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Abstract

Ecopracticology—the study of socio-ecological practice and the ensuing body of knowledge—is increasingly being embraced
as a useful paradigm for understanding and solving social and environmental problems. Ecopracticology has historical roots
but in recent years has been touted for its role in generating solutions that are effective and durable. Using a diverse team
of scholars, practitioners, and scholar-practitioners from around the globe working in various roles in the ecopracticology
space, we identified twelve strategies for putting ecopracticology into practice drawing on their experiences and anchored in
the literature. The twelve strategies are: (1) Embed co-design principles at all levels of socio-ecological practice; (2) Build
a diverse team through embracing inclusivity; (3) Consider the human dimension; (4) Cross disciplinary boundaries with
courage and purpose; (5) Set practice-based problems as a starting point for research; (6) Establish trust with practitioners
and partners; (7) Weave old and new ideas and knowledges; (8) Consider the interplay of scales in the application of socio-
ecological practices; (9) Study and learn from actions in recognition that knowledge is imperfect; (10) Synthesize research
into evidence-based practice guidelines; (11) Embrace nature-based solutions; (12) Embrace ecophronesis as a fundamental
value and prism of reflection and action. The strategies shared here are not intended to be prescriptive but rather to provide
guidance to those embarking on or reflecting upon their journeys in this space recognizing that not all strategies will work or
are necessary for every context. Moreover, these strategies will likely need to be adapted to specific social, political and cul-
tural contexts within which socio-ecological practice takes place. Nevertheless, what is clear is that to address the polycrisis
facing humanity and the planet there is urgency in leveraging the collective knowledge of all relevant actors with a particu-
lar focus on ensuring that socio-ecological practitioners—the front-line workers—are involved, supported, and celebrated.
Doing so is a manifestation of ecopracticology and serves as a template for putting ecopracticology into widespread practice.
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1 Introducing ecopracticology

Ecopracticology is the study of socio-ecological practice.
It involves pragmatic ways of knowing, creating a body of
pertinent knowledge and identifying workable solutions to
socio-ecological challenges (Xiang 2019). In more simple
terms it is about addressing socio-ecological problems and
challenges with solutions that work. Ecopracticology inher-
ently recognizes that there are many forms and types of
knowledge and evidence that can be used to support such
activities. In particular, it centres the role of those indi-
viduals, organizations, or cultures that hold, generate and
apply practical knowledge (from scholars to practitioners
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to community members) obtained through short term and
long term (even intergenerational) learning. Ecopracticology
spans the entirety of the knowledge-application spectrum—
working to improve socio-ecological outcomes through more
effective interactions between knowledge (and evidence)
and application. Ecopracticology also involves studying the
processes behind the practice (e.g., the interface between
knowledge generation and application) to ensure effective
or sustainable impact.

The principles of ecopracticology have been applied for a
long time, yet the term itself was only recently coined (Xiang
2019, p.7), and efforts continue to fully define and codify the
concept. We argue that although the definition of “ecoprac-
ticology” included implicit recognition of integration with
practice, the reality is that doing so is challenging (Memmott
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Fig.1 Visual summary of the
twelve strategies for putting
ecopracticology into practice.
Although these are presented

as discrete numbered strategies
we acknowledge that there is
inherent overlap among them
and that they should be viewed
as being integrated and overlap-
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et al. 2010; Lawrence 2015) and there is need for guidance
for those working in such spaces or considering work in such
spaces. That is the premise for this paper. Here we identify
twelve strategies for putting ecopracticology into practice
embracing the notion that it is a valuable paradigm to achieve
environmental solutions that are effective and have sustain-
able impact. Given the current state of environmental affairs
(think climate change, the biodiversity crisis, natural disasters,
human suffering as a result of warfare and environmental pol-
lution, urban strife) on the planet and an increasing threat
matrix, there is a sense of urgency to identify and implement
solutions. The strategies are meant to provide guidance to
those embarking on or reflecting upon their journeys in this
space, rather than prescriptions. After presenting the twelve
strategies we briefly reflect on how they collectively advance
environmental solutions that benefit nature and people.

2 Approach

We assembled a diverse team of scholars, practitioners, and
scholar-practitioners from around the globe (many of whom
attended the SEPR Conference in Weihai, China in October
2024; see Cooke et al. 2025) working in various roles in the
ecopracticology spectrum. The SEPR Conference is unique
in focus in that it is largely framed around ecopracticology
and more broadly on research related to socio-ecological
practice. We asked co-authors to reflect on their experi-
ences to help identify what we share here as the preferred
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twelve strategies (not presented in prioritized manner given
that will depend on a given context; See Fig. 1) for put-
ting ecopracticology into practice. There is inherent overlap
and interconnections among the strategies presented such
that they are not mutually distinct as may be implied in
our attempt to present them as a numbered list. We encour-
age readers to think carefully about the interconnections of
the strategies while also recognizing that the strategies are
undoubtedly incomplete. Indeed, we acknowledge that a dif-
ferent team may generate other strategies than those shared
here. Nonetheless, given that multiple team members identi-
fied each strategy and given consensus within the group that
these were worthy of sharing with our community, we are
confident that these ideas have merit and will be relevant
to those interested in putting ecopracticology into practice.
Moreover, understanding ecopracticology and facilitating its
implementation will ultimately feedback into the research
community and help ecopracticology research become more
prevalent and impactful.

3 Twelve strategies for putting
ecopracticology into practice

3.1 Embed co-design principles at all levels
of socio-ecological practice

Co-design (and other related manifestations including co-
creation, co-production, co-evolution and co-assessment)
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broadly defined involves working collaboratively with
a broad range of stakeholders to design and implement
research projects and/or plans (e.g., environmental initia-
tives, service layout in a community; Steen 2013; Brandsen
and Honingh 2018; Chapman and Schott 2020). Therefore,
we consider co-design as one of the most important princi-
ples for putting ecopracticology into practice (see Djenontin
and Meadow 2008 for guidance on how to do such work).
There are worldwide initiatives and efforts that continue to
fully delineate and classify this concept. In socio-ecological
practice research, studies highlight the role of local people
(local knowledge bearers) in the integration of local and sci-
entific knowledge systems in research (for example, Reed
et al. 2007 in sub-Saharan Africa region; Velempini and Per-
kins 2008 in Botswana; Velempini et al. 2016 in Tanzania).
Socio-ecological practice research needs to be developed in
partnership with local people who should be at the forefront
of driving the research process (proposal and implementa-
tion). This includes, for example, establishing the research
priorities and questions, co-designing the participant infor-
mation sheets/consent forms, discussing ethical, practical,
and safeguarding issues, as well as interpreting the find-
ings and being actively involved in impact and knowledge
exchange activities. To achieve this, local knowledge bear-
ers should be equipped with capacity building skills and
empowerment (e.g., project management skills, office and
clerical procedures) for executing community research pro-
jects (O’Connell et al. 2019). This approach places emphasis
on valuing local and traditional ecological knowledge (TEK;
including Indigenous ways of knowing), ensuring represen-
tation from diverse groups, and fostering co-creation in deci-
sion-making. Therefore, co-design (and related approaches)
ensures that solutions align with the lived realities of local
communities, enabling widespread adoption of sustainable
and resilient practices (See 3.6 below for guidance on devel-
oping trusting and meaningful relationships).

3.2 Build a diverse team through embracing
inclusivity

Inclusivity is one of the core principles that can put eco-
practicology into effective practice. Ecopracticology
continues to contribute to initiatives that aim at achiev-
ing the targets of UN Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) for 2030. Some of the SDGs state as follows:
“By 2030, eliminate gender disparities in education and
ensure equal access to all levels of education and voca-
tional training for the vulnerable, including persons with
disabilities, indigenous peoples and children in vulnerable
situations”, “By 2030, substantially increase the number
of youth and adults who have relevant skills, including
technical and vocational skills, for employment, decent

jobs and entrepreneurship”, and “Promote peaceful and
inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide
access to justice for all and build effective, accountable
and inclusive institutions at all levels”. The above SDGs
emphasize the importance of inclusivity for all people in
all pathways of social and economic practices, including
socio-ecological research which includes practical wis-
dom. In experience, most of the time field work activi-
ties in rural and remote areas rarely include people who
have some special needs in life such as people living with
disabilities. Therefore, in upscaling ecopracticology, it is
critical that there is evidence of gender equity; participa-
tion of all people living with disabilities, multi-sensory,
severe communication and interaction challenges; and all
ethnic groups (Kganetso 2024) for successful lifeways.
This can contribute to closing the gap of a lack of provi-
sion for effective curricula for learners with Special Edu-
cational Needs, which is a worldwide concern, and many
countries (including sub-Saharan African countries) are
experiencing an increase in the number of children who
are identified as in need for special provision (Florian and
McLaughlin 2008; Kuyini and Mangope 2011, p.20). The
consideration of inclusivity in ecopracticology suggests
a rethinking, rewriting, and reapplication of practices to
make good quality life accessible and equitable to all peo-
ple. As a result, people can overcome their fears, hesitation
and enjoy experiential and outdoor learning, and increase
their interaction levels with both society and nature.

3.3 Consider the human dimension

The centrality of human values, perspectives, and behav-
iours to environmental problems (and problem solving) is
well established (Bennett et al. 2017; Manfredo et al. 2009),
and evident in terms and/or concepts like ‘socio-ecologi-
cal system,” ‘anthropogenic stressor,” and ‘Anthropocene.’
Relatively simple problems of the past (e.g., maximizing
agricultural production) were solved with conventional,
nature-focused scientific methods, which have failed to
solve modern environmental problems (e.g., biodiversity
conservation amidst industrial agriculture) stemming from
conventional science (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993, p.739).
Human dimensions research focuses on the values, perspec-
tives, and behaviours of people, and is a major component of
modern efforts to manage modern environmental problems.
Human cognition and societal values, for example, have
direct effects on natural resource use (Jacobs et al. 2018),
but were not explicitly considered in natural resource man-
agement until relatively recently. ‘Forgetting’ such infor-
mation can undermine management strategies that assume
resource users (e.g., commercial fishers) will behave predict-
ably (e.g., comply with fishing regulations; Hilborn 2007,
p-285). Understanding the “winners” and “losers” related
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to a given development activity or environmental decision
is essential to ensure that actions are not unduly benefit-
ting or harming particular segments of a given population
(Baskin 1998). Other human dimensions research focuses
on governance and can reveal ‘bottlenecks’ to sustainability
in management systems (e.g., science-policy interactions,
corruption; Howarth et al. 2023; Nguyen et al. 2017; Rob-
bins 2000), as opposed to natural scientific understanding.
Many attempts to solve modern environmental problems like
hurricanes or indiscriminate waste disposal misattribute per-
sistent problems to deficiencies in science while overlooking
core issues (e.g., differing stakeholder values and prefer-
ences; Balint et al. 2011). In such cases, the most urgent
part of a problem—which relates to human values—may
be ignored altogether. Practitioners of ecopracticology must
consider the contribution(s) of human values, perspectives,
and behaviours to an environmental problem, and the pos-
sibility that one or more of these is at the problem’s core.
Practitioners who know what parts of a problem need solv-
ing stand a better chance of finding ‘solutions that work.’

3.4 Cross disciplinary boundaries with courage
and purpose

Inherent with the concept of ecopracticology is a recognition
that most environmental problems and solutions require crit-
ical thinking across disciplinary boundaries (MacLeod and
Nagatsu 2018). Doing work that crosses boundaries is not
an academic exercise or quest but rather an activity that is
done out of necessity (Dick et al. 2016) and with the recog-
nition that it involves many challenges (Cooke et al. 2020).
It is easy and convenient to focus solely on one’s expertise
and put disciplinary guard rails up around a given issue.
However, research in health care, education, and the environ-
ment all reveal that doing so leads to myopic thinking and
a constrained solution set. The reality is that environmental
problems are complex for many reasons including the ever-
pervasive human dimension (Dick et al. 2016). Crossing
disciplinary boundaries for the sake of boundary crossing is
not a good strategy; rather, when boundary crossing is nec-
essary one should do so with courage and purpose (Cooke
and Arlinghaus 2024, p.665). Courage requires a willing-
ness to be challenged (and learn) along with a good dose
of humility. Purpose means being clear about the “why” of
boundary crossing and doing so with an open mind willing
and ready to consider alternative viewpoints. Purposeful also
means assessing interdisciplinary activities and expanding
or contracting them as necessary to ensure that those efforts
are aligned with practice (Datta 2017, p.22). We submit that
to put ecopracticology into practice, embracing interdisci-
plinary thinking with a willingness to cross boundaries is
fundamental to success. Doing so will certainly yield some
bruises, but it will also open the door for identifying and
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implementing solutions that work (Datta 2017; Dick et al.
2016) in the midst of a polycrisis.

3.5 Set practice-based problems as a starting point
for research

Practice constitutes the foundational element of ecoprac-
ticology (Xiang 2019), encompassing not only the dis-
semination of research outcomes but also the research pro-
cess, particularly the research design. The formulation of
a well-articulated statement of practice-based problems as
a starting point for research endeavors can serve as a piv-
otal strategy to ensure the relevance of research to practical
applications. For instance, the “Future-Proofing Conserva-
tion” project in Colombia emerged from dissatisfaction and
reflection on existing technical approaches to climate adapta-
tion. So, it applied a problem-driven perspective to embed
research in the decision-making context (van Kerkhoff et al.
2018). Similarly, the Ecology-oriented Sand Nourishment
research program started with dynamic preservation so
that the following research and ecological knowledge were
deemed indispensable to the practice of dynamic preserva-
tion (van der Molen et al. 2018). The process of establishing
practice-based problems as the primary catalyst for research
constitutes a manifestation of user-inspired research (Kates
2011, p.19449) and practice-based research (West et al.
2019). In such a circumstance, knowledge and research are
defined as artifacts of practice (Cook and Wagenaar 2012),
which are distinct from the application of knowledge to prac-
tice. Setting practice-based problems as a starting point for
research can assist in narrowing down and articulating the
research questions and research methods among the numer-
ous research potentials. Most importantly, doing so crafts
shared understanding between research and practice so
that the relevance of research can be embedded in research
design (Wang et al. 2023, p.509).

3.6 Establish trust with practitioners and partners

Socio-ecological practices may involve multiple actors
(or stakeholders and rightsholders) from different social
domains, such as governments (including Indigenous gov-
ernments), industries, investors, academia, civil society, non-
governmental organizations, and other communities. In most
cases, acting practitioners have asymmetrical relationships in
power, knowledge, information, and socioeconomic status.
Therefore, it is a priority to reduce such “socio-ecological”
asymmetry among practitioners. The Research Institute for
Humanity and Nature (RIHN) is an international center for
socio-ecological practice research, mainly focusing on Asia
and Africa (Kondo et al. 2022; Yasunari et al. 2023). Partici-
patory observation of ongoing projects (Kondo et al. 2019,
2021) and semi-structured interviews with RIHN’s former
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project leaders (Kondo et al. 2022) revealed that trust and
rapport were the most important driving forces for better
socio-ecological practice research. It has been our experience
that trust is established among acting practitioners by creat-
ing ethical space for engagement and making the research
process more transparent. Membership in socio-ecological
practices must always be inclusive and dynamic. Therefore,
it is necessary to focus on empowering marginalized actors
whose voices are often ignored. It is also vital to ensure the
transparency of the research process by sharing it widely
and inclusively. Since socio-ecological practice is a form
of action-based research, it is therefore important to main-
tain traceability, allowing for ongoing evaluation and course
correction when needed. Open dialog and a willingness to
move beyond individual perspectives can also help build
trust among multiple actors in a project. Ideally relationships
become long-term and allow for co-design and co-creation of
projects that are of mutual interest (see 3.1 above).

3.7 Weave old and new ideas and knowledges

There have been countless innovations and technological
developments through history (Genta and Riberi 2019).
Some of those innovations have themselves been respon-
sible for catastrophic environmental destruction (e.g., the
nuclear bomb, coal extraction and combustion; Steffen
et al. 2015, p.81) yet there have also been many innovations
that have revolutionized human civilization for the better-
ment of people and without ill effects on the environment
(Groenewegen and Vergragt 1991; Huber 2004). Consider
advances in the tertiary treatment of wastewater, scrubbers
atop smokestacks, or green roofs alongside tools used by
ecopracticologists such as geographic information systems
to plan cities and sophisticated models to design stormwater
systems. Modern technological developments underpinned
by computers and increasing artificial intelligence will con-
tinue to evolve in the service of ecopracticology (Nishant
et al. 2020). Yet, when embracing new innovations, it is
equally important to reflect and revisit the innovations from
yesteryear. It is useful to consider ecological wisdom that
has evolved and been shared across generations (Wang et al.
2016, p.100). Ecological wisdom can take many forms (Liao
and Chan 2016; Yang et al. 2019)—from learning shared by
early scholars and innovators—to learnings from local and
Indigenous peoples and early civilizations. Wisdom can also
be accrued over one’s life as is common for ecopracticolo-
gists who learn by doing if they are scholar practitioners
(and in some cases, failing; Yang et al. 2019). Too often eco-
logical wisdom is forgotten, ignored, or dismissed as being
irrelevant or dated (Kakoty 2018) yet is essential especially
when working with unfamiliar cultures or environments.
There is need for more formal processes for merging histori-
cal wisdom with holistic decision-making in modern society

and for weaving different knowledge systems. Of particular
importance is ensuring that Indigenous knowledge is treated
ethically and respectfully (see papers on weaving, bridging,
and braiding knowledges (Johnson et al. 2016) or on embrac-
ing a two-eyed seeing approach Reid et al. 2021). We submit
that the ecopracticologists of today and tomorrow can only
achieve great success by embracing ecological wisdom and
building upon the work done by others, sometimes centuries
ago.

3.8 Consider the interplay of scales
in the application of socio-ecological practices

As Xiang (2019 and 2020) points out, socio-ecological
practitioners operate within a dual framework of relation-
ships: the human-nature (ecological) relationship and the
human—human (socio-economic, political, cultural, etc.)
relationship. This dual approach requires a deep under-
standing of the natural environment—both human and
non-human—to make informed decisions that translate
into effective socio-ecological practices. These practices
are inherently spatial (Grose et al. 2019; Steiner 2022),
manifesting through tangible interventions in various
geographical and temporal contexts. According to Xiang
(2019), socio-ecological practices encompass six distinct
but closely interrelated categories of human actions and
social processes: planning, design, construction, restoration,
conservation, and management. In all these contexts, the
consideration of scale becomes paramount. A keen aware-
ness of the interaction of scales in socio-ecological practices
is essential to avoid mismatches between beneficial actions
and the spatio-temporal frameworks in which they occur
(Cumming et al. 2006; Schultz et al. 2019). Neglecting this
interplay risks creating oases in the desert, where localized
successes fail to address systemic challenges or, conversely,
where broad-scale initiatives overlook critical nuances at
the micro-level. Practitioners must therefore consider that a
holistic approach based on an in-depth analysis of the ter-
ritory and its socio-ecological fabric is essential which is
salient to understanding “winners” and “losers” in a given
context. They must engage in meaningful dialog with a
diverse array of stakeholders, both active and peripheral, to
ensure that socio-ecological practices are not only inclusive
but also contextually responsive. By doing so, these efforts
can harmonize the multiplicity of scales, fostering coherence
between localized actions and broader systemic imperatives,
ultimately driving sustainable and resilient outcomes.

3.9 Study and learn from actions in recognition
that knowledge is imperfect

Ecopracticology recognizes that no solution is perfect from
the outset, and knowledge is often incomplete or evolving.
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This necessitates an adaptive approach to socio-ecological
solutions, prioritizing learning from actions and adjusting
based on outcomes (e.g., Bourne et al. 2016; Steinitz et al.
2023). Embedding implementation science—the study of
processes to promote the systematic use of evidence-based
practices—ensures that practice and evidence are linked to
drive continuous improvement (Cooke et al. 2024, p.475).
Adaptive management, a cornerstone of ecopracticology,
emphasizes flexibility and responsiveness, treating every
action as an opportunity to learn and refine strategies as
new information emerges (Folke et al. 2005; Levin et al.
2013; Steinitz et al. 2023). Adaptive management has been
applied to many environmental projects and is now a tenet
of environmental management in some regions (Williams
2011). Dynamic monitoring and evaluation systems further
support this by tracking how well strategies work overtime
and allowing for adjustments to address changing conditions
or challenges. For instance, habitat restoration might involve
regular surveys of plant and animal populations, alongside
community feedback to align with local needs. Similarly,
urban air quality initiatives could use real-time pollution
sensors and health data to refine approaches. By consider-
ing ecological, social, and cultural aspects together, these
systems help maximize positive outcomes and ensure strat-
egies remain relevant and effective. Importantly, effective
ecopracticology requires contextual sensitivity. Each case
has unique ecological, social, and cultural conditions. Suc-
cess lies in combining broad frameworks and guidelines
with tailored approaches that adapt to local realities, ena-
bling scalable application without losing effectiveness. By
embracing imperfection and embedding learning mecha-
nisms, ecopracticology practitioners can develop durable
solutions to complex socio-ecological challenges.

3.10 Synthesize research into evidence-based
practice guidelines.

Evidence synthesis is the process of identifying, collat-
ing and synthesizing available evidence on a question of
concern (CEE 2022). There are many forms of syntheses,
ranging from quick (often biased) literature summaries to
more robust syntheses, such as systematic reviews, that use
rigorous, repeatable and transparent methodologies to mini-
mize biases. Robust evidence syntheses can contribute to the
study of socio-ecological practice and evidence-based guide-
lines by bringing together all knowledge on a topic, provid-
ing a better understanding of the question of interest than
would be possible from a single source (Pullin and Knight
2009, p.931). This assists decision-makers in determining
what has worked in the past and what did not, and to use
this information to make evidence-informed decisions. The
most robust syntheses look critically at existing evidence
and ensure that both theoretical and empirical (real-world)
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learning is used to inform results. They also highlight exist-
ing biases in research (e.g., poor experimental design, small
sample sizes) that may influence interpretation, and help
to minimize unnecessary research duplication (Pullin et al.
2020, p.114). Critically assessing and synthesizing avail-
able evidence requires humility, as syntheses may reveal that
commonly held socio-ecological beliefs are not supported,
or commonly applied practices are not effective (e.g., bat
gantries; Altringham et al. 2020). By acquiring insight from
the wider knowledge base, evidence syntheses can support
evidence-based guidelines for socio-ecological practice that
are based on the best available evidence. Syntheses can con-
tribute to any of the six classes of human action and social
process that are part of socio-ecological practice (planning,
design, construction, restoration, conservation and man-
agement; Xiang 2019) by providing robust and defensible
evidence that can be used to support decision-making in
complex socio-ecological systems.

3.11 Embrace nature-based solutions

An effective environmental strategy should prioritize solu-
tions that not only tackle immediate challenges but also fos-
ter long-term resilience. Nature-based solutions (NbS) pro-
vide such strategies by harnessing natural systems to tackle
issues like climate change, urban resilience, and biodiversity
loss. These solutions—such as the restoration of wetlands,
the implementation of green infrastructure, and the conser-
vation of forests—offer numerous co-benefits, including
carbon sequestration, flood mitigation, climate regulation,
and improved water quality. NbS are particularly appeal-
ing because they emphasize low-impact, low-maintenance
interventions, making them cost-effective and adaptable in
the long run (Seddon et al. 2020). By working with natural
processes, NbS can safeguard critical ecosystem services,
such as water and air purification, while enhancing biodi-
versity and climate resilience (Manes et al. 2022). However,
their success depends on context-specific approaches and
proper integration into urban planning and policy (Good-
win et al. 2023). For example, urban areas benefit signifi-
cantly from NbS such as green roofs and bioswales, which
effectively mitigate the urban heat island effect and enhance
stormwater management. Still, NbS must be carefully moni-
tored to ensure their sustainability and effectiveness over
time (Cohen-Shacham et al. 2016). Moreover, despite many
advantages, NbS are not widely implemented for various
reasons, including lack of the evidence of their cost effec-
tiveness among policy makers, the complexity of their
design, and the difficulty of integration in planning instru-
ments at different administrative levels (La Rosa et al. 2021).
Similarly, there is need to ensure that NbS are durable and
effective over the long-term given that many projects have
limited windows and support for ongoing maintenance and
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monitoring (Frantzeskaki 2019). More research, demonstra-
tion projects and full-scale implementations are required to
bolster the evidence base on the effectiveness of NbS in con-
temporary socio-ecological systems (Seddon 2022).

3.12 Embrace ecophronesis as a fundamental value
and prism of reflection and action

Ecophronesis is a much-needed skill in the Anthropocene,
the current era in the Earth’s history characterized by severe
ecological uncertainties and increasingly strained societal
relationships. Xiang (2016) describes ecophronesis as “the
master skill par excellence of moral improvisation to make,
and act well upon, right choices in any given circumstance
of ecological practice; motivated by human beings’ enlight-
ened self-interest, it is developed through reflective ecologi-
cal practice.” The term ecophronesis can also be used in
terms of establishing an epistemological framework to guide
actions. Ecopracticologists study and embrace ecophronesis
as a fundamental value in planning, design, construction,
and management because it emphasizes the ethical impor-
tance of good decision-making. It is a significant ability,
putting the interest of other beings ahead of one’s own, an
ability that develops through cycles of action and reflection,
one gained through deep experience addressing complex
socio-ecological challenges (Cuerden-Conboy 2024, p.34).
Ecopracticology seeks examples of ecophronesis in action
and reflects on the multidimensional knowledge found.
Ecophronesis is a prism of reflection and action. Concep-
tually, it mediates between theory and practice and practi-
cally it depends upon action and reflection itself. Theoreti-
cally, it fosters a deep understanding of interdependencies
and encourages forward-looking approaches to ensure that
today’s actions safeguard the well-being of future genera-
tions. Practically (in scholarship), it acts as a new episte-
mological framework for socio-ecological ethics, providing
tools to design context-sensitive solutions that minimize
destructive compromises and maximize collective benefits
(Xiang 2023, p.1). This is notable for key disciplines like
urban planning and design concerned with pressing chal-
lenges such as urban growth and social segregation, where
responses need to link social and environmental processes
(Steiner 2018). Therefore, ecophronesis constitutes an
essential consideration for socio-ecological practice and its
scholarship by offering an ethical, reflexive and pragmatic
framework (Steiner 2022, p.417) to guide action.

4 Synthesis and conclusion

The twelve strategies shared here (See Fig. 1) are not
intended to be prescriptive but rather to provide guidance
to those starting out in ecopracticology or reflecting upon

their explorations in this space. There is much need to con-
nect scholarly research and diverse knowledges to action
(practice). We acknowledge that it is probable that a different
group of co-authors would have generated a somewhat dif-
ferent suite of strategies. Yet, it is worth noting that during
the idea generation phase of this paper, most of the strate-
gies that made their way into the paper were identified by
multiple co-authors from across regions and domains sug-
gesting that these are themes that are broadly relevant. Some
of the strategies are more process oriented while others are
about mindset or application. We also acknowledge that not
all strategies will work or are necessary for every context.
Moreover, these strategies will likely need to be adapted to
specific social, political and cultural contexts within which
socio-ecological practice takes place. However, we are con-
fident that these strategies are broadly relevant to scholars,
scholar-practitioners and practitioners working on different
problems (e.g., the restoration of degraded ecosystems, the
design of green infrastructure, sustainable food production)
and from different disciplines (e.g., applied ecology, land-
scape architecture, human wellness).

Our collective group of co-authors acknowledges that to
address the many environmental crises and challenges fac-
ing humanity and the planet, there is urgency in leveraging
the collective knowledge of all relevant actors with a par-
ticular focus on ensuring that socio-ecological practition-
ers—the front-line workers—are involved, supported, and
celebrated. Doing so is a manifestation of ecopracticology
and serves as a template for putting ecopracticology into
widespread practice. Ecopracticology is inherently about
bridging the theory—practice gap which is pervasive. Get-
ting scholars to consider what they could do to generate
actionable research and to help bridge the gap is critical,
yet there is also need for practitioners to consider what they
could do to create pathways for new knowledge (and “old”
wisdom) to inform their actions. If the strategies here were
considered and embraced by individuals on either side of the
gap (as well as by scholar-practitioners who work between),
we are optimistic that there could be rapid and meaningful
progress in overcoming numerous environmental challenges,
particularly those that can be addressed locally/regionally.
Ecopracticology is well-positioned as a concept to do just
that and the strategies presented here are intended to help
those working in (or aspiring to do so) this space to be more
effective.
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