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The changes affect, almost immediate-
ly, entire ecosystems or individual species 
of biodiversity. Examples include acid rain 
or climate variations, which are negatively 
influenced by a  man. While we originally 
interfered with nature to make our life eas-
ier by subordinating the environment to 
a man, now, increasingly, interventions are 
aimed at overcoming the negative effects of 
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Streszczenie: W niniejszym artykule autor omawia problem takiego przekraczania granic ingerencji człowieka w środowisko nat-
uralne, które oddziałuje zarówno na naturę, jak i człowieka. Ustalenie granic ingerencji człowieka w naturę (i w siebie samego) 
jest zależne od rodzaju tych granic. Z tego względu autor prezentuje kwestie roli i wzrostu ingerencji człowieka w naturę, próbę 
usprawiedliwienia współczesnych ingerencji i związane z tym dylematy. Dla potrzeb tej analizy zostaje zdefiniowana linia granicz-
na ingerencji w naturę. W części końcowej wskazane są przykłady rozszerzania dopuszczalnych ograniczeń.
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Introduction
The problem of crossing the boundaries 
of human interference in the natural envi-
ronment has accompanied us since almost 
the beginning of our existence. However, 
it can be noticed that the severity of the 
problem has occurred at the turn of the 
19th and early 20th century. This is the mo-
ment when the degradation of the natural 
environment was recognised and it was 
understood that many of the initiated pro-
cesses are irreversible. The discussed topic 
is important because human interference 
is massive, perhaps even non-reflective. 
Moreover, the effect of the changes in the 
environment is immediately noticeable – 
on the scale of the evolutionary processes 
– and nature has no time to adapt to them. 
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same physicality prompts a  man to con-
stantly need nature. And as Ślipko points 
out, there is also a certain disparity in the 
relationship between a  man and nature. 
“Nature is independent of a man in its ex-
istence: it existed for a long time when there 
was no man, and it could have continued 
to exist in the same way, even if a man did 
not appear in it. It is the nature’s “strong 
side” that turns out to be her weakness: it 
contains many resources that make her 
able to meet the needs of a man. So a man 
“can” and “has to” make use of nature. We 
know, based on our experience, how great 
the “needs” of a man are, and also that the 
possibilities of satisfying them by nature are 
equally high” (Ślipko 1999, 134).

The asymmetry between a  man and na-
ture is also emphasised by Broniewski (1995, 
61-79). He correctly notices that nature can 
survive without a man, and a man depends 
on nature to survive. However, it can be as-
sumed that there are still too many people 
who do not want to acknowledge this act.

It is important to remember that the area 
of a discussed interference is both nature 
and a man. A man can correct mistakes of 
nature, for example by performing surger-
ies to separate Siamese twins. They should 
not, however, improve nature by altering 
women figures through plastic surgeries 
which are only a  reflection of temporary 
fashion. It is different in case of recon-
struction plastic surgeries, for example af-
ter a mastectomy, which not only improves 
the appearance but is designed to protect 
mental health. Thus, the conservation area 
will include both nature and a man.

An interference with nature can be justi-
fied by four main types of needs of man. The 
first one, the most important one, are prima-
ry or basic needs for human existence. Those 
include ensuring access to water, food, shel-
ter etc. The second one are economic and so-
cial needs. Those interventions, in addition 
to the development of societies, also relate 
to the removal of the effects of an ill-advised 
human economy. We are therefore talking 
about an interference aimed at solving past 
problems. Then, there are the socio-cultural 
needs. Here, we are talking about the inter-

human activity and the dangers associated 
with it. We are taking legal, economic and 
social measures to stop environmental deg-
radation and minimise the negative effects.

A man and the environment are one in-
terconnected whole, and any interference 
has an impact on this unity. This raises 
a  question of the effects of the interfer-
ence, which can only be seen immediately 
or only after some time. A man needs to 
know the relationship between their ac-
tions and effects – they need to enter the 
cause-effect dependencies. Thus, setting 
the boundaries of human interference in 
nature (and in themselves) depends on the 
type of those boundaries. It is worth to re-
member the words of John Paul II, spoken 
in Toruń: “Scholarship today, including Pol-
ish scholarship, faces great challenges. The 
unprecedented development of the scienc-
es and technological progress are raising 
fundamental questions about the limits of 
experimentation, the meaning and direc-
tion of technological development, the lim-
its of man’s tampering with nature and the 
natural environment. This progress gives 
rise to both wonderment and fear. Man is 
becoming ever more fearful of the prod-
ucts of his own intelligence and freedom. 
He feels endangered” (John Paul II 199, no 
6). Therefore, the situations in which such 
human interference in nature occurs should 
be looked at and the validity of such inter-
ference should be examined.

1. The role of the interference

The nature of human interference depends 
on the links between a  man and nature. 
Therefore, it should be pointed out that 
“the realistic description of the place and 
the role of man in the biosphere requires 
a recognition of the fact that both a man 
and nature are autonomous but interrelat-
ed beings. This interdependence manifests 
itself in the fact that nature shapes a man. 
A  man can shape it according to their 
ideas and planned designs” (Hołaczek, 
i Lubański 1988, 17). 

A contact of a man with nature happens 
in two ways. Firstly, a man is part of nature 
thanks to their physicality. Secondly, the 
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tion, between 2010 and 2012, around 870 
million people, that is one in eight people, 
suffered from hunger (FAO 2013).

2. Development of interference

Crossing the boundaries by a man has al-
ready been noticed a long time ago. “A man 
has changed the face of the globe to such 
an extent that they destroyed the harmo-
ny of the environment in which they were 
created Instead of landscapes in balance 
with our needs, we have created hideous, 
disgusting and utterly perverse places” 
(Dorst 1971, 18).

Emberger stated that the natural order 
has been disrupted and is often trans-
formed. “In one word, a  man, through 
their uncooperative intelligence, became 
a  forger of nature and a  factor of disor-
der” (Emberger 1960, 32). A man, living in 
a  particular environment, imposes chang-
es on their environment. Over time, peo-
ple have separated themselves from their 
original nature. By transforming the world 
consciously and unconsciously, they have 
created artificial nature - an anthropogen-
ic environment. Such an environment not 
only separates a man from nature but can 
also cause threats to both nature and man 
themselves. The approach, which is counter 
to the rational management of nature, has 
contributed to the negative impact on na-
ture. However, one can see, that the easier 
and more frequently we cross the bounda-
ries, the further away we are from nature.

The mechanism of ill-thought-out inter-
ference is described by Engels in Dialectics 
of Nature: “But let’s not flatter ourselves too 
much because of our human victories over 
nature. For every one of them, it takes re-
venge on us. Each victory gives us results we 
were hoping for in the first place, but in the 
second and third it brings different, unfore-
seen consequences, which often distort the 
meaning of the first ones” (Engels 1953, 183).

This view was illustrated by an example 
of the hasty grubbing up of forests for the 
cultivation of land, which leads to elimina-
tion of water storage sites and conversion 
of those areas into deserts. The second ex-
ample is the deforestation of ridges of the 

ference related to making the natural world 
available. On the one hand, this concerns an 
interference that is intended to help to reach 
places that are hard to reach in normal con-
ditions, while on the other, it can involve de-
liberate limitations of access. The last group 
of needs result from nature protection and 
are a special form of interference - interfer-
ence for a man and against a man.

The indicated needs for the interference 
in nature somewhat reflect the order of 
our activities. An approach can be noticed 
that the need to protect nature is only tak-
en into account as last. Besides, individual 
interferences resulting from human needs 
can vary in scale as well as in strength. It is 
our attitude towards the natural world and 
towards a man that is responsible for that.

The situation is a bit different while dis-
cussing the goals of the interference. They 
can be ad hoc to get a quick effect. A clas-
sic example here is the use of Lake Victo-
ria, where, deliberately, an alien species 
of fish was placed, the Nile perch (Lates 
niloticus). The socioeconomic aspects 
were decisive while making this decision. 
And although fishery has improved in the 
early years, the ecological consequences 
became apparent over time (Pringle 2005). 
The introduced predator, by winning the 
food fight, eliminated about two hundred 
species of rare animals from the ecosys-
tem of the lake and caused a decline in the 
number of many others. The negative ef-
fects of the Nile perch on Haplochromini 
cichlids have resulted in algae growth, wa-
ter cloudiness, and the expansion of anaer-
obic areas in the waters of Lake Victoria 
(Goldschmidt et al. 1993). It is worth not-
ing that the Nile perch is now considered 
one of the 100 most dangerous invasive al-
ien species (ISSG 2015).

The objectives of the interference may also 
be dictated by ideological or philosophical 
reasons. Therefore, when talking about food 
modification, for example, such interven-
tions are most often aimed at eliminating 
hunger or reducing food waste during trans-
port. Even so, it can be seen that the problem 
of world hunger is still not resolved. Accord-
ing to the Food and Agriculture Organiza-
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nal alliance between a man and nature has 
been broken, as it seems for a man to have 
become capable of freeing themselves from 
the biological dependence on it since their 
appearance on the Earth” (Dorst 1971, 15). 
Only the second group consist of those un-
aware of their environmental impact.

3. Justifications and dilemmas of present 
interference

The natural justification for interfering into 
the environment can be presented in four 
points. The first one stems from a  desire 
to protect rare endangered species. This 
threat can be a consequence of human ac-
tivity as well as natural processes, and the 
threat itself can be real and current, but 
also potential. We are therefore conduct-
ing acts of protection, starting with res-
titution and ending with reintroduction. 
The second one is a desire to preserve en-
tire ecosystems, including many valuable 
natural habitats. The next one concerns 
the protection of the properties of the en-
vironment, including beauty, uniqueness 
and biodiversity. The last one is the result 
of a  desire to protect a  man from a  man 
and for man.

An example of justified interference may 
be a reconstruction of the fir-beech wood-
land at the site of the spruce monocul-
ture1. In this case, an action must be tak-
en to stop the disastrous consequences of 
wrongly made decisions. Further interfer-
ence will therefore be an attempt to repair 
the habitat. As a result, we protect species, 
care about the quality of habitats, we pro-
tect landscape and biodiversity.

The points indicated above are sometimes 
difficult to implement. In case of protect-
ing endangered species, our interference 
is limited. In the case of African elephants, 
conservation efforts focus on helping in sit-
uations which result from human activity. 
Therefore, for instance, we help animals 
that have fallen into wells dug by a man and 
cannot get out of them. We do not try to 
help animals when their current condition 
is a  result of natural processes (Fishlock 

1 For the consequences of the introduction of 
monocultural woodlands see (Jarosz 1957, 80-88).

mountains, which consequently destroyed 
the traditional grazing of sheep, and dur-
ing the driving rain, it became the cause of 
violent flood surges.

Thanks to the progress in science, we 
can predict the effects of our interfer-
ence with nature. A better understanding 
of the interrelationships that occur in the 
natural world imposes new responsibili-
ties on people and increases responsibility 
for their actions. Demographic problems 
and the state of the environment do not 
allow to leave the exploited areas for na-
ture to regenerate. We need to make use 
of our technical achievement. “Despite 
the considerable development of science 
and a better understanding of the laws of 
nature, [this situation] makes a man even 
more dependent on nature, since once its 
balance is strongly disturbed it cannot al-
ways be restored to normal even with cur-
rently available technical resources” (Zabi-
erowski 1978, 26).

It is worth recalling here, that we can 
now distinguish three dominant attitudes 
towards nature, arising from the develop-
ment of science and technology. The first 
one concerns scientists who preach bound-
less confidence in the progress of civilisa-
tion, identified with a  belief in the ability 
to solve all economic and social problems 
through the development of civilisation. 
The second group are representatives of 
a  catastrophic or a  technophobic point of 
view. They see many threats in technical 
development, among others, lifestyle dis-
eases affecting a  man. The last group are 
supporters of the moderate (Aristotelian) 
position, who are convinced that the maxi-
mum harmony with nature must be main-
tained while avoiding harmful elements of 
technology (Jaroń 1998, 84). It seems that 
the greatest influence on the development 
of intrusion into the environment, have 
people who are convinced of the limitless 
possibilities of technology. “Based on that, 
many contemporaries believe that we have 
the right to burn down any bridges con-
necting us to the past. All connections that 
have been created so far between a man and 
nature seem to them out of date. The eter-
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ration of the condition before our initial, 
significantly negative interference.

Another dilemma concerns environ-
mental interference resulting from a  de-
sire to save valuable elements of nature 
threatened by natural processes. One of 
the examples is Isle Royale National Park, 
which covers an area of a group of islands 
in the state of Michigan (USA). Due to its 
location, it is virtually isolated from direct 
human interference. Scientific research is 
carried out there on a  predator-prey re-
lationship, in this case, a  wolf (Canis lu-
pus) and moose (Alces alces). The closed 
environment has led to an increase in the 
phenomenon of inbreeding of the wolf 
population (Hedrick 2014). This raises the 
question of the right of interference and an 
introduction of individuals from outside, 
with new genetic material, to improve the 
condition of wolves in the wild. As a result, 
we will disrupt natural processes in an iso-
lated environment, but at the same time, 
we will probably save the wolf population. 
The dilemma is even greater because the 
wolves, as well as the moose, got to the island 
via natural ice bridges that form periodically. 
Those, in turn, are created less and less fre-
quent, due to the change of the climate.

Similar issues can be noticed with refer-
ence to plants. Rare whitebark pine (Pinus 
albicaulis) grow in the northern part of the 
United States. They are considered threat-
ened species by the IUCN. Those trees are 
currently threatened by white pine blister 
rust– a disease caused by rust fungus Cro-
nartium ribicola (Zaffos 2014). It is worth 
remembering that this pine is keystone 
species. This means that it is a type of spe-
cies that determines the stability of bio-
cenosis, that is, has a large influence on the 
trophic network system. Removing it from 
the trophic network can result in large and 
irreversible changes throughout the whole 
biocoenosis.

Examples of the interference that we 
justify include the need to eliminate alien 
species from particular ecosystems. How-
ever, it is important to remember that in-
vasive alien species in their native habitats 
may require protection.

2014). Thus, we do not treat the wounds of 
animals inflicted by other individuals. Sim-
ilarly, we do not deter natural predators so 
as not to disrupt natural processes. Exces-
sive interference to protect one kind of spe-
cies can lead to the loss of another.

Thus we come to dilemmas that are dif-
ficult to resolve. One of them is the issue 
of the permissible level of interference 
to protect nature, and therefore the scale 
and circumstances in which we conduct 
our operations It is clear that we should 
eliminate our negative impact on the en-
vironment and its effects. The question 
arises: What about the situation when 
time passes since our interference and 
a  completely different, new and, at the 
same time, a valuable element of the envi-
ronment is developed? A good example is 
the Błędowska Desert. The area was orig-
inally covered with forests and dense veg-
etation. From the 13th century, mining of 
lead ore, zinc and silver began in the area 
of Olkusz. Additionally, until the middle 
of the18th century, logging was carried 
out and the wood was used to support the 
shafts of mines and tunnels, and to oper-
ate metallurgical furnaces. Consequently, 
a habitat devoid of all vegetation was cre-
ated. In the middle of the 20th century, the 
exploration of sand from the area began 
and foreign species of trees were planted 
in parts of it, including red oak (Quercus 
rubra) and sharp-leaf willow (Salix acuti-
folia). This caused another gradual change 
of the character of this place. Presently, the 
undeveloped part of the area “is a geolog-
ical uniqueness of nature on a continental 
scale. Until recently [the desert] was only 
Europe’s largest inland area of loose sands” 
(Bryś i Gołuch 2011, 5). In 2007, Błędows-
ka Desert has been protected as an area 
of community importance, PLH120014 
Pustynia Błędowska, where work is being 
carried out to prevent natural succession. 
The above description shows that the pres-
ent appearance of the desert is the result of 
significant degradation of the entire area. 
Nowadays, however, we want to protect 
the developed habitat and our interven-
tions are aimed at preventing the resto-
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different interests and pursuing opposite 
values or priorities. An additional problem 
is identifying a border with a limitation. In 
the case of conservation of nature, we often 
talk about restricting rights, such as prop-
erty. Less than a century ago, Jan Gwalbert 
Pawlikowski, among others, wrote about 
problems resulting from poorly understood 
laws (Pawlikowski 1938, 3-53).

Let us attempt to present the character-
istics of boundaries. First of all, it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that they can be var-
iable. Boundaries are set by a man, not by 
nature. And so they are broken by a man 
themselves. It is worth to remind, that of-
ten a measure of progress of civilisation is 
pushing the boundaries. Such an ability to 
cross boundaries is often the hope the man 
aspires to. On the other hand, boundaries 
are set by a man for their own safety.

The boundaries are blurred, so we have 
difficulties in setting and respecting them. 
Speculations concerning boundaries also 
relate to the role and place of a  man in 
the environment. Presently, the image of 
a man in the environment – just like the 
previous ones – is shaped by social, eco-
nomic and political changes. In the trans-
formations of various systems that oc-
cur here, a man acts on behalf of nature. 
Therefore, disputes occur between man 
and man, and not between man and na-
ture. People who are used to living without 
responsibilities and consequences find it 
difficult to change their lifestyles and take 
responsibility for their actions. However, 
we can notice changes with the advent – 
as Kozłowski (1993) has described it – of 
the ecological era. Attempts to change our 
attitude to the environment are supported 
by various ideas, such as sustainable devel-
opment, eco-ethics and eco-philosophy.

Attempts to set boundaries on the inter-
ference of a man in the environment usual-
ly appear in the context of protected areas. 
Since we cannot fully eliminate the pres-
ence of a man in the protected areas, other 
methods of setting boundaries are chosen. 
Based on ecological knowledge, we take into 
account, for example, the tolerance ranges 
of individual organisms. “In practice, the 

Another issue is the justification of en-
vironmental interference arising from 
a simple desire to help in the name of con-
servation. Often, because of the desire to 
establish a closer relationship with nature, 
we unconsciously cross certain bound-
aries. This action aims at increasing our 
sense of connection with nature. This can 
be described as a  response to distancing 
from nature. However, the consequences 
of such actions usually have a negative im-
pact on the environment.

Human interference in naturally valuable 
areas can arouse mixed feelings. It seems 
that the simplest way to set a  boundary of 
interference would be to ban all human ac-
tivity in a given area and leave such a place 
solely to natural laws, however, this solution 
may be unreliable. Firstly, it is difficult to 
find places on the Earth where a man would 
not leave their mark. Over the millennia of 
our activity in the world, we have developed 
many semi-natural ecosystems that we are 
protecting today. In those areas, many ele-
ments have developed, which are valuable 
today and would disappear without further 
human interference. Secondly, such areas – 
although created to be protected from a man 
– are made available to people for two main 
reasons: research and tourism. Thanks to 
this, nature has a beneficial effect on human 
development, both externally (physically) 
and internally (psychologically emotionally 
and spiritually). At this point, it can be as-
sumed that the influence of nature on a man 
is generally beneficial, whereas the influence 
of a man on nature usually is not.

4. Definition of a border and a borderline

In this article, one should pause for a mo-
ment on the concept of a border. According 
to a definition in the dictionary of the Polish 
language, a boundary is a point or a line that 
cannot be crossed; set by a man; it divides 
and restricts, sometimes gives a sense of se-
curity. Therefore borders are not only set to 
divide and limit but also – more important-
ly – to ensure security and protection. Nev-
ertheless, setting boundaries often leads to 
conflicts, or at least many misunderstand-
ings, between social groups representing 
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derline was introduced in philosophy by 
Szczepan Ślaga. However, it should be re-
membered that the term was used in the 
context of defining an area between ani-
mate and inanimate matter2. The author 
stated that it is “a kind of a bridge where 
matter meets the living world in its min-
imally, barely discernible, manifestations” 
(Heller et al. 1992, 300). For this analysis, 
we understand this concept as a fuzzy area 
that includes activities that are legally or 
ethically unregulated, often resulting from 
disturbed consciousness. Since the bound-
aries are blurry, it is impossible to set 
sharp boundaries This also applies to the 
physical aspects of a boundary. Even in the 
case of protected areas, we create a buffer 
zone that is a zone which is supposed to be 
a buffer between protected nature and di-
rect human influence on it. However, it is 
indisputable that we must strive to identify 
the borderlines of our interference.

An expression of a borderline may be an-
thropogenic nature, which is characterised by 
a status difficult to determine. It was formed 
between others because of our culture, and 
thus is the result of our interferences over 
many centuries Thus, it will be semi-natural 
ecosystems and a whole set of synanthropic 
species that accompany a man. A borderline 
arises from several reasons, including a  lack 
of knowledge of the consequences of interfer-
ence; a lack of knowledge of the limits of tol-
erance of nature; resulting from the variability 
of the tolerance of nature, from the different 
range of tolerance of nature; imbalance and 

2 This idea is developed by A. Latawiec, claiming that 
“nature consists of both inanimate and animate matter. 
For an average man, the line between those two types 
of beings is clear: either something is alive or dead. 
Meanwhile, the problem is more complex. First of all, 
we are not clear regarding the unequivocal indication 
of the features of living creatures, and consequently 
also of the features of inanimate beings. There is also 
a lack of sufficient criterion to make it clear whether 
or not an object from the natural world is alive. There 
are many similarities in the structure and properties 
of living and dead matter, and in the study of their 
microstructure, the differences between them become 
increasingly blurred. It seems that neither scientists 
(naturalists) nor philosophers can clearly identify 
those differences” (Bugajak et al. 2009, 188).

relationship between life and the environ-
ment has many complications, arising, for 
instance, from the fact that the same organ-
ism may a have a different level of (varying 
widely) tolerance to different environmen-
tal factors, that the tolerance of an organ-
ism may change very substantially during 
its growth and individual development, that 
a response of an organism or an ecosystem 
may be gradual (proportional to the inten-
sity of the changes) or zero («everything or 
nothing») – a  delayed bomb mechanism. 
Therefore, the key to a discussion about the 
limits of interference that interest us here is 
reliable knowledge of the limits of tolerance 
of organisms and their relationship with the 
environment” (Mirek 2010, 14).

It is worth paying attention to the pro-
posal of Pociask-Karteczka, who calls for 
an adoption of a  two-stage procedure of 
setting boundaries of human integration 
into the natural environment (although it 
concerns protected areas, it can be applied 
to the whole environment). The first stage 
is to identify the mechanisms of function-
ing of the environment at the level of phys-
ical relationships between individual ele-
ments (including humans), both internal 
and external. The second stage is to identi-
fy the consequences of the interference in 
a wider social perspective, which is done in 
a process of analysing the losses and gains 
of individual social groups. “While the 
initial stage aims at diagnosing the actual 
state of the environment and the descrip-
tion of the state of a target – it is usually 
easy and does not create difficulties con-
sidering the current level of science and 
research methods - the social aspect of the 
discussion is the most difficult and prob-
lematic one” (Pociask-Karteczka 2010, 17).

It is not possible to set a precise bound-
ary of permissible interference, as this 
limit will vary depending on the area of 
undertaken interference. However, this 
area can be gradually expanded, starting 
from a man, through the anthropological 
(social, cultural) environment, and ending 
with the world of wild nature.

Thus, relating to those issues, we can talk 
about a borderline. The concept of a bor-
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attitude, mostly among children. Feeding 
animals, mainly birds, is a common sight. 
On the one hand, it is a sign of caring for 
animals or caring for the environment ex-
pressed by sharing food, but in general, 
careless and carefree feeding of animals 
adversely affects those animals, which of-
ten change their behaviour. in the case for 
birds, it is most common for them to stop 
migrating and stay where a man provides 
them with food. As a consequence, animals, 
initially having sufficient food, get used to 
the new place and do not undertake further 
migration The situation is complicated dur-
ing cold and snowy winters when most of 
the people who feed them do not do it so 
regularly or even stop their activity. This re-
striction of food at the most difficult time 
for animals is disastrous. Furthermore, re-
gardless of the species, the distance be-
tween an animal and a man is dangerously 
shortened as a result of feeding.

The consequence of taming animals, for 
example, by tourists is not only shortening 
the distance but also attracting animals to 
human habitats. Unfortunately, as shown 
by numerous examples from the Tatra 
Mountains region, bears are the only ones 
who suffer the consequences for the irre-
sponsible behaviour of tourists, because 
the animals that show excessive trust and 
are not afraid of a man are taken to zoos or 
killed (Borucki 2005).

Similar problems arise from a desire to 
help. It often happens in spring, when we 
see a  lone chick, we automatically want 
to “save” them by taking them home or to 
a vet. However, the chick is, within some 
distance, guarded by one of the parents. 
Even if the abandoned individual becomes 
food for other animals, it is still a  natu-
ral process occurring in nature. Without 
knowing the behaviour of animals, we of-
ten misinterpret their behaviour. By inter-
fering with the natural world, we influence 
changes in the environment. Although 
they are an expression of our interest in 
nature and our desire to help it, they are 
harmful. It seems, that we should be help-
ful to nature in order to correct our mis-
takes, so we should primarily help animals 

disorder of order in nature. Therefore, a man 
must get to know and understand nature. 
A boundary should be a zone between pro-
tected and unprotected, between desirable 
and undesirable effects, between beneficial 
and unfavourable changes.

5. Crossing boundaries

There are many examples of adverse en-
vironmental interference. One of them 
is undertaking irrational forest manage-
ment, where the consequences become 
apparent over time. “Any mistakes made 
in forest management are more dangerous 
than in other areas because forestry deals 
with long production periods. Most of the 
time, what we plant now will be used by 
our children, or even by our grandchildren 
and great-grandchildren, therefore it is ur-
gent to restore forests to their near-natural 
character” (Leńkowa 1961, 33).

This is dangerous as the relatively long 
period during which the adverse changes 
occur can make it difficult to notice the ad-
verse changes. Our vigilance is thus put to 
sleep, and the deteriorating conditions are 
considered a natural state.

Crossing the boundary will also be in-
competent helping animals, which is the 
result of a disturbed ecological awareness. 
Sometimes the desire to protect small an-
imals, for example, against meat-eating 
predators will involve meddling in the food 
chain. While we support small animals in 
this case, we are undeniably unfavourably 
interfering in the world of predators. Such 
actions are probably contrary to natural 
processes and limitations of food for many 
animals, and consequently, we make many 
species completely dependent on a  man. 
This can lead to a situation where certain 
species will function only as long as a man 
takes protective actions. In such situations, 
we must artificially maintain the created 
natural balance.

The problem of animal dependence on 
a  man is easily illustrated by an example 
of feeding them, especially in cities. It is 
a common form of networking and com-
muning with a substitute of wild nature It 
is also a way of building a pro-environment 
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tect both nature and man. We often cross 
the boundaries as a result of our multicul-
turalism and different traditions that justi-
fy our actions. At the same time, it makes it 
impossible to create a universal catalogue 
of permissible interference.

Conclusions

It should be remembered that a  man and 
the environment constitute one, interrelat-
ed whole, and every interference has an im-
pact on this whole. The issue of crossing the 
boundaries of interference of a man in the 
environmental concerns those actions that 
affect both nature and a man. The nature and 
purpose of those behaviours have changed 
in the past. Originally, we interfered with 
nature to facilitate our existence by subor-
dinating nature to ourselves, but nowadays, 
to a large extent, the interference is aimed at 
overcoming the dangerous effects of human 
activity. Besides, the effects of interference 
might not be immediately visible, but only 
become apparent after some time.

This is done on several levels in order 
to stop environmental degradation and 
minimise the negative effects of activ-
ities of a  man. It is often justified by the 
necessity to make difficult choices. The 
limits of interference on a man in nature 
concern both physical aspects and the re-
lationship between a  man and the world 
around them. Setting precise boundaries 
for human interference in nature (and in 
themselves) is impossible, even though it 
depends on the type of crossed bounda-
ries. I propose, for this reason, to speak of 
a borderline of such interference.
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