for such 

projects to be sustainable in the long term, local communities should be able to continue such 

programs after sponsoring organizations withdraw from the area (Saikim et al., 2016). It is 

feared that failure to do so may compel communities to return to harmful practices in case 

tourist revenues decrease (Saikim et al., 2016). 

Doubting the use of wildlife farming as a conservation tool 

Farming of wildlife exerts pressure on wildlife since the restocking of farms may encourage 

hunting (Bulte & Damania, 2005), with wildlife then documented and sold as captive-bred 

individuals (Challender et al., 2015; D’Cruze et al., 2020; UNEP, 2019; You, 2020). It is believed 

that also the ivory trade ban has been sustained until today, because of the fear of illegal ivory 
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being sold under the guise of legal ivory, (Bulte & Damania, 2005) which is already an issue 

within domestic markets (see discussion on pre-convention ivory in Chapter 2.2.1). While there 

have been some advocates of wildlife farming as a means to conserve threatened wildlife, it is 

mostly seen as an exploitative practice (Li, 2013; Robinson et al., 2018). Robinson et al. (2018) 

conducted a study in biodiversity-rich Madagascar, which revealed there was no strong 

evidence to suggest that the legal trade in wildlife promoted their protection. This is strongly 

supported by the following facts on wildlife farming:  

1) Profit-driven motivations of wildlife farmers are believed to encourage poaching and 

wildlife laundering, which is seen as a “zero-investment gain” (Li, 2013).  

2) The availability of farmed wildlife legitimizes its consumption and relays the message 

that the wild species in question is not threatened (Bulte & Damania, 2005).  

3) Farming further increases the utilization of wildlife as a status symbol, which in turn 

increases the demand, then increases the price, making it more profitable for farmers to 

sell, which then leads to wildlife farms not being able to offer the volume of wildlife 

products requested for anymore, which eventually increases poaching (Li, 2013).  

4) Certain wild-caught animals may be preferred by consumers, literally, at any cost (You, 

2020). In the case of wild meat consumption in particular, consumers seem to prefer 

“genuine” wild meat because they believe it is better tasting, more organic and chemical-

free, in comparison to meat obtained from artificially bred wildlife. While captive breeding 

of songbirds in Indonesia has been proposed as a way to relieve poaching pressures on 

them, even those hobbyists who have successfully bred birds have a preference for wild-

caught birds for entering them into songbird competitions since they believe that they 

have more impressive voices (Freischlad, 2018).  

5) It is argued that by making wildlife available through wildlife farms, the incentive to 

conserve these species in the wild is diminished since farmed wildlife offers an 

alternative to keeping these species “alive” (Bulte & Damania, 2005).  

6) The risk to human health of commercial captive breeding remains a less-explored topic 

of discussion (Can et al., 2019).  

4.3.2. Cons of a Ban 

Amplifying conservation risks by bans 

There are fears that instead of preventing unsafe practices of wildlife trade, bans can further 

encourage illicit trade (Roe et al., 2020). Such a phenomenon reportedly occurred following the 

Ebola outbreak in 2013, wherein a ban targeted at closing down wildlife markets inadvertently 

encouraged the black market trade of wildlife (Bonwitt et al., 2018, as cited in Roe et al., 2020). 

The rationale behind this is that by depriving consumers of a legal source of wildlife, including 

wildlife farms, the price of wildlife sold through the illegal trade is inflated, which further 

encourages poaching (Roe et al., 2020). The propagation of wildlife markets underground 

makes it difficult to enforce regulations, which increases the risk of zoonotic disease spread 

https://news.mongabay.com/2018/12/is-captive-breeding-the-answer-to-indonesias-songbird-crisis/
https://news.mongabay.com/2018/12/is-captive-breeding-the-answer-to-indonesias-songbird-crisis/
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(Roe et al., 2020). In fact, it is even argued that bans shield the black market from competition 

by the legal trade of wildlife (Conrad, 2012).  

Encouraging conservation through LWT 

Roe et al. (2020) assert that if LWT is conducted in a sustainable manner, it can provide 

incentives to local communities to conserve species along with their habitats. A protected areas 

program facilitating the harvesting of the pirarucu fish found in the Amazon for its meat and 

leather is cited as a successful example of sustainable LWT, which enabled the restoration of its 

population (Campos-Silva & Peres, 2016, as cited in Roe et al., 2020). This was achieved by 

engaging residents of the reserve to manage resources and undertake surveillance activities 

thereby reducing costs of program implementation and by that also providing locals with 

additional income opportunities, such as the harvesting of the pirarucu fish (Campos-Silva & 

Peres, 2016). In the case of elephant ivory trade, it is even argued that traders may have an 

incentive to preserve wildlife habitats and protect the animals that their livelihood depends on 

(Barbier et al. 1990., as cited in Bulte et al., 2007). Moreover, wildlife farming has been 

advocated by some conservationists as a means to reduce poaching activities by satisfying the 

demand for wildlife with captive-bred animals, provided wildlife farms adhered to certain 

standards12 (Rizzolo, 2021). 

Opting for alternative protein sources increases risk of zoonotic diseases 

Consumers may opt for alternative protein sources in the absence of the availability of legal 

wildlife. The prevalence of wild meat consumption, in both developed and developing countries, 

could encourage the consumption of livestock, following the introduction of a trade ban (Roe & 

Lee, 2021). This could pose a problem, since zoonotic diseases, such as the SARS H1N1 virus, 

are also associated with livestock reared for both domestic and commercial purposes (Roe & 

Lee, 2021). Furthermore, commercial livestock production could have repercussions on the 

environment through destruction of habitats and conversion of land for the purposes of growing 

animal feed (Roe & Lee, 2021). It is argued that land-use changes due to industrialized 

agriculture pose an even bigger threat to enabling a zoonotic disease outbreak than wildlife 

trade does (Roe et al., 2020). This also begs the question of whether livestock consumption 

should be limited, given the risk of zoonotic disease spread associated (Roe & Lee, 2021).   

                                                           
12

 The following are suggested as standards to be met by wildlife farms in order to have conservation benefits: “the 

farmed product forming a substitute for the wild product, an absence of laundering, no restocking of the farmed 
population with wild-caught animals, farming being more cost-efficient than poaching, and demand remaining stable” 
(Tensen,2016, as cited in Rizzolo, 2021). 
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5. Designing a Wildlife Trade Ban: Features of a Legal Wildlife Trade Ban 

revisited 

There are various considerations to be made while designing a wildlife trade ban. Through the 

examination of existing domestic and international wildlife trade ban policies, lessons learned 

can be gathered, which can inform the design of an efficient ban, while considering the 

economic, social, and environmental implications listed above. This Chapter will attempt to 

answer the question: What are the features of an effective ban? It should be kept in mind, 

however, that the aptness of a ban as a policy, especially regarding the prevention of spreading 

zoonotic diseases, needs to be evaluated on a case-to-case basis. It should also be noted that 

the design may differ, depending on the objective that is emphasized: preventing the extinction 

of a species or preventing the outbreak of a zoonotic disease. Whereas these objectives are 

overlapping, they put a different focus on actions to be taken. 

The design of a ban should suit the dynamics of the context in which it is being imposed. Thus, 

there is no one “ideal” ban, but rather a ban that addresses the needs of the situation. Four 

each of the four features used to characterize trade bans, a discussion on the position of the 

PRC and Viet Nam along the spectrum representing the various options of the feature will be 

done. For each feature, this will be followed by a discussion of some of the key considerations 

to be made, while designing a ban, by revisiting the previously defined parameters of the four 

ban features. The last section gives an overview of the different options LWT bans could take. 

5.1. Degree of Legalization 

5.1.1. The PRC and Viet Nam 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As discussed in Chapter 3.3.2, the operation of wildlife farms is still allowed to some extent with 

increased regulation in both the February 2020 decision in the PRC and Directive 29 in Viet 

Nam. Additionally, while Viet Nam’s trade regulations restrict import of wildlife, wildlife trade via 

other channels is still permitted (as mentioned in Chapter 3.1.4 and Chapter 3.2.4). Thus, since 

wildlife trade is still allowed to operate through select channels, the PRC and Viet Nam would 

accordingly be placed in the center of the spectrum characterizing the degree of legalization 

(see Figure 3). 

The PRC and Viet Nam 

Figure 3. The PRC and Viet Nam allow for some legal trade 
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5.1.2. Can legal Channels of Wildlife Trade be truly risk-free? 

The initial conception of a ban proposed in the study was that of a complete ban on trade, 

wherein no legal routes of trade were operational. As discussed above in Chapter 4, while some 

argue that allowing the legal trade of wildlife can reduce wildlife trade and yield conservation 

benefits, there are others who contest this view. 

International Trade 

The international trade of wildlife enables the transmission of zoonotic diseases across 

continents (Edmunds et al., 2011). The OIE has urged nations to consider the potential health 

risks associated with international trade in live animals and animal products after the outbreak of 

the COVID-19 pandemic (OIE, 2020). The migration of livestock across international borders 

has allowed for the propagation of emerging infectious diseases including H5N1 influenza, 

bovine spongiform encephalitis, HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, cholera, and malaria (Daszak et al., 

2000; Fidler, 1996; Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, 2010). The EU 

countries in particular have struggled to defend their citizens from diseases originating in other 

European countries due to the prevalence of free trade among member states (Fidler, 1996). It 

is believed that measures to protect against the health risks of international trade have not 

evolved along with the globalization of commerce (Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial 

Threats, 2010). While the International Health Regulations were instituted in 2007, with the 

intent of enabling a rapid response to international public health risks amongst WHO member 

states, the regulations are in need of support from the international community in order for their 

intention to be realized (Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats, 2010; WHO, 

n.d.-a) 

One-off Sales 

The one-off sales administered by CITES were conducted to accommodate the demands of 

Southern African states seeking to legalize ivory trade, while raising money for elephant 

conservation (as discussed in Chapter 2.2.1). However, the matter of whether these sales 

achieved the CITES intended objective of enabling elephant conservation is subject to debate. 

A critical discussion of one-off sales follows, wherein some of the pros and cons of the same 

have been outlined.  

Pros of One-off sales 

Proponents of a one-off sale argue that in can incentivize the protection of elephants by 

enabling its legal sale in a highly controlled setting. Firstly, it is argued that such sales make 

sense economically since they temporarily lower the price of ivory and therefore discourage 

poaching activities (Brown and Layton,2001, as cited in Damania & Bulte, 2001). Secondly, 

Bulte et al. (2007) advocate the use of one-off sales as a “safety-valve” to ease pressures from 

some African States to legalize ivory trade. There are fears that, by not accommodating the 

demands of African countries, they may be encouraged to conduct trade outside the jurisdiction 

of CITES, similar to how Norway, Iceland and Japan side-stepped the International Whaling 

Commission (Bulte et al., 2007). Countries may even threaten to leave CITES (Mwenda, 2019), 

https://www.who.int/westernpacific/health-topics/international-health-regulations
https://www.lifegate.com/african-states-ivory-trade-cites
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which would mean they are not legally accountable anymore to the Convention and they would 

trade with countries considered hotspots of wildlife trade without any independent monitoring 

mechanisms in place (Fischer, 2019). Thirdly, Since one-off sales are conducted in a highly 

controlled environment, monitored by CITES, it is believed that the risks of ivory laundering are 

minimal (Bulte et al., 2007).  

Cons of One-off sales 

On the other hand, critics of legal trade argue the opposite, saying that one-off sales do not 

allow for species protection. Firstly, while pro-sale advocates argue that one-off sales 

discourage poaching by lowering its profitability (Brown and Layton,2001, as cited in Damania & 

Bulte, 2001), critics argue that legal sales could further stimulate demand for ivory (Bulte et al., 

2007). Secondly, the sales may promote a twisted conservation picture, in where the purchase 

of animal derivatives are approved by customers simply because it is legal (Bulte & Damania, 

2005). Thirdly, one-off sales can serve as a front to illicit dealings. While Parties argue that only 

stockpiled ivory is sold, critics of legal trade are worried that legal sales may cover up the sale of 

ivory obtained illegally (Fischer, 2004, as cited in Bulte et al., 2007). Fourthly, the proceeds, 

which are destined for the conservation of these species, such as protection programs and 

ranger salaries and equipment, may fall victim to corruption and instead rather end up with the 

elites of a country, thus only benefitting individuals (Smith et al., 2003, as cited in Bulte et al., 

2007; Fischer, 2019). Fifthly, from an ethical standpoint, the morality of killing an elephant, a 

sentient being, is also questionable (Bulte et al., 2007).  

Wildlife Farming 

In some instances, wildlife farming has reportedly been successful in providing alternatives to 

wild-caught meat to ensure food security of those dependent on wildlife (Brooks et al., 2010). 

However, the notion that wildlife farming, a channel for the legal trade of wildlife, could act as a 

blanket conservation tool to prevent laundering of illegally caught wildlife and its associated 

risks is questionable. While the PRC government actively promoted artificial breeding of wildlife 

for its conservation benefits, it is perceived to be more of a commercial enterprise, which 

undermines the objective of wildlife conservation (Li, 2020a). Viet Nam’s wildlife farms also 

cater more to the urban market, with wildlife sold as luxury items and accordingly the prices are 

high (Mockrin et al., 2005, as cited in Brooks et al., 2010). This suggests that wildlife farming for 

meat may perpetuate the hunting of species from the wild as long as it is a profitable endeavor 

for hunters (Mockrin et al., 2005, as cited in Brooks et al., 2010). Wildlife farming at large is 

believed to exert pressure on wildlife since it stimulates demand amongst consumers and 

because of laundering of wild-sourced animals through farms taking place (Bulte and Damania, 

2005., as cited in Brooks et al., 2010) 

The threats to human health that wildlife farming presents have also not been adequately 

researched. The study conducted by the WHO on the origin of the SARS-CoV-2 virus suggests 

that it is “likely to very likely” that wildlife farming was the culprit behind the zoonotic 

transmission of the virus from bats to an intermediary host (WHO, n.d.-c). The abundance of 

evidence suggesting the laundering of wild animals through wildlife farms makes this all the 

https://www.who.int/health-topics/coronavirus/origins-of-the-virus
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more concerning (Bulte & Damania, 2005; Challender et al., 2015; Damania & Bulte, 2001; 

UNEP, 2019). 

The effects of legalization on the wildlife trade are debatable and the decision to allow the 

operation of legal channels must account for the risks associated with the same. The 

international trade of wildlife has led to the transnational spread of zoonotic diseases in the past, 

which warrants the need for a cautious approach to allowing its continuation, especially after the 

outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. While the success of one-off sales and wildlife farming in 

providing conservation benefits is questionable, the decision to adopt such tools must be 

accompanied by stringent controls to protect against their potential risks. While policymakers 

may seek to balance economic stability with public health concerns following the COVID-19 

pandemic, there is a need to carefully consider the risks of LWT given that the suspected origin 

of SARS-CoV-2 virus lies in the same (WHO-China, 2021).  

5.2. Type of Wildlife banned from Trade 

5.2.1. The PRC and Viet Nam 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The trade regulations introduced in both the PRC and Viet Nam are targeted towards certain 

types of wildlife: while the recent ban by the PRC restricts trade in terrestrial wildlife, Viet Nam’s 

regulation makes an exception for the import of aquatic species used for food production and 

animal feed (as mentioned in Chapter 3.1.4 and Chapter 3.2.4). Hence, both countries allow for 

trade in select species and products (see Figure 4). 

5.2.2. What Criteria should determine the Type of Wildlife to be banned? 

The types of species banned for trade can comprise entire taxa that share common features, 

like terrestrial animals, birds or mammals, or single species only. Studies have cited certain 

taxonomic groups to be at a high risk of disease transmission, namely: bats, rodents, primates, 

birds, pangolins and civets (Olival et al., 2017, as cited in Dobson et al., 2020; Roe et al., 2020; 

WHO-China, 2021). It is under certain conditions that viruses circumvent inter-species barriers, 

thereby infecting humans and leading to pandemics (WHO-China, 2021). It is also estimated 

that only 26.5% of mammals are responsible for hosting 75% of the zoonotic viruses known till 

now (Tatarski, 2021). A study by Can et al. (2019) revealed that birds and mammals were 

identified as the most risky taxa when it came to zoonotic disease spread (Dr. Y. Kandasamy, 

personal communication, 6 August 2021). According to the joint study conducted by WHO-

The PRC and Viet Nam 

Figure 4. The PRC and Viet Nam allow for trade in select species and 
products 

https://news.mongabay.com/2021/08/new-study-finds-that-minority-of-animals-host-majority-of-zoonotic-viruses/
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China on the origins of the COVID-19 pandemic in the PRC, candidate intermediate host 

animals have been identified as “minks, pangolins, rabbits, raccoon dogs and domesticated 

cats, civets, ferret badgers and mustelids”, all of which are mammals and can be infected by the 

SARS-CoV-2 virus outbreak in Guangdong Province of the PRC (WHO-China, 2021).  

Because of these heightened risks of disease transferal, some experts recommend that bans 

should focus on high-risk taxa only. Dobson et al. (2020) advocate for the use of bans that 

prohibit national and international trade of high-risk species, such as bats, primates, etc. Experts 

of one renowned international conservation organization are currently conducting research 

focusing on the implications of banning trade in six specific taxa recognized as high-risk 

(Anonymous, personal communication, 18 June 2021). Likewise, efforts of a Vietnamese 

conservation organization are targeted towards the regulation of trade activities related to 

mammals and birds (Anonymous, personal communication, 12 July 2021).  

Some researchers already went a step further: in order to inform the design of suitable policies 

to control trade, Wikramanayake et al. (2021) created a tool, which allows for an assessment for 

the vulnerability of wildlife markets to acute zoonoses, drawing on knowledge of wildlife taxa 

recognized as carriers of disease.  

Thus, a more targeted approach in terms of species whose trade is prohibited is being proposed 

to prevent the spread of zoonotic diseases. Taxa belonging to birds and mammals in particular 

appear to be carriers of disease (Can et al., 2019). Given that some efforts of zoonotic disease 

prevention have been directed most at such high-risk taxa after the outbreak of the COVID-19 

pandemic (Dobson et al., 2020; End The Trade, n.d.), policymakers could consider designing 

bans on LWT this way. Species may not only be listed under an Appendix classifying them 

according to how threatened they are by extinction, but also by how risky their trade would be in 

terms of the potential transmission of a zoonotic disease. 

5.3. Purpose of Wildlife Utilization banned 

5.3.1. The PRC and Viet Nam 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The PRC and Viet Nam both allow for the use of wildlife for select purposes: in the PRC, wildlife 

use is permitted for all uses except for consumption, and in both the PRC and Viet Nam, 

exceptions to wildlife trade have been made to the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes (as 

The PRC and Viet Nam 

Figure 5. The PRC and Viet Nam both allow for the use of wildlife for select 
purposes 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Eric-Wikramanayake
https://endthetrade.com/
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mentioned in Chapter 3.1.4 and Chapter 3.2.4). Thus, both countries allow for the moderate use 

of wildlife (see Figure 5). 

5.3.2. Can zoonotic Diseases be prevented through partial Bans exempting 

Wildlife Use for select Purposes?  

Wildlife may be utilized for various purposes, including for consumption as wild meat, as pets, 

for exhibition and also for production of goods like furniture, TCM, etc. (Andersson et al., 2021). 

One purpose highly discussed is the medicinal use of wildlife. The use of wild animals for 

medicine production has been recognized as a channel for transmission, even though it is 

believed that the risks of zoonotic disease transmission are lower than as compared to the use 

of wildmeat and use of live wild animals for display or for scientific purposes (TRAFFIC, 2021). 

This is because the ingredients of wild animals used in medicine production are typically 

processed and/or diluted (TRAFFIC, 2021).  

While the recently introduced trade bans impose controls on the consumption of wildlife in both 

the PRC (which prohibits consumption of terrestrial animals) and Viet Nam (calling for stricter 

management of illegal wildlife consumption), the exemptions given to wildlife products used for 

medicinal purposes could still cause significant harm (Wang et al., 2020). Whereas it should be 

noted that over 95% of TCM ingredients are plant-based (Britannica, 2008; The Guardian, 

2020), TCM typically also uses faunal wildlife derivatives, including pangolin scales, snake bile 

and bat feces, which belong to species that are at high risk of disease transmission (Wang et 

al., 2020). Wang et al. (2020) propose that for wildlife trade bans to be effective, the risks 

associated with the TCM industry need to be managed. Additionally, the legalization of wildlife 

use for TCM also legitimizes the use of wildlife for other purposes besides medicinal use 

(Rizzolo, 2021). This is why, vice versa, Rizzolo (2021) observes that bans on the medicinal use 

of bear and tiger products corresponded with a decreased social acceptability of the use of 

these species for consumption. In addition, many of the wildlife ingredients are purportedly not 

used for the production of life saving drugs (Li, 2020b). According to Ms. Pei Su, Founder & 

Chief Executive Officer of ACTAsia, bear bile, which is believed to be a key ingredient of TCM, 

is actually used more in a commercial capacity for the production of tonics than for medicinal 

purposes (Ms. P. Su, personal communication, 21 July 2021). Therefore, suspending the trade 

of TCM with ingredients of threatened wildlife – animals and plants – could do more good than 

harm. 

Studies indicate that allowing for the utilization of wildlife for select purposes can have knock-on 

effects of stimulating demand for other purposes. This suggests a ban policy should be 

designed by keeping in mind the consequences of making exceptions to certain uses of wildlife. 

This could be achieved by either enforcing stricter regulation on the exempted purposes of 

wildlife or instituting a ban on all utilization of the wildlife species in question. In the situation 

where the trade of wildlife is allowed for restricted purposes, robust mechanisms for monitoring 

and regulation need to be implemented. 

 

http://advocacy.britannica.com/blog/advocacy/2008/09/traditional-chinese-medicine-and-endangered-animals-2/
https://www.scmp.com/comment/opinion/article/3047828/first-sars-now-wuhan-coronavirus-heres-why-china-should-ban-its
https://www.scmp.com/comment/opinion/article/3047828/first-sars-now-wuhan-coronavirus-heres-why-china-should-ban-its
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5.4. Range of a Wildlife Trade Ban 

5.4.1. The PRC and Viet Nam 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the purposes of studying implications of trade bans, the range of a trade ban was defined as 

being restricted to domestic borders. Since the wildlife regulations adopted in both the PRC (in 

the WPL) and Viet Nam (in Directive 29) are domestic in nature, they would be classified on the 

extreme left on the spectrum characterizing the range of the trade ban (see Figure 6). 

5.4.2. Can Wildlife Trade Bans be effective in reducing Disease Transmission if 

applied at a Domestic Level?  

Some argue that in order for trade bans to be successful, they should be applied globally (Can 

et al., 2019). While regional level wildlife trade bans, such as the EU trade ban on the import of 

wild birds to contain the spread of avian influenza, have been cited as success stories, it is 

argued that bans must be enforced at a global level in order to prevent the “re-routing of trade 

flows” (Reino et al., 2017, as cited in Can et al., 2019). Various conservation organizations have 

even petitioned at the G20 Leader’s Summit for an agreement to work towards ending the 

global trade on wildlife (World Animal Protection, n.d.). G7 leaders also made a first-of-a-kind 

commitment, through the G7 Nature Compact, towards tackling the IWT to reverse biodiversity 

loss by 2030 (Cooper, n.d.). However, Can et al. (2019) acknowledge that the enforcement of a 

global ban on LWT is an extremely challenging undertaking.  

It is felt that the establishment of intergovernmental bodies could facilitate a coordinated 

approach towards tackling the spread of zoonotic diseases at a global level. International 

organizations that play a key role in enabling intra-governmental collaboration, such as the OIE, 

FAO, WHO and IUCN can join forces to prevent future pandemics (Kuiken et al., 2005, as cited 

in Can et al., 2019; Weissgold et al., n.d.). The introduction of protocols related to zoonotic 

disease prevention in the Convention on Biological Diversity or as part of the U.N. General 

Assembly have also been proposed (Weissgold et al., n.d.). Scanlon (n.d.) also proposes the 

creation of a new agreement under the ambit of the World Health organization to address public 

health consequences of zoonotic diseases, similar to the WHO Framework of Tobacco Control 

which seeks to mitigate the harmful effects of tobacco use on public health. However, it is also 

acknowledged that such organizations are not as well equipped as CITES to oversee the 

regulation of international trade of wild animals and that CITES is best placed to do this 

The PRC and Viet Nam 

Figure 6. The range of the bans introduced in the PRC and Viet Nam 
are domestic in nature 

https://www.worldanimalprotection.org.au/end-global-wildlife-trade-forever
https://www.climateaction.org/news/g7-leaders-commit-to-protect-planet-and-accelerate-investment-for-global-gr
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/


47 
 

 
 

(Scanlon, n.d.; Weissgold et al., n.d.). Thus, measures to strengthen CITES can be explored (as 

discussed ahead in Chapter 7) so that it may serve as a foundation to build a robust framework 

for zoonotic disease prevention.  

5.5. Options for Legal Wildlife Trade Bans 

Using three features of LWT, i.e., degree of legalization, type of wildlife banned from trade and 

purpose of wildlife banned, various pathways for LWT bans can be identified, which vary based 

on the parameter assigned to the features. Examined are trade bans applied at a domestic level 

since this is the parameter set by this study. However, a similar analysis can be undertaken for 

an adoption of trade bans at the regional or international level. 

On one extreme, a complete ban on LWT is considered, wherein no legal channels of trade are 

operational, all wildlife is banned from trade, and all purposes of wildlife use are banned. When 

no complete ban on LWT is imposed, the extent of LWT permitted varies according to the legal 

channels in operation, the wildlife species being traded, and the purposes for which wildlife use 

is allowed (Figure 7).  

  

Figure 7. Pathways for the design of legal wildlife trade bans 
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When these different pathways are combined, there are nine possible options that emerge on 

how to design a ban. 

Options 1-4 are presented in Figure 8. The commonality for these options is that all legal 

channels of trade are operational, under differing conditions regarding the wildlife species 

traded and the purposes of wildlife use that are allowed.  

Option 1 – All channels of trade allowed without limitations (no ban policy) 

Option 1 assumes that no ban is the best ban. This would be a situation wherein all channels for 

legal trade are operational, all wildlife species are traded, and all purposes of wildlife utilization 

are allowed.  

Option 2 – All channels of trade allowed with species restrictions 

In Option 2, all legal channels of trade are active, and all purposes of wildlife utilization are 

allowed, but only select wildlife species can be traded. For example, a country allowing for trade 

of all wildlife barring terrestrial wildlife would fall under this category. 

Option 3 - All channels of trade allowed with utilization restrictions 

This option allows trade through all legal channels of operation and for all wildlife species to be 

traded but only select purposes of wildlife use are allowed. For example, a trade restriction 

allowing for trade of all wildlife except for those used for consumption purposes, would fall under 

this option.  

Option 4 – All channels of trade allowed with restrictions on species and utilization  

This option still allows for the operation of all legal channels for trade, but only certain wildlife 

species can be traded with select purposes of wildlife used allowed. The February 2020 

decision introduced in the PRC would be classified under Option 4 since there are restrictions 

on the species (by disallowing trade of terrestrial wildlife) and utilization (by prohibiting wildlife 

used for consumption) of wildlife (You, 2020). Since only some facilities which artificial breed 

wildlife for food were closed, wildlife farming still continues (The Straits Times, 2021) implying 

that all channels of trade are still in operation in the PRC (You, 2020).  

https://www.straitstimes.com/asia/east-asia/after-who-report-on-covid-19-origins-experts-say-china-wildlife-crackdown-needs-more
https://www.straitstimes.com/asia/east-asia/after-who-report-on-covid-19-origins-experts-say-china-wildlife-crackdown-needs-more
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Figure 8. LWT ban design options 1-4: All legal channels of trade are operational, under differing conditions regarding 
the wildlife species traded and the purposes of wildlife use that are allowed 

 

Options 5-8 are presented in Figure 9. For these options, the trade of wildlife is restricted to 

certain legal channels of trade, under differing conditions regarding the wildlife species traded 

and the purposes of wildlife use that are allowed. 

Option 5 – Selected channels of trade without species or purpose restrictions 

In this option, only select channels of trade are operational, while there are no restrictions on 

species or purposes of wildlife use. For example, a country where only wildlife farming activities 

are prohibited (which were previously in operation) while other forms of legal trade of all wildlife 

for all purposes are permissible would fall under this option. 

Option 6 - Selected channels of trade with species restrictions 

The option concerns the operation of select channels of wildlife trade for all purposes while the 

species being traded are restricted in this option. For example, a situation wherein wildlife 

farming of terrestrial animals only is prohibited would qualify for such a category. The one-off 

sale of ivory would also fall under Option 6, as only ivory (selected wildlife products) was 

allowed to be sold once (the channel) without restricting its utilization purpose. 

Option 7 - Selected channels of trade with restrictions on utilization 

This option allows for the legal trade of all species for select purposes via restricted channels of 

trade. For example, a situation where the import of wildlife intended for consumption is 

prohibited would fall under this category.  

Option 8 - Selected channels of trade with restrictions on species and utilization 

This entails the operation of select channels of trade while there are bars on both the species 

being traded and their utilizations. The recent trade restrictions formulated by Viet Nam would 

fall under this category since Directive 29 disallows the import of wildlife with exceptions made 

to aquatic species used for food production (WWF, n.d.). Since both these regulations restrict 

https://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?364711/WWF-welcomes-the-New-Directive-from-the-Prime-Minister-of-Viet-Nam-on-trade-and-consumption-of-high-risk-wildlife
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LWT in terms of the legal channels of trade allowed to operate, the wildlife species being traded, 

and the purposes of wildlife use, the Directive would fall under this category. 

 

Figure 9. LWT ban design options 5-8: Select legal channels of trade are operational, under differing conditions 
regarding the wildlife species traded and the purposes of wildlife use that are allowed 

 

In addition to these options allowing for LWT without restrictions or for partial wildlife trade, there 

is also an Option 9 – the complete ban of LWT through all channels of trade, for all species, and 

all purposes. This takes a more comprehensive approach to wildlife regulation in comparison to 

the regulation of trade through CITES, which is more targeted at controlling the trade of species 

whose survival is at risk (CITES, n.d.-k).  

 

Figure 10. Complete ban of LWT through all channels of trade, for all species, and all purposes 

 

The options discussed above vary in the degree of protection offered against the spread of 

zoonotic diseases. It can be inferred that Option 1, wherein wildlife trade is freely conducted, 

provides the lowest level of protection, while Option 9, which entails a more comprehensive ban, 

would offer a much better defense against the threat of zoonoses (see Figure 11). 

https://cites.org/eng/disc/what.php
https://cites.org/eng/disc/what.php
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Figure 11. The proposed options for designing a LWT ban vary depending on the protection offered against zoonotic 
disease spread
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6. Implementing a Ban 

A crucial consideration while designing a ban is ensuring the effectiveness of its 

implementation. Some of the key factors to consider while implementing a ban will be discussed 

in the following. 

Enforcement of bans: Monitoring and Surveillance 

The success of a LWT ban is reliant on the capacity to regulate and enforce it (Economist, 

2008, as cited in Lavoie et al., 2011), e.g. customs authorities should have the capacity to 

control both the legal and illegal trade of wildlife (Lavoie et al., 2011). However, enforcement of 

regulations may be lacking due to multiple reasons: firstly, there may be a dearth of requisite 

taxonomic information on species, e.g. in the USA, since species may be disguised as not 

belonging to CITES lists (Smith et al.,2009, as cited in Lavoie et al., 2011). Secondly, 

coordination amongst enforcement agencies may be lacking as is seen in the case of Viet Nam 

(USAID, 2020). While improvements have been observed in Viet Nam’s law enforcement, there 

are inconsistencies across provinces in how wildlife crimes are dealt with in terms of wildlife 

product valuation and procedures for handling evidence (USAID, 2020). Thirdly, corruption, 

spanning various levels of government, is believed to be an impediment to law enforcement as 

seen in the case of Viet Nam: wildlife farm permits may be fraudulently issued to disguise 

laundering activities and instead of arresting criminals, they may be aided in the process of 

clearing checks at airports, seaports and borders (Tatarski, 2020). Fourthly, local governments 

may lack the resources to enforce laws and are overburdened with other duties as seen in the 

PRC (You, 2020). This leads to a prioritization of those issues that are of a higher importance to 

commanding authorities (You, 2020). However, You (2020) believes that the February 2020 

decision to impose restrictions on trade conveyed the importance of wildlife protection to local 

authorities, thereby encouraging them to strictly enforce controls at the local level.  

 

Monitoring capacity can be strengthened by inviting non-state actors to partake in the regulation 

of trade. Koh et al. (2021) propose that the PRC could supplement its controls on wildlife trade 

by involving the public in monitoring activities. This can be done by providing the public with 

information on species, restrictions on the use of wildlife, and by instructing citizens on the 

process of filing a complaint to report illicit activities (Koh et al., 2021).  

Taking care of those affected: Livelihood Restoration 

The imposition of wildlife trade bans may affect those dependent on the wildlife trade. Koh et al. 

(2021) highlight the adverse effects that bans may have particularly on marginalized groups and 

wildlife farmers in the PRC. The trade ban that followed the outbreak of SARS in the PRC in the 

early 2000s, imposed acute financial pressures on wildlife breeders, transporters, wildlife 

traders, market operators, and restaurant workers that sold exotic foods (Li, 2020a). Van Song 

(2008) reports that, in Viet Nam, 40% of the locals rely on the forest as a source of livelihood. 

Impediments on access to wildlife, imposed by restrictions on their trade, need to be addressed 

to ensure that local communities are not disproportionately disadvantaged. Since protected area 

programs also seek to accommodate local communities, whose source of livelihood may have 

https://www.usaid.gov/vietnam/success-stories/may-2019-vietnam-strengthens-law-enforcement-combat-wildlife-trafficking
https://www.usaid.gov/vietnam/success-stories/may-2019-vietnam-strengthens-law-enforcement-combat-wildlife-trafficking
https://news.mongabay.com/2020/10/vietnam-conservation-regulations-improving-but-much-work-remains/
https://news.mongabay.com/2020/10/vietnam-conservation-regulations-improving-but-much-work-remains/
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been disrupted (The World Bank, 2021), livelihood restoration measures of such programs can 

serve as a source of inspiration for protecting local communities from the adverse impacts of 

trade bans. Altenburg et al. (2017) studied three types of schemes to incentivize the 

rehabilitation of natural resources: Payments for Ecosystem services, Conditional Cash and 

transfers, and Cash-for-work. Cash-for-Work programs were found to be easier to implement 

under institutional constraints, since monitoring and compliance verification were more 

straightforward as compared to other incentive schemes (Altenburg et al., 2017). The study 

demonstrates the effective use of Cash-for-Work programs for fishery management and 

mangrove reforestation (Altenburg et al., 2017). Protected area tourism is also proposed as an 

effective tool to preserve biodiversity, while developing the local economy, which is why its 

inclusion in COVID-19 recovery programs has been advocated (The World Bank, 2021). 

However, the implementation of livelihood restoration programs is not without its challenges. 

According to an expert on Livelihood Restoration Programs, designing restoration programs for 

those engaged in illegal activities, such as poachers, can be difficult (Anonymous, personal 

communication, 25 June 2021). This is because they may not be comfortable with divulging 

details of their livelihood activities since they are engaged in illicit dealing (Anonymous, personal 

communication, 25 June 2021). Additionally, the expert’s experience of implementing a 

protected area program in Kruger National Park reveals that poachers lacked the economic 

incentive to transition to alternative livelihoods (Anonymous, personal communication, 25 June 

2021). Also, a comprehensive understanding of the “structural parameters of the market” is 

required to determine how traders will react to regulations on trade (Bulte & Damania, 2005). 

Livelihood Restoration through Compensation: The PRC’s Compensation Program 

The government of the PRC has instituted compensation programs for those whose livelihoods 

were affected by the February 2020 ban (Global Times, n.d.). There were some doubts over 

whether those affected by the trade ban would receive the support being offered by the 

government (Roe & Lee, 2021). You (2020) also feared that compensation to artificial breeders 

may impose a significant financial burden on local governments in particular, since the ban 

mandated the suspension of administrative licenses issued by local authorities for commercial 

artificial breeding of wildlife for food. But the nationwide distribution of 90% of the 

compensations was reported to have been successfully completed in 24 provinces of the PRC 

(Global Times, n.d.). 

Also, according to an expert from an international conservation organization, the economic 

impact on wildlife traders is believed to be minimal, since traders are often engaged in the trade 

of multiple commodities, which they can fall back on to sustain their livelihood (Anonymous, 

personal communication, 1 July 2021). While those who raise wildlife may be affected more 

adversely, it is reported that they have been offered alternative livelihoods (Anonymous, 

personal communication, 1 July 2021).  

  

https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/studies/article/managing-coastal-ecosystems-in-the-philippines-what-cash-for-work-programmes-can-contribute/
https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1208608.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1208608.shtml
https://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1208608.shtml
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7. Alternative Solutions to Legal Wildlife Trade Bans 

Besides the imposition of wildlife trade bans, there are other measures that can be explored to 

contain the spread of zoonotic diseases. Such solutions can either complement the wildlife trade 

regulations to further strengthen them and to ensure their effective implementation, or even 

replace them completely. 

Leveraging existing trade regulations: Strengthening CITES 

The strengthening of coordinated efforts at a global level among source, transit, and consumer 

countries can be facilitated by strengthening the regulation of international trade through CITES. 

CITES is perceived to play a crucial role in protecting wildlife species from exploitation by trade, 

having the largest membership amongst conservation agreements (CITES, n.d.-k; Mair et al., 

2019; Weissgold et al., n.d.). Given its maturity and experience in the regulation of international 

wildlife trade, it is recommended that its existing infrastructure be utilized to tackle zoonotic 

disease spread (Weissgold et al., n.d.). Therefore, CITES can be leveraged to enable better 

enforcement of trade regulations across Parties to ensure that such policies have their intended 

effect of suppressing the spread of zoonotic diseases. The following are some proposed 

measures to further strengthen CITES: 

1) Engage local communities in the decision-making process 

Since local communities often endure the socio-economic impacts of wildlife trade 

controls, it is important to include them in the process of decision-making (Challender 

et al., 2015; Cooney et al., 2021). The inclusion of local people not only allows for a 

better understanding of how trade regulations will percolate down to the grassroots 

level but also contributes towards the success in implementing decisions by enabling 

their participation (Challender et al., 2015). While it is believed that CITES has not 

actively engaged local communities in decision-making processes, going forward it is 

believed that local interests should be represented in CITES deliberations 

(Challender et al., 2015). Community based natural resource management programs 

have also been proposed as a means to engage local communities, by incentivizing 

the sustainable use of wildlife or by providing payments for species protection 

(Cooney et al., 2021). In order to ensure that such programs are beneficial for local 

communities, these programs should be tailored to their needs.  

2) Improve the process of making listing-decisions 

The appropriate listing of species under CITES is crucial not only to protect species 

against the ill-effects of trade but also to ensure that funding for the implementation 

of trade controls is effectively used (Challender et al., 2015; Mair et al., 2019). Mair 

et al. (2019) assert that the way the listing is conducted could be done more 

strategically. The decision-making process is believed to be influenced by political 

factors, such as the influence exerted by actors, more than by scientific evidence 

(Challender et al., 2015). This warrants the need for a process free from factors that 

detract from the objective of ensuring species conservation (Challender et al., 2015). 

It is also argued that the formal listing process does not account for the impact of 

listing decisions, such as possible issues that could be encountered during 

https://cites.org/eng/disc/what.php
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
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implementation or how livelihoods of locals will be affected (Cooney et al., 2021). 

While other international conventions such as the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change carefully consider the ramifications of commitments 

to mitigate the effects of climate change through discussion, CITES does not give as 

much attention to the after-effects of its trade regulations (Cooney et al., 2021). 

Cooney et al. (2021) propose the use of various tools to assess the impacts of 

including species in CITES Appendices, such as theories of change assessments 

and impact evaluations. Mair et al. (2019) advocate the use of risk assessments to 

facilitate a more scientific approach towards the listing process, by estimating the 

risks13 posed to a species by international trade.  

 

3) Include provisions specifically addressing zoonotic diseases 

As discussed in Chapter 5.4.2, it is believed that CITES can be leveraged to develop 

regulation at an international level targeted specifically at mitigating the risk of 

zoonotic diseases. While Scanlon (n.d.) believes that in its current form, CITES does 

not address public health concerns, amendments can be introduced for the same. 

CITES process of decision-making can take public and animal health issues into 

account in accordance with a “One Health approach” by revising processes for listing 

species, issuing trade permits and certificates and capturing, captive breeding and 

transportation of wildlife (End Wildlife Crime, n.d.; Scanlon, n.d.). The creation of an 

Appendix IV has also been suggested related to species or specimens endangering 

public health or animal health (End Wildlife Crime, n.d.). Mittermeier (n.d.) proposes 

the inclusion of an addendum in CITES, dealing with the risk of zoonoses spread 

through international trade. An addendum would allow for the original regulations of 

CITES to remain intact, while allowing for the formulation of measures focused on 

containing the risks of disease originating in commercial international trade 

(Weissgold et al., n.d.).  

Reimagining CITES: Reverse the Listing Process of Species 

CITES currently uses what is known as a black-listing model, wherein the default position 

regarding trade is open trade of wildlife and the listing process regulates the trade of species 

perceived as threatened (Ditkof, n.d.; Lanius, n.d.). The wildlife conservation organization 

Nature Needs More is a strong advocate of introducing a reverse-listing procedure to CITES, 

with the belief that a direct listing process does not sufficiently protect species from trade since 

the listing of species is a long-winded undertaking14 (Lanius, n.d.). They believe that a reverse-

listing process is required to stem the damage caused by allowing unrestricted trade as a 

default under the direct listing system (Lanius, n.d.). The system would transfer the “burden of 

proof” from governments and civil society organizations, required to demonstrate that species 

trade is unsustainable, to those undertaking trade, who will need to provide evidence showing 

that species trade is sustainable (Ditkof, n.d.; Lanius, n.d.). Reverse listing processes have 

                                                           
13

 The risk assessment approach proposed by Mair et al. (2019) obtains the risk of a species by using: the IUCN Red 

List status and the recorded volume of trade as indicators of the extent to which a species faces a threat of extinction. 
14

 Needs for Nature argue that the CITES listing of threatened species, as identified by the IUCN Red List, can take 

as long as 24 years after first being named (Dunphy,2019 as cited in Lanius, n.d.).  

https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/fresh-look-global-wildlife-trade-law-can-cites-help-scanlon-ao/
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/fresh-look-global-wildlife-trade-law-can-cites-help-scanlon-ao/
https://endwildlifecrime.org/cites-amendments/
https://endwildlifecrime.org/cites-amendments/
https://endwildlifecrime.org/cites-amendments/
https://endwildlifecrime.org/cites-amendments/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
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been used for various federal acts pertaining to the use of manmade substances, which require 

strict controls such as the use of insecticides and drugs (Ditkof, n.d.; Lanius, n.d.). Since such 

products are manufactured in a short span of time, a more precautionary listing approach is 

better suited until their safe use can be ensured (Ditkof, n.d.). This can be equally applied to the 

listing of species, as detailed information for many, such as on population numbers, are still 

lacking. 

The prospect of adopting a reverse listing procedure was discussed by CITES Parties in 1981 

(CITES, 1981; Ditkof, n.d.). A resolution by Australia proposed that species, which were not 

“endangered or threatened” be listed instead of listing those that were already “endangered or 

threatened” (Ditkof, n.d.). While CITES member countries decided to conduct a study on the 

implications of such a change, a reverse listing approach was not adopted due to perceived 

“practical and legal” complications with enacting the system (Ditkof, n.d.; TRAFFIC, 1981). 

Ditkof (n.d.) was in favor of continuing the conventional direct listing process and argued that 

the adoption of such a new listing system would be complex due to the much larger number of 

species being traded (estimated to be 10,000 at the time), in comparison to the number of 

species prohibited from trade (approximately 700 at the time). However, Ditkof issued a 

statement in 2020, communicating his change in stance stating that “times have changed” and 

that reverse listing could be considered a plausible approach (Lanius, n.d.). It is also argued that 

the fact that CITES has currently listed over 38,700 species, demonstrates that CITES can 

handle the listing of more species traded should the system be reversed (CITES, n.d.-j; Lanius, 

n.d.). Mittermeier (n.d.) also proposes that the aforementioned addendum on species at high-

risk of transmitting zoonotic diseases could adopt a reverse listing approach, wherein live wild 

animals or “potentially infectious animal tissue” are restricted from trade until they are identified 

as low-risk in terms of zoonotic disease transmission. It is believed that the listing process could 

be specific to certain taxa such as mammals and birds, while allowing for the trade of low-risk 

species to continue, using current CITES listing processes (Weissgold et al., n.d.). 

Controlling the legalization of trade: Quotas and Permits 

Economic regulatory measures, such as quotas and permits, are a means to control the 

legalization of trade. Quotas are employed by CITES through annual export quotas to facilitate 

the sustainable trade under limits (Challender et al., 2015). These measures vary in their degree 

of strictness: for instance, zero quotas entail more stringent controls on trade (Challender et al., 

2015). An example of this is the imposition of national export quotas since 1985 on the legalized 

export of commercial ivory obtained from African elephant range states (Sand, 2018). The 

PRC’s WPL also stipulates the protection of wildlife through “allowable quotas” (You, 2020). 

Bulte and Damania (2005) advocate the use of quotas to cushion the potential adverse effects 

of wildlife farming. However, Van Song (2008) stresses the need for effective monitoring 

systems to support quota regulations and recommends their use in conjunction with other 

economic regulation mechanisms, such as penalties and taxation. It is argued that, in Viet Nam, 

regulations on traded quantities may not be effective since the trade of wildlife is dynamic, with 

different wildlife species allowed to be traded domestically or with Viet Nam’s neighbors, making 

the task of defining an efficient quota for trade difficult (Van Song, 2008).  

https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://cites.org/eng/disc/species.php
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://natureneedsmore.org/reverse-listing/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/how-we-can-use-the-cites-wildlife-trade-agreement-to-help-prevent-pandemics/
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A successful example of a previously employed tool that controlled LWT is the use of a permit 

system in the Turtle Islands in the Philippines in the 1990s, before the introduction of the Wildlife 

Resources Conservation and Protection Act in 2001 (WWF, 2005). In order to manage eggs as 

a resource, while ensuring that locals are able to make a living as the turtle egg trade was a 

source of income in the islands, the government introduced what is known as the 60/40 system: 

out of 100 eggs, 60% were harvested by the holder of a permit, while 40% were set aside for 

conservation purposes (10% harvested with the proceeds going into conservation, and 30% 

remained in place) (WWF, 2005). Permits were obtained through an application process 

conducted once a year (WWF, 2005). Poaching decreased, and the permit system was able to 

successfully engage locals in the management of turtle eggs and even provided employment, 

by recruiting community members as wardens (WWF, 2005). However, it should be noted that, 

in this case, turtle egg collection was not the primary source of livelihood for locals, but rather a 

supplementary source of income (WWF, 2005).  

Managing Consumer Behavior: Demand Side Measures 

Demand side efforts are seen as important policy measures to contain the demand for wildlife. It 

is believed that it is difficult to contain both the legal and illegal trade of wildlife, if high demand 

for wildlife persists (Lavoie et al., 2011). Can et al. (2019) also deem trade controls to be 

ineffective without instruments dealing with human behavioral change. Information campaigns 

that provided information to consumers on the health threats associated with exotic pets, were 

found to be effective in influencing consumer attitudes, as found by an online survey 

(Moorhouse et al., 2017, as cited Can et al., 2019). It is suggested that such efforts should focus 

on high-consumption countries of wildlife (Can et al., 2019). An international campaign to 

suppress the demand for wild pet parrots driven by various non-governmental organizations 

purportedly prompted the ban on the import of wild birds by the EU (Lavoie et al., 2011). 

Organizations such as the World Wildlife Fund and TRAFFIC, and regional bodies like ASEAN, 

champion the use of education and awareness campaigns aimed at countries that import wildlife 

to mitigate the harmful effects of wildlife trade (Rosen & Smith, 2010, as cited in Lavoie et al., 

2011). 

For demand reduction campaigns to be truly effective, a thorough understanding of market 

dynamics is required. Challender et al. (2015) argue that existing research on demand 

dynamics till now has focused on select species only. There is a need for further research on 

consumption patterns of species under high threat of extinction along with the social factors 

associated with their consumption, such as the willingness of consumers to switch to substitutes 

(Challender et al., 2015). It should also be noted that initiatives to reduce demand for wildlife 

have had some success in the West such as the reduction in demand for ivory products and fur 

clothing in Europe following 1989, attributed to the perceived stigma of its procurement by 

consumers (Abensperg-Traun, 2009, Phillip et al., 2009, Roe et al., 2002; ’t Sas-Rolfes, 2000, 

Stiles, 2004 as cited in Challender et al., 2015). However, there is limited evidence on the 

efficacy of demand reduction campaigns in East Asia (Challender et al., 2015). Moreover, Can 

et al. (2019) propose that stemming demand for trade in resource-deficient countries through 

human behavior change initiatives will not be easy. It should further be noted that changing 
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behavior is a long-term endeavor, which will most certainly take more than five years at least to 

achieve. 

The report Situation Analysis: COVID-19, Wildlife Trade and Consumer Engagement published 

by TRAFFIC (2021), details findings that can inform the design of future behavioral 

interventions. Firstly, it is pointed out that a study of 12 examples of Social and Behavior 

Change (SBC) interventions implemented in early 2020 revealed that only seven campaigns 

highlighted the zoonotic disease risk of wildlife (TRAFFIC, 2021). An exploration of the 

differences in content disease-related campaigns focused on by region revealed that there is a 

need to tailor messaging to the local context (TRAFFIC, 2021). For instance: in Central Africa 

the messaging focused more on food safety and poor hygiene of unregulated conditions of wild 

meat trade since consumers thought of COVID-19 as a disease that had emerged in the PRC 

and was hence not related to local wild meat consumption; in Thailand, issues such as animal 

cruelty, nature preservation and also campaigns that warned of the penalties of illegal wildlife 

consumption were found to be bigger drivers of decreasing consumption for wild meat 

consumption than COVID-19 (TRAFFIC, 2021). Secondly, it was suggested that messaging 

could be differentiated by consumer segments since it was found that the staunchest 

consumers of wildlife could not be dissuaded from wildlife consumption by highlighting zoonotic 

disease risk and that instead, they could be encouraged to support trade that is more regulated, 

safe and sustainable in nature (TRAFFIC, 2021). Thirdly, a concerning reduction in SBC 

campaigns and messaging as compared to 2020 was identified, and it is accordingly 

recommended that there is a need for more targeted SBC campaigns to alleviate the risks 

posed by emerging infectious diseases through the wildlife trade (TRAFFIC, 2021). Fourthly, a 

holistic approach towards SBC campaigning was proposed, which drew on diverse experiences 

spanning human health, animal health and food safety (TRAFFIC, 2021). Active engagement of 

governments, beyond environmental agencies that deal directly with wildlife-related issues, was 

also advocated by including ministries working in the fields of “human health, animal health, 

agriculture, livestock, and traditional medicine” in the design of SBC campaigns (TRAFFIC, 

2021).  

Addressing Land-use Changes: Combating the Root Causes of Zoonoses 

Some experts propose that halting the harmful effects of habitat loss, e.g. through deforestation 

and land conversion, present opportunities for reducing the interaction between humans and 

wildlife, thereby minimizing the risks of zoonotic disease transmission (Dobson et al., 2020; Roe 

& Lee, 2021; WHO-China, 2021). Professor Janice Ser Huay Lee, Assistant Professor at 

Nanyang Technological University of Singapore, strongly agrees that halting deforestation and 

encroachment of wildlife habitats for agricultural activities should be explored as avenues of 

zoonotic disease spread along with banning LWT (Professor Janice Ser Huay Lee, personal 

communication, 16 August 2021). An example of this are increased outbreaks of vector-borne 

and zoonotic diseases resulting from land-use changes due to oil palm expansion at a global 

scale (Morand & Lajaunie, 2021).Dobson et al. (2020) suggest that the prevention of 

deforestation can be viewed as an investment that yields returns by mitigating zoonotic disease 

spread among other benefits. The amount currently being invested in the prevention of 
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deforestation is insufficient and it is estimated that the cost of reducing deforestation by half is 

between US$1.5 billion and US$9.6 billion per year (Dobson et al., 2020). 

In order to prevent the spill-over of diseases from animals to humans through large-scale 

environmental changes, Roe and Lee (2021) propose that humans transition away from food 

systems that are heavily reliant on industrialized agriculture. This entails discouraging 

commercial supply chains, which cause deforestation, along with opting for a less meat-

intensive diet (Roe & Lee, 2021).  

Identifying species accurately: Use of Genetic Codes 

One of the challenges with the enforcement of bans is species identification, which can be 

overcome by genetic identification techniques, allowing for the accurate identification of species 

(Johnson, 2010). An example of a successful species identification project is the registering of 

genetic codes of both wild and captive bred tiger species in Thailand in an effort to contain the 

illegal trade of tigers and derived products (Fischer, 2021). Fischer (2021) suggests to apply this 

to all species considered threatened, as there is a high risk for these species to be poached and 

laundered through legal trade routes. DNA barcoding is also found to be a successful taxonomic 

method, wherein genetic markers found in an organism’s DNA are used to identify the species it 

belongs to by comparing it to a reference library of registered species (da Silva Ferrette et al., 

2019). Such techniques have been successfully used for the detection of turtles being smuggled 

across Pakistan’s borders (Rehman et al., 2015) and for the identification of shark species 

finned in the Southwest Atlantic (da Silva Ferrette et al., 2019).  
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8. Conclusion 

An exploration of the nature of LWT establishes that trade via legal channels presents a cause 

for concern due to the associated risk of disease transmission. A multi-sectoral response 

spanning both human and animal ecosystems is required in accordance with a One Health 

approach towards controlling zoonoses in order to target the root cause of the virus (WHO, n.d.-

b). This will require joint efforts by international organizations and conventions, such as CITES, 

to facilitate such a multi-sectoral approach. Before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, 

regulations on wildlife were largely either directed at conservation risks of trade, or sought to 

monitor wildlife trade flows between countries, with the most notable trade regulating body being 

CITES. While the agreement has played a prominent role in enforcing prohibitions on trade to 

contain its adverse effects, it has its shortcomings and it is ultimately the responsibility of CITES 

Parties to enforce trade restrictions through domestic legislation. 

The case studies of wildlife trade in the PRC and Viet Nam allowed for a deeper understanding 

of domestic legislation, namely the February 2020 decision to ban the terrestrial consumption of 

wildlife in the PRC and the prohibitions on import of wildlife mandated by Directive 29 in Viet 

Nam. There are two notable commonalities in the trade regulations introduced by both 

countries: Firstly, exemptions have been granted to the use of wildlife for medicinal purposes 

such as for TCM production reportedly due to pressures from lobbyists belonging to wildlife 

industries. While supporters of wildlife trade, particularly of wildlife farming, cite the cultural roots 

of wildlife consumption to encourage its commercialization, it is suspected that cultural 

associations have been used by the wildlife industry to stimulate demand. Secondly, both 

countries seem to perceive wildlife as having a utilitarian function, thereby legitimizing the LWT 

and thus the wildlife farm business. Accordingly, while trade regulations of the PRC and Viet 

Nam have tightened restrictions on wildlife farming, they have not mandated a complete 

shutdown of captive breeding activities.  

The study of wildlife trade policies served as an entry point to further an understanding of the 

implications of a trade ban. The matter of whether some degree of legal trade should be 

permitted appears to have 1) economic implications, by way of the effects of legalization on 

demand; 2) social implications, through the influence of legalization on consumer behavior; and 

3) environmental implications, through an examination of whether legal trade channels, such as 

wildlife farms, offer conservation benefits. Such an exploration informs the design of trade ban 

policies by re-examining four key features of trade bans: an examination of the degree of 

legalization that should be permitted reveals that legal channels of trade must be opened with 

caution given that the SARS-CoV-2 virus is suspected to have originated in animal reservoirs 

and zoonoses not distinguishing between wildlife traded legally or illegally; exploring the type of 

wildlife banned, experts suggest a targeted approach towards the prohibition of trade with a 

focus on high-risk taxa; as concern the utilization of wildlife, the trade of wildlife associated with 

medicinal purposes, which has been exempted by the trade controls recently introduced by the 

PRC and Viet Nam, purportedly carries high risk of zoonotic disease spill over, suggesting that 

trade controls should be imposed on all utilities of wildlife; and on the matter of whether a ban 

should be implemented at a domestic, regional or international level, experts indicate that, while 

https://www.who.int/news-room/q-a-detail/one-health
https://www.who.int/news-room/q-a-detail/one-health
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an international ban on trade is required to effectively limit disease transmission, the practicality 

of such a proposition needs to be given careful consideration.  

This study has identified avenues for future research to strengthen an understanding of the 

effects of trade controls. One area of investigation that emerged was the need to further 

examine the role of subsistence hunters of wildlife: firstly, wildlife trade bans may also impact 

these stakeholders and the design of a trade ban policy should account for these effects; 

secondly, while the small-scale operations of individual subsistence hunters may seem 

innocuous, the risks of their accumulated activities require more research. This study also 

aspires to serve as a foundation for acquiring a deeper understanding of trade controls, which 

suit the context particularly for Southeast Asian countries. Trade regulations imposed in the 

West may not necessarily be met with the same success in other contexts. Accordingly, there is 

a need to conduct further research on the dynamics of wildlife trade markets to design suitable 

trade policies. This can eventually lead to the development of a guide to inform the design of 

suitable trade regulations fitting the context which prevent the spread of zoonotic diseases and 

ensure the survival of species.  
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