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Background 

Historical records from different cultures and time epochs clearly show that reactionary and/or 

revolutionary movements with “ecopsychological” themes have instigated or resulted in new 

conceptualizations of governance, social adjustment, or religion. From Lao-Tzu, to Epicurus, to 

Epictetus, Diogenes, the sanatoria, Shoma Morita, Sigmund Freud, and ‘back to the land’ 

movements, history is replete with individual and group-based counterpoints to excessive 

socialization, unfair and unjustified complexity (bad civilization), and/or addressing anxiety and 

psychological trauma. 

Theme/Proposition 

This “Foundations” issue aims to revisit and readdress, in particular, the psychological 

underpinnings put forth by any of the above-mentioned figures (and others) that possess, again, a 

clear “ecopsychological” import. Admittedly, every personal or collective journey from 

cumbersome social situations (overly complex – unjustified complexity -- or idiosyncratic) to 

simpler and more authentic ways of expressing one’s aptitudes and desires (thriving), is bound to 

be different. However, interestingly, the path selected (invented or reinterpreted) toward 

psychological wellness may not always lead back to idealized notions of wholeness: greater 

person>>>natural spaces integrations. These failures are as interesting a record as workable 

accommodations.  

Caveats  

Authors should be mindful of errors of logic or fact that arise from personal speculation, personal 

financial stakes, other biases, or obvious ideological commitment. Here are a few that crop up in 

popular “ecopsychological” writings: 

1. Singularizations of “nature” or “self” as preferred ideological categories may confuse and 

thus render obscure other more prosaic, pragmatic and testable psychological phenomena 

(e.g., assume that “nature-connection” has anything to do with esoteric “spiritualism”). 

2. Confounding words and processes with actual behaviors (misinterpreting causal 

relationships). For example, assuming that words like “mind” or “nature,” written in 

vague or esoteric ways, are relational to each other when it comes to measuring actual 

behaviors—predicting wellness (e.g., clearly distinguish proximate from ultimate 

causation). 

3. Pay heed to stated (unrealistic) expectations based on motivations that seem noble 

(serious and well-meaning) on the surface, but may actually hide underlying 



psychological dysfunction or mal-adaptiveness (e.g., overburden an already 

impressionable client with unprovable notions of “mind” or “nature” making h/her ‘path 

to recovery’ a non-starter).  

4. Scientifically questionable “psychology” (other pseudo-fields) presented as fact and 

utilized as a means to influence, convince, and shape the thinking and feeling of 

impressionable clients. 

5. Clearly differentiate the business of “selling ‘ecopsychology’” from non-profit endeavors 

to unbiasedly inquiring about phenomena associated with the interface between so-called 

mental processes and natural ones (this very distinction to be critiqued and examined). 

6. Clearly differentiate between propaganda, unexamined manic enthusiasm, personal 

peeves, and attempting to understand the continuum “naturalness.”  

 

Preference will be given to manuscript submissions that are mindful of the above points (1-6) 

(address these ‘head on’) while revisiting historically interesting and lesser known 

“ecopsychological” systems. 

Please, send queries to: George Conesa (EiC), intljournalecopsyhcology@gmail.com 
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