
	 1	

Borderline	bankruptcy:	
A	Bioregional	alternative?	

	

	
	
The	above	map	is	based	on	one	created	by	Miklos	Udvardy	in	the	1970s	for	the	International	
Union	for	the	Conservation	of	Nature,	drawing	on	work	done	by	the	renowned	conservationist	
Raymond	 Dasmann.	 Comparison	 with	 conventional	 political	 maps	 spotlights	 the	 gigantic	
discrepancy	 between	 human	 boundaries	 and	 those	 of	 the	 Earth’s	 life-support	 systems,	 the	
matrix	of	zones	shaped	by	climate,	geology,	and	hydrology	with	their	attendant	characteristics	
of	certain	flora	and	fauna.	

Gone	 are	 the	 straight	 lines	 and	 right	 angles	 so	 common	 in	 political	 and	 other	
administrative	divisions.	 Instead,	 there	 is	 a	patchwork	quilt	 that	 constitutes	 the	 very	web	of	
life,	 on	 which	 humans	 are	 totally	 dependent,	 no	matter	 how	 they	 choose	 to	 divide	 up	 the	
world	for	their	own	purposes	and	no	matter	how	powerful	their	technologies.	

The	 major	 units	 are	 the	 core	 biogeophysical	 zones:	 Neotropical,	 Afrotropical,	 Indo-
Malaysian,	 Australasia,	 Oceania,	 Palearctic	 and	 Nearctic.	 Within	 them	 are	 several	 key	
freshwater	 zones	with	 lakes,	 rivers	and	deltas.	Many	 larger	 river	 complexes	 such	as	 the	Nile	
and	Mekong	straddle	several	countries.	Then	there	are	the	major	marine	realms	such	as	 the	
Pacific,	Atlantic	and	Indian	Oceans	(the	map,	it	must	be	said,	rather	sidelines	Oceania).	

The	broad	colour	scheme	indicates	the	major	habitat	types.	There	is	the	once	verdant	
cover	 of	 forests,	 ranging	 from	 tropical	moist	 forests	 around	 the	middle	 of	 the	 Earth	 to	 the	
boreal	forests	or	Taiga	towards	its	poles.	Then	there	are	naturally	occurring	deserts,	both	hot	
and	cold,	and	other	arid	zones.	There	are	also	both	tropical	and	temperate	grasslands	as	well	
as	 scrubland.	Mountains	possess	 their	own	patterns,	 changing	as	height	 increases,	while	 the	
tundra	and	polar	icecaps	cover	the	Earth’s	northern	and	southern	extremities.	Special	mention	
must	be	made	hydrological	systems,	the	Earth’s	‘blood	system’.	Not	visible	too	are	individual	
marshes	and	estuaries,	its	‘kidneys’.	

Those	core	biomes	can	be	further	subdivided	into	‘ecoregions’.	Various	studies	suggest	
that	some	116	make	up	what	politically	is	called	the	United	States	and	Canada.	Alternatively,	a	
classification	 from	 the	 Commission	 for	 Environmental	 Cooperation	 divides	 those	 two	
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countries,	plus	Mexico,	into	just	15	‘Level	1’	major	ecological	regions	(Level	2	has	52	and	Level	
3	approximately	200).	Either	way,	the	most	important	way	of	perceiving	the	world	is	revealed:	
seeing	it	in	biogeophysical	forms.	

The	 Earth	 thus	 shows	 a	 new	 face.	Most	 people	will	 have	 heard	 of	 something	 called	
‘Brazil’.	Considerably	fewer	would	think	in	terms	of	the	Bahia	coastal	forests,	the	Negro-Blanco	
moist	 forests,	 the	Mato	Grosso	 dry	 forests,	 the	 Campaos	 Rupestres	montane	 savannah,	 the	
Humid	Chaco,	the	Amapa	mangroves	and	the	many	other	ecoregions	that	underlie	that	human	
construct.	Similarly,	the	European	Union	reaches	from	the	Celtic	broadleaf	forests	of	Eire	and	
most	 of	 neighbouring	UK	 to	 the	 Baltic	mixed	 forests	 found	 in	 Poland	 and	 from	 the	 taiga	 of	
Scandinavia	 to	 the	 ‘Garrigue’,	 ‘Matorral’	 and	 ‘Macchia’	 scrublands	 of,	 respectively,	 France,	
Spain	and	Italy.	

Transformers	
The	 map	 highlights	 several	 critical	 features	 of	 the	 contemporary	 world.	 First	 and	 foremost	
there	 is	 the	 difference	 what	 it	 maps	 and	 what	 now	 covers	 those	 areas.	 This	 divergence	
spotlights	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 humans	 have	 transformed	 ecosystems	 in	 every	 part	 of	 the	
planet,	 to	 the	 immediate	 cost	 of	 other	 species	 and	 to	 the	 longer	 term	 unsustainability	 of	
human	society	itself.	Few	areas	remain	contaminated	by	human-generated	pollution.	Even	the	
world’s	 highest	 peak,	 Everest,	 has	 heaps	 of	 rubbish	 polluting	 its	 lower	 slopes	 while	
agrochemicals	now	contaminate	the	bodies	of	creatures	in	the	remote	polar	regions.	In	early	
2008,	a	soup	of	plastic	waste,	nicknamed	the	“trash	vortex”	and	reported	to	be	the	size	of	the	
USA,	was	floating	in	mid-Pacific.	

The	Aral	Sea	and	several	lakes	such	as	Lake	Chad	have	shrunk	dramatically	as	has	the	
extent	of	mangrove	swamps	and	other	wetlands.	Rivers	are	not	shown	on	the	map	but	many	
have	been	reduced	to	a	comparative	trickle	and	a	dirty	one	at	that.	Few	of	them	run	freely	to	
the	sea	such	 is	 the	extent	of	dam	construction.	Underground	aquifers	 in	many	areas	such	as	
the	American	Prairies	are	being	drained	faster	than	they	are	replenished.	

Much	of	the	tree	cover	shown	on	the	map	has	totally	gone.	This	is	not	just	the	fate	of	
tropical	moist	 forests	 but	 also	 of	many	 other	 types	 of	woodland.	 Plantations	 have	 replaced	
other	areas	of	primal	forests	(a	point	to	be	remembered	when	the	Earth’s	enemies	make	the	
bogus	 claim	 that	 the	 total	 forested	 area	 is	 going	 up).	 Similarly,	 crop	 monocultures	 and	
intensive	 ranching	 have	 replaced	 or	 badly	 degraded	 the	 original	 grasslands	 of	 our	 climatic-
geological	 era	 (both	 of	 which	 are	 undermining	 their	 own	 foundations	 via	 soil	 erosion,	
salinisation	and	water	pollution).	Mangrove	swamps	have	been	obliterated	in	areas	while	coral	
reefs	are	in	a	state	of	general	decline.	Deserts	by	contrast	are	spreading	while	more	and	more	
of	the	Earth	is	covered	under	brick,	concrete	and	tarmac.	

The	 extent	 of	 this	 transformation	 by,	 never	 forget,	 just	 one	 species	 is	 perhaps	 best	
seen	on	night-time	satellite	photographs	with	vast	areas	shining	in	what	once	and	not	long	ago	
was	darkness.	Even	the	lights	of	giant	trawling	fleets	can	be	picked	out	at	sea.		

Human-caused	extinction	of	non-human	species	now	matches	that	of	past	geological	
ages	(hence	the	name	the	“sixth	extinction”	but	the	first	and	only	one	caused	by	one	species).	
Indeed,	 in	 many	 respects,	 humankind	 by	 itself	 has	 become	 both	 a	 geological	 and	 climate-
changing	 force.	 Major	 chemical	 cycles	 such	 as	 those	 of	 nitrogen	 and	 carbon	 have	 been	
changed.	In	some	places	it	is	even	said	that	earthquakes	has	become	more	frequent	due	to	the	
load	 on	 sub-strata	 created	 by	 impounded	 waters	 behind	 dams.	 Hurricanes,	 floods,	 fires,	
avalanches	and	mudslides	are	increasing	in	both	frequency	and	severity	due	to	human	activity.	
Ocean	 currents	 too	 seem	 to	 be	 altering	 for	 the	 same	 reason,	 a	 phenomenon	 that	 interacts	
with	human	impacts	on	global,	regional	and	local	weather	patterns.	

Divide	and	Misrule	
Already	 mentioned	 is	 the	 mismatch	 between	 the	 Earth’s	 internal	 boundaries	 and	 those	
created	by	people.	The	arbitrary	shapes	used	to	divide	states	can	be	most	blatantly	seen	in	the	
lines	of	 latitude	chosen	by	diplomats	 in	several	places,	not	 least	the	border	between	Canada	
and	 the	USA	 as	well	 as	 the	 split	 across	 the	 Korean	 peninsula.	 Similar	 patterns	 are	 repeated	
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within	 countries	 such	 as	 various	 provincial	 state	 lines	 of	 Australia	 that	 utterly	 ignore	 the	
boundaries	on	the	map	above.	

There	 are,	 of	 course,	 many	 boundaries	 that	 do	 follow	 a	 physical	 feature	 such	 as	
mountain	 ridges	 and	 rivers.	 But	 the	 latter	 choice	 often	 fragments	 management	 of	 human	
activity	in	the	crucial	zones	like	river	basins.	Further	administrative	arrangements	can	worsen	
matters.		

A	 small	but	 telling	example	of	 the	barriers	 such	arrangements	 create	 for	 sustainable	
land	 use	 comes	 from	 the	 Cairngorms	 in	 north	 central	 Scotland.	 At	 one	 time	 in	 the	 1970s,	
decisions	 about	 the	 area’s	 fate	 were	 determined	 out	 of	 the	 interplay	 between	 six	 central	
government	bodies,	each	with	conflicting	goals,	two	regional	councils,	three	district	councils,	a	
chairlift	 company,	 a	 reindeer	 faming	 company,	 the	 armed	 forces,	 plus	 several	 private	
landowners.	 Most	 sought	 to	 intensify	 pressures	 on	 this	 beautiful	 but	 fragile	 mountain	
ecosystem.	 It	 is	 no	 wonder	 that	 such	 a	 land	 use	 ‘management’	 system	 puts	 ecological	
sustainability	way	down	the	agenda.	

In	 general,	 human	 organisational	 systems	 work	 against,	 not	 with,	 the	 underlying	
patterns	 of	 the	 Earth’s	 life-support	 systems.	 They	 thereby	 make	 it	 more	 likely	 that	
unsustainable	 levels	of	 resource	depletion,	pollution	and	general	environmental	degradation	
will	 occur	 and,	 indeed,	 get	worse.	 They	 also	 frustrate	 any	 attempts	 to	 address	 the	 resulting	
threats	both	to	human	wellbeing	and	to	the	continued	existence	of	other	species.	

In	the	latter	case,	migratory	patterns,	something	else	not	depicted	on	the	map,	further	
intensify	 the	 mismatch	 between	 ecological	 and	 human	 patterns,	 increasing	 the	 threats	 to	
wildlife	still	further.	At	the	same	time,	the	boundaries	that	set	aside	certain	patches	of	land	for	
other	 species	 in	 the	 form	 of	 nature	 and	 other	 reserves	 are	 generally	 far	 too	 small	 and	 too	
fragmented.	

Examples	of	this	mismatch	can	be	seen	at	all	levels.	Globally,	there	were	192	member	
states	 of	 the	 United	 Nations	 in	 2008.	 There	 are	 many	 would-be	 states	 (see	
http://www.unpo.org/which	lists	69	though	it	is	quite	possible	that	existing	states	like	Belgium	
or	 even	 Spain	might	 split	 up,	 adding	 to	 that	 number).	 Contrast	 those	 figures	with	 the	WWF	
estimates	 of	 867	 different	 ‘ecoregions’	 within	 the	 8	 major	 terrestrial	 ecozones.	 Ecological	
boundaries	 are,	 then,	 quite	 at	 variance	 with	 those	 manufactured	 by	 people.	 Europe’s	
Carpathian	mountains,	for	example,	straddle	4	countries,	with	outlying	sections	in	2	more.i	

There	are	also	13	marine	provinces,	subdivided	into	232	marine	ecoregions.	Here	the	
problem	is	somewhat	different	in	that,	while	coastal	waters	are	subject	to	national	sovereignty	
(though	 sometimes	 disputed	 and	 often	 flouted	 by	 fishing	 fleets),	 the	 ‘open	 sea’	 belongs	 to	
everyone…	and	no-one,	positively	inviting	wholesale	abuse.ii	

Back	 on	 the	 land,	 the	 internal	 sub-divisions	 of	 sovereign	 states	 —	 countries,	
departments,	 provinces	 and	 state	 —	 parallel	 the	 national	 ecological	 mismatching.	 Thus	
California	 has	 19	 core	 ecoregions	 within	 it,	 though	 one	 classification	 by	 the	 Interagency	
Natural	 Areas	 Coordinating	 Committee	 simplifies	 this	 to	 10.	 Alaska	 has	 20	 ecoregions.	
According	 to	one	 study,	Canada	has	15	 terrestrial	ecozones.	They	barely	 resemble	 the	areas	
constituted	 by	 its	 13	 provinces	 and	 territories.	 At	 the	 lowest	 level,	 the	 estimated	 101	
‘ecodistricts’	are	similarly	out	of	line	with	municipal	divisions.	

Viewed	in	ecoregional	terms,	the	2	sovereign	states	of	the	British	Isles	could	be	divided	
into	4	units:	English	Lowland	beech	forests,	Celtic	broadleaf	forests,	Caledon	coniferous	forests	
and	 North	 Atlantic	 moist	 mixed	 forest.	 Nearly	 all	 of	 this	 woodland	 survives	 today	 only	 as	
names	on	maps,	replaced	by	either	 impoverished	moorland,	over-farmed	fields	and	pastures	
and,	 of	 course,	 mile	 upon	 mile	 of	 built	 environment,	 with	 a	 sprinkling	 of	 reservoirs,	 golf	
courses	and	the	like.	The	one	Australian	state	of	Queensland	has	13	‘bioregions’	according		its	
Environmental	 Protection	 Agency.	Madagascar,	 the	world’s	 fourth	 largest	 island	 and	 once	 a	
treasure	house	of	diverse	and	abundant	 flora	and	 fauna,	has	11	ecoregions	but	 their	 ‘burial’	
beneath	one	political	state	has	scarcely	aided	the	conservation	of	its	biological	wealth.	
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Human	patchwork	
On	top	of	the	ecological	‘quilt’,	then,	lies	a	second	set	of	patterns,	ones	created	by	people	but	
which	 also	 are	 dangerously	 out	 of	 step	 with	 existing	 boundaries.	 As	 humans	 evolved	 and	
spread,	their	cultures	diversified.	For	the	most	of	known	human	history,	they	tended	to	mesh	
with	the	above	ecological	patterns.	Raymond	Dasmann	described	these	cultures	as	‘ecosphere’	
people.	 Their	 diets,	 dress,	 the	 structure	 and	 materials	 of	 their	 buildings,	 and	 many	 other	
aspects	of	their	societies	reflected	the	biophysical	characteristics	of	the	places	they	inhabited.	
Even	the	words	they	spoke	were	shaped	by	the	need	to	be	sensitive	to	the	environments	on	
which	they	so	directly	depended.	

It	 would	 be	 quite	wrong	 to	 romanticise	 such	 cultures.	 They	 drove	 several	 creatures	
into	extinction	and	were	sometimes	violently	cruel	to	fellow	humans	for	example.	Yet	often	—	
and	certainly	more	so	than	modern	societies	—	they	settled	into	some	sort	of	rough-and-ready	
sustainable	relationship	with	the	wider	ecological	community	of	which	they	were	distinctly	a	
part.	Low	population	levels	and	modest	technologies	certainly	were	major	reasons	for	this	yet	
many	 cultures	 also	 developed	 worldviews	 that	 also	 helped	 to	 restrain	 environmentally	
destructive	practices.	

One	 of	 the	 most	 striking	 examples	 remains	 the	 cultures	 of	 pre-Columbian	 North	
America.	 A	 map	 of	 the	 language	 families	 of	 the	 first	 nations	 of	 that	 continent	 has	 many	
parallels	 to	 one	 of	 its	 underlying	 ecoregions.iii	 But	 the	 symbiosis	 between	 people	 and	 local	
places	 went	 much	 further.	 On	 the	 Northwest	 Pacific	 coastal	 region	 there	 were	 the	 great	
‘salmon’	nations	with	cultures	radically	different	to	those	of	the	tribes	found	in	the	Arctic,	sub-
Arctic,	 California,	 the	 Great	 Basin,	 the	 south-west	 arid	 areas,	 the	 Plains	 and	 north-east	 and	
south-eastern	woodlands.	

The	 rest	 of	 the	 world	 exhibited	 similar	 patterns,	 even	 down	 to	 the	 level	 of	
characteristic	local	alcoholic	beverages.	It	is	no	accident	that	in	some	areas,	people	drank	beer	
but,	elsewhere,	wine	or	some	other	concoction.	Even	in	a	small	country	like	England,	regional	
patterns	 of	 architecture	 alone,	 reflecting	 ambient	 building	materials,	 were	 quite	 noticeable	
into	modern	times.	Similarly	the	long	overhanging	eaves	of,	say,	Alpine	farmhouses	reflected	
the	 winters	 commonly	 experienced	 in	 such	 areas	 while,	 once,	 flat	 roofs	 were	 normally	
confined	 to	 hot,	 dry	 climate	 (a	 principle	 now	 ignored	 by	most	 architects	 and	 developers	 in	
countries	with	heavy	rainfall).	

Indeed	these	regional	patterns	manifested	themselves	in	all	sorts	of	ways.	The	studios	
of	 the	 Hollywood	 Golden	 Age	 were	 careful	 to	 craft	 films	 that	 would	 appeal	 to	 the	 type	 of	
people	 found	 in	places	where	 the	big	 five	vertically	 integrated	companies	 (Warners	etc)	had	
the	most	cinemas,	for	instance.	Thus	those	with	outlets	in	the	mid-west	of	the	USA	produced	
different	movies	 to	 studios	whose	 cinemas	were	 concentrated	 in,	 say,	 New	 York	 and	 other	
cities	of	the	North	East	of	the	USA.	

Oppressing	local	peoples…	ravaging	local	places	
The	 first	 large-scale	 assault	 on	 the	 above	 patterns,	 ecological	 and	 cultural,	 came	 with	 the	
advent	of	agriculture	and	the	large-scale	permanent	settlements	permitted	by	food	surpluses.	
Societies	became	much	more	stratified.	Those	consigned	to	do	the	hard	graft	in	the	fields	and	
pastures	found	themselves	in	similar	situations	no	matter	what	land	they	inhabited.	

The	new	 ruling	elites	quickly	developed	ambitions	 to	absorb	more	distant	 lands	 into	
their	 empires.	 Frequently,	 conquered	 peoples	 spoke	 one	 language,	 their	 rulers	 another.	
Meanwhile	new	‘sky	god’	religions	began	to	replace	the	more	animistic	ones,	worldviews	that	
had	tended	not	to	treat	environmental	systems	as	mere	raw	material,	there	to	be	manipulated	
for	human	wants	and	whims.	

These	early	empires	came	and	went,	though,	in	the	meantime,	they	had	trashed	whole	
ecosystems	in	areas	such	as	the	Tigris-Euphrates	valley	and	Mediterranean	Littoral	as	well	as	
inflicted	great	human	suffering.	But,	 in	more	recent	centuries,	the	present	pattern	of	nation-
states	emerged.	None	of	these	new	states	represented	real	nations	in	any	meaningful	sense.	
For	centuries,	people	 saw	 themselves	as,	 for	example,	Venetians	or	Florentines,	not	 Italians.	
Unification	was	usually	accompanied	by	much	death	and	destruction.	Thus	France	was	forged	
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out	 of	 the	 bloody	 conquest	 of	 neighbouring	 kingdoms.	 Indeed	 the	 crusade	 led	 by	 various	
Capetian	kings	against	Languedoc	killed	around	one	million	people.	Modern	Germany	too	was	
born	out	of	bloodshed,	forcibly	merging	into	one	single	unit	cultures	that	were	as	different	as	
the	ecoregions	that	underlay	the	state.iv	

This	pattern	was	repeated	outside	Europe.	Indeed,	conflict	both	between	people	and	
between	 humans	 and	 the	 rest	 of	 nature	 was	 exacerbated	 by	 the	 specific	 political	 patterns	
created	 first	 by	 European	 imperialism	as	well	 as	 by	post-colonial	 divide-ups	 and	 subsequent	
political	 re-arrangements.	Politicians,	diplomats	and	colonial	administrators	all	 systematically	
ignored	 biophysical	 boundaries	 as	 much	 as	 they	 routinely	 discounted	 the	 wishes	 of	 local	
peoples.	 Often	 tribal	 peoples	 and	 ethic	 groups	 with	 long	 histories	 of	 antagonism	 were	
corralled	into	the	same	new	state	(or,	on	a	smaller	scale,	the	same	reservation).	

Not	surprisingly,	the	consequences	have	often	been	bloody	conflict	within:	Yugoslavia,	
Chechnya,	Biafra,	Congo,	Rwanda,	Kenya,	Eritrea,	Sudan,	Iraq,	Sri	Lanka,	Pakistan-Bangladesh,	
Kashmir,	East	Timor,	Ossetia	…	The	 list	seems	endless.	The	flick	of	the	pen	that	divided	India	
and	Pakistan	in	1947	led	to	the	displacement	of	some	14.5	million	people	as	well	as	triggered	
terrible	massacres.	Often	super-power	machinations	made	things	even	worse,	as	happened	in	
Korea	and	Vietnam.	The	on-going	destruction	of	 Tibetan	 culture	and	 the	ecosystems	of	 that	
region	 by	 what	 is	 amusingly	 called	 the	 People’s	 Republic	 of	 China,	 in	 reality	 another	
imperialist-gangster	regime,	illustrates	how	the	oppression	of	local	peoples	and	destruction	of	
local	places	usually	go	hand	in	hand.	

Places	to	Placelessness	
‘Biosphere’	people	populate	modern	 society,	unlike	 the	 ‘ecosphere’	people‘	of	pre-industrial	
societies,	to	use	Raymond	Dasmann’s	terms.	In	other	words,	they	draw	the	resources	on	which	
their	 livelihoods	 depended	 from	 around	 the	 planet.	 Development	 such	 as	 large-scale,	 long-
distance	 transportation,	 coupled	 to	 technologies	 such	 as	 refrigeration	 plus,	 more	 recently,	
computerisation	clearly	facilitated	this	global	shift.	Biosphere	people	are	correspondingly	less	
immediately	dependent	on,	sensitive	to	and,	indeed,	aware	of	their	local	ecosystems.	
	

Their	 lives,	be	 it	 the	food	they	eat,	 the	clothes	they	wear,	 the	buildings	they	 inhabit,	
the	airports	through	which	they	pass,	the	motorway	service	stations	they	frequent,	the	games	
they	 play	 or	 watch,	 the	music	 they	 hear,	 the	 TV	 and	 cinema	 screens	 they	 watch…	 all	 have	
become	much	more	homogenised.	So	 too	have	 the	 fields,	pastures,	 tree	plantations,	 factory	
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estates,	 retail	 parks,	 leisure	 centres,	 and	 other	 environments	 that	 constitute	 the	 world’s	
production	and	distribution	zones.	

The	 primary	 habitat	 of	 ‘biosphere	 people’	 is	 the	 human-made	 urban	 environment.	
Cities	 are	 now	 so	 big	 and	 so	 frequently	 sprawl	 into	 each	 other	 that	 new	 names	 are	 being	
coined	to	describe	the	places	(Washbalt	etc.)	and	the	phenomenon	(‘megalopolis’	or,	better,	
‘pathopolis’,	 with	 ‘suburbs’	 now	 replaced	 by	 ‘ex-urbs’	 and	 ‘edge	 cities’	 such	 is	 the	 sprawl).	
Theodore	Roszak	has	given	a	good	description	of	the	nature	of	this	new	environment:	

	
“The	supercity…stretches	out	tentacle	that	reach	thousands	of	miles	beyond	its	
already	 sprawling	 parameters.	 It	 sucks	 every	 hinterland	&	wilderness	 into	 its	
technological	metabolism.	 It	 forces	 rural	 populations	 off	 the	 land	&	 replaces	
them	with	 vast	 agro-industrial	 combines.	 Its	 investments	&	 technicians	 bring	
the	roar	of	the	bulldozer	&	oil	derrick	into	the	most	uncharted	quarters.	It	runs	
its	 conduits	 of	 transport	 &	 communication,	 its	 lines	 of	 supply	 &	 distribution	
through	 the	wildest	 landscapes.	 It	 flushes	 its	wastes	 into	 every	 nearby	 river,	
lake,	&	ocean	or	trucks	them	away…The	world	becomes	its	garbage	can.”	
	
Biosphere	people	are	–	for	the	time	being	–	quite	insulated	from	the	specific	nature	of	

the	places	where	they	live.	Typical	citizens	neither	know	nor	care	to	know	whence	their	food,	
water	and	energy	are	sourced	nor	where	their	wastes	go.	Typically	 their	homes,	workplaces,	
shops	and	places	of	leisure	are	many,	many	miles	apart,	usually	reached	by	car	journeys	across	
seemingly	endless	belts	of	roadway.	

The	result	of	all	these	changes	is	a	world	that	is	increasingly	homogenised,	physically,	
economically	 and	 culturally.	 Yet,	 for	 all	 the	 technological	marvels	 evident	 in	 this	 brave	 new	
world,	it	is	one	doomed	to	come	crashing	due	to	the	ecological	crisis	that	it	has	done	so	much	
to	hasten.	Just	take	cheap	and	readily	available	oil	out	of	the	equation	and	imagine	how	little	
of	the	picture	pained	above	by	Theodore	Roszak	would	survive.	

It	may	be	protested	that	 ‘biosphere	people’	and	their	cities	have	been	the	source	of	
much	 great	 culture,	 economic	 dynamism	and	political	 progress.	 There	 is	 some	 truth	 in	 such	
claims.	 Yet	 the	 great	 centres	 of	 artistic	 endeavour	 (Renaissance	 Florence,	 ‘Golden	 Age’	
Amsterdam,	Baroque	Dresden,	etc)	were	often	tiny	places	compared	to	today’s	conurbations.	
Economic	activity	can	be	but	fruitless	if	it	is	ecological	unsustainable.	The	booming	new	cities	
of	modern	China,	for	example,	seem	set	to	burst	in	short	order.	

The	 levels	 of	 political	 alienation	 evident	 in	 most	 cities	 today	 suggest	 that	
‘massification’	 means,	 in	 practice,	 less	 real	 democracy.	 Biosphere	 people	 do	 consume	
unprecedented	levels	of	goods	and	services	yet,	ecological	unsustainability	apart,	the	fact	that	
they	 seem	 to	 be	 no	 happier	 nor	 any	 the	 more	 contented,	 according	 to	 one	 survey	 after	
another,	would	seem	to	suggest	such	 lifestyles	are	socially	and	psychologically	unsustainable	
as	well.	

The	 search	 for	a	better	way	of	 living,	one	 that	 is	more	 satisfying	as	well	 ecologically	
durable,	might	begin	by	going	back	to	that	map	created	Udvardy	and	similar	representations	
of	the	‘real	world’.	First,	however,	there	are	some	thorny	conceptual	questions	to	address.	

Doing	what	comes	naturally?	
Humankind	has	cut	down	forests,	drained	wetlands,	ploughed	up	grassland,	introduced	exotic	
species,	 cut	 open	 huge	 mines,	 dammed	 rivers,	 carved	 out	 canals,	 dredged	 waterways,	
constructed	giant	cities	and	otherwise	changed	the	face	of	the	Earth.	They	have	done	so	at	an	
accelerating	rate	over	the	past	two	centuries.	The	war	against	the	rest	of	Nature	particularly	
speeded	 up	 after	World	War	 2.	 Its	 biogeographical	 provinces	would	 seem	 to	 be	 irreversibly	
‘dissolved’.	

Some	 would	 go	 further,	 arguing	 that	 they	 were,	 in	 any	 case,	 but	 a	 temporary	
phenomenon	 in	 the	 flux	 of	 random	 change.	 There	 is,	 they	 claim,	 no	 ‘balance	 of	 nature’,	 no	
‘natural	order’	against	which	to	measure	human	activity.	After	all,	 it	 is	quite	common	to	see	
exhibits	 at	 local	 museums	 that	 show	 the	 locality	 not,	 say,	 covered	 in	 trees	 but	 under	 the	
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waters	of	oceans	that	once,	long	ago,	covered	the	area.	Or	else	it	may	have	been	a	hot	desert	
at	 some	 stage.	 Similarly,	 there	 are	 those	 who	 argue	 that	 humans	 are	 part	 of	 nature	 so	
whatever	they	do	is,	ipso	facto,	‘natural’	and,	if	they	have	transformed	the	planet,	so	be	it.	

Now	that	word	‘natural’	 is	one	of	most	abused	in	the	vocabulary.	If	 it	can	be	used	to	
mean	everything,	it	will	actually	mean	nothing	and,	in	that	case,	can	only	hinder	clear	thinking	
and	 its	 communication.	 However	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 pin	 down	 its	 meaning.	 ‘Natural’	 could	 be	
taken	 to	describe	 those	 structures,	processes	and	 component	parts	 that,	 together,	 keep	 the	
Earth	 functioning	 as	 a	 life-support	 system.	 Shorn	 of	 its	 mechanical	 implications,	 ‘Spaceship	
Earth’	 is	 a	 good	 term	 to	describe	what	 is	 an	oasis	 of	 life	 in	 an	otherwise	barren	part	 of	 the	
universe.	The	 ‘rules’	of	Nature	are	those	guidelines	that	keep	that	spaceship	 in	best	working	
order.	

Nature	as	 a	whole	works	 in	ways	 that	 tend	 to	dampen	potentially	damaging	 change	
through	 various	 checks	 and	 balances.	 It	 knows	 no	 ‘resource’	 problem	 since	 it	 makes	
sustainable	use	of	incoming	solar	energy	and	maximises	recycling	of	matter.	The	fact	that	only	
some	5%	 is	 tapped	by	photosynthesis	 is	 not	 a	 symptom	of	 ‘inefficiency’	 as	 the	more	 foolish	
economists	 and	 accountants	 might	 see	 it.	 Rather	 it	 is	 the	 take-up	 that	 best	 maintains	 the	
whole.	 It	 is	 real	 efficiency.	Meanwhile	 the	 ‘outputs’	 of	 one	 part	 of	 the	 system	 become	 the	
resource	‘inputs’	of	another.		

When	 destruction	 does	 take	 place,	 Nature	 makes	 repairs,	 creating,	 if	 not	 the	 old	
equilibrium,	 then	a	new	one.	Where	volcanoes	explode,	nature	 soon	heals	 the	wounds	with	
new	 vegetation.	 The	 same	 thing	 can	 happen	 on	 very	 small	 scale	 too.	 It	 was	 one	 of	 the	
‘wonders’	of	Hamburg	that,	after	the	maelstrom	of	the	1943	firestorm,	burnt	and	blasted	trees	
seemingly	miraculously	came	back	to	life.	The	disappearance	of	species	is	certainly	part	of	this	
order.	The	critical	point	is	that	there	are	new	ones	to	take	their	place,	something	that	is	most	
certainly	not	the	case	today	with	anthropogenic	extinctions.	

It	 is	 also	 true	 that	 the	 Earth’s	 landforms	 and	mix	 of	 flora	 and	 fauna	 have	 changed	
dramatically,	be	it	new	mountain	ranges	or	separated	continents.	Yet	humankind	can	only	take	
responsibility	 for	 its	 actions	 in	 the	 geological	 era	 in	 which	 it	 now	 finds	 itself.	 Whatever	
happened	in,	say,	500	million	years	ago	in	the	Palaeozoic	era	has	happened.	

Conversely,	 whatever	 may	 happen	 in	 500	 million	 years	 time	 lies	 in	 the	 lap	 of	 the	
proverbial	gods.	We	should	concentrate	on	the	here	and	now,	though	it	might	also	be	wise	to	
get	human	affairs	in	the	best	order	to	survive	major	planetary	‘events’	such	as	super-volcano	
eruptions	and	the	inevitable	return	of	an	ice	age	(the	critical	one	would	be	much	more	modest	
population	levels).	

Sustainability,	at	this	point	of	time,	means	the	cessation	of	all	those	activities	that	are	
undermining	 the	Earth’s	 capacity	 to	 replenish,	 restore	 and	 regulate.	Nature	does	 gives	 clear	
good	guidelines	for	the	construction	of	a	sustainable	social	order;	their	observance	is	what	is	
the	‘natural’	thing	to	do.	After	all,	the	instinct	to	survive	and	flourish	is	surely	part	of	evolution.	
Species	 do	 not	 normally	make	 themselves	 extinct	while	 individuals	who	 commit	 suicide	 are	
usually	judged	to	be	behaving	aberrantly,	unless	it	is	avoid	some	even	worse	fate.	

Nature’s	guidelines	are	to	be	found	in	those	biogeophysical	provinces	and	ecoregions.	
Their	 structures	 and	 patterns,	 their	 rhythms	 and	 tolerances	 are	 the	 road	map	 to	 long-term	
sustainability.	They	constitute	the	one	and	only	model	of	 ‘negentropy’,	 the	capacity	 to	resist	
entropic	 decay	 and	 dissipation.	 Sustainability	 is	 about	 working	 within,	 not	 against,	 them.	
Doubtless,	like	other	species,	we	humans	are	destined	to	extinction	at	some	date	in	the	future.	
It	is	sanity	to	postpone	that	destiny	as	well	as	lead	secure	and	fulfilling	lives	in	the	meantime.	
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From	the	ground	up	
Perhaps	 the	 most	 significant	 photographs	 ever	 taken	 were	 those	 shot	 during	 the	 Apollo	
spaceflights.	They	showed	a	blue	ball	seemingly	floating	in	space,	a	veritable	oasis	of	life	in	the	
seemingly	endless	expanses	of	our	solar	system.	No	state	boundaries	could	be	seen	nor	was	
there	anything	visible	that	represented	the	class,	ethnic,	racial	and	other	divisions	that	divide	
the	world.	There	were	no	‘insiders’	nor	‘outsiders’,	no	global	winners	nor	losers,	no	rich	‘North	
nor	 poor	 ‘South’,	 no	 elites	 nor	 masses,	 no	 chosen	 ones	 nor	 infidels.	 There	 were	 no	
democracies	 nor	 dictatorships,	 no	 liberal	 nor	 authoritarian	 governments,	 no	 left-wing	 nor	
right-wing	 politics,	 no	 extremists	 nor	 centrists.	 There	 were	 no	 ‘failed	 states’	 nor	 any	
‘successful’	ones,	no	matter	how	defined.		

All	 that	was	 to	 be	 seen	was	 only	 one	 Earth,	 the	 home	 shared	 by	 all	 humans	 and	 a	
myriad	of	other	species.	Planet	Earth	can	be	seen	to	be	the	ultimate	basis	of	life	and	civilised	
living	-	our	ultimate	reference	point,	for	all	of	us.	Its	life-nurturing	and	life-enhancing	capacities	
become	 more	 obvious	 when	 juxtaposed	 against	 	 the	 barren	 moon.	 Just	 consider	 all	 the	
technological	gadgetry	it	takes	to	keep	a	handful	of	humans	alive	–	in	miserable	conditions	–	
for	 just	 a	 very	 short	 time	 on	 the	 moon.	 Compare	 to	 the	 home	 that	 the	 Earth	 has	 freely	
provided	 for	 thousands	 of	 years	 for	 people	 and	 a	 multitude	 of	 other	 species	 –	 and	 will	
continue	to	do	for	many	more	if	we	humans	can	learn	to	‘let’	her.	
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The	 same	 comparisons	 can	 be	 seen	 down	 back	 on	 Earth	 itself.	 It	 is	 the	 difference	
between	 thriving	 fisheries	 and	 collapsed	 ones,	 between	 jungle	 and	 the	 impoverished	 brick	
hard	 soil	 that	 forms	 once	 the	 tree	 cover	 is	 removed,	 between	 fertile	 soil	 and	 exhausted	
cropland,	 between	 flowing	waters	 and	 exhausted	 aquifers…	 Take	 for	 example	 the	American	
Prairies.	 The	 interaction	 between	 once	 immense	 herds	 of	 buffalo	 and	 flourishing	 plant	
communities	 on	 those	 plains	 directly	 provided	 'more	 meat	 on	 the	 hoof'	 than	 do	 today’s	
overgrazed	and	eroded	ranches.	The	spread	of	diseases	beyond	habitats	 to	which	they	were	
once	 confined	 similarly	 illustrates	 the	 inherent	 dangers	 of	 ripping	 apart,	 via	 habitat	
destruction,	the	web	of	life.	

Of	course,	humans	have	their	needs,	some	absolutely	vital,	many	others	non-essential	
but	still	vital	for	civilised	living.	Leaving	aside	the	critical	issue	of	human	numbers,	the	supreme	
technological	challenge	of	our	times	is	to	find	ways	of	providing	food,	shelter	and	so	forth	in	
ways	that	mesh	with	ecoregional	pattern.	While	most	commentators	and	indeed	large	sections	
of	 the	 general	 public	 are	 mesmerised	 by	 the	 snake	 oil	 salesmen	 of	 bio-engineered	 food	
production,	computerisation	and	the	like,	the	real	pioneers	are	to	be	found	elsewhere.	

To	 take	 the	 example	 of	 the	 American	 Prairies	 again,	 pioneers	 of	 ‘natural	 systems’	
(‘perennial’)	 agriculture	 are	 exploring	 ’the	 sustainable	 road.v	 Within	 this	 same	 ‘bioregional	
paradigm’,	is	the	concept	of	‘’forest	gardening’.vi	‘Community-supported	agriculture’	is	another	
part	 of	 this	 evolving	 picture.vii	 Or	 to	 look	 at	 a	 sustainable	 relationship	with	 the	world’s	 tree	
cover,	the	real	pioneering	work	is	being	done	by	people	in	the	field	of	‘ecoforestry’	as	well	as	
sustainable	cities	(e.g.	)	or	more	general	bioregional	development.	viii	

Clearly	energy	supply	will	be	critical.	Work	on	possible	 local	and	regional	systems,	 in	
contrast	to	highly	centralised,	large-scale	grids	&	pipelines,	is	being	done	at	various	sites	such	
as	 the	 Rocky	 Mountain	 Institute	 in	 Colorado,	 USA,	 the	 Centre	 for	 Alterative	 Technology	 in	
Wales	 and	 the	 Eden	 Project	 in	 Cornwall,	 England.	 A	model	 ‘desktop’	 study	 is	 that	 by	 David	
Pomerantz	on	A	Renewable	Energy	Future	for	Franklin	County,	Massachusetts.ix		

Renewable,	 low-impact	 production	 systems	 can	 but	 be	 low	 throughput	 systems,	
capable	of	catering	for	much	reduced	demand,	even	if,	over	the	very	long	term,	they	may	yield	
more	 than	 today’s	 superficially	 high	 output	 farms	 and	 factories.	 The	 critical	 question,	 then,	
becomes	that	of	carrying	capacity:	what	number	of	people	consuming	what	quantity	of	goods	
and	services.	Population	is	the	critical	dimension	yet	comparatively	little	work	has	been	done	
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on	 the	 human	 numbers	 that	 can	 be	 sustained	 by	 specific	 ecoregions.	 Indeed	 bioregional	
groups,	 like	 the	 broader	 green	movement,	 often	 seem	 to	 be	 in	 denial	 about	 the	 overriding	
significance	 of	 overpopulation,	 the	 most	 fundamental	 barrier	 to	 any	 programme	 of	
sustainability.	

Indeed	 more	 analysis	 has	 been	 devoted	 to	 ‘footprinting’	 (the	 impacts	 of	 different	
human	 groups	 on	 ecosystems)	 than	what	might	 be	 called	 ‘load-bearing’	 (the	 capacities	 and	
tolerances	of	ecosystems,	working	backwards	 to	what	 that	 implies	 for	population	 levels	 and	
lifestyles).	 The	 foolishness	 of	 ignoring	 local	 ecological	 tolerances	 is	 grossly	 illustrated	 by	
burgeoning	cities	 like	Las	Vegas	in	the	dry	SW	of	the	USA,	an	area	inherently	capable	of	only	
supporting	small	human	communities	over	the	long-term.	Fortunately	pioneering	work	by	land	
use	planners	such	as	Ian	McHarg	(Design	With	Nature	etc)	have	paved	the	way	for	the	further	
studies	needed.	

It	 is	also	possible	to	speculate	about	the	cultural	patterns	that	would	accompany	the	
above	 technological	 changes.	 Some	would	 be	 totally	 new	 but	 others	would	 be	 built	 on	 the	
achievements	 of	 societies	 that	 were	more	 firmly	 rooted	 in	 place.	 The	 great	 cuisines	 of	 the	
world	are	actually	 rooted	 in	 the	climate,	 soils	and	 food	production	patterns	characteristic	of	
different	 places.	 Similarly	 the	 rich	 mix	 of	 what	 is	 sometimes	 called	 ‘world	 music’	 generally	
embodies	 the	 way	 in	 which	 different	 musical	 forms	 emerged	 in	 different	 places.	 Individual	
contemporary	artists	have	also	been	developing	an	aesthetic	more	attuned	to	local	places,	as	
illustrated	by	the	work	of,	say,	Andy	Goldsworthy	in	Britain.	

Media	Matters	
A	particular	problem	concerning	culture,	however,	is	the	dominant	pattern	of	communication	
media.	 It	 is	 true	 that,	 to	 a	 certain	 extent,	 the	 mass	 media	 once	 had	 some	 regional	
characteristics.	 They	 were	 not	 the	 globalised	 corporate	 entities	 they	 have	 largely	 become	
today.	 There	 was	 a	 healthy	 local	 and	 regional	 press,	 elements	 of	 which	 still	 survive.	 The	
pattern	of	radio	was	quite	similar.	Film	also	had	quite	distinct	national	and	sometimes	regional	
patterns.	 Even	 TV	 sometimes	 had	 a	 distinct	 regional	 character.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 Britain,	 for	
example,	the	new	commercial	channels	of	ITV,	born	in	1955,	originally	had	an	overtly	regional	
pattern,	even	if	much	of	the	content	was	imported	American	game	shows,	soaps	and	sitcoms	
or	copies	thereof.	

Clearly	 a	 new	 bioregional	 culture	 would	 be	 still	 born	 without	 equivalent	 media.	
Witness,	as	a	warning,	 the	 rapid	extinction	of	 linguistic	diversity	 in	 the	 face	of	homogenised	
global	media.	Indeed	modern	mass	communication,	including	intensive	commercial	advertising	
and	the	Internet,	coupled	to	mass	transportation	of	people	and	goods,	creates	new	forms	of	
stupidification.	This	author	once	went	to	a	pizzeria	 in	the	town	of	Kayenta	 in	Arizona,	where	
local	Navajo	teenagers	were	hanging	around,	dressed	like	Afro-Americans	straight	out	of	The	
Wire,	eating	 ‘Italian’	food	and	playing	on	a	Japanese	game	on	a	video	arcade	machine	 in	the	
corner.	

The	argument	here	is	not	that	one	culture	should	never	borrow	from	others.	A	degree	
of	 cross-fertilisation	 is	beneficial	 for	one	and	all.	 For	example,	 some	diets	are	healthier	 than	
others	 and	 it	would	 sensible	 to	 adapt	what	 they	have	 to	 teach.	Usually,	 local	 languages	 are	
constantly	 evolving	with	words	 and	phrases	 routinely	 imported	 from	elsewhere.	All	 the	 arts	
have	 benefited,	 to	 some	 extent,	 from	 external	 influences.	 Rather	 it	 is	 about	 the	 terms	 on	
which	 such	 cross-cultural	 exchange	 takes	 places	 and	 whether	 it	 rests	 on	 a	 sustainable	
relationship	with	 local	 places.	 ‘Disneyfication’,	 ‘McDonaldization’,	 ‘celebrity	 culture’	 and	 the	
like	 are	 media-fuelled	 cultural	 steamrollers,	 neither	 ecologically	 sustainable	 nor	 socially	
enriching.	 Cinemas	 around	 the	 world	 exhibit	 a	 similar	 diet	 of	 action	 thrillers,	 gross-out	
comedies	and	teen	horror	

Political	form	
The	bioregional	vision	of	a	diverse	mosaic	of	ecologically	grounded	sustainable	living	needs	a	
political-administrative	 framework	 that	 would	 reflect	 and	 encourage	 it.	 It	 is	 perhaps	 the	
hardest	part	of	the	transformation	needed	if	humankind	—	and	other	species	—	is	to	survive	
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the	 downfall	 of	 the	 global-industrial	 order.	 At	 first	 sight,	 current	 national	 and	 supranational	
structures	 seem	 indestructible.	 It	 is	not	 just	a	matter	of	 the	power	of	 ‘vested	 interests’.	The	
mass	 of	 ordinary	 citizens	 seem	 loyal	 to	 that	 system,	 apart	 from	 specific	 grumbles	 about	
politicians,	 the	price	of	petrol,	 and	 so	 forth.	 Indeed	 their	 very	 cynicism	about	politics	 seems	
inimical	to	the	bioregional	vision	being	explored	here.	

Yet	 change	 is	 coming,	 if	 only	 because	 the	 decline	 of	 cheap	 oil	 supplies	 will	 restrict	
global	 trade	 and	 long-distance	 travel.	 Indeed	 history	 is	 characterised	 by	 the	 collapse	 of	
empires	 and	other	major	 states	 that,	 at	 any	given	moment,	may	have	 seemed	a	permanent	
part	of	the	political	landscape.	Sometimes	they	simply	rotted	from	within,	at	other	times	their	
inherent	weaknesses	made	them	prone	to	overthrow	even	by	seemingly	weaker	new	powers,	
often	the	two	factors	worked	together.	

Thus	 Imperial	 Spain	 seemed	 set	 to	 dominate	 Europe	 but	 its	 end	 came	 quickly.	
Frederician	 Prussia	 rapidly	 rose	 and	 then	 fell.	 The	 great	 Napoleonic	 Empire	 lasted	 but	 few	
years.	The	German	Kaiser’s	Empire	survived	a	few	decades	but	it	too	fell	in	due	course,	partly	a	
victim	of	its	militarist	ambitions.	The	long	decaying	Austro-Hungary	expired	with	a	whimper	at	
the	same	time.	Hitler’s	1000	year	Reich	had	initially	seemed	unassailable	but	it	too	destroyed	
itself	 in	 short	 order.	 The	 so-called	 ‘American	 century’	 is	 now	 coming	 to	 close.	 The	 newly	
resurgent	China	 could	 easily	 come	asunder,	 perhaps	 reverting	 to	 the	 regional	warlordism	of	
the	 1930s.	 Tito’s	 Yugoslavia	was	widely	 hailed	 as	 the	 success	 story	 of	 the	 Communist	 Bloc.	
Now	it	too	has	vanished.	So	there	is	nothing	immutable	about	the	present	political	map.		

There	 is	 of	 course	 nothing	 inevitable	 about	 the	 new	 forms	 existing	 states	 might	
assume.	There	is	still	a	strong	lobby	for	further	centralisation,	as	can	be	seen	in	the	European	
Union.	 When	 states	 do	 fragment,	 as	 in	 Iraq,	 they	 do	 so	 on	 lines	 that	 are	 just	 inimical	 to	
ecological	sustainability	as	in	their	previous	incarnation.	The	aggressive	sections	of	the	Jewish	
and	Palestinian	populations	seem	quite	disinterested	 in	 living	 in	peace	with	each	other	or	 in	
harmony	with	the	environmental	systems	they	share.	In	the	Caucasus	region,	new	states	such	
as	Georgia	have	brought	neither	peace	nor	greater	sustainability.	

Some	conflict-ridden	states	like	the	Yemen	seem	set	to	simply	collapse	to	the	common	
ruin	 of	 contending	 groups,	 due	 to	 rapid	 population	 growth	 and	 equally	 fast	 environmental	
degradation.	Indeed,	in	some	areas,	it	is	the	absence	of	any	kind	of	meaningful	state	structure	
that	allows	drug	cartels,	 jihadist	groups,	warlord	bands	and	other	such	evils	to	be	flourish.	 In	
other	cases,	state	regimes	are	nothing	but	a	vicious	kleptocracy,	not	least	in	parts	of	Africa	and	
the	former	Soviet	Union.	

What	 can	 be	 said	 with	 some	 certainty	 is	 that	 there	 is	 much	more	 instability	 in	 the	
present	political	 framework	 that	was	 recognised	by	 those	commentators	who,	not	 long	ago,	
were	 predicting	 the	 end	 of	 history,	 with	 universal	 peace,	 democracy	 and	 prosperity	 as	 its	
closure.	Whether	that	crisis	is	also	an	opportunity	remains	to	be	seen.	

Towards	new	political	frameworks	
Each	 and	 every	 plan	 for	 peace,	 freedom,	 justice	 and	 at	 least	 a	 sufficient	 level	 of	 material	
comfort	depends	upon	ecological	 sustainability	or	else	 it	 is	doomed	 to	 failure.	 It	must	 come	
first.	The	political	framework	most	likely	in	the	long	term	to	deliver	ecological	sustainability	is	a	
reorganisation	of	existing	states,	provinces	and	 local	councils	 in	ways	 that	align	more	closely	
with	 the	 Earth’s	 boundaries,	 those	depicted	on	 the	Udvardy	 and	other	 biogeophysical	maps	
spotlighted	above,	in	other	words	what	has	become	to	be	known	as	‘bioregionalism’.	
One	 possible	 way	 to	 do	 this	 might	 be	 to	 create,	 within	 existing	 states,	 a	 new	 overarching	
department	 (possibly	 called	 the	 National	 Ecosystem	 Protection	 Agency)	 to	 co-ordinate	 and	
oversee	 the	 efforts	 of	 protecting	 and	 restoring	 the	 bio-cultural	 zones	 (areas	 of	 cities,	
agriculture,	and	other	intensive	human	habitation	and	use)	and	the	‘free	nature’	zones,	with,	
in	between,	ecological	protection	zones	where	gentler	human	land	uses	are	permitted.	Part	of	
its	 role	 might	 be	 to	 reform	 the	 boundaries	 of	 constituent	 entities	 like	 provinces,	 counties,	
councils	and	parishes	along	more	bioregional	lines.	

Of	 course,	 there	 is	no	 such	 thing	as	 sustainability	 in	one	country.	The	actions	of	any	
one	country	can	have	drastic	 impacts	on	many	others.	States	 like	the	USA	and	the	China	are	
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creating	 climatic	 havoc	 for	 everyone	while	 even	 a	 small	 state	 in	 a	mountain	 region	 can,	 via	
deforestation,	 wreck	 the	 water	 systems	 of	 those	 downstream.	 It	 is	 particularly	 foolish	 that	
some	so-called	greens	and	anti-globalisation	campaigners	to	endorse	some	imaginary	‘right’	of	
specific	 localities	 or	 entire	 states	 to	 treat	 their	 environment	 in	 any	 way	 they	 see	 fit.	 The	
consequences	could	only	be	calamitous.	

Yet	blundering	intervention	by	outsiders	can	be	counter-productive	(post-Saddam	Iraq	
being	a	particularly	terrible	example)	so	some	sustainable	way	of	curbing	ecological	‘deviants’	
needs	to	be	found.	At	the	same	time,	some	means	of	reorganising	existing	state	boundaries,	
by	collective	agreement,	has	also	to	be	sought.	It	is	indeed	an	extremely	tall	order	given	that	
the	vast	majority	of	states	in	history	have	tended	to	seek	expansion,	not	contraction,	of	their	
sovereign	territory.	

Three	 possible	 solutions	 seem	 worth	 consideration.	 One	 is	 separate	 negotiation	
between	 neighbouring	 states,	 including	 groups	 who	 want	 to	 secede.	 Given	 the	 seemingly	
intractable	 quality	 of	 conflicts	 like	 the	 bloody	 Palestinian-Israeli	 struggle,	 clearly	 there	 is	
something	of	a	mountain	to	be	climbed	here.	But	it	has	happened.	The	comparatively	peaceful	
separation	of	Norway	and	Sweden	provides	one	hopeful	precedent.	The	Czech	Republic	and	
Slovakia	also	managed	 to	 separate	 in	a	 fairly	 civilised	manner.	 East	Timor	had	a	much	more	
violent	birth	yet	shameful	Indonesian	repression	still	did	not	prevent	its	final	emergence	as	a	
new	state.	

At	least,	the	conservation	of	life-support	systems	—	the	heart	of	bioregional	politics	—	
might	 just	 provide	 contending	 political	 forces	with	 a	 comparatively	 ‘neutral’	 agenda	 around	
which	to	build	negotiations.	Of	course,	enflamed	ethnic	and	religious	passions	create	blindness	
about	the	common	interests	of	all	peoples.	Ultimately,	however,	all	contending	governments	
and	other	organisations	will	have	 to	 recognise	 that,	without	water,	 fertile	 soils	and	so	 forth,	
they	 have	 no	 future.	 So,	 perhaps,	 that	 basic	 shared	 interest	 might	 just	 offer	 a	 basis	 for	
compromise	and	boundary	changes.	

Another	possibility	might	be	the	use	of	international	‘peace	parks’	on	the	lines	of	the	
Waterton-Glacier	 parks	 straddling	 the	 American-Canadian	 border	 or	 the	 Great	 Limpopo	
transfrontier	park	 in	 southern	Africa.x	 	 Ideally	 these	would	cover	 those	 ‘grey	areas’	between	
existing	boundaries	and	those	of	a	bioregional	model	as	well	as,	of	course,	protect	places	of	
critical	ecological	significance.	In	this	way,	the	actual	borders	of	existing	states	might	be	gently	
reshaped	in	a	more	bioregional	direction,	without	directly	challenging	their	rulers.	

Similarly,	farmland	set-aside	schemes	might	be	used	to	create	new	forests	composed	
of	native	 trees	and	 shrubs	again	 in	 those	 same	grey	areas.	 Thus	 some	of	 the	 ‘placelessness’	
created	 by	 suburban	 sprawl	 and	 sprawling	 monocultures	 of	 identikit	 ploughland	 and	
plantations	might	be	modified	with	 land	uses	of	a	more	bioregional	naturexi.	Past	city	 ‘green	
belts’	 tended	 to	 follow	 a	 rather	 rigid	 geometric	 circular	 patterns	 but	 perhaps	 more	
biophysically	 attuned	 forms	 could	 be	 created	 from	 them.	 Bioregional	 forests	 would	 adhere	
much	more	closely	to	watersheds	and	other	such	features.xii	

Returning	to	bioregional	possibilities	of	an	organisational	nature,	another	opportunity	
may	lie	in	the	discredited	privatisation	programmes	of	recent	years.	Although	this	juggernaut	
still	 rolls	along,	 it	has	already	brought	 forth	significant	 levels	of	popular	opposition.	Many	of	
the	privatised	bodies	have	turned	out	 to	be	both	more	expensive	and	 less	efficient	 than	the	
public	bodies	they	replaced.	The	disaster	of	Britain’s	railway	privatisation	is	only	one	of	many	
examples.	Often,	as	in	the	case	of	water,	ownership	of	critical	resources	fell	into	the	hands	of	
transnational	corporations	who	could	not	care	less	what	happens	in	particular	localities.	

Thus,	 there	 exists	 the	 possibility	 of	 a	 head	 of	 political	 steam	building	 up	 that	might	
open	the	door	to	the	renationalisation	of	key	utilities	like	water.	The	critical	thing	would	be	to	
avoid	 the	 discredited	 forms	 of	 hyper-centralised	 state	 ownership	 but	 seek	more	 responsive	
and	more	bioregionally	organised	structures.	As	noted	elsewhere,	Britain’s	old	Water	Boards	
were	not	far	removed	from	such	a	model.	Forestry	would	seem	an	obvious	candidate.	Perhaps	
farm	product	marketing	boards	might	be	reintroduced	but	with	a	much	bioregional	basis.	
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International	action	
Another	 way	 forward	 may	 lie	 in	 some	 revamped	 role	 for	 the	 United	 Nations.	 For	 all	 the	
criticism	of	this	body	and	its	even	more	maligned	predecessor,	the	League	of	Nations,	there	is	
no	alternative	but	to	use	the	only	global	forum	available.	Those	‘greens’	and	Anti-Globalisation	
campaigners	 who	 make	 a	 cult	 of	 localism	 are	 making	 a	 big	 mistake.	 Solutions	 have	 to	 be	
pursued	at	 all	 levels,	 from	 the	 top	downwards	and	 from	 the	bottom	upwards.	 There	are	no	
answers	to	problems	like	climate	change	without	international	agreement.	

Indeed,	the	empowerment	of	localities,	in	the	current	economic	and	cultural	context,	
may	 well	 lead	 to	 more	 destruction	 of	 wildlife	 and	 other	 assaults	 on	 local	 ecosystems.	 The	
Brazilian	 assault	 on	 Amazonia	 started	 on	 a	 purely	 domestic	 basis,	 for	 example,	 even	 if,	
subsequently,	 forces	 like	 world	 trade	 (soya	 cultivation	 etc)	 have	 intensified	 deforestation	
there.	 More	 generally,	 many	 local	 communities	 have	 been	 prepared	 to	 sacrifice	 their	 local	
environments	for	short-term	gain.	

It	might	be	noted	as	well	as	that	some	areas	such	as	Japan	are	living	so	far	beyond	that	
their	 local	 ecological	 ‘means	 that	 any	 kind	 of	 transition	 to	 localised	 economies	 would	 be	
tantamount	 to	 suicide	 without	 outside	 assistance.	 So	 some	 sort	 of	 global	 system	 for	
environmental	conservation	and	 ‘ecological	redevelopment’	 is	necessary	and,	at	present,	 the	
UN	offers	the	only	functioning	vehicle	available.	

This	does	not	 imply	any	notion	of	‘world	government’.	The	human	population	is	now	
so	big	that	such	a	body	could	not	democratically	represent	the	world’s	teeming	millions.	The	
argument	is	simply	that	the	UN,	reformed	to	reflect	the	distribution	of	population	more	fairly,	
might	act	as	an	arbiter	when	problems	cannot	be	resolved	at	a	more	local	level.	The	same	goes	
for	transnational	bodies	like	the	European	Union.	

It	seems	as	unwise	to	write	off	such	organisations,	as	it	is	to	have	inflated	ideas	about	
their	 general	 potential.	 It	 seems	 more	 sensible	 to	 make	 use	 of	 whatever	 tools	 they	 may	
provide.	Thus	the	European	Union	has	systems	such	as	PDO	(Protected	Designation	of	Origin),	
PGI	 (Protected	 Geographical	 Indication)	 and	 TSG	 (Traditional	 Speciality	 Guaranteed)	 that	
protect	 selected	 products.	 They	 might	 be	 used	 to	 encourage	 the	 kind	 of	 bioregional	
production	systems	discussed	above.	Conversely	every	effort	is	needed	to	scrap	those	policies	
of	 the	 EU	 and	 its	 cousins	 that,	 in	 the	 case	 of	Western	 Europe,	 have	 bulldozed	 through	 the	
same	patterns	of	industrialised	agriculture	in	areas	as	ecologically	varied	as	Northern	Scotland	
and	southern	Sicily.	

Bioregional	action	
The	‘reformist’	strategies	suggested	above	can	be	complemented	by	a	more	radical	one.	 It	 is	
the	do-it-yourself	path	of	trying	to	create	alternatives	in	the	here	and	now,	bypassing	existing	
structures.	 Such	 a	 strategy	 might	 include	 ‘demonstration’	 centres	 where	 the	 technological	
rudiments	of	new	ways	of	living	might	be	on	show	(e.g.	The	Eden	Project,	Leicester	EcoHouse,	
and	 the	 Teesside	 Nature’s	World	 in	 England)	 as	 well	 as	 ecological	 restoration	 projects	 (e.g.	
reforestation	 with	 natural	 woodland).	 Then	 there	 are	 local	 currency	 and	 trading	 exchange	
schemes.	Business	ventures	might	include	everything	from	local	microbreweries	and	bakeries	
to	 small-scale	manufacturing	 and	 recycling	 projects.	 Clearly	 a	major	way	 to	 begin	 to	 escape	
global	economic	systems	is	to	make	oneself	less	dependent	on	them.	

At	a	more	political	 level,	radical	political	parties	such	as	the	Greens	face	choices	that	
are	difficult	to	reconcile.	To	be	effective	they	need	to	function	within	the	existing	framework	
of	 electoral	 constituencies	 as	 well	 as	 take	 into	 account	 other	 factors	 such	 as	 the	 dominant	
media	 channels.	 Their	 structures	 have	 to	 be	 aligned	 accordingly.	 Yet	 they	 might	 best	
demonstrate	an	alternative	vision	 if	they	were	structured	more	on	bioregional	 lines.	Perhaps	
the	only	answer	is	experimentation	to	find	a	practicable	mix.		

For	 extra-Parliamentary	 campaigning	 bodies	 the	 task	 is	 easier	 and	 already	 there	 are	
some	stimulating	initiatives.	Some	of	the	most	advanced	seem	to	be	in	the	‘Cascadia’	area	of	
the	 North	 West	 USA.	 The	 bioregion	 straddles	 both	 49th	 parallel	 that	 artificially	 divides	
ecologically	linked	lands	north	and	south	of	the	USA-Canada	border.	Here	also	is	an	example	of	
the	strategy	of	launching	new	bioregional	parties,	though	this	is	confined	to	the	American	part	
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of	 the	 broader	 bioregion).xiii	 There	 are,	 of	 course,	 parties	 that	 have	 organised	 themselves	 in	
line	with	 the	 cultural	 fractures	within	 an	 existing	 state,	 notably	 the	 Flemish	 Agalev	 and	 the	
Walloon	Ecolo	in	Belgium.	

Universities	 can	 be	 a	 base	 for	 such	 research	 and	 propaganda	 (see,	 for	 example,	 the	
work	 on	 the	 Putah-Cache	 bioregion	 in	 Californiaxiv).	 Other	 bodies	 may	 be	 more	 general	
projects	 but	which	 also	work	 on	 bioregional	mapping	 (e.g.	 EcoCity	 Cleveland’s	work	 on	 the	
Cuyahoga	bioregionxv).	An	example	of	a	broad	coalition	is	the	Carpathian	EcoRegion	Initiative.	
xvi	

The	 above	 examples	 illustrate	 some	 of	 the	 thinking	 on	 how	 the	 existing	 political-
administrative	 framework	 could	 be	 restructured	 along	 more	 ecologically	 sustainable	 lines.	
Clearly	many	ecoregions	are	 too	big	 to	be	 the	basis	of	a	 state	of	a	 suitable	 size	 to	afford	 its	
citizens	 the	 real	 chance	 of	 proper	 democratic	 participation.	 So	 further	 subdivisions	 will	 be	
needed.	 The	 critical	 framework	 for	 regional/provincial	 governance	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 the	
watershed.	As	noted	above,	water	is	metaphorically	and,	to	some	extent,	literally	the	lifeblood	
of	 the	 planet.	 A	 sustainable	 relationship	 with	 hydrological	 systems	 is,	 then,	 critical	 and	 so	
drainage	basins	seem	to	offer	the	most	fruitful	framework	below	ecoregions.	Surviving	‘native’	
vegetation	provides	further	guidelines.	Both	water	and	plant	systems,	of	course	rest	on	 local	
rock	formations	and	soil	patterns	as	well	as	the	dominant	climatic	regime.	

New	‘eco-states’	…	new	world	disorder?	
A	world	of	bioregional	states	would	be	one	of	many	smaller	political	entities	as	its	fundamental	
organisational	 units.	 Such	 a	 vision	 immediately	 invites	 charges	 of	 ‘Balkanisation’.	 The	
accusation	is	that	such	a	system	would	bring	with	it	the	chronic	disorder	and	frequent	violence	
that	plagued	the	smaller	states	of	the	Balkans	in	the	19th	and	early	20th	centuries.	

There	 is	certainly	no	guarantee	that	peace	and	goodwill	will	reign	supreme.	After	all,	
the	 break-up	 of	 former	 Yugoslavia	 lifted	 the	 lid	 on	 a	 cauldron	 of	 seething	 discontent	 and	
violent	 resentment.	The	same	 is	 true	of	 the	Caucasus	 region.	Many	other	areas	such	as	East	
and	 South	 Africa	 are	 powder	 kegs,	 seemingly	 just	 awaiting	 some	 flashpoint	 to	 unleash	
communal	bloodletting.	

These	are	serious	problems	yet	they	do	not	constitute	a	total	refutation	of	bioregional	
vision.	For	a	start,	it	might	be	that,	in	some	cases,	the	violence	may	be	a	necessary	transitional	
process	 to	 something	 more	 sustainable.	 After	 all,	 the	 brutal	 Saddam	 regime	 in	 Iraq	 did	
suppress	local	tensions	for	the	time	being	but	it	is	doubtful	if	the	cost	of	his	dictatorship	was	a	
price	worth	paying.	Ultimately	aspirations	such	as	those	of	the	Kurds	will	work	their	way	out	
and	it	is	simply	in	the	long	run	better	to	accept	that	a	state	will	have	to	be	created	for	them,	
whatever	the	short-term	pain.	

More	 significantly,	 it	 is	 surely	 better	 that	 such	 local	 disorders	 stay	 local.	 The	 really	
serious	problem	with	the	Balkans	before	World	War	One	and	indeed	after	was	not	local	ethnic	
and	 religious	 feuding.	 It	was	 the	 interference	of	 the	big	 super-powers	 in	 those	 rivalries.	This	
led	an	otherwise	minor	act	of	violence	 in	Sarajevo	 in	1914	 to	become	the	cause	of	 so	much	
death	and	destruction	in	World	War	1.	Similarly	Hitler	was	a	clearly	dangerous	monster	but	it	
would	 have	 been	 better	 if	 Bavaria	 had	 been	 a	 separate	 state	 and	 his	 rule	 had	 been	
correspondingly	confined	to	a	small	power	base.	Only	when	he	got	control	of	Germany	was	he	
able	to	destroy	the	peace	of	Europe.	

Japan	might	seem	an	exception.	After	all,	it	was	a	comparatively	small	country	yet	had	
an	impact	on	the	outside	world	beyond	its	size.	 In	the	20th	century	 it	 launched	itself	 into	the	
international	 arena	 with	 terrible	 violence,	 mainly	 at	 first	 in	 Korea	 and	 China,	 then	 in	 the	
suicidal	assault	on	the	USA	and	European	colonies.	But	the	baleful	role	of	population	pressure	
must	be	noted	as	well	as	the	drastically	destabilising	impact	(as	in	Germany)	of	world	market	
recession.	 Added	 to	 that	 volatile	 mix	 was	 extreme	 dependence	 on	 distant	 and	 unreliable	
sources	of	oil.	The	bioregional	model	of	a	steady-state	economy	with	much	greater	reliance	on	
ambient	resources	would	seem	to	offer	a	way	of	defusing	such	aggressive	drives.		

Along	with	 the	 charge	 of	 political	 ‘Balkanisation’	 comes	 that	 of	 economic	 ‘autarchy’	
(strangely,	the	positive-sounding	‘protection’	becomes	more	negative	with	the	addition	of	the	
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three	 letters	 ‘ism’).	 This	 is	 often	 blamed	 for	 causing	 or	 at	 least	 exacerbating	 the	 inter-war	
Great	Slump.	Of	course	any	attempt	to	effect	a	transition	to	new	economic	forms	can,	in	the	
short	term,	can	cause	harmful	dislocations,	with	attendant	 increases	 in	unemployment,	price	
inflation	 and	 other	 such	 ills.	 Nor	 is	 there	 any	 gain	 for	 the	 poor	 if	 more	 localised	 economic	
structures	perpetuate	today’s	economic	inequities.	

Yet	 bioregionalism	 could	 and	 should	 be	 only	 one	 part	 of	 a	 broader	 ecopolitical	
programme.	 Part	 of	 it	 is	 the	notion	of	more	 localised	 economies	within	 the	 framework	of	 a	
steady-state	 economy.	 The	 literature	 on	 this	 broader	 dimension	makes	 clear	 that	 limits	 on	
economic	 differentials	 within	 society	 are	 the	 cousin	 of	 limits	 on	 human	 appropriation	 of	
nature’s	economy.	

Certainly	 an	 element	 of	 that	 programme	 is	 import	 substitution	 and	 replacement	 by	
greater	reliance	on	more	ambient	sources	of	supply.	To	that	extent,	 in	the	short	term,	those	
dependent	 on	 the	 original	 exports	 would	 suffer.	 But	 this	 is	 going	 to	 happen	 anyway,	 as	
constraints	on	oil	and	other	resource	supplies	on	which	the	globalised	economy	depends	begin	
to	 begin.	 The	 switch	 to	 a	more	 bioregional	 production	 base	 is	 a	 necessary	 adaption	 to	 new	
realities.	

Certainly	 it	 is	 a	more	 positive	move	 than	 the	 painful	 of	 adjustment	 programmes	 by	
which	global	bodies	such	as	the	IMF	have	forced	countries	to	put	themselves	at	the	mercy	of	
what	has	been	justly	called	the	‘global	casino’	of	the	world	economy.	In	such	a	system,	workers	
in	fields,	factories	and	office	are	vulnerable	to	sudden	lay-off,	regardless	of	the	quality	of	their	
work,	 the	 social	 need	 for	 their	 product	 or	 the	 ecological	 sustainability	 of	 their	 activity	 just	
because,	 in	 a	 flash	 of	 light,	 investments	 are	 shifted	 and	 currencies	 exchanged	 by	 a	 few	
commands	on	a	computer	keyboard	in	some	distant	finance	house	or	stock	exchange.	

The	 trade	 wars	 of	 the	 inter-war	 years	 were	 acts	 of	 economic	 aggression.	 Similarly,	
more	recent	schemes	to	keep	down	local	wage	costs,	cut	welfare	spending,	curb	employment	
rights	 and	 slash	 ‘costly’	 heath	 and	 environmental	 protection	 controls	 were	 essentially	 a	
programme	of	‘beggar	myself’	to	beggar	more	greatly	my	neighbours.	The	localised	economy	
alternative	 is,	 by	 contrast,	 a	 programme	 for	 protection	 and	 the	 wellbeing	 of	 the	 greatest	
number.	 If	 a	 plan	 to	 escape	 a	 global	 treadmill	 that	 is	 growing	 ever	 more	 dangerous	 is	
‘autarchy’,	so	be	it.xvii	

Biggest	barriers	
There	 are	 some	 hard	 arguments	 for	 a	more	 bioregionally	 based	 system	 of	 governance.	 But	
there	are	some	equally	solid	obstacles	in	the	way.	One	has	been	mentioned	already.	There	is	
the	number	of	simmering	local,	often	ethnic,	tensions	in	several	places.	For	all	their	manifest	
failings,	existing	states	sometimes	function	as	lids,	keeping	such	potential	conflicts	from	boiling	
over.	Remove	them	and	disasters	like	Bosnia	and	Kosovo	may	repeat	themselves.	The	problem	
is	 perhaps	 greatest	 in	 Africa	 where	 potentially	 hostile	 tribal	 groups	 are	 often	 highly	
intermingled,	with	actual	conflicts	already	brewing	in	states	such	as	South	Africa	and	Kenya.	

This	points	to	another	barrier.	The	surge	in	human	numbers	in	modern	times	plus	huge	
population	movements	have	created	vast	conurbations.	They	straddle	two	or	more	bioregional	
units	yet	their	management	demands	the	kind	of	unitary	structures	that	can	deliver	coherent	
public	transport	systems	and	the	like.	It	creates	a	situation	where	it	would	be	challenging	task,	
to	 say	 the	 least,	 to	 creates	 structures	with	 a	 closer	match	 between	 ecological	 patterns	 and	
those	created	by	the	actual	places	where	people	reside,	work	and	play.	Ethnicity	and	assorted	
sub-cultures	 further	 complicate	mosaic	of	 the	human	habitation.	 The	bioregional	movement	
often	talks	of	‘reinhabiting	place’	yet	it	is	far	from	clear,	over	much	of	the	planet,	what	those	
places	actually	are.	

The	 difficulty	 is	 complicated	 further	 by	 the	 attendant	 loss	 of	 any	 serious	 awareness	
amongst	most	citizens	of	the	biogeophysical	realities.	As	noted	above,	many	people	would	be	
hard	 put	 to	 identify	 the	 source	 of	 their	water,	 food,	 power,	 and	 other	 vital	 supplies	 or	 the	
destination	 of	 the	 wastes	 they	 create.	 Technologies	 such	 as	 central	 heating	 and	 air-
conditioning	 further	 erode	 sensitivity	 to	 local	 weather	 patterns.	 Today’s	 schooling	 does	 not	
help	very	much.	The	typical	education	syllabus	now	focuses	on	random	topics,	odd	scraps	of	
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knowledge	about	people	and	places	that	often	have	little	to	do	with	the	area	in	which	schools	
are	actually	situated.	Such	cultural	barriers	might	be	overcome…	in	time.	

This	 finally	brings	us	 to	 the	biggest	weakness	 in	 the	bioregional	perspective.	Today’s	
multiple	crises	demand	urgent	action	if	disaster	is	to	be	averted.	In	the	time	frame	likely	to	be	
available,	 existing	 political	 structures	 provide	 the	 only	 vehicle	 for	 collective	 action,	 all	 their	
manifold	flaws	not	withstanding.	Perhaps	there	 is	no	 longer	the	necessary	time	to	wait	 for	a	
bioregional	 reorganisation	 of	 power.	 Perhaps	 all	 that	 can	 be	 done	 is,	 where	 practicable,	 to	
work	 towards	 such	 new	 forms	 of	 governmental	 structures	 whilst	 always	 giving	 priority	 to	
struggles	 that	 can	 halt	 the	 juggernaut	 of	 destruction.	 Otherwise	 there	 will	 be	 little	 left	 to	
reorganise.	
	
Sandy	Irvine	
Newcastle	Upon	Tyne	
	
(The	drawing	on	p5	was	found	in	the	author’s	mountain	of	old	files.	He	has	no	idea	of	its	provenance	but	
would	gladly	acknowledge	copyright	if	provided	with	the	details.)	
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i	For	an	example	of	ecological	versus	human-made	boundaries,	using	North	America	&	Mexico,	see	
http://www.jle.com/en/revues/agro_biotech/sec/e-docs/00/04/1F/16/texte_alt_jlesec00095_gr1.jpg		
ii	see	http://www.nationalgeographic.com/wildworld/profiles/g200_marine.html	
iii	see,	for	example,	http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Langs_N.Amer.png	comparing	it	with	the	North	
American	Commission	for	Environmental	Cooperation’s	Level	111	map:		
http://images.google.co.uk/imgres?imgurl=http://www.epa.gov/wed/pages/ecoregions/images/na_eco_I_II.jpg&imgrefurl=h
ttp://www.epa.gov/wed/pages/ecoregions/na_eco.htm&h=534&w=640&sz=130&hl=en&start=2&um=1&tbnid=mH6SZQ4
vDxEKJM:&tbnh=114&tbnw=137&prev=/images%3Fq%3Decological%2Bregions%2B%2BNorth%2BAmerica%2Blevel%2B3
%2BCEC%26um%3D1%26hl%3Den%26sa%3DN	].	
iv	see	http://dataservice.eea.europa.eu/atlas/viewdata/viewpub.asp?id=7		
v	see,	for	example:	http://www.landinstitute.org/.	
vi	http://www.risc.org.uk/garden/roberthart.html	
vii	http://www.soilassociation.org/web/sa/psweb.nsf/A4/community_supported_agriculture.html	
viii	http://ecoforestry.ca/default.htm;	http://www.ecocitybuilders.org/;	http://www.bioregional.com/	
ix	Reprinted	in	the	very	useful	compendium	Resettling	America,	edited	by	Gary	Coates,	Brick	House,	1982.	
x	See	also	http://www.iloveparks.com/peaceparks/	,	http://www.nps.gov/akso/beringia/index.htm	and	
http://www.uvm.edu/~envprog/k2peacepark.htm	plus	Peace	Parks	Conservation	and	Conflict	Resolution	edited	by	
Saleem	H.	Ali	(MIT	Pr.,	2007).	
xi	Soutar,	R	&	Peterken,	G	(1989).	‘Native	trees	and	shrubs	for	wildlife’.	Tree	News	Sept.	1989:	14-15.	and	Rodwell 
J. and Patterson, G., (1994) Creating New Native Woodlands, Forestry Commission Bulletin 112.	
xii	Of	course,	with	growing	food	supply	problems,	there	is	increasing	pressure	to	exploit	parkland	and	set	aside	set-
aside	land	for	crop	production.	Yet	the	real	issue	is	population	growth.	No	amount	of	new	cropland	will	cater	for	
more	and	more	mouths.	In	the	meantime,	a	far	better	strategy	is	a)	encourage	a	switch	to	much	less	meat-centred	
diets,	effectively	releasing	more	foodstuffs	for	direct	consumption	instead	of	inefficiently	diverting	it	via	farm	
animals,	b)	abandon	biofuel	programmes,	preserving	cropland	for	food	production,	c)	stop	the	development	of	
farmland	for	business,	residential	and	other	such	purposes	and	d)	cut	food	waste	which,	in	2008,	was	running	at	an	
amazing	33%	of	food	purchases	in	the	UK.	
xiii	http://cascadianow.org/society.html;	.	http://www.angelfire.com/wa3/cascadia/	
xiv	http://bioregion.ucdavis.edu/		
xv	http://www.ecocitycleveland.org/index.html	
xvi	See	http://www.carpates.org/index.html		
xvi	For	‘localised’	economic	alternatives,	see	Douthwaite,	R.	(1996).	Short	Circuit:	Strengthening	Local	Economies	
for	Security	in	an	Unstable	World.	Resurgence	Books.	
	
	
	


