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ABSTRACT

Legal education plays an important but under-acknowledged role in anthropogenic environmental change because it shapes and qualifies people to become lawyers, judges and policy makers. Their work can prohibit and legitimate particular environmental practices. The conceptual framework of law, its taxonomy, as taught to students of law, often perpetuates an unsustainable relationship to the environment where it separates questions of entitlement to land and natural resources from questions of responsibility for them. The implication of perpetuating this separation in law curricula is that generations of legal practitioners will remain unlikely to develop a coherent system of environmental law that aligns rights with responsibilities. Environmental education scholar David Orr argues that ‘all education is environmental education.’ But legal education often excludes environmental considerations even where these are materially relevant. Given the role of legal education in shaping future law, this paper contends that rethinking its categories opens the possibility to create sustainable land use practice laws and policy.
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1. Introduction – anthropocentrism and adaptation
One of the first and most fundamental lessons that a student of modern Anglo-American land law must learn is that land does not matter in private legal disputes over land.
 The law regards land as no more than a ‘thing’, and against a more ‘intuitive’
 perspective, ‘things’ have been largely irrelevant to law since at least the time of Jeremy Bentham
 according to the ‘dephysicalised’
 concept of property that characterises modern private law. Disputes over land, as the law teacher explains it, are not over ‘things’ at all – they are over ‘rights’.
 Rights, the teacher continues, are the abstract entitlements that constitute property in its entirety. Land, should it figure at all, will appear only as the ‘thing’ over which the ‘right’ is held. This minor detail cannot obscure the relevant analysis of the relativity of the competing ‘rights’ in disputes of private law concerning land – unless the dispute concerns some public law restriction of that right, in which case it may indeed be a dispute between different categories of law: private and public.
 Ultimately, at law, at least in its category of private law (which underpins the market economy) land is a ‘thing’, a fungible and tradeable commodity, indistinguishable from other ‘things’. The contention of this article is, to the contrary, that land is not a thing. The dephysicalisation of land in law has adverse and material consequences that relate to the environmental unsustainability of the status quo.
 Teaching law as though land is a ‘thing’ implicates legal education in the reproduction of existing conditions.
The environmental problems created, in part, by this ‘dephysicalised’ perspective of land may be resolved, in part, by teaching a different, ecologically sustainable perspective of the world in which land is not a thing. Connecting legal language and legal categories to the physical world may be an important step towards instituting environmentally sustainable law and governance. To do so requires a departure from the legal convention of abstracting and separating people and places into ‘persons’ and ‘things’ and acknowledging that land is in fact part of a single and global ecological system of interrelated parts and processes. 
An important first step is to acknowledge the situation of current legal discourse and legal categories within the broader cultural paradigm of anthropocentrism. In 1938, Rene Magritte said of his painting The Human Condition, ‘this is how we see the world… we see it as being outside ourselves.’
 Magritte’s painting shows a world that is not simply ‘outside’ the window, but external to human subjectivity. It points to the separation of people and place in the dominant Anglo-European cultural paradigm of anthropocentrism. Anthropocentrism is ‘the view that the nonhuman world has value only because, and insofar as, it directly or indirectly serves human interests.’
 At the imagined centre or core of the anthropocentric model is the human species; and around this centre is an ‘environment’
 of infinite resources.
 The relationship between the core and environment is hierarchical and unilateral: people relate to the environment principally through the concepts of entitlement and consumption as applied to ‘their’ environment. 
Some eEcological economists have critiqued the anthropocentric model for ‘externalising’ the waste (and therefore the total cost) of human consumption from the model, and for misunderstanding the availability of resources.
 Environmental legal scholars have critiqued the model for excluding the notions of responsibility and reciprocity
 from the relationship between humans and the ‘more-than-human world’.
 This article does not contribute a new critique of anthropocentrism, rather it acknowledges the ubiquity and power of this paradigm in law and legal education; and, proposes reform by recognising the inadequacy of the paradigm to address and resolve ‘problems that’ it has ‘in part created’
 – specifically, environmental problems. As such, the premise of this article is consistent with what is arguably the principal goal of environmental law scholarship – to develop critiques of legal and cultural practices that are ecologically unsustainable, to defend these critiques, and sometimes also to advance theories, models and reforms of law that might achieve greater sustainability. 
In recent years, a conscientious departure from the anthropocentric paradigm in critical legal and cultural discourses can be regarded as part of a process of environmental ‘adaptation’, a concept that has been used to refer to a range of changes from technological ‘fixes’ to changing social attitudes and behaviours, to the ‘transformation of a region, industry or community.’
 One of the key features of different theories of adaptation is the recognition of what is called ‘adaptive capacity’ by which is meant the ‘ability or potential to respond successfully to climate variability and change.’
 Australian environmental law scholar Jan McDonald argues that ‘law and legal institutions constitute a critical component of a society’s adaptive capacity, and their influence may be positive or negative.’
 Identifying ‘institutions that are resistant to change or that change in small increments’, including property rights, as ‘barriers to adaptation’, ‘especially when transformational shifts are required’, McDonald also maintains that the converse is true, that institutions can also ‘facilitate the implementation of adaptation policies and respond quickly to new knowledge.’
 This article is concerned to explore one way by which the institution of law can shift from a negative influence on the adaptive capacity of society, to a positive one, by reforming its conceptual structure, starting with the taxonomy of law in legal education, with particular attention to property. 
This is an urgent task. Environmental law scholarship has for many years now provided persuasive evidence of the negative influence of the imagined or real hierarchical priority of private rights above public law in both legal and cultural discourses.
 Property rights have often been at the forefront of debate about the validity of environmental law and attendant political compromise.
 Indeed, American environmental law scholar Joseph Sax lamented that even after forty years of environmental law in the United States, that the ‘legal system is handicapped in doing the job it needs to do’
 with regard to environmental protection because of the historical and economic importance of property law which ‘promotes and encourages’ activities that environmental law endeavours to limit.
 According to Sax, ‘despite a plethora of environmental laws and regulations’ there has been little or no reform of the ‘basic structural laws’ that ‘essentially drive behaviour… and describe the directions society is going.’
 He identifies property law as the most important category of law in this regard and contends that the relationship between environmental law and property law is ‘an unequal battle.’

The contribution of legal education to this problem can be read in its separation of questions of land ownership from questions of land use into different sub-disciplines of law.  Accordingly, this article proceeds in two further parts. Part 2, ‘The Separation of Rights and Responsibilities Concerning Land and Natural Resources in the Taxonomy of Law’, discusses the legal categories of property law and environmental law with particular concern for the environmental consequences of anthropocentrism as it is manifest in tensions between those categories.  Then Part 3, ‘The Role of Legal Education’, considers the role of legal education both in terms of its perpetuation of the categories and in terms of its capacity to contribute meaningfully to their alignment, and the potential for developing ‘sustainability education’ to encourage law teachers and students to think critically about the relationship between law’s categories and the environmental consequences of cultural paradigms and legal taxonomies.

2. The Separation of Rights and Responsibilities Concerning Land and Natural Resources in the Taxonomy of Law
One of the institutional ‘barriers to adaptation’
 is the structure of rules and principles that regulate the relationship between people, land and natural resources. This structure, or taxonomy of legal categories, splits questions of land use and ownership into smaller and separate questions of rights and responsibilities within the public/private dichotomy of law rather than treating a matter comprehensively. Where on the one hand, property law protects private rights in land and natural resources, on the other hand environmental law administers public law and policy that may interact with and restrict those private rights - although this is partly a question of specific legal cultures.
 
This conventionally bifurcated structure of law is not arbitrary, but rather ‘reflects the legal culture of a given legal system’ and is an ongoing ‘product of the interaction of the legal tradition and of the new sensibilities.’
 The prevailing legal culture supports the ‘modern developmental’
 or ‘growth’
 economy which requires an anthropocentric perspective of nature as being something separate from and subordinate to human culture: regarded predominantly as a suite of environmental services and resources. The law facilitates and regulates the modification and distribution of environmental services and resources according to a distinct legal category of entitlement that is largely unburdened by responsibilities for ‘externalities’ including waste. From the broadest view, the taxonomy of law is therefore a contingent feature of the landscape. “When we look at our landscapes and we see our law and land use practices in action, what does the landscape tell us about their interaction with the earth’s systems?” 
 In other words, where the landscape is in crisis, so too is the structure and content of the law of the land. This Part explores the durability and viability of the categories of property law and environmental law in light of their agency in anthropogenic environmental change, and as ‘barriers to adaptation.’
 It argues that law’s categories are not eternal and have exceeded their utility. 
2.1 The Relationship between the Categories of Property Law and Environmental Law
In modern law, rights to a specific parcel of land do not necessarily correspond to responsibilities for that specific parcel of land. Where there are both rights to and responsibilities for land, they will be often found in separate laws of different origin and function rather than in a singular source. Property law belongs to the category of ‘private law’ whereas environmental law belongs to the category of ‘public law and administration’. Environmental law and property law are not different and equal categories of law – the former is generally subordinate to the latter.
 What this means in terms of land ownership is that proprietary rights enjoy legal and cultural priority, as private interests, over the public interest in the material consequences of that ownership. 
The meaning of the word ownership has conventionally referred to the concomitants of possession (for example, to own a fault, or to be amongst one’s own, to come into one’s own)
 which may include simultaneously both the notions of responsibility and entitlement. However, in relation to land ownership, modern legal discourse refers only to the latter notion - entitlement. ‘Ownership is not about responsibilities to and management of place. Ownership is about entitlement to things and resources.’
 It is on the basis of the ownership or entitlement to land, that decisions about land (and natural resources) are made, not on the basis of expertise or knowledge of the land and resources. ‘Owners are not required to be expert. They are not required to have good reason for their decision.’
 And yet their decisions ‘bind us all.’
 Ownership of land, in modern law is attached neither to responsibility for the land nor to knowledge about or expertise in associated uses of a specific parcel of land. Yet, ‘the integrity of ecological systems requires consideration of scales that are greater than individual landowners or individual tracts of land.’
 
The distinction between private rights of property in land and public regulation of land and natural resources has been so important to law’s taxonomy that it has been previously regarded as ‘a keystone of the semantic architecture of Western law.’
 The distinction between the categories of private right and public responsibility not only underpins the structure of modern law, it is also serves as one of the most influential agents of social and economic practices. From an environmental perspective the distinction between ‘basic structural laws of the legal system (such as the property regime)’ on the one hand and ‘these regulatory enactments’ (such as environmental law) on the other hand, is highly significant. The former creates a ‘deep structure of incentives and disincentives… about how people are actually going to behave’ whereas the latter does not.
 To put it simply, the influence of property law on land use practice and natural resource management is greater than the influence of environmental law, even where the latter explicitly prohibits certain land use practices and actions.
Fortifying the foundational logic and material effect of this distinction between the categories of property law and environmental law was the development of the notion of indefeasibility attaching to registered property rights. ‘Designed to provide a record of private property rights affecting the title to individually specified land parcels with the aim of ensuring a market for land and in turn economic stability’
 the land registration system may seem little more than an administrative innovation. However, its development (particularly in Australia and New Zealand where the idea of indefeasibility of title on registration is entrenched) has contributed significantly to the legal and cultural dominance of private property, and complicated and compounded the tension in the relationship between the two categories of environmental and property laws. The appeal of land title registration to the land market, particularly in an era of increasing land use regulation, is that it has entrenched the legal priority of private property interests over and above all other interests through the notion of indefeasibility. Land title registration permits if not encourages proprietors to perceive land ownership in terms of a small and limited range of registrable rights that are good against the world.  For example, in their analyses of the relevant case law, Australian legal scholars Justine Bell and Sharon Christensen argue that there is ‘a public perception that if [an environmental] restriction is not registered, it is not binding, as registered title is paramount.’
 
Furthermore, because the multiple and various public laws that interact with private property interests are rarely capable of registration and indeed, do not derive from a single source, registration of property interests fails to fulfil its objectives in alerting the world to any and all restrictions and obligations that attach to the property including especially those which may affect its use and value. 
 ‘So substantial are the inroads of overriding statutes into indefeasibility of title that it is imprudent to rely solely on the Register as an accurate mirror of the registered proprietor’s title.’
 Even so, recent Australian judicial decisions
 and the amendment of s42 of the Real Property Act (New South Wales)
 indicate a reluctance to override the provisions of indefeasibility of registered property interests where these clash with later irreconcilable statute in that jurisdiction.
 Such energetic adherence to the conventional distinction between property law and environmental law, and the privileging of the former
 cannot but handicap environmental law ‘in doing the job it needs to do.’
 The outcome is that the law of land management is not only disconnected from the law of land ownership, but is, as a personal obligation (rather than attached to the right in rem), capable ‘of being circumvented by the transfer of an indefeasible title to a new owner, will fail to deliver on sustainability objectives.’

From a doctrinal perspective, the hierarchical ordering of the categories of property law and environmental law may seem ‘fundamental’
 despite the fact that the anthropocentric paradigm that underpins it is no longer rationally defensible, and has been long challenged by evidence that humans are dependent on the various dynamic systems of Earth. Yet from a theoretical perspective, the distinction is sufficiently beyond its utility as to warrant the proposition of alternative models of law pertaining to land and natural resources. Contemporary property theorists including Margaret Davies,
 David Lametti,
 Jennifer Nedelsky
 and Craig Arnold
 offer ‘a more complex picture where the interests of a multitude of communities as well as social obligation and environmental imperatives are part of the discourse relating to all types of resource.’
 It is important to recognise that the conventional categories of law and the relationship between them do currently receive rich critical attention from such property scholars whose work points consistently to the need to rethink property law and law generally in terms of connectivity and relationality. These approaches are better suited to developing the ‘adaptive capacity’ of law as an institution capable of responding effectively to ‘new knowledge’ concerning environmental and climate change.

While not addressing directly questions of environmental law and the relationship between property law and environmental law, legal scholar Jennifer Nedelsky’s theory of relationality offers an important prospect in ‘reorienting’ law’s foundational categories and concepts, especially property law. Nedelsky contends that ‘relational thinking… will promote a more respectful relation to earth’
 because it acknowledges the ‘fundamental inter-dependence’ embedded within ecologies.
 Another non-hierarchical theory of property is that of legal scholar Craig Arnold who has used the post-anthropocentric worldview as the basis for his model of property as a ‘web of interests’. Arnold identifies the category of property and its models as key to understanding ‘core sustainability problems.’ 
Property law, particularly as embodied in the bundle-of-rights concept, treats one right as distinct from another, even though all are interconnected in shared interests and responsibilities for stewardship of resources. It treats one property owner as distinct from another, even though ecological systems, human communities, and the impacts of individual land and water uses transcend property boundaries. It treats the public and private natures of property as conceptually distinct, even though all property is a mix of public and private characteristics. It treats the social functions of property and the ecological functions of objects of property as distinct, even though both affect one another in complex, dynamic and unpredictable ways.

Arnold’s critique of modern property law is based on concerns about its transformation of the physical world, through legal practice and land use on an industrial scale.
 Rather than content himself with the prospect of effective environmental governance through the implementation of environmental law to resolve problems of property law’s creation, Arnold’s theory implies the vulnerability of public interests to private interests. His work, like that of Sax, thus observes not only the interrelatedness of the categories of property and environmental laws, but also articulates the concern that property is an impediment to the implementation of environmental law, or as McDonald says, to adaptation law and policy. 
The impediments to the implementation of environmental law cannot be attributed entirely to its categorical sub-ordinance to property law. Environmental law scholars have acknowledged also several characteristic features of environmental law as reasons for this, notably its complexity and dynamism.
 But perhaps even these can be understood as responses to the legal and cultural ubiquity of rights discourse supported by the logic of property law. Although environmental law had its origins in private law, notably tort and property law itself,
 today it is almost entirely a sub-category of public law; its many and multi-scalar sources including treaties, agreements, statutes, regulations, and plans. Environmental lawyers lament that one of the most ‘intractable problems faced by environmental policy-makers’ is ‘how to persuade or require private landholders to use and manage their lands in ways that are at least compatible with the interests of environmental protection.’
 It is generally difficult to require certain forms of land use (whether they are obligations or restrictions) on private property because, by definition, private property is underlined by the twin ideas of exclusion and alienability. ‘Indeed, environmental law is better understood as a field in which the goal of environmental protection sits in a position of constant tension with countervailing interests and values.’
 These taxonomic challenges combined with the increased social and scientific awareness of the long-term problems caused by unsustainable environmental practices have led governments to enact a very large number
 of laws (with regard to land use and environmental protections and impacts) and at a greater pace
 than any remotely comparable innovation in private law. In contrast, property law is concerned to fix the boundaries of legal interests or rights in land and natural resources, whereas environmental problems involve real and physical resources which do not stop at abstract legal boundaries. Consequently, environmental laws are often ‘transboundary’ and ‘multi-jurisdictional.’
  Environmental law is thus an extremely complex body of law:  it is ‘reactive’ to political imperative and ongoing policy change
 and to the inherent uncertainty of scientific input.
 And yet despite all its complexity, the greatest challenge facing environmental law is the fact that environmental values have not been integrated into the foundational categories of modern law against which it works, and that it remains external to those categories.
 
The increased social demand for greater legal protection of the environment reflects the ‘changing social attitudes and responses to the environment and diminishing resources, and a wider public perception of their finite nature.’
 However, the development of environmental law has been accompanied by energetic and sometimes organised resistance to it. For example, in Australia, an ‘unprecedented number of restrictions and obligations on landowners in their use of the land and resources thereon, particularly in relation to land clearing, coastal development, and, more recently, building in fire prone areas’
 corresponds with an unprecedented level of ‘tensions between private rights associated with ownership and the public interest in sustainable management of natural resources.’
 These rising tensions are played out in the media and in the courtroom, with private landholders articulating their belief in the sanctity of their property rights,
 and have now become part of the debate about climate change and the attendant discourse of climate scepticism and anti-climate law. 
Property rights discourse has long been connected with notions of liberty and independence from state intervention. Unsurprisingly, it is strongest in the United States where powerful and well-resourced lobby groups pursue legal and political avenues in defence of what they see as the erosion of property rights by environmental law.
 Smaller groups operate also in the United Kingdom, Canada and Australia to lobby for the priority and primacy of property rights unfettered by environmental law and/or for compensation for restrictions and obligations imposed on land use. The position advocated by these groups is to ‘stand your ground’. ‘Quite a few people have been taken to the cleaners - if they had of stood their ground they would have been in a better position today.’

Recent case law in the Australian jurisdictions of Queensland
 and New South Wales
 indicates that landholders are indeed ‘standing their ground’ as private proprietors against the environmental regulation of their property rights. The frustration of the landholders is sometimes enacted on the land itself by defiant land use and land clearing. The facts, contexts and principles of these cases vary, but they share a common theme – the tension between private rights and public interests in and over land. All of these cases are good examples of what is wrong with the taxonomy of law and why it is necessary to shift to one that is rational and sustainable. The consequences of law’s taxonomies are found not only in the intellectual and social contexts of property, but in its physical manifestation on the land itself. In most (but not all) of the cases, the public interest in land is upheld by the Court but often when it is too late – the damage to the land and its resources (including biodiversity and threatened species) is done.  

Some of the environmental harms that are the consequence of the tension between rights and responsibilities in land constitute the subject of litigation that could have been ‘avoided’, contend legal scholars Justine Bell and Sharon Christensen, ‘if property rights and environmental restrictions were managed in a holistic manner.’

[T]he lack of integration between private property rights and environmental restrictions has led to fundamental misconceptions about the uses to which private land may be put by landowners. This has in turn created a barrier to sustainable management of natural resources, as landowners are not aware of environmental restrictions or do not believe that they are bound by them.

The priority of private property rights over state-regulated environmental obligations is demonstrated in arguments against the environmental regulation of, for example, vegetation clearing on private property (both in claims that such regulations effectively sterilise or ‘take’ property rights and in defence of serious breaches of such legislation). In the Australian cases of Greentree
 and Hudson
, private proprietors knowingly cleared trees and vegetation from their properties (and in the case of Greentree, dredged 100 hectares of Ramsar listed wetlands and then ploughed the newly cleared land) against environmental legislation prohibiting same, and ignoring government-issued notices and warnings delivered to them. Both Mr Greentree, and Mr and Mrs Hudson, argued that the fact of their ownership provided a sufficient basis to ignore the environmental regulation contending ‘the trees were [their] trees’
 to do with as they pleased. In both cases the courts issued fines and upheld the environmental law. 
From an abstract perspective, environmental law arguably prevailed in these cases over the ‘misguided’
 defence of proprietorship to breaches of the former and the examples present no case for taxonomic reform. However, from a material perspective, the environmental damage is done precisely because of the long-standing priority of property law over environmental law and because from a legal perspective, the Register contains all legally recognisable interests in the land. Unless the public regulation of land ownership can be somehow transformed into a private ‘registrable interest’ such as a conservation covenant, it seems unable to legally require current owners to comply with the covenant, nor their successors in title and is therefore ineffective to tie land use responsibilities to land ownership. Bell and Christensen argue that rights in rem are those that fit within a very limited range of private registrable interests which obfuscates any public law method of environmental reform.
 Indeed, the viability of environmental law in the context of land registration seems almost accidental.

Environmental law does not and cannot overcome the principal legal mechanism that has fostered the development of the growth economy and thereby encouraged, supported and even rewarded environmental degradation – property.
 ‘The same engines are still generating the same developmental incentives that we had before the age of what is called modern environmental law.’
 Indeed, as regulatory theorists contend, markets themselves have now become ‘important national, regional and global regulators.’
 Thus, what is needed is reform at the systemic level of taxonomy because it is here the institutional causes of the problem remain intact.
 The following section contends that law’s taxonomy plays a key role in reproducing the problems of the status quo.
2.2 The Durability and Reform of Legal Categories

International and comparative law scholar Ugo Mattei argues that the ‘aging’ of a legal taxonomy ‘calls for its replacement.’
 The investment of a society in the stability and certainty of its laws gives rise to its attachment to law’s categories and their reproduction. The formalisation of law’s categories into an enduring structure ‘enables you to confer on practices that constancy which ensures calculability and predictability over and above individual variations and temporal fluctuations.’
 This is certainly necessary for a land market in a growth economy. Indeed, adherence to the current law’s taxonomy is clearly attributable to the appeal of certainty for the marketplace
 rather than to its functionality in regard to environmental sustainability. However, if we accept that law is structured according to the goals and values of society, and we accept also that those goals and values can change, then it becomes possible to question the durability or ‘aging’ of current categories, and perhaps also call for their replacement.

Peter Birks contended that the durability of the taxonomy of law was inextricably linked to its logic. ‘A sound taxonomy, together with a keen sense of its importance, constant suspicion of its possible inaccuracy and vigorous debate on its improvement, is an essential precondition of rationality.’
 While this author agrees with the idea that there is a connection between the rationality and durability of law, this article does not engage with the established and long-standing debate about the taxonomy of law in terms of Birks’s ‘taxonomical project.’
 That project, as Dan Priel has argued, has been principally concerned to immunise private law from the influence of the research and theories of legal and non-legal scholars through its emphasis on doctrinal analysis.
 The separation of public law and private law at the heart of law’s taxonomy argued by private lawyers to be somehow a ‘fundamental, conceptual, distinction, one that is true beyond time and place’
 is ‘more manufactured than natural’ by lawyers seeking to ‘mould private law in a particular fashion’ 
 – namely into a ‘shield’
 protecting private law from the ‘pursuit of collective goals’
 through legislation. Climate law scholars and regulatory theorists have increasingly pointed to the inaccuracy of the public/private distinction to describe law’s current operation.
 As Geoffrey Samuel has argued, ‘that we need a new way of thinking is beyond question,’
 however, where Birks restricted his critique of the taxonomy of law to legal rationality; the critique of the taxonomy of law in this paper concerns the broader social functionality of law as an institution capable of regulating sustainable people-place relations, particularly in regard to land.
The current taxonomy of law which treats rights in land as particular to a sub-discipline (property law) that is separate and different in origin and nature to the sub-discipline of law that regulates restrictions and obligations concerning land use (environmental law) may meet Birks’s precondition of legal rationality, but it does so at a price that is too high for the environment and thus, for ourselves. Even if students, teachers and practitioners of that law understand, or at least, accept the reasons for the separation, they do not necessarily recognise its importance in wider issues. They do not seem to suspect its contingency nor debate its improvement. ‘Judges, practitioners, and even jurists grow so accustomed to (law’s) rituals that they do not see how deeply weird they are.’
 Birks is right to say that: ‘(w)ithout good taxonomy and a vigorous taxonomic debate the law loses its rational integrity.’
 Indeed, it is precisely the rationality and integrity of land law that is undermined by its separation into two different legal categories: property and environmental laws. The problem, viewed from this perspective, can be regarded as a crisis of the law’s categories. 
The durability of the current taxonomy of law is not only a question of its logic and legitimacy, but also of its practical effect. The fragmentation of land law into separate rights and responsibilities found in disparate sources across a range of jurisdictional levels creates difficulties for landowners to locate and conform to relevant laws and gives rise to litigation based in part on non-conformance through both genuine ignorance and arguably principled objection.
 There is a need to provide landowners as both private rights holders and members of ‘the public’ with the coherence, consistency and authority of an integrated land law that is not provided by law’s dated categories.
 There is a need also to rethink the categories of law relating to land and natural resources generally. The difficult but ultimately only effective means by which to achieve the objectives of environmental sustainability is to address the institutional barriers to it. The current taxonomy of law is one of these barriers, thus it is important to reconsider both the relationships between its categories, and the categories themselves. What would an environmentally sustainable legal system look like?
 What would be its categories? It is time for us as law teachers to undertake a review of the cradle of legal practice – the law school. 

3 The Role of Legal Education
3.1 Disciplines, Categories and the Taxonomic Crisis
The great ecological issues of our time have to do in one way or another with our failure to see things in their entirety. That failure occurs when minds are taught to think in boxes and not taught to transcend those boxes or to question overly much how they fit with other boxes.
 

For over two decades, legal scholars have observed a kind of intellectual insularity embraced and reproduced within legal education. First, there is adherence to the convention of disciplinary boundaries (not particular to the discipline of law) including a reluctance ‘to engage with other disciplines.’
 Against this, William Twining argued that ‘neither legal education nor legal scholarship can afford to be self-contained’ and that there is intellectual and practical merit in recognising ‘the continuities between law as a subject of study and other disciplines and between law as practice and other practical activities.’
 Second, there is often an unchallenged acceptance of the separation of law’s sub-disciplines with a corresponding failure to connect them
 ‘We categorise and subcategorise law to our students, creating matroshka dolls of legal concepts; we divide study into hierarchies with division of labour.’
 This feature of legal education is a ‘barrier to adaptation’ because it encourages law students to think in terms of law’s taxonomy: limiting their opportunity to develop ‘integrative thinking’
 skills through drawing connections between law and non-law disciplinary knowledge, as well as between law’s sub-disciplines. One solution to this, as Jane Holder has recently argued, is to extend the ‘law in action’ and ‘law in context’ trends borne of critiques of the ‘abstract and narrow nature of some legal education’ to consider ‘how law interacts with and impacts upon the natural world in a physical manner.’

In this paper, I have argued that the separation of rights to land from responsibilities for land into separate legal categories obscures the necessary connection between them in both an abstract, intellectual as well as a physical, environmental sense. Legal education reproduces this separation. The sub-disciplines of property law and environmental law are not taught together and most often, the latter is an elective subject of study in students’ degrees, so that graduates may remain unaware of their interaction unless they choose to study environmental law. This situation is a consequence of a taxonomy whose origins preceded the existence of environmental law as a legal and scholastic category. The taxonomy was created at a time when the law was deeply anthropocentric and facilitative of the rise of industrialisation and a growth-based economy with its attendant political and economic philosophies of liberalism and capitalism. Although today the appeal and logic of the growth economy may be diminishing, and although the regulatory landscape is no longer limited by the private/public distinction at the heart of law’s taxonomy, that taxonomy has not changed, and neither has the law school curriculum. The categories of law remain deeply anthropocentric and to that extent, in the face of scientific evidence indicating the need to situate ourselves, as a species, within rather than outside and above the world, it can be argued that law’s taxonomy is inadequate to respond to changing demands of law and governance systems. Indeed, the present taxonomy of law is perpetuating the conditions of the crisis. ‘Many believe that our present educational structures are less appropriately geared to meeting the needs of the future than to reinforcing the destructive characteristics of our current age.’

Scholars of education,
 law
 and the environment
 have noted that one of the keys to moving beyond our current environmental crisis is to recognise and address the problems caused by the fragmentation of knowledge and information systems. Universities create and reproduce knowledge through their system of disciplines, which facilitates the specialisation of expertise into disciplinary and sub-disciplinary fields of research and teaching. The systems of the Earth however, are integrated. ‘While many forms of ‘modern’ knowledge tend toward specialisation, the scope of the environment seems to compel an interdisciplinary, comprehensive focus.’
 What this means for law teachers is that we have an opportunity to reform legal education in three ways. 
First, by recognising, researching and teaching the links between law and non-law disciplines with regard to environmental decision-making. ‘In universities and colleges, the development of sustainability expertise has tended to be the remit of the environmental and life sciences faculties, with scant attention given to the need to develop professionals from other specialisms.’
 Environmental problems are never solely problems of soil, atmosphere, hydrosphere and so on – they are problems of attitudes, decisions, economies and laws.
 The Chief Judge of the Land and Environment Court of New South Wales, observed (extra-curially) that environmental problems ‘are polycentric and multidisciplinary’
 and that consequently, ‘[j]udges need to be educated about and attuned to environmental issues… they need to be environmentally literate.’
 Translating this into the content of core subjects within the law curriculum is not as challenging as it might first seem. 
Take for example a significant case in Australian constitutional law, the Tasmanian Dam Case.
  The High Court issued a Statement in advance of its decision in the case, clarifying its necessary and emphatic disengagement with questions concerning the environmental issues associated with the litigation and the outcome of its decision.
 The ‘strictly legal question’
 whether the Commonwealth regulations and statute were within its constitutional power does not necessarily exclude however, in the context of law’s classroom, attention to the substantial environmental consequences (beneficial, in this case) of the decision, and more broadly of constitutional law itself, not least with regard to the implementation of international environmental law. Including extra-legal considerations in teaching this case might involve questions of multi-scalar politics (including ongoing questions of Indigenous property and heritage in a post-colonial state, local, state and federal electoral politics, the rise of the ‘Green’ movement etc); economic paradigms (for example, growth economy, development and industrialisation, cost-benefit v triple-bottom-line methodologies); the physical sciences (including hydrology, energy, forestry, biodiversity and climate change); and the role of media, journalism and the arts (photography and music) in the development of the dispute itself. An approach that includes attention to one or more of the non-law aspects of the decision (or legislation) encourages students of law to develop an awareness of the ‘polycentric and multidiscplinary’
 complexity of cases concerning the environment, even where (if not especially where) those cases do not explicitly raise questions of land use (such as constitutional law). In so doing, it provides students with an opportunity to develop their ‘environmental literacy’
 without studying a quarantined subject concerning the environment or environmental law. There is no risk in such an approach to legal education, only potential gain in understanding law in its multi-disciplinary context and in understanding the agency of law in anthropogenic environmental change, regardless of whether it is intentional or consequential change. Other cases offering similar opportunities include Newcrest
 and Lucas
 both of which connect constitutional law and property law to environmental issues. Teaching these cases through an exploration of their geographical contexts would be highly conducive to the development of polycentric and critical thinking about law. 
The second way that law teachers can reform legal education is by connecting the categories of law so that students can see law as a whole integrated system rather than as a sum of unrelated parts. Property law, for example, is taught as a creature of private law notwithstanding the contrivance of the private-public dichotomy, and notwithstanding the increasing interaction of private property law with public environmental law.
 Environmental law scholars have noted that effective environmental law scholarship and practice requires proficiency not only in environmental law itself but in combining the many sub-disciplines of law.
 Birks expressed his similar concern for the competence of law graduates generally once schooled into thinking about the categories of law as disaggregated parts:
If it is true that young lawyers are getting stuck in single categories, the cause is the complete neglect of taxonomy by the law schools. They are not teaching how the categories of the syllabus fit together. Only those who have discussed the relation between categories can move confidently from one to another.

Teaching corporations law, for example, with selective use of cases that intersect with pollution law, international trade law and green criminology, where relevant can enhance a students’ grasp of the connections between those sub-disciplines of law and ensure their appreciation of the multiscalar dimensions of law.

A third way that teachers can reform legal education is to consider, again, the place of environmental law within the law curriculum. Should environmental law be a separate subject at all? Can it be incorporated into each and every other subject (core and elective) that touches on the many and various aspects of environmental law and policy? Should it be part of the ‘core’ of law’s taxonomy or simply an elective, senior or junior?
 At most law schools, property law is a compulsory subject, but environmental law is not.  This mode of delivery reflects and reproduces the hierarchical ordering of legal categories. ‘While courses on environmental law have been a standard offering on many programmes for years, the significance of sustainability to the rest of the law curriculum was not always easy for non-environmental lawyers to grasp, let alone accept.’
 This suggests that regardless of whether students are required to study environmental law or whether they elect to study it, the mere fact of its connection to other core law subjects is currently neglected in the syllabi of the core subjects themselves. Environmental law scholar Klaus Bosselman goes further, however, critiquing the ‘very existence of environmental law as a distinct subject area’ as ‘proof of the fact that sustainability values have not found their way into the legal system.’
 
3.2 Things, Rights and Symbols – the Problem with Property Law
This section explores property law as a specific example of how legal education promotes an unsustainable status quo. Property law is identified by its teachers, theorists and practitioners as being a ‘mystifying,’
 ‘dauntingly difficult and intellectually demanding’
 subject comprising a ‘tortuous and ungodly jumble’
 of ‘anachronistic grammar’
and ‘archaic maxims’
 that ultimately define property as ‘meaningless.’
 Its ‘claims to intellectual coherence are quite spurious.’
 Swiftly following the announcement that real property is a hard subject, property law textbooks and lecturers ‘disabuse’
 students of any ‘unreflective and naïve’
 ideas of property, such as those held by ‘ordinary non-lawyers,’
 that property is a real or physical ‘thing’ such as land, water, plants or carbon for example. To the contrary, students are informed that the fundamental prerequisite to understanding real property law is to ‘un-learn previous notions’
 that property is about physical things. In this way, the pedagogy of property law begins, and indeed exists only through, the absenting of the physical realm from law. Gregory Alexander argues that 

many property teachers would probably consider one of the principal objectives of their course to be just this transformation of consciousness; and so if property is perceived as unintegrated the problem is partially of the teacher’s own making.

In other words, the seeming incoherence of property that can initially challenge students is caused precisely by their grasp of the abstraction, fragmentation and competition
 between interests in land rather than by any misunderstanding. Real property law is not about ‘things’, it is about ‘persons’, or more accurately, inter-personal relations.
 The concept of property works by excluding or abstracting the physical specificity of ‘things’ so that they no longer matter and the legal analysis can focus on the relativity of competing abstract rights. Modern property law is essentially an intellectual exercise in what has been referred to as ‘dephysicalisation’. Dephysicalisation describes the gradual socio-legal process whereby the environment, or more technically the abstract ‘thing’ (such as land), became excluded from the property relation that had hitherto regulated legal relations between persons and things, but which now regulated only legal relations between persons. 
 Consequently, land and natural resources are regarded by modern law, at least within the ‘fundamental’ and ‘basic’ category of private property law, as no more than an irrelevant ‘thing’. As Bernard Rudden observed:
There has been a profound if little discussed evolution by which the concepts originally devised for real property have been detached from their original object, only to survive and flourish as a means of handling abstract value. The feudal calculus lives and breeds, but its habitat is wealth not land.

The abstraction or dephysicalisation of property into a discourse of rights between persons with respect to a fungible ‘thing’, rather than between persons and things, obscures the fact that the ‘thing’ is the actual and non-fungible condition of human existence. Legal education normalises the alienation of people from place by teaching property law as a subject concerning rights and not ‘things’.

In her critique of legal education and practice, Maureen Cain argues that ‘lawyers are translators’ and that ‘they are also creators of the language into which they translate.’
 In other words, if property law is not about land because it is not about ‘things’ but about rights, then it is because, in part, the legal profession says it is so. Cain argues that lawyers are ‘symbol traders’
 – reproducing abstract categories that no longer correspond to reality and in this they show themselves to be an indifferent part of modern economic relations, trading in abstract rights like shares, futures and land. ‘Almost anything can be owned.’
 David Orr concludes that such intellectual abstraction and disconnection with the real, physical world indicates ‘the failure of the schools and colleges that presumed to educate them but failed to tell them what an education is for on a planet with a biosphere.’
 If we accept Orr’s point, that education is at least partly responsible for the reproduction of the unsustainable status quo, then it bears underlining the magnitude of that responsibility. As Thomas Kuhn has asked, ‘what alternatives’ or ‘what competence’ have students to evaluate independently the paradigm that they are taught? 
 He argues that students have, to a large extent, either to understand or at least accept what they are taught on the ‘authority’ of the teacher and institution itself, rather than because of any ‘evidence’ and because ‘learning them is part of learning the paradigm at the base of current practice.’
 The problem here of course is that if the paradigm that underpins modern law is anthropocentric, then law remains itself a major barrier to the adaptation
 of the modern economy towards environmental sustainability. The system of law cannot maintain its abstract categories of ‘dephysicalised’ rights and relations between persons and also be effective in any responses it may develop to environmental problems of a necessarily physical nature. ‘Sustainability requires that human social systems and property-rights regimes are adequately related to the larger ecosystems in which they are embedded.’

3.3 Sustainability Education 
Sustainability is a higher-order social goal, akin to democracy, justice, the rule of law – a long term task of comprehension and institutional change.

Sustainability education is a developing category of environmental education practice and scholarship. It is principally concerned with integrating skills and knowledge specific to the achievement of a more ecologically sustainable way of living in the world. Sustainability education acknowledges the significant role played by educational institutions in the reproduction of ecologically unsustainable policies and practices, and conversely in their reform. Most accounts of sustainability education refer to its formal origins at an international level of policy development. The United Nation’s Agenda 21, an intergovernmental agreement signed at the UNCED in Rio in 1992 articulated and promoted a vision of a more environmentally sustainable future in terms of the integration of knowledge, information, environmental and economic systems. Central to Agenda 21 is a consideration of the role of education.
 Higher education, in particular, is rightly regarded as the cradle of several professions whose roles, collectively, shape our world. ‘It is difficult to imagine that the societal changes required to create a sustainable future will occur without assistance from higher education.’
 

The development of sustainability education programs and principles in higher education is driven by both public policy and private incentive. In the United Kingdom, sustainability education is a coherent and centralised policy of educational reform and innovation at all levels. At the level of higher education, all academic disciplines are encouraged to ‘embed’ concepts of environmental sustainability ‘in order that students are exposed to the concept and may begin to think about their subject in a way which is inclusive of the broader conceptual framework.’
 In Australia, although the States are responsible for the governance of Universities, and the Commonwealth provides funding and regulation, in practice, Universities operate autonomously in relation to an international academic profession, which means that policies pertaining to sustainability education are more complex.
 In addition to various actual and proposed public policy drivers, there are also external pressures on universities to develop sustainability education programs. ‘The need for innovation in the curriculum is also supported by leading thinkers in corporate sustainability.’
 In engineering, for example, ‘pressure for more sustainable engineering has driven the body that accredits undergraduate engineering courses to specify sustainability competence as a condition of graduation.’
 In the United States, incentives for incorporating sustainability into the law syllabus derive from ‘clients’ who ‘often and in response to government regulation’ have become increasingly engaged in the challenges of achieving sustainability.
 This rationale emphasises the role of higher education in the training and qualification of members of society’s most powerful and influential professions and industry.

If one thinks that the world can and ought to be improved, and that lawyers have a role to play in fostering the necessary climate which might enable change to be made, and if it is possible to argue that lawyers are uniquely placed in society to help develop ‘progressive’ changes, then it is incumbent on law teachers to recognise that they ought to perform a role in helping students learn to question.

However, sustainability education scholars express concern that the ‘predominant trend in higher education curriculum initiatives’ has been towards adding information content rather than developing skills which would enable students to ‘effectively enact change towards sustainability.’
 Learning ‘for the environment’ rather than ‘about the environment’ is, they argue, the necessary curriculum change. Developing environmental literacy and awareness of sustainability issues is different to learning to think critically and systemically, rather than atomistically. Indeed, a recurrent theme in the literature is the problem caused by the fragmentation of knowledge through formalised information structures including especially disciplines and taxonomies; and the subsequent need for the development of broader and deeper trans-disciplinary teaching, learning and research. The ideal articulated in the literature is to teach students how to think holistically about any given environmental problem.

Sustainability education is thus ultimately concerned to teach students how to think in terms of connections and integration, rather than taxonomically in terms of categories and boundaries. ‘Systemic approaches help us shift our focus and attention from “things” to processes, from static states to dynamics, and from “parts” to “wholes.”’ 
 No institution is outside the ‘natural world’ and therefore is dependent on its capacity to adapt to its material conditions, which are necessarily complex, dynamic and whole.

There appears to be an emerging consensus that sustainability issues cannot be sufficiently understood or addressed without a primary recognition of interrelationship, and therefore also an assumption of the need for interdisciplinary approaches. Yet typically, educational structures and practices are widely characterised by disciplinary compartmentalisation.

If we accept the desirability and rationality of a systemic approach of sustainability education, the next step is to consider how that could be manifest in legal education. Legal scholars and educators alike have noted that the law plays a key role in the ‘Means of Implementation’ of sustainable development identified in the Agenda 21 agreement.
 If we are mindful of the concerns and critiques of sustainability education scholars, then it seems that adding information into the law curriculum is ineffective because it would not develop skills and because it conveys implicitly a message that sustainability is yet another category of law’s taxonomy rather than a way to view the whole. 
 The most effective path would be to help students understand how law’s categories interact with each other and the environment, and to think critically about that interaction in terms of the hierarchical ordering of those categories and its ultimate effect. It is not necessary to develop completely new subjects, rather it is important to revise (by making explicit) the anthropocentric paradigm of law as it is structured into existing subjects, particularly the core subjects. 
In the conventional law syllabus, it is not difficult to revise the core subjects to make explicit their potential links to sustainability because unsurprisingly, the laws that are most relevant to the environment are also those most relevant to wealth creation through the use and ownership of land and natural resources: property, contract, tort and administrative law.
 Thus, rather than direct time and energy towards the development of specialist qualifications in environmental law, sustainability education, as applied to legal education, would ideally find ways to help students learn how to connect those key areas of law and indeed, to see the need to review both their content and their interaction.
 A further step would be to draw the connections between law and non-law knowledge related to a single problem or case. A good example of an innovative endeavour in this regard is found in the teaching practice of American environmental law scholar William Rodgers. Instead of working through the conventional topics within an environmental law subject, Rodgers designed for his students ‘cross-disciplinary integrated seminars’ or ‘deep dives’ into environmental law through ‘unifying themes organised around such features as geography, a genus, or an ecosystem.’
 Departing from established topics such as water law or pollution, these ‘integrated classes’ with titles including ‘Trees’, ‘Alaska’ and ‘The Duwamish River’ help students develop their understanding of the complexity of laws pertaining to environmental issues and the necessary connectivity between law and non-law disciplines in approaching an environmental problem. Taking the example of the seminar on ‘Trees’, his colleague Michael Robinson-Dorn, remarks that Rodgers included in the topic the roles of history, culture, economics and science to ‘delve into discussions of forest health, biodiversity, endangered and threatened species, fire, invasive species, trade and climate change.’
 In addition to the benefits of attaching relevant lessons from non-law disciplines (‘forestry, horticulture, biology, urban design, business and philosophy’
), the seminars succeeded also in integrating the various sub-disciplines of law relevant to the topic. ‘Students not only learn the traditional doctrine, but learn firsthand the gaps, overlaps, and inconsistencies in the law’s application.’
 This is precisely the kind of critical thinking encouraged by proponents of sustainability education, and it need not be limited to elective subjects dedicated to environmental law. 
Innovative teaching practice that emphasises ‘integrative thinking’
 (about law and non-law disciplines and between the sub-disciplines of law itself) might seem easier to achieve in the subject of environmental law because, if it not within the ‘core’ syllabus, there may be greater flexibility in its design and delivery. Teachers of property law may lament far less opportunity (and available teaching time) to innovate. Yet it is precisely the subject of property law that offers the greatest potential in shifting away from the paradigm of anthropocentrism on which modern law is based. Indeed, given the sustained critique of property law, by scholars, practitioners, governments and landholders as a particular category of law obstructive to the objectives of environmental law – it seems an obvious place to start a program of legal educational reform and broader taxonomic improvement. Despite the enduring and widespread concerns that core subjects, including property law, have little opportunity for change, it is worth remembering that change does not necessarily require an increase in content if the objective is to help students develop skills to enhance their capacity to ‘enact change towards sustainability.’
 The selection of case law, the development of an assessment task and the inclusion of environmental perspectives on property law can be sufficient to convey to students the role of property rights in facilitating or retarding the adaptive capacity of law towards sustainability commitments and objectives. Indeed, given the widespread use of property rights and discourse in environmental regulation such as markets for ecosystems and environmental services, it seems important to encourage students to think of property law in terms of sustainability.
Perhaps in recognition of the legal and cultural priority of property rights, property law mechanisms including easements, restrictive covenants, leases and licences have been used to achieve environmental protection without appearing to ‘interfere with property ownership.’
 They have also more established applications with adverse environmental effects that are worth bringing to students’ attention. It is possible therefore to include within the existing content of property law an understanding of the ways in which property mechanisms are used to environmental effect, either consequentially (and adversely) or intentionally (for environmental protection). For example, there are important concepts, events and doctrines in property law whose historical origins include environmental effect and substantial environmental change, including the enclosure of common lands, profits a prendre and the doctrine of waste, which could be discussed in their broader environmental contexts and applications. The innovation of rolling easements in the U.S. to manage and regulate the effects of coastal erosion on private property
 offers students both the basic concept of the easement and its complex application to contemporary environmental problems, and could be compared with the policy of ‘planned retreat’ in Australian law
 to address the same problem. Leasehold can be taught through new legislation concerning the ‘greening’ of commercial leases
 and/or through case law on Crown leases including pastoral leases with attention to provisions concerning minimum and maximum stocking rates, which directly affect soil quality and soil erosion, vegetation and biodiversity.
 Mining leases and licences also offer students important lessons in the interaction between environmental and planning law and policy, property rights, the environment and climate change
 – and also raise the increasingly significant question of compensation for ‘compulsory acquisition’ or ‘taking’ of property.
 Covenants used for conservation both through government initiatives and through private agreement are also good examples of the agency of property law in environmental change and management. 
 Finally and most obviously, the system of land title registration offers law teachers a significant opportunity to both emphasise the purpose and operation of the register and to critique its limitations in providing a comprehensive ‘mirror’ of the state of interests in and over a specific parcel of land. Many obligations and restrictions of land use are difficult to reconcile with the concept of the indefeasibility of property rights and may not bind successive landowners. This fact alone is worthwhile bringing to the attention of students of law whose futures may well involve working towards solutions caused by this very problem. 
Many commentators over a lengthy period have called for greater integration of the land registration system with the environmental and planning statutory regimes, not only to facilitate dealings with land from a practical standpoint, but also to philosophically unite the concepts of land ownership and use. This will require a resolution of the tension between a traditionally unfettered property rights regime and the public interest in all resources, whether in private or public ownership, being used sustainably.

The interaction of property and environmental laws is a well-recognised obstacle to the effective operation environmental law. Consequently, there is a need for law students to understand the relationship between these two areas of law and in particular, the way they interact.

The purpose of sustainability education is to facilitate change so that the question posed by Sax, ‘how much have the basic rules of property that we teach today… changed from what we taught forty years ago?’
 receives a positive answer in years to come. It is encouraging also to remember, in the words of Peter Butt, that the ‘indefeasibility of title… is a creation of statute. But it has no entrenched position. What statute giveth, statute may take away.’
 If the Register can change to accommodate ‘new registrable instruments, or broaden the scope of existing ones’
 then it is entirely possible for legal educators to lead the change by teaching ‘embryonic lawyers’
 the connection between the presently separated areas of law regarding land use and ownership, and by encouraging them to think critically about their interaction as legal categories. And though this change would not be uncontroversial, that does not mean it is not worth the effort, and indeed, suggests it might well be a good step towards removing barriers to adaptation and thus an effective method of reform.
4. Conclusion
Environmental education scholar David Orr argues that ‘all education is environmental education.’
 But legal education often excludes environmental considerations even where these are materially relevant. With the exception of environmental law, the physical environment is largely irrelevant in modern law and legal education. The legal classification of land, and indeed the ‘more-than-human’
 world as a ‘thing’ is indicative of an anthropocentric paradigm that is not only increasingly difficult to rationalise but to sustain as a framework through which to determine our physical relationship with our ‘more-than-human’ world. Despite significant pedagogical and philosophical differences between conventional and critical approaches to legal education, and despite very different ideologies of law itself, the thread of anthropocentrism is common to most in that land is presented principally as the ‘thing’ of property relations between ‘persons’. It is time to acknowledge that land is not a ‘thing’ and that the occasion for rethinking law’s categories has arrived – the adverse environmental effects of institutionalised anthropocentrism are evident. 
The recommendations of scholarly, doctrinal and policy research into the relationship between property rights and environmental law uniformly point to the need to align the rights of ownership with the responsibilities of ownership. The reproduction of dated legal categories in the conventional law curriculum is a ‘barrier to adaptation’
 in the form of law reform that might otherwise achieve such alignment. Over twenty-two years ago, legal scholar Susan Bright observed that the ‘traditional approach’ to teaching law ‘is coupled with, and may be explained by, the absence of serious epistemological debate on law teaching.’
 The same can be said today. Law schools and law teachers have an opportunity to be instrumental in bringing about a more sustainable way of living in the world through their debate, innovation and adaptation of the existing taxonomy to one that is informed by the knowledge of the physical possibilities, limits and interrelatedness of the Earth’s systems. Legal education may open the possibility of articulating a solution to environmental problems beyond the vocabulary of ‘things’ and ‘persons’ not only through reimagining language, but by reforming the legal categories themselves to align the rights and responsibilities in land and natural resources law and governance. 

If the cradle of legal thought and practice is the law school, then the question of the contribution of legal education to environmental sustainability is clear. Legal education can contribute meaningfully to the reform of law’s taxonomy and to developing the capacity of future law makers to connect and review the interaction of law’s categories relating to land. However, it is an opportunity that ought not to be postponed.
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