€23

T8 EE R A ANRME
R
NS0 R B

100 & |\ &

=9

. R & OREMFIMRE OHRS H 5 E THRWI &,

RAREM I T OIENC 71— h A,

3. MREMFIZRBOIINIT S _—=UhY, F0HH [E4H] Oy eEgT

P

H5H,

AERBHIATE, BEMFOREITEMIIZSRES - RARIT-EVEATHI L,
FIZIE, BRSO L E2ENTIRAE SR,

BT T A CHRERTFORBESNEERTCEATAZ &,
RAECBEROBWE L 2B ERIZEDCT A ERH B,

AL, FOR—UH W EEL TiaA b A,

MEEMFER SRS 2 L, EMFTRBR-TiZk b,



BETEHHALT, LT ToWWIcEz A&y (BEEIREEE, O8A - Flb1
=k LTHET A,
ok, MEXGO [L] HEBETLTWEA,

M1
Y BEURE 2 i, AR AEET O ORI oE, FOLSIZREAL
TEAfs, 400 FEE Tl X,

2
MR L A 2 B LRy ONERRE &2 T A EREO R O IR IO T,
Dipl-BHOELE 1000 FRETHE~AREW,



[RepEr 1]

We G7 members:

- acknowledge that invasive alien species (IAS)"' are one of the five main direct
drivers of biodiversity loss globally, and their effects can interact with other drivers
magnifying the negative consequences for nature and people,

- recognize that in addition to the negative impacts on nature, IAS can also impact
nature’s contributions to people and good quality of life through negative impacts
on economy, food security, water security, energy production, cultural identities and
practices, and human health (e.g., causing, contributing to and/or exacerbating”
diseases, allergies, or other physical injuries and effects) in all regions of Earth,
including in lands managed, used and/or owned by Indigenous Peoples™ and local

communities, and

- acknowledge that options for effective management to prevent their transport,
introduction, establishment and spread, as well as to minimize their negative
impacts exist.

(Hi#) G7 statement on invasive alien species: Enhancing international cooperation
towards managing invasive alien species and their impacts, 22 November 2023,
<https:/fwww.env.go.jp/content/000173656.pdf>.
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(#) " invasive alien species ITUCN (EBH#RIEES) L3 ERTLUToLE
7. “Invasive alien species are animals, planis or other organisms that are
introduced by humans, either intentionally or accidentally, into places outside
of their natural range, negatively impacting native biodiversity, ecosystem
services or human economy and well-being.”

(IUCN, <https://iucn.org/our-work/topic/invasive-alien-species>)
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(i #} Martin A. Schlaepfer, Dov F. Sax, and Julian D. Olden, *The Potential
Conservation Value of Non-Native Species”, Conservation Biology, Vol, 25,
2011, pp. 428-437.
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[BREC 3]

From descriptive origins, the native/alien species distinction has evolved into a
prescriptive,”! normative paradigm, differentiating desirable from undesirable nature. It
has axiomatic™? status in nature conservation and, in Western cultures, is a dominant lens
through which nature is viewed and valued. However, this framing has been disputed with
increasing frequency and ferocity™ in recent decades as it has become apparent that the
question of what is native and what is alien is riddled with paradox and puzzle. [...]

Precise definitions of ‘native’ and ‘alien’ are elusive," as discussed below, but as
commonly understood, native species are those that evolved in an area or colonized it
naturally, whereas alien species are those that have been introduced beyond their natural

range by humans, intentionally or otherwise. Native animals and plants are seen as
‘belonging’ in an area, alien ones as out of place, sometimes disruptively. ‘Invasive’
describes those species — alien or native — which expand their range vigorously,
outcompeting others. '

[...]

Although the terms “native’ and ‘alien’ are intuitively obvious, precise definitions are
elusive. Although often employed as discrete,” binary categories, the terms are better
understood as cluster'® concepts which represent the endpoints of a continuum along
which many complex entanglements”™’ exist. Rigorous definition is undermined by the
essentially relative nature of the labels, both in time and space, because they do not
describe innate biological characteristics but geohistories and mechanisms of dispersal.”™
The terms are relational, not deseribing species as such but populations of species deemed
to be in the right or wrong place. Differentiating between native and alien assemblages of
species is not possible using objective, ahistorical™ criteria. Consequently, no species is
intrinsically’'® alien or native but only in relation to a particular area at a particular time,
such that the spatial and temporal boundaries of that space can be — and are — constructed
in many different wavs.

[...]



The concepts of nativeness and alienness also attract criticism for imposing an
essentializing, dichotomous’"' rigidity onto the evolving continua™'? of ecosystems, both
via the classification itself and the values implicit within it. In terms, firstly, of the
classification, the paradigm rests on the belief that every species has a place where it
*belongs’. Labeling a species ‘native’ implies that it is in its rightful place, while ‘alien’
implies the converse — a species out-of-bounds, out-of-place and out-of-control. But
ecologies are always in flux.""* Current distributions represent one frame in the film of
life on Earth, so asking where a species belongs can have no unqualified, immutable
answer. Taking the long view, there is no ‘correct’ species assemblage for a place because
a region’s current complement of s[::uecies. is a matter of historical accident and
biogeographical happenstance.” [...]

Secondly, the values implicit within the NAC (native/alien classification) are similarly
critiqued for being inappropriately dichotomous, with particular condemnation reserved
for the ‘native good, alien bad’ binary. This equates "native” with “best’, a framing which
is demonstrably inaccurate and misleadingly simplistic.

[...]

[TThe NAC is premised on a pre-Darwinian conceptual separation of human beings from

nature such that ﬂntl'nr«:r[:rl:lgv:nit:'15

species dispersal renders nature unnatural. The
classification can only function if humans are excluded from it. Such ontological’'®
dualism underlies the powerful Western cultural norm of valuing ‘unspoiled nature’ above
human-modified systems and yet it is hard to find a compelling’'* reason why the claimed
metaphysical distinction has ethical relevance. [...] The NAC serves to perpetuate’'®
nature-culture boundaries because alienness is defined in terms of human agency, not in
relation to biological characteristics, and such a definition falsely positions humans as

exogenous ' to the environment instead of co-constitutive of it.

[-..]

It is a deeply human trait to identify with a homeland or a home tribe, to differentiate ‘us’
from ‘them’ and to vilify™ outsiders as enemies, but whether this innate tendency to draw
boundaries between in-groups and out-groups and then to discriminate across them is
helpful or harmful when applied to other species is questionable. The incendiary™'
allegation is that the concept of nativeness itself really amounts to a form of racism,
almost an ecological fascism, and that pro-native policies are xenophobic, ” redolent
of ® Nazi horticulture, "™



[--]

The NAC constitutes not just an ecological and socio-political framework but also an
ethical taxonomy™ defining valued natures, with the ‘invasive’ label in particular
performing a deadly kind of ethical work by stripping species of the moral status that they
would otherwise have. The terminology operates as an ethical shortcut, rendering
particular non-human species ‘killable” without further debate because the values are
implicit within the framework. If biodiversity is defined as native biodiversity, destroying
species which are deemed not to belong becomes an unguestioned necessity of
biodiversity conservation. Moreover, the normative labels provide an unwarranted®
degree of moral comfort, simplifying ethical complexities and justifying lethal™ violence
because these lives are not legitimate lives and so their deaths are demanded.
Consequently, modes of killing which would never be tolerated for native species become
acceptable and even celebrated.

The native/alien paradigm purports to be about flora and fauna,"® but actually it is all
about us — our perceptions and preferences about where other species belong and our

ethical judgments about how to treat them. It is about geographies and philosophies of
placement and displacement, and the deployment™*® of social constructions of spatial and
temporal scale to demarcate™” moral geographies of belonging and exclusion.

{{H#k) Charles R. Warren, “Beyond ‘Native v. Alien™, Ethics, Policy and Environment,
Wol. 26, 2023, pp. 287-317.
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