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1. Introduction

Sean Penn'mito the Wildis a magnificent, epic film that tells an intriggi story of the wilderness.

The film, based on Jon Krakauer's book of the sétfee is about a young man who leaves what he
perceives to be false and materialistic life beliménter the wild in search of the pure and autbelm an
interview about the film, Sean Penn said that, evlibman inauthenticity and corruption impede our
quality of life, "the wilderness is relentlesslytlaentic" (MacGrath 2007). However, the young majisst

for the pristine and pure, and his revolt agairstiety, end in misery and death. In this story, the
wilderness represents both the untouched and mihieh are worth aiming for, and the untamed and
violent, which threaten and destroy human lives.

This depiction of the wilderness illustrates humateeply ambivalent relationship with nature,
which oscillates between romantic devotion to ratand attempts to conquer it. Likewise, it reflects
modern society's nature-culture dualism, wherereatudefined as "the other" vis-a-vis human sgceid
culture. This notion is manifested in the relatiuipsbetween humans and nature, whether it concerns
human mastery of nature or humans as its keepardingly, the nature-culture divide permeates the
underlying logic of international environmental wégfion. In recent decades, environmental reguidtias
evolved to encompass a more holistic approachesepting a non-anthropocentric view (Emmenegger
and Tscentscher 1994).

This paper treats two highly topical and intercarted environmental issues, climate change and
biodiversity, that are regulated in concurrent rin&tional conventions. The Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) embodies a holistic approach andicalates two values of biodiversity; non-
anthropocentric, intrinsic value and anthropocentinstrumental value. In contrast, the Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) presentsatknchange entirely as a matter of human survival
and welfare. Although the two conventions wereddtrced in the early 1990s, they differ in theinwief,
and expressed motives for, environmental protecfitat, in considering what is worth protecting awd/
why regulation is required, the CBD and the UNFQO&€ "the natural" as a demarcation line.

Environmental regulation concerns not only how iteat a predefined reality or to govern specific
objects, but it is also involved in constructingegk entities. Explicitly or implicitly, regulatioareates
demarcations that make objects appear hazarddwarimtess, important or unimportant, or natural @n-n
natural (Lidskoget al 2009: 3). Although the notion of protecting thatural may seem neutral or
congenial, it is complex and deeply value-laden] amust be interpreted and defined when put into
practice. All conceptions of the nature-cultureidiévinvolve designating boundaries, and help coosthe
relationship between humans and their environmiestead of searching for nature and the natural, we
should view these concepts as political, and aeatye implications of particular definitions anckith
applications (Swyngedouw 2007: 19-20).

The aim of the paper is to analyze how the natamdl concerns for biodiversity and climate change
are constructed in applicable regulatory framewotkgrthermore, the paper explores the social and
environmental consequences of these constructinalysis of the explicit and implicit assumptions
underlying these constructions tells us how hungeney and the relationship between humans andenatur
are defined, and how and to whom responsibilitygiovironmental protection is assigned.

This paper comprises six sections, starting witls thtroduction. Section two provides a brief
overview of the modern nature-culture divide anthef its implications for environmental protection
Section three discusses how the concepts of nahuoeculture are negotiated in relation to eachrothe
Section four analyzes motives and arguments fadtibéosity conservation and climate change mitigatio
Section five analyzes how the "natural” is condedcin the regulatory framework and the social and
environmental implications of this framing. Sect®oncludes that, although the "natural” is ofieed as
a socially and politically neutral concept, thersbdor it remains a deeply value-laden activitgttentails
drawing boundaries and assigning priorities.
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2. The modern nature-culture divide and environmendal protection

The modern understanding of the relationship betwé&mans and nature is ambiguous,
encompassing a wide range of emotions and ratisrfaleits exploitation, domination and preservation
Out of a tangle of events and ideas, the conceptiorature emerged, as an object of scientific iirygand
as a resource for economic progress (i.e., resyarotonservation for the sake of benefits that msma
derive from nature). This way of relating to thevieonment has its roots in Europe, where an "idgplof
conquest and domination towards nature has evoledldeology that permeates globally today (Pattbe
2007: 1). In this process, modernism has transfdrmiéderness into a nature devoid of intrinsic alu
(Oelschlaeger 1991).

One important precursor of this change was theai@teistian ethic. The material world was God's
gift to humans for them to master, but it needegrowement, achievable only by human intelligenceé an
physical labor. The Judeo-Christian recovery stigryoy no means one-sided, as it also alludes to the
stewardship of nature and human responsibilityGod's creation (Egri 1999: 67 ff.; Merchant 2008: 8
ff.). In this tradition we find the origins of ttenception of humankind as both nature's conquendrits
keeper. Another important social and intellectuahsition that led to the transformation of "wildess" to
"nature” was the Enlightenment, which ushered ie #tientific and industrial revolutions, and the
emergence of capitalism. The metaphor of naturaexhanism or machine was established, and natdre an
its diverse resources (e.g., water, forests ancerais) became mere means to an end, that is, alateri
fueling consumption, progress and continuous ecangmowth (Oelschlaeger 1991: 93-95; cf. Merchant
2003: 83-84).

Modernism, however, has not unfolded without dstit and counter-argument, and nineteenth
century romanticism represents one such countemaggt. One feature of romanticism, a diverse
movement, is that it took an aesthetic turn andracdd the idea of self-fulfilment through a peraon
relationship with wild and pristine nature. Urbdfie,| the city and civilization were viewed as disitons,
whereas wild nature was idealized and praisedt$édoeauty and splendor (Faarlund 1993: 163; Hap200
5 ff.).

Since the nineteenth century, nature lovers, coasienists and the environmental movement have
frequently raised their voices in criticism of thevironmental consequences of urbanization and
industrialization. The movement has taken variauisag, ranging from the conservation movement ¢e ec
feminism. Despite the differences between thesslof thought, the representation of nature agamtly
good is predominant in environmental thinking (Gaa@02:13). Likewise, the presumption is shared tha
modern humans are at the root of environmentaladkgion.

There are several ideological currents-such asehioiem, ecocentrism and streams of eco-
feminism that question human supremacy over nandenotions of nature as "other" to human society a
culture. There are also visions that aspire tosirand the nature-culture divide: the possibility'@hew
synthesis" and the notion of "the human projecttadng place within rather than outside nature"
(Oelschlaeger 1991: 317). However, these linehafight have been far from prominent in contemporary
environmental discourse.

Accounts of the relationship between humans andreags they appear in the history of ideas,
convey ambiguous messages that identify humankintosh destroyer and rescuer, and wilderness or
"natural nature" as both threat and refuge. Theeotr more or less hegemonic discourse of sust@nab
development unites a number of such diverse eleméeft out of this discourse, however, is a céntra
element of the various guises of the "green créfgqmamely criticism of the notion of industrialoggress
itself (Hajer and Fischer 1999: 2). The discour§esustainable development recognizes the structural
character of environmental problems, but it alssuaees that the institutions of modern society caal d
with them. It promotes further, not less, modertiarg responding to criticism of contemporary sogie
with a modernistic answer involving research, tetbgical innovation, market forces, and so on.

The discourse of sustainable development is basedhe modern nature-culture divide and
comprises an ambivalence towards nature and hugency that has been part of the relationship betwee
humans and their environment for so long in the t&fesworld. It is also within this discourse thhet
treaties of biodiversity and climate change areotiatgd.

3. Negotiating nature and culture

The notions of nature and the natural, as disfiech culture and society and untouched by humans,
can be questioned since we cannot find any siteaoth that fits that description. As many scholzase
convincingly argued, the idea of nature and cultaseseparate entities is flawed, and nature i®bett
understood as "socio-environmental arrangementsf/i§douw 2007: 20), or "seeming nature" (Gandy
2002: 110). In the modern understanding of a stligtsion between culture and nature as separate
categories, Bruno Latour (1993) claims that "weehaever been modern", since our world is and always
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has been full of hybrids: socio-natural objects anljects. Despite these insights, the separafioatare
and culture is manifest in human thought and emvirental policies.

The concepts of "nature” and the natural are famdind yet highly elusive. On the one hand these
terms are easily and frequently used; on the dtiey are difficult to grasp and define (Soper 1985;
Newton 2007). Contradictory thinking attaches detgrof meanings, values and functions to naturesiM
commonly described is the resource and aesthelie & the natural world. Nature is also enlistad i
environmental protection. Nature can be used toptement technical solutions, for example as bagaiet
buffer in hazardous waste management (Uggla 2084dhis case, it is a sturdy and stable nature that
compensates for human shortcomings.

Accordingly, there is not one nature, but a diugref contested natures constituted through socio-
cultural processes from which they cannot be sépadraDifferent conceptualizations of nature - as
resource, as threatened, or sacred, pure, anct staiphply different responses to potential thresgainst
these natures (Macnagthen and Urry 1998:23). Toexefnature is an elastic concept, providing an
ideological vehicle for almost any position on tleationship between humans and their environment
(Gandy 2002:13).

The meaning of nature is continuously negotiatedelation to its supposed counterpart - human
culture and society. In early sociology, in an fto explain human consciousness and the mindnalsi
were frequently used to explain the uniquenessuafidnkind (Tuomivaara 2009: 49). It is in relatian t
animals and nature, defined as the other, thatitigueness of humans and human character stands out
this sense, nature serves to define what it meahs human.

Negotiating nature and culture - drawing boundatties define the natural versus the non-natural -
defines and justifies certain actions. Humans dmesthing to the world when they draw boundaries
between nature and culture, between the natural thadnon-natural, and between acceptable and
unacceptable human interference in natural systefrsy understanding of nature involves an
understanding of society, and of certain sociaicd® In this sense, nature also fulfills politié@hctions,
telling us how to live our lives.

4. Loss of biodiversity and climate change: headinfpr disaster?

Two highly topical international environmental régory frameworks concern climate change
and biodiversity. The close connection betweenneeeand policy in these two areas implies a shithe
conceptual categories according to which peopleststdnd and value nature. Notably, notions of déma
change and biodiversity entail an understandingrofironmental protection as a shared, global concer
(Miller and Edwards 2001: 6; Takacs 1996). Furtrmenthese issues, which are presumed to be easlsenti
to human survival and welfare, are closely interamted. First, biodiversity is thought to be impaoitfor
strengthening ecosystem resilience and bolsteitogystem adaptability to environmental variationshs
as climate change (CBD 2007; Glowletal. 1994: 9). Second, although changing conditiongeha
continuously contributed to the rearrangement oldgical systems, human-induced climate change is
thought to amplify such variation, threatening teelerate "the loss of biodiversity already undeswue
to other human stressors" (Hanrethal. 2005: 3). Accordingly, the link between biodivéysand climate
change is understood as reciprocal, that is, humduced climate change threatens biodiversity, evhil
biodiversity itself can reduce the adverse impadftelimate change on people and production systems
(CBD 2007; Lovejoy and Hannah 2005). But how aredbiersity conservation and climate change
mitigation justified in the regulatory framework?

Motives for biodiversity conservation

The concept of biodiversity has an inclusive chamagromoted by members of both the
conservation and scientific communities, represgnéi range of interests (Farnham 2007: 241 ffacihg
the roots of "biodiversity" reveals a deeply valaden concept that subsumes several values - siesthe
recreational, scientific, economic, and for lifgaport — that are related to various aspects ofewasion,
including wilderness protection, resourcism, ane gnotection of endangered species. Although skvera
values of biodiversity have been emphasized, resarhas been central to the biodiversity consemat
discourse (Farnham 2007: 4 ff.; cf. Evans 2007:; 2Z44Escobar 1998). The biodiversity concept has a
normative component: biodiversity is consideredsasething that is good for several reasons, imglyin
that greater diversity entails greater value.

It is also apparent that human activity is belietedpose the main threat to rich biodiversity
through, for example, habitat fragmentation, intrcidg alien species, and global climate changeofall
which are treated as human-induced (anthropoggatienomena (Lovejoy 2005: 325; Binimeks$ al.
2007). Fragmentation research has been mainlytedeiowards human-induced disturbances and defined
as an anthropogenic phenomenon that threatensranglial state, which is characterized by unifornd an
extensive habitats conducive to rich biodiversitguejoy 2005, p. 325; Evans 2007: 244). In linehvitis
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understanding, and in order to protect biodiversityd nature and coherent green areas are higeligh
Rich biodiversity is thus framed as a favorablé¢esthat is threatened by human agency.

Although value-laden and normative, the biodivgrsibncept is also closely connected to science
and scientific values of nature, which have imbtieel biodiversity concept with a sense of objedfivit
(Farnham, 2007: 4; cf. Evans 2007: 243). By submgmai variety of values and interests, the concept h
gathered together actors from a range of fieldsluding politicians, scientists and conservatianist
making them allies sharing a cause (cf. Gieryn 1988acs 1996) and a unified frame of reference.

Despite the unity of purpose associated with biediity concerns, the precise definition of
biodiversity is by no means self-evident. As Escofi®98: 53) explains, "although ‘'biodiversity' has
concrete biophysical referents, it must be seemdiscursive invention of recent origin". Howeverthree-
tiered standard definition, including genetic, spe@nd ecosystem diversity, has evolved (Farnha®d:2
13; 23ff.). This definition was established by the CBDdaadopted in 1992. It unites a variety of policy
and scientific recommendations from groups suchth&s sustainable-use movement, farmer's rights
movements, and bioprospectors, connecting biodiyersonservation to sustainable development
(Farnham 2007: 26; CBD and UNEP 2004). The CBD .(Eigrefers to biodiversity as the variability
among living organisms from all sources, and th@v@ation has been described as new and innovative
because of its holistic approach.

It also introduces the notion of the intrinsic \alof biodiversity (Glowkeet al. 1994; Rehbinder
2002). In its preamble, in which the negotiatingtes set out their concerns and motives, the Caioven
presents the values of biodiversity and, for thet ime in a binding international instrumentgsses these
intrinsic valuesAn object with intrinsic value is something thatialuable for its own sake, independent of
its usefulness to someone or something else. Redetlw an object's intrinsic value often implieatlthis
value inheres within the object, indicating thasthalue has some kind of external existence indeget
of human consciousness. The conclusion that sontefki valuable in itself may be interpreted in two
ways. First, value in itself can be seen as seitaioed, that is, it would be valuable even if tharere
nothing else in the world (cf. G. E. Moore's ismattest of intrinsic value). Second, value inlit®an be
seen as persistent, in other words, the value remeagardless of situation or context (Levinsonf2@21-
322). The concept of intrinsic value is disputegor example, whether it is only concrete entities.(
people) or states of existence (e.g., pleasureslaside satisfaction) that can have intrinsic vdBeadley
2006; see also Zimmerman 2001; Levinson 2004).\ige, the intrinsic value of biodiversity as a wdol
is disputed, whether intrinsic value can be atteduo all of it or to specific components (Krishmarthy
2003: 73).

Cenvention an
Biological Diversity

The Convention | The Profocel | Programmes | Mechanisms | Iofarmation | Seorstarst i [

Highlights

What's New

For Parties &
Mational Focal Paints 16 September 2010
Discours de rm. Ahmed Djoghlaf, Secrétaire exécutif de la CDB, &
For Indigenous & I'oecasion de la premiere conférence panafricaing sur «La hiodiversité
Local Communities et la lutte contre la pauvretd en afrique », 16 septermbra 2010,
Libreville, Gahan, More »

Fig. 1: Convention on Biodiversity websitgttp://www.cbhd.int/

Neither the Convention nor the CBD handbook (Seciet of the Convention on Biological
Diversity 2005) ever defines how intrinsic valueslid be understood or what it implies. The inclasod
the concept of intrinsic value in environmental ulagjon, however, indicates a shift in environménta
regulation towards acknowledging non-anthropocemiues (cf. Emmenegger and Tscentscher 1994).
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The first paragraph of the preamble to the CBDcaldites the contracting parties' consciousness "of
the intrinsic value of biological diversity and thecological, genetic, social, economic, scientific,
educational, cultural, recreational, and aesthelaes of biological diversity and its componentdére,
the CBD emphasizes the inherent worth of bioditgrand draws a line between this intrinsic, non-
anthropocentric value of biodiversity as a wholed asther anthropocentric, instrumental values of
biodiversity and its components (Holder and Lee2().

The inclusion of the notion of intrinsic value indies an alternate perception of nature, viewed
against resourcism. Instead, citing the intrinsadue of biodiversity alludes to the perception of a
sacrosanct nature, which represents pre-modernefisag postmodern interpretations of nature (Rémtj
2002: 7; cf. Merchant 2003: 192).

Motives for climate change mitigation

The theory of global warming as a consequence eérgrouse gas (GHG) emissions was raised
several times in the twentieth century, but it was until the 1980s that climate change becameiause
political issue. The logic underlying the intermaital community's concern for global climate chaige
based on climate modeling that indicates poteatilaerse effects-such as intensified droughts aat,
and rising sea level-due to human GHG emissiongndf¢ modeling is also the prerequisite for
distinguishing between natural climate variabilégd human-induced climate change, since periods of
frequent rainfall, little or no rainfall, or of esdme weather events cannot positively be attributed
anthropogenic climate change. As Edwards puts it:

The inherent variability of weather makes it impbksto attribute individual storms, floods,

droughts or hurricanes to changes in the globaiatk. Only by coupling statistical analyses
to climate modeling exercises have scientists laddmto isolate and display the "fingerprint"
of global warming in changing weather patterns adbthe world. (Edwards 2001: 33)

Today, there is a complex alliance between scidased descriptions of climate change and
climate policy (Edwards 2001: 34). In this fusiohsgience and policy, the Intergovernmental Pamel o
Climate Change (IPCC), set up in 1988 to providdependent scientific advice on climate change,
functions as a center of authority that must uplitsidredibility in the eyes of both the scientifind policy
communities (Edwards and Schneider 2001; cf. Ad#6). The role of the IPCC is not to conduct
research, but to assess "on a comprehensive, imgjeopen and transparent basis the scientifityrieal
and socio-economic information relevant to undeiditeg the scientific basis of risk of human-induced
climate change" (IPCC 1998: 1).

The IPCC summarizes and communicates its assessitestipport policy-making, and its First
Assessment Report, published in 1990, constitutedstientific basis of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), adopted 9821 (Fig. 2). The IPCC reports present the
scientific consensus that the Earth's climate isghaffected by human activities. The AssessmeipoRe
are part of the scientific construct of the conssnsnd this consensus has remained relativeljestafer
time about one key factor: the sensitivity of tHenate to atmospheric GOdoubling, expressed as a
projected increase of global mean temperature geausluijs 1998; cf. von Storch 2009).

The policy responses to climate change establighéldle UNFCCC are mitigation and adaptation.
"Mitigation" concerns reducing GHG emissions, amthancing and protecting greenhouse gas sankis
reservoirs such as forests and oceans. "Adaptationterns various human responses to experienced or
expected consequences of climate change, sucbab dbntrol and crop adjustment. Although adaptatio
includes both moderating harm and exploiting be@fiopportunities, the international community's
adoption of the UNFCCC is a sign of its great concabout the adverse effects of climate change.
Likewise, although previous and present climatéatimn has resulted and may result in natural tisas
such as droughts, floods, and landslides, the eonaederlying mitigation is that anthropogenic it
change has contributed to increased frequency eftevincluding heat waves, heavy precipitation and
intense tropical cyclone activity. Accordingly, mlate policy has identified human interference vt
climate, and the need for mitigation measures (Kiei al. 2003; Tol 2005). The focus on human
interference with the climate system is consistsith the scientific agenda that supports the logfic
mitigation, based on the presumption of a causialtioeship between human activities and increased
concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmaspresulting in climate change with predominantly
negative consequences for society. In turn, thiggation imperative results in a bias against aakiq
(Pielke, 2005).
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Fig. 2 United Nations Framework Convention on Climateige websitattp://unfccc.int/

The UNFCCC provides an overall framework for intergrnmental efforts to control climate
change. In the preamble to the UNFCCC, the contgqbarties articulate their concern "that human
activities have been substantially increasing tingoapheric concentrations of greenhouse gases"thatd
this will lead to additional warming of the eartblgface and atmosphere. This may adversely aftgaral
ecosystems and humankind, so the ultimate objeofittee Convention (Article 2) is to:

...achieve stabilization of greenhouse gas concémtisatin the atmosphere at a level that
would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interferemitie the climate system. Such a level
should be achieved within a time frame sufficiemtatiow ecosystems to adapt naturally to
climate change, to ensure that food productionaos threatened and to enable economic
development to proceed in a sustainable manner QO Article 2).

These formulations embrace the notion that huméerference with the climate may result in a
situation in which ecosystems can no longer adatrally, which in turn will threaten human foodogly,
welfare and economic growth. From the preamble thedoverall objective of the UN Convention, it is
clear that the concern expressed about the adefiesets of climate change exclusively concern human
survival and welfare.

Environmental protection: do the motives really tee

The two Conventions draw on different kinds of ‘eauin their motives for biodiversity
conservation and climate change mitigation. The ORE stresses the threat of climate change to life-
sustaining functions of ecosystems and economieldpment. This is a clear expression of resourcism,
which protects the utilities humans gain from naltwesources. The decisive criterion for toleraffimate
change is, accordingly, whether or not this chdag®nsidered harmless or dangerous to humans.

The CBD, however, articulates both the intrinsidueaand a range of instrumental values of
biodiversity, including aesthetic and recreatiovalues. One might say that this way of justifying
biodiversity conservation is redundant. If biodsigy has intrinsic value, no further justificatidar its
protection is needed. Likewise, if rich biodiveysis considered essential to human survival, humans
should protect it irrespective of any inherent Wattmay have. Accordingly, a question that coneesiind
is whether the motives for environmental protectieally matter as long as the arguments are comgnc
and result in tangible measures.

The wide range of values articulated in the preamblthe CBD most likely stems from the variety
of interests that constitute the basis of the Cotiwa. The various cited arguments, motives andies|
however, do not always match up, and some evente@at each other. In environmental politics, three
categories of arguments are frequently used, quorelng to the categories of instrumental and nstd
values — aesthetic arguments (beauty of naturenattal scenery), utility arguments (nature as ugs
for human survival and welfare), and the argumbat hature has intrinsic worth. These can be used i

Journal of Political Ecology Vol. 17 84



Uggla What is this thing called "natural"?

combination, and even confused, for example betvemmthetic and intrinsic value (Soper 1995: 251 ff.
Uggla 2010). However, it is not self-evident thia¢de different arguments and values should harraoniz
References to the beauty of nature imply that $igesights and species considered beautiful or ésgive
deserve protection, whereas references to intriveige also include the protection of places aretigs
considered ugly or even repulsive to humans (Sb9@5b: 255; cf. Foale and Macintyre 2005: 13).

Some argue that it is necessary to advocate thiesitt value of biodiversity to ensure its proteati
and use the acknowledgement of this principle tticize actions based on other values. In particula
utility resulting in the monetization of ecosystesrvices (Justust al.2009: 187). In some instances, these
different standpoints - intrinsic versus utilitylyaes - have polarized debates over biodiversitygmtmn.
While some argue that the concept of nature'snsitri value is needed to free humans from narrow
anthropocentrism, others argue that the intrinsiltiey concept is useless in decision-making anccyoli
processes aimed at biodiversity protection, becpaiey-making and decisions and action for biodbity
protection necessarily involve stakeholder intexestd prioritization (Justust al. 2009; Norton 2000; cf.
Zisenis 2009). This kind of political negotiatian dbvious in the discussion of indigenous peopights
and biodiversity conservation in protected areas,(for example, Schmidt and Peterson 2009; Cdiehes
2004). Furthermore, in most cases it is variou$viddal components of biodiversity that are valusedl
negotiated, not biodiversity as such. When disagssitrinsic value in policy-making, this value is
frequently attributed to nature, ecosystems, eatious life forms, indicating that the concepbaflogical
diversity as a separate category is difficult taldwith (Uggla 2010). Thus, the intrinsic value of
biodiversity, if taken seriously, is an unwieldynoept of limited use in policy-making and biodivigrs
conservation. It is, however, an indication of #eraate approach to nature by the scientific comitgu
that is more obviously aligned with the conservatimovement than its engagement with climate change.

5. Constructions of 'the natural'

The concern for climate change and biodiversitys loaused by human activity has resulted in
international regulation and extensive policies dontrol greenhouse gas emissions and to protect
endangered species, habitats and ecosystemss lerttieavor, both the UNFCCC and the CBD include the
concept of "the natural" to point out what is waptiotecting.

Climate variability and climate change

The IPCC and UNFCCC each define climate changédtdliglifferently. The IPCC defines it as
"any change irlimateover time, whether due to natural variability sraaresult of human activity” (IPCC
2007: 871). The UNFCCC explicitly defines climateange as "change of climate which is attributed
directly or indirectly to human activity that aléethe composition of the global atmosphere and hvisién
addition to natural climate variability observedeoxomparable time periods" (Article 1.2). The UNFC
stresses the distinction between climadgiability, which is considered to be a natural phenomeniodi, a
climate change which is associated with human interference. TR@C, however, has a more inclusive
definition. Despite this difference, both definiteo make a distinction between natural variabilibd a
changes due to human activities.

The ultimate objective of the UN Convention is tohi@ve "stabilization of greenhouse gas
concentrations in the atmosphere at a level thatldvprevent dangerous anthropogenic interferentle wi
the climate system” (Article 2). This formulatio; ¢entral and yet problematic. First, it impliedistinct
dividing line between dangerous and harmless iatence with the climate system. Although present
natural climate variation may negatively affect fammwelfare, it is presumed that ecosystems can cope
with such variation and naturally adapt to it, wdes anthropogenic climate change threatens thisneign
equilibrium (cf. Swyngedouw 2007: 18). This prestimpimplies that human knowledge is "sophisticated
enough to reveal the limits of nature, thus peingtus to exploit resources safely up to that linii{ajer
and Fischer 1999: 5). Second, it conceals regidiffdrences and the intricate intertwining of thattar
with issues such as climate adaptation, vulnetg@ihd social change (Pielke, 2005). The focusumdn
interference with the climate system is consisteith the scientific agenda that supports the lagfithe
mitigation imperative, based on the presumptioraafausal relationship between human activities and
increased concentrations of greenhouse gases atrtfesphere, ultimately resulting in climate changé
predominantly negative consequences for societyurim this mitigation imperative results in a dgfig of
adaptation demands (Pielke, 2005).

Furthermore, in compliance with a strict interptieta of the UNFCCC, only adaptation measures to
human-induced climate change should obtain findiscipport (Verheyen, 2002). The expectation of ein
able to distinguish between human-induced climdtange and natural climate variability reflects the
Annex Il Parties' reluctance to provide financiapgort for regular development projects. Howevke, t
formulation is problematic, since natural climatariability and human-induced climate change cannot
possibly be clearly distinguished in practice. éast, expectations of such a distinction may reisult
awkward considerations of what can be defined a#tiadal harm and additional costs caused by human-
induced climate change (Pielke, 2005; Verheyen22Bein, 2003).
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At the same time, a number of COP (Conference efRhrties) decisions seem to recognize the
problem of distinguishing between climate varidabiland climate change, and include consideratidns o
current and future climate change as well as ahafe variability. These interpretations of the UN
Convention thus pave the way for a more integratiiev, in which adaptation measures are seen as
embedded in a complex of material and socio-econaritcumstances, and mainstreamed in various
planning and development projects (Lidskaigal 2009: 76-77). This approach is consistent wittsthod
the adaptation literature, which stresses thattatiap measures are seldom carried out becaudéeraite
change alone, but rather are part of decisiongdrigd by other social and economic events reflgatiicler
social changes (see, for example, Burttral, 2002; Adgeret al, 2005; Smit and Wandel, 2006). In
societal planning, risk management and endeavamrsdiace society's vulnerability to extreme weathes,
distinction between climate variability and climateange are unproductive or even detrimental.

The Convention on Biological Diversity
The CBD includes the natural versus non-naturakindison in the concepts ofif situ

conservation”, "natural habitat”, "natural occuoeh and "alien species". According to the Conwamti
habitat refers to "the place or type of site whameorganism or population naturally occurs" (CBDtidle

2). In situ conservation - the primary approach to biodivgnsieservation apart fromx situconservation -
refers to maintaining or restoring viable wild pégtions in their natural surroundings, or, for deticated

and cultivated species, conserving them in theosudings where they have developed their distiectiv
properties. Biodiversity conservation obviously cems both wild species and domesticated species
improved by breeding. The CBD also introduces thecept of alien, or non-indigenous, species that
represent the opposite to those of natural occaeren

References to the natural seem to be central tdlifgilconservation, though what constitutes
"natural” is far from self-evident in this contekirst, distinguishing between the natural and natural
requires a dividing line and a temporal point derence, i.e. a particular moment that determinesma
species is considered natural at a certain locai@hwhen it is alien (Hannadt al, 2005: 11; cf. Haila,
1999: 55). The status of the natural is establishi#d reference to particular points in history.c8ed,
according to Article 8h of the Convention, alieresigs that threaten ecosystems, habitats, or specie
should be controlled or eradicated. This Articléeraduces another dividing line between species that
threaten the current order and acceptance of thasean peacefully co-exist. This distinction égatiable
for several reasons.

For example, definitions of the natural and nonsredf and discussions of which alien species
should be accepted, may be strained by the effifctnthropogenic climate change. What constitutes
natural flora and fauna in times when vegetatiomezboundaries are shifting and so-called invagpeeies
are gaining a foothold due to climate change? bse¢hcases, controlling or eradicating alien invasiv
species with reference to natural occurrence petteould mean forcing animals and vegetation tacchmat
conditions that no longer exist (Hannethal. 2005: 11).

Paradoxically, at certain locations and times, ralgpecies may even be considered worthy of
protection. A case in point is musk oxen (Ovibossoiatu¥, which died out in Scandinavia thousands of
years ago (Fig.3). After some effort, musk ox wesmtroduced into Norway in the 1940s. They found
their way to Sweden in the 1970s, and today theeesmall and not particularly vigorous herd. Tiesd is
not only tolerated but also receives protectionictviseems to have little to do with what is natubalt
rather with the affection people feel for this pstbric animal and the fact that the musk ox iDarist
attraction in the area (Andersson, 2005: 87 ff.; ld&rrop 1999). Musk oxen are thus accepted and
protected because of the simple fact that peokéethem, not because of their natural occurrendéen
area. Ultimately, the natural and aliens are awkwamcepts that are difficult to define in a continsly
changing world.

The natural also plays a role in biodiversity caomagon by its centrality in the conservation
movement, stressing the importance of wildernessegsvation. For some time, biodiversity conservatio
has emphasised the creation of protected areas.\Whstern model of nature conservation-based on the
fragmentation concept and the idea that naturess$ preserved as wilderness or natural naturebbeas
exported to the rest of the world. The idea of efiftess as a place devoid of human beings haseésalt
removal of native peoples from their land (Colckes2004; Schelhas 2001). Based on a summary on
literature and field studies, Colchester (2004:)1lsts a number of social consequences of thiscguh:
denial of rights to land, disruption of kinship sms, undermining of livelihoods, and forced rdegient.
These studies also point out that this approadomservation can be counterproductive, since thoval
of people and dissolution of local communities keeties to the natural environment, which may reduc
the interest in long-term stewardship and createflicts between the indigenous people and park
managers.

In recent decades, indigenous peoples have staidgierecognition, trying to gain access to the
centers of power and to be heard in national atelnational discussions (Schmidt and Peterson 2009;
Schelhas 2001). Today, there are a large numbieaties to protect indigenous peoples' rights.r&lig
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however, still need for a change in the field afdiversity conservation and land management coirggrn
the relationship between dominant societies andgémbus people, and indigenous management and
biodiversity conservation; that is, that biodiveysionservation can also be achieved in areas wieople

live (Schmidt and Peterson 2009: 1464).

Fig. 3 Musk Oxen (Ovibos moschajusource: Jarvzoo AByww.jarvzoo.se

The emphasis on wilderness and natural naturephace free from people is strongly asserted in
biodiversity conservation discourse, with allusicies Western romanticism. It has resulted in serious
impacts on indigenous people's living conditionkileithe environmental benefits are questionable.

6. Concluding remarks

Biodiversity and climate change regulation helpstouct nature and culture as separate categories
and give rise to the notion that a natural statedgh protecting from human intrusion. In biodisity and
climate change regulation, the concept of "the nadityportrays the idea of untouched nature as dek&r
whereas human agency is questionable, represehttiy destruction and restoration. Human agency
threatens the desirable state, for example by fertag with the climate system, intentionally or
unintentionally introducing alien invasive speciasd fragmenting habitat.

Defining humans as separate from natural systemiamthat humans and everything they do, by
definition, are non-natural (cf. Oelschlaeger 19296 ff.; Keulartz 1999: 83 ff.). The notion of ham
agency is deeply ambiguous, because humans hayewer and skill to protect and even recreate aatur
nature, for example, by restoring or creating wettaand so-called wildlife corridors, and by edsdiihg
protected areas. According to this concept, naisireeutral, whereas human agency is purposeful but
Janus-faced, since humans are both destroyersemuders. Thus, in climate change and biodiversity
policy there is a profound ambiguity in the viewtbé relationship between humans and their enviesiim
"Natural nature", alluding to romantic ideas ofsgirie nature devoid of humans, is used to defiee th
desirable. However, it is only when a non-natumainhn intrusion poses a threat to human existende an
well-being that it should be controlled.

The analysis of the UNFCCC and the CBD shows tietbncepts of nature and the natural are not
stable and neutral, but political concepts thatehivbe negotiated and filled with meaning accaydin
particular circumstances. The intention behind gishese concepts in environmental regulationsratept
the environment and natural resources, is certgiolyitive. The inclusion of the concepts themselves
however, is dubious for at least four reasons:dy mesult in futile boundary-setting between humandg
nature; it may be counterproductive to environmigptatection; it assigns responsibility in a narrosay;
and it provides an artificial dichotomy between fans and "pristine" nature.

By treating humans and nature as inter-relatedud&ons of environmental protection and social
justice could focus on how to reduce human vulrniraland accomplish sustainable living conditions,
instead of being caught in futile negotiations auhow to define and distinguish natural and human
impacts.
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Abstract

This paper treats two highly topical and intercaried environmental issues-climate change and
biodiversity-in which the nature-culture divide aajps in policy and regulation. The aim is to analgpw

"the natural" and concerns for biodiversity andnete change are constructed in applicable regylator
frameworks, and to explore social and environmeotalsequences of these constructions. The analysis
indicates that biodiversity and climate change Ia&tipn help construct nature and culture as separat
categories and give rise to the notion that themhstate is worth protecting from human intrusi®he
notion of human agency, however, is ambiguous tsxdumans are depicted as having the power and
skill to protect and even recreate "natural natufée paper concludes that, although nature andaheal

are often used as politically and socially-neutrahcepts, the definition of "natural nature" aslace
devoid of humans has social as well as environrheotesequences.

Keywords: biodiversity, climate change, human-nature refatj environmental protection, environmental
regulation

Résumé

Cet article traite deux questions interconnectées l'dnvironnement: chanagements climatiques et
biodiversity.In chague cas, une fracture naturéucel apparait dans la politigue et la réalementatio
L'obiectif est d'analvser comment "naturel" et be€occupations pour la biodiversité et les chanagsne
climatiaues sont construits dans des cadres réal@ines applicables. et d'explorer les conséauences
sociales et environnementales de ces constructidasalyse indigue que la biodiversité et la rétiota
des chanaements climatiques aider a construiratlaaet la culture comme des catégories distinGeks
donne lieu a l'idée aue I'état naturel est diarddral' protéaé contre l'intrusion de I'hnomme. La ooti
d'agence de I'hnomme, cependant, est ambiqué aanrtle est dépeint comme ayant le pouvoir et la
compétence pour protéger et méme de recréer larenaaturelle». L'article conclut que, bien quedéure

et le naturel sont souvent utilisés comme des qaageutres, la définition de la «nature natureti@mme

un lieu sans les étres humains a des conséauaraakes et environnementales.

Mots-clés: biodiversité, chanaement climatique, les relatiod®mme-nature, protection de
I'environnement, la réglementation environnementale

Resumen

Este articulo aborda dos cuestiones ambientalescoriectados: el cambio climatico v la biodiverdidan
cada caso, una divisién entre naturaleza v culli@ece en la politica v la requlacion. El objetaso
analizar cdmo "lo natural" v la preocupacion pobiadiversidad y el cambio climéatico se construgen
los marcos regulatorios aplicables. También seogapllas consecuencias sociales v ambientalesta®e es
construcciones. El analisis indica gue la diveidsldaica v la requlacion del cambio climaticaudar a
construir la naturaleza v la cultura como categosi@aradas. Esto da lugar a la nocién de auedasloes
natural es diano de ser proteaido de la intrusidmama. La nocién de la accion humana, sin embasyo,
ambiagua poraue los humanos son presentados corap eémoder v habilidad para proteaer v volver a
crear incluso "natural naturaleza". El articulo dame aue. aunaue la naturaleza v lo natural dearia
menudo como conceptos neutral. la definicion dénkturaleza natural" como un lugar sin los seres
humanos tiene importantes consecuencias sociaedientales.

Palabras clave biodiversidad, cambio climatico, las relacionesibre-naturaleza, la proteccion del medio
ambiente, la regulacién ambiental
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