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A B S T R A C T

Achieving social and health equity on a healthy planet requires attending to the structural drivers of intersecting 
crises of global environmental change, social inequities, and health inequities. A diverse group of early career 
researchers have formed a new network aligned in advancing work that promotes planetary health equity. This 
Perspective articulates proposed future research directions emerging from shared understandings of intersecting 
governance and policy challenges, including sections on transdisciplinary and co-productive knowledge para
digms; political economy and governance; policy integration; and opportunities to advance planetary health 
equity. We present this agenda with reference to a range of substantive environmental- and health-related do
mains, including food systems governance, trade policy, energy policy, urban planning, and education. As early 
career researchers in the emerging field of planetary health equity, these future directions for research are 
intended to offer novel avenues towards the goals of social and health equity in a stable Earth system.

1. Introduction

The effects of accelerating global environmental change and 
increasing social and economic inequity pose a fundamental challenge 

to human wellbeing in a sustainable Earth system (IPCC et al., 2023; 
Romanello et al., 2023). Achieving social and health equity on a healthy 
planet – referred to as planetary health equity (PHE) (Friel et al., 2022) – 
requires attending to the structural drivers of intersecting crises and how 
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marginalised populations disproportionately experience the adverse 
effects of current systems on human health and the environment (Friel, 
2019). PHE, as an objective, can therefore be seen as an outcome of 
systemic processes that encompass cross-cutting governance and poli
cymaking activities within environmental, social, and health domains.

These systemic challenges, and potential pathways forward to 
address them, were explored in a two-week program that brought 
together a diverse group of 19 early career researchers through struc
tured workshops and masterclasses aimed at mobilising the budding 
field of PHE. This Future Leaders Program of the Planetary Health Equity 
Hothouse, convened in September 2023 by ARC Laureate Fellow Pro
fessor Sharon Friel, forged a network of researchers from varying 
geographic, disciplinary, and lived experience backgrounds, aligned in 
advancing work that promotes PHE. Building on collective learnings and 
discussions during workshops, each author drafted a brief outline of core 
issues and necessary research directions, grounded in their disciplinary 
and substantive areas of expertise. These were grouped into overarching 
themes and refined to identify important areas for future research in a 
range of fields to advance PHE, from the perspective of this diverse 
group. This Perspective therefore interrogates PHE through various 
disciplinary and topical lenses to demonstrate the diverse research and 
practice opportunities that we envision. In the sub-sections below, we 
discuss these in terms of transdisciplinary methodological approaches 
drawing from diverse knowledges, political economy and governance, 
cross-sectoral policy integration, and windows of opportunity for 
solutions-based approaches to PHE.

2. Purposeful research across disciplines and knowledges

One of the first elements of directions for future research is setting 
out the how – articulating research paradigm(s) commensurate with the 
scale and complexity of the challenges at hand, and with the evolution of 
scholarly work on complex global problems (Darian-Smith and McCarty, 
2016). In the context of intersecting crises, it is crucial to transcend 
conventional disciplinary and sector-based silos to develop interdisci
plinary and transdisciplinary approaches that examine our complex re
alities and how to leverage change. Knowledge co-production and 
transdisciplinary approaches highlight the need for inclusively inte
grating diverse knowledge systems, including Western scientific para
digms, Indigenous Knowledges, and insights based on lived experience, 
among others (Bandola-Gill et al., 2023). By incorporating and valuing 
these perspectives, transdisciplinary work can achieve a richer and more 
nuanced understanding of the interconnectedness between human 
health, the ecosystems that underpin our wellbeing, and the complex 
political, economic, social, cultural, technological, and environmental 
relationships that determine PHE.

2.1. Indigenous Knowledges from the Torres Strait Islands

Indigenous Knowledges and lived experiences of First Nations Peo
ples have historically been marginalised and excluded from climate 
change discussions (Jones et al., 2022; Lansbury et al., 2022a; Matthews 
et al., 2021; Ratima et al., 2019) and other environmental and health 
governance spaces. Only as of 2022 was climate data from First Nations 
Peoples’ Knowledges included in the Sixth Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change Assessment Report (IPCC AR6) at the global level, and in 
the State of the Environment report in Australia (Lansbury et al., 2022a). 
In Australia, as elsewhere, it is essential to ensure that the resilience and 
knowledges of Torres Strait Islander and Aboriginal peoples are recog
nised, and that their voices are heard within the broader conversation of 
PHE. The peoples of the Torres Strait Islands, as other Indigenous peo
ples in Australia and globally (Matthews et al., 2021; Sahu et al., 2022), 
face inequitable direct and indirect impacts from climate change, shaped 
by the structural drivers of planetary health inequity. With current 
climate impacts causing irreversible damage to the people, region, cul
ture, and health of the Torres Strait, it is vital that the decision-makers 

and influencers of structural drivers working from afar (who are 
creating damage they cannot see) are called to action to work directly 
with Torres Strait Islanders to address these problems more effectively. 
It is important to bring an Indigenist and decolonising approach to 
exploring and advocating for self-determination of the Torres Strait Is
landers and other First Nations peoples in navigating the complexities of 
climate change and impacts on health (Lansbury et al., 2022b; Redvers 
et al., 2022). Indigenous researchers’ ancestral connection to Country 
provides crucial knowledge, which can be mobilised into wider research 
and policy conversations to empower them and their people (Lansbury 
et al., 2022a), as well as benefit wider planetary health (Redvers et al., 
2022). Planetary health research must centre existing decolonising work 
and the diversity of Indigenous knowledges and stewardship 
(Hoogeveen et al., 2023), as well as values and worldviews (Jones, 2019; 
Jones et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2022; Ratima et al., 2019; Redvers et al., 
2022; Tu’itahi et al., 2021). This ‘epistemological pluralism’ is necessary 
to include multiple valuable ways of knowing, and an ‘Earth-centred 
worldview’, into research, policy, and law (Redvers et al., 2022). In 
particular, a strengths-based, community-focused lens is necessary to 
foreground Indigenous Peoples’ existing leadership, and how this can be 
empowered and included through models such as co-design in policy
making processes. Grounded in the work of Indigenous leaders and 
scholars, this requires collective advocacy for policy change; addressing 
existing power asymmetries in policy and law; and co-governance of 
land, sea, and water for health and wellbeing benefits (Matthews et al., 
2021).

2.2. Transcending natural and social scientific research divides

Another element in bringing together knowledges for PHE involves 
consideration of scientific and technological dimensions as inseparable 
from the social. This inseparability is increasingly recognised, as 
exemplified by the decision to add justice and equity to the Planetary 
Boundaries Framework (Gupta et al., 2024; Rockström et al., 2023). 
Science and technology play a critical role in supporting transformative 
shifts towards more sustainable systems and ways of being. However, 
the application of science and technology for systemic transformation is 
contingent on the context in which these innovations are developed. 
Innovations designed using purely biophysical or techno-economic 
criteria risk failure if they do not sufficiently engage with the com
plex, multifaceted social factors that influence successful adoption and 
translation, such as culture, policy, and political-economic structures 
(Geels and Schot, 2007). Developing innovations solely through a 
technocratic lens can limit the uptake of models promising paradigm 
shifts, such as the bioeconomy, circular economy, other types of “green” 
economies, or de-growth (MacArthur, 2013; Muscat et al., 2021; 
Wohlfahrt et al., 2019). These models and the innovations arising from 
them have been criticised as providing incremental shifts that perpet
uate the current system, rather than disruptive solutions (Vogelpohl and 
Töller, 2021; Hermann et al., 2022). PHE provides a socio-technical lens 
to help identify transition pathways to reorient and align existing and 
emerging innovations towards transformational outcomes (Friel et al., 
2022).

2.3. Solution-oriented knowledge production

Transdisciplinarity extends beyond institutionalised research spaces 
to foster the co-production of solutions that build on diverse knowl
edges, skills, and value positions. The Earth4All initiative provides an 
example of evolution from the 1972 interdisciplinary report The Limits to 
Growth (Meadows et al., 1972), to a cross-sectoral research and policy 
initiative fifty years later arguing for economic transformation to ach
ieve wellbeing for all people within planetary boundaries 
(Dixson-Declève et al., 2022). Solution-oriented evidence can be 
generated and mobilised through cross-sectoral collaboration between 
policymakers, civil society, journalists and communication experts, and 

M. Arthur et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 Earth System Governance 24 (2025) 100245 

2 



business actors who seek to authentically institutionalise sustainable 
and socially just business practices. Embracing collaborative strategies is 
pivotal for generating culturally relevant solutions that recognise how 
context (i.e. time, space, culture) influences health, equity, and envi
ronmental outcomes. However, doing so requires critically navigating 
the power dynamics and potential conflicts of interest inherent to 
cross-sectoral collaboration, including with hybrid actors such as aca
demic institutions and philanthropies (Littoz-Monnet and Osorio Garate, 
2023). Moreover, to fully benefit from the strategic and substantive 
expertise of practitioners and advocates in diverse policy domains, 
governance mechanisms must redress power imbalances, including 
through First Nations-developed protocols and Indigenous Data Sover
eignty (Lansbury et al., 2022b; Kukutai, 2023), and also through 
governance to avoid ‘corporate capture’ of these spaces (Gilmore et al., 
2023).

Breaking disciplinary and sectoral silos is pivotal for tackling com
plex issues such as climate change and health inequities. While knowl
edge co-production paradigms like transdisciplinarity can provide an 
overarching orientation across the wide-ranging research topics 
described in this Perspective, within this ethos we recognise and cele
brate the diversity of approaches that we adopt from our respective 
scholarly, professional, and experiential perspectives.

3. Political economy and global governance lenses for planetary 
health equity

While domestic institutional design, interests, and norms play a key 
role in conditioning PHE outcomes, so too do international governance 
arrangements. A PHE framework aligns with the evolving international 
relations scholarship, shifting from the study of individual institutions 
and their dyadic interactions to that of interplay among autonomous but 
interrelated institutions in overarching systems of global governance 
(Frank et al., 2024; Biermann and Kim, 2020; Gómez-Mera, 2020). This 
structural turn, developed in the study of international regime 
complexity and Earth systems governance, emphasises how institutions 
interact with one another and their environment to constitute a complex 
system with properties such as self-organisation, emergence, and 
adaptation (Alter and Meunier, 2009; Orsini et al., 2020; Raustiala and 
Victor, 2004).

In the absence of a central global authority to address systemic in
equities, global governance looks beyond state-centric instruments, 
emphasising instead the constitution of power, knowledge, and norms 
for global governance through multi-level and multi-sectoral actors and 
institutions (Biermann and Pattberg, 2012; Zürn, 2012). It highlights the 
contributions of public and private agents at subnational, national, 
regional, and international levels, the collective actions of which 
constitute governance (The Commission on Global Governance, 1995). 
Understanding these interactions and operations of complex systems is 
critical to enabling policy actors to effect interventions that support the 
achievement of PHE objectives.

At a domestic level, lowering emissions and restructuring economies 
to promote PHE will require an expanded and novel role for the state in 
shaping the economy. The feasibility of interventions on the required 
scale, as well as their distributional impacts, will be influenced by do
mestic values and norms, state capacity and institutions, and economic 
interests (Lamb and Minx, 2020; Lewis et al., 2019; Meckling and Nahm, 
2021). In turn, these factors are shaped by national growth models and 
their associated macroeconomic architectures (Baccaro and Pontusson, 
2022; Hopkin and Voss, 2021). Variation across growth models – 
whether they are export-oriented, consumption-driven, or balanced – 
generates divergent politics of climate change and PHE (Frank et al., 
2023; Nahm, 2021). Deepening our understanding of the interaction 
between growth models and domestic and international politics will 
help to identify the actors, strategies, and processes that will shape the 
success or failure of a transition to an economic system that protects the 
planet and people.

In this light, urgently needed improvements in PHE are only possible 
with a shift from the currently dominant political-economic paradigm 
where economic growth is seen as an end in itself to an approach that 
puts societal wellbeing and planetary health at the centre (Trebeck and 
Williams, 2019). While this would entail greater state intervention, 
governments must nevertheless be careful when regulating their do
mestic political economy to maintain economic competitiveness in the 
current era of hyperglobalisation (Rodrik, 2011). The varieties of capi
talism literature shows that the liberal and financialised capitalism that 
is prevalent in the Anglosphere is not the only way to ensure economic 
growth in a globalised world (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Amable, 2003). 
Other advanced economies like Germany and Sweden have been able to 
generate economic growth without relying on market liberalisation and 
financialisation, while still intervening in the economy for the wellbeing 
of workers and the planet (Baccaro and Pontusson, 2016). Whether the 
Anglosphere can follow similar institutional paths towards greater PHE 
is a research question that needs immediate attention.

3.1. Example: the political economy of food systems under a planetary 
health equity lens

Exploring the shift from growth-oriented political-economic para
digms to those prioritising PHE is relevant in the context of food systems. 
Food systems serve as a nexus where health, the natural environment, 
and the wellbeing of humans and non-human animals converge, inter
secting with culture, identity, and as an important source of everyday 
enjoyment. While ensuring secure and accessible food for some, global 
industrial systems – primarily controlled by a small number of industrial 
agribusinesses – pose challenges for PHE (Clapp, 2021). The dominance 
of multinational corporations in food production perpetuates 
resource-intensive and environmentally and socially harmful practices, 
contributing to ecological degradation, diet-related illnesses, and unjust 
conditions for workers and animals (Fuchs et al., 2009; Hendrickson 
et al., 2020). Highly profitable foods such as ultra-processed foods and 
intensively produced meat and dairy share analogous corporate and 
financial operational structures (Baker et al., 2020; Sievert et al., 2022), 
emphasising the need to confront and reshape corporate control and 
institutional arrangements beyond the food system itself (Sievert et al., 
2021). Achieving PHE in food systems requires challenging ingrained 
cultural, commercial, and political norms that tend to deprioritise 
planetary health equity -(Friel, 2023a). Recognising the potential of 
social movements and the intrinsic regulatory capacity of nature itself 
may comprise part of this agenda (Parker and Johnson, 2019). In 
Mexico, community-led initiatives have shaped local policies to shift 
priorities from corporate-controlled industrial agriculture to agroeco
logical practices that support small-scale farmers (Toledo and 
Barrera-Bassols, 2017). These policies have reduced dependence on 
resource-intensive monocultures, which are typically dominated by 
large agribusinesses (Altieri and Toledo, 2011). This shift has redirected 
focus toward, inter alia, enhancing biodiversity, supporting local food 
systems, and ensuring food security at the community level, integrating 
planetary health equity outcomes in food systems.

4. Policy integration for planetary health equity

To enhance justice for health equity at a planetary level, public 
policymaking must move beyond siloed thinking and meaningfully 
embed PHE as a cross-cutting objective across policy areas. Doing so, 
however, is a political process that requires navigating the various 
power dynamics that determine policy design (Tosun and Lang, 2017; 
Cejudo and Trein, 2023). In the following sub-sections, we provide 
snapshots of three policy areas that could better integrate PHE: inter
national trade, energy, and urban planning. While these examples were 
chosen to provide concrete illustrations based on the expertise of the 
authors, the relevance of policy integration, by definition, extends 
beyond (transcends, even) those policy areas.
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4.1. Trade policy

International trade defines consumption and production patterns 
and has powerful impacts on PHE. Although trade holds potential to 
increase global wellbeing, the current global trade system is charac
terised by growing distances between production and consumption, 
which is not only unsustainable, but also inequitable (Sharmina et al., 
2021; Wiedmann and Lenzen, 2018). Unfair international trade agree
ments have undermined local capacity to design policies for sustainable 
development, especially in low- and middle-income countries 
(Ruse-Khan, 2009). For example, scholars have underscored the impacts 
of trade regulation in areas directly linked to public health, such as 
access to medicines (Sell, 2007) and sustainable food production (Friel 
et al., 2020). There are, however, possibilities to embed social and 
environmental justice principles in the global trade regime. Research 
has shown how Geographic Indication3 regulation has the potential to 
preserve traditional agricultural knowledge and protect biodiversity and 
agroecological farming practices (San Martim Portes et al., 2021). 
Geographic Indication is one regulatory mechanism that can positively 
contribute to socio-environmental sustainability – even though this is 
not its primary objective. As such, it is an interesting avenue for PHE 
integration in trade policy.

4.2. Energy policy

As governments and communities around the world transition their 
energy systems away from fossil fuel energy sources, it is critical to place 
PHE and the values it embodies – including social and environmental 
justice, equity, and sustainability – at the core of a just energy transition 
(Rockström et al., 2023). Social impacts of the energy transition, 
including health outcomes beyond occupational health and safety ob
ligations, are an essential consideration to avoid entrenching or exac
erbating negative externalities, co-harms, and trade-offs that have 
prevailed under fossil fuel energy systems (Sovacool et al., 2019a, 
2021). Negative externalities associated with renewable energy tech
nologies have been identified by communities (von Möllendorff and 
Welsch, 2017). Some externalities, such as localised environmental 
degradation, excessive water consumption, and the use of child labour 
for critical mineral extraction, embody planetary health inequity, by 
harming the health of at-risk populations least able to protect them
selves (Sovacool et al., 2019b). Effective climate change mitigation in
terventions should proactively seek to reduce, not exacerbate, existing 
inequities (Cissé et al., 2022). In the literature to date, there appears to 
be limited consideration of health outcomes across the life cycle of 
renewable energy systems (Tham et al., 2020). Such a blind spot points 
to the need for a transdisciplinary and holistic understanding of the 
energy system (Friel, 2023b). Further, the goals of the transition should 
themselves include delivering energy systems that meet the needs of 
populations to address underlying inequities driven by past and current 
systems. Applying a PHE lens to the development of renewable energy 
policies, programs, and interventions can reveal and help counter the 
perpetuation of ‘green extractivism’ (Bruna, 2022) as we decarbonise 
our energy systems.

4.3. Urban planning

Urbanisation trends present sustainability solutions and challenges, 
which impact the availability of basic services, housing, education, 
health, land tenure, jobs, and safety (United Nations, 2017, 2022). 
Growing urban populations globally can facilitate access to goods, 

services, and opportunities to deliver improved wellbeing, encompass
ing education, employment, healthcare, a healthy built environment, 
and food security. Effective urban public policies, therefore, can shape 
urbanisation dynamics with the potential to improve PHE outcomes 
through public investment in infrastructure and services (Turok and 
Parnell, 2009; Kinyanjui, 2020). Regulatory measures such as land value 
capture, zoning, and taxation must aim to deliver equitable distribution 
of these investments and ensure that industries are taxed for negative 
externalities, generating revenues for equitable distribution of climate 
and health interventions (Samantela and Maquiling, 2024). These in
struments are important to harness the potential of cities as key players 
in climate change mitigation, adaptation, and social inequity reduction. 
However, weak and/or fragmented institutions, lack of political capac
ity, differentiated self-interests coupled with political conflicts, and the 
influence of powerful landowners and corporations hinder the 
achievement of those outcomes. This results in the inequitable distri
bution of both public goods and environmental hazards, entrenching 
health disparities (Farazmand et al., 2022; Jacobs, 2011; Samantela and 
Maquiling, 2024; Turok, 2014).

4.4. Moving forward: understanding policy change and continuity

Each of the policy areas explored above has the potential to 
contribute to PHE. As demonstrated in the case of trade policy, there are 
regulatory avenues for integrating PHE goals. However, generating 
systemic change faces challenges that are institutional and political in 
nature. This suggests that providing evidence of policy impacts is 
necessary but not sufficient to achieve change (Boswell and Smith, 
2017). There is a perennial mismatch between research evidence high
lighting the structural, political-economic root causes of the planetary 
health crisis, and policies framing the solutions around individual re
sponsibility (Carey et al., 2017; Sell and Williams, 2020). Individualising 
poor health outcomes obscures negative externalities and perpetuates 
(health) inequities, as shown in the energy policy case. Furthermore, 
policymaking occurs in a multilevel governance context characterised 
by increasingly blurred boundaries between the governing and the 
governed (Hooghe and Marks, 2002). As highlighted in the urban policy 
example, this has resulted in institutionalising the most powerful 
corporate interests as influential norm-setters and indispensable gov
erning partners, which undermines PHE integration.

To understand how (flawed) modes of governance become seen as 
natural and self-evident, PHE research on policy integration needs to 
engage with critical theories of power and public policy (Mykhalovskiy 
et al., 2019; Smith, 2013). Studying institutional change and continuity 
can offer valuable ‘mid-level’ insights in policymaking and governance 
dynamics, moving beyond the structure-agency impasse that either 
overestimates strategic agency of individual actors or falls victim to 
overly deterministic accounts of macrostructural power (Ralston et al., 
2023). Such transdisciplinarity could foster new theoretical perspectives 
on policy integration and policy recommendations for effective PHE 
policy design.

5. Windows of opportunity for solutions-based approaches to 
planetary health equity

There are multitudes of opportunities to work toward PHE. Select 
avenues are highlighted in this section. Growing concern about climate 
change provides momentum to address social and health inequities, and 
provides increasing opportunities for early career researchers to engage 
in research addressing these issues as we realise the urgency with which 
we must uncover and implement solutions to these complex and inter
connected challenges.

5.1. Seizing win-win opportunities

Governments at all levels, facing a need to secure ‘green legitimacy’ 

3 Geographical indications are place names used to identify the origin and 
quality, reputation or other characteristics of products. Examples of 
geographical indications include ‘Champagne’, ‘Tequila’, and ‘Roquefort’. 
(bib_world_trade_organization_2024World Trade Organization, 2024).
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(Eckersley, 2021), are investing in structures and policies that facilitate 
lower carbon ways of moving around, eating, and powering homes (see, 
for example, Kuss and Nicholas, 2022). Depending on how transitions 
occur, there is potential for these structural shifts to improve health and 
decrease energy, transport, and food poverty (Martiskainen et al., 2021; 
Riley et al., 2023). Windows of political will provide opportunities to 
implement transformative solutions as they arise, ensuring that they 
enhance state capacity to respond to diverse interests in building sys
tems for the future (Eckersley, 2021). Political will can be leveraged for 
changes that demonstrate co-benefits, such as concurrently reducing 
pollution, supporting economic development, and improving health, as 
these are more likely to be supported than changes that address climate 
change alone (Bain et al., 2016). Instances of poor design, such as some 
low carbon zones or solar subsidies, have entrenched inequity 
(Dwarkasing, 2023; Player et al., 2023; Tidemann et al., 2019). Atten
tion and priority must be given to ensure that climate policy outcomes 
include reduced, rather than increased (or unchanged), health and social 
inequity. Early career researchers can contribute to maximising win
dows of political will by engaging in political consultation processes 
such as giving feedback on draft policies or submitting relevant evidence 
from their research to parliamentary inquiries, emphasising co-benefits 
in doing so.

5.2. Recognising privilege

Positioning social and health equity as a focal point in policymaking 
is not a new idea. In 2008, the World Health Organization’s Commission 
on the Social Determinants of Health identified that to improve health 
equity, urgent action must be taken regarding the unjust distribution of 
resources, money, and power (Commission on Social Determinants of 
Health, 2008). Over a decade since then, research and policy approaches 
continue to predominantly focus on marginalised or ‘vulnerable’ pop
ulation groups, using downstream responses to address health and social 
problems once they have already manifested, instead of making struc
tural changes (Baum and Fisher, 2014). Subsequently, we are yet to see a 
significant improvement in relative wellbeing and the gap in health 
outcomes between the most and least advantaged continues to increase 
(Flavel et al., 2022). Reorienting public and planetary health to fore
ground critical consideration of how public policies contribute to the 
distribution of power, privilege, and socioeconomic advantage—and 
how this distribution in turn influences the creation of public policy—is 
integral to ensuring that all people, within and across countries, expe
rience PHE. This reorientation must involve, in part, those who are 
currently in positions of power and privilege, most notably 
high-emitting economies and wealthy elites. This cohort must confront 
the reality of their high-impact consumptive behaviours, which 
perpetuate states of insecurity, detachment, and apathy that only fuel 
further consumption and accumulation (Freudenberg, 2021; Oxfam In
ternational, 2023; Friel, 2023a). In the context of accelerated concen
tration of extreme advantage and privilege among fewer people, early 
career researchers can shift the problem narrative from one of disad
vantage to one of advantage through research that highlights the nature 
of privilege; how public policy creates, maintains, or dismantles privi
lege; and feasible solutions to the undoing of privilege.

5.3. Cultivating compassion

While concurrent threats of climate change, biodiversity loss, and 
rising inequity understandably elicit apprehension and insecurity, and 
often result in cognitive dissonance (Haltinner et al., 2022; Australian 
Psychological Society, 2023), paralysis or avoidance of these uncom
fortable realities are not viable options given the scale of challenges 
facing humanity. One way to navigate such challenges and further PHE 
in a constructive and resilient manner is to leverage affective states 
alongside cultivating greater social and emotional literacy (Brosch, 
2021). Social and emotional literacy fosters self-awareness, 

self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible 
decision-making (Durlak et al., 2011). These vital human competencies 
offer a potent antidote to competition, exploitation, and degradation. As 
a new generation of researchers, recognising the need to divert from 
status quo perspectives, furthering our understanding of the association 
between social and emotional literacy and PHE through research may 
facilitate the development of strategies that aid in fostering a social and 
economic framework characterised by compassion and empathy, which 
are pivotal in building a more equitable and sustainable system 
(Trebeck, 2023).

5.4. Transforming education

Social and emotional literacy are qualities that can be cultivated 
through education, and it is important to re-focus curricula towards a 
praxis that combines compassion, knowledge, and reflection (Redvers 
et al., 2023). The multifaceted crises we face require multidisciplinary 
learning approaches to further understanding of planetary health, either 
as an independent field of study or through its integration across all 
disciplines (Faerron Guzman et al., 2021). Prior studies have identified 
universities as potentially ideal settings for raising awareness about 
planetary health among students of health professions given the training 
they receive in advocacy and managing complex situations (Walpole 
et al., 2019). Short courses by academic institutions and independent 
education centres can provide another avenue (Asaduzzaman et al., 
2022). Research can support these developments by providing an evi
dence base for their effectiveness. However, one limitation of current 
education efforts is that most universities are focused on including 
planetary health education primarily in medical and nursing curricula, 
while its inclusion is needed in all disciplines (Faerron Guzman et al., 
2021). As recognition of planetary health and its fundamentally trans
disciplinary nature increases, early career researchers who also engage 
in teaching activities (e.g., lecturing, tutoring) can integrate planetary 
health-related content into their teaching. An important consideration 
regarding planetary health education is that this tertiary-level education 
is mostly offered in high-income countries, leaving out low- and 
middle-income countries, and primary and secondary education. 
Research is needed to build contextualised knowledge for the develop
ment and design of these educational interventions.

Exploring these windows of opportunity through research, including 
re-evaluating power dynamics, embracing social and emotional literacy, 
and restructuring education, can ensure a holistic approach that drives 
transformative policies to foster a more equitable and sustainable future 
for all.

6. Conclusion

A PHE approach cultivates critical perspectives across sectors, dis
ciplines, and theoretical viewpoints. Through a PHE framework, critical 
approaches are essential for understanding how marginalised commu
nities are made increasingly vulnerable to the compounding effects of 
climate change, rising inequity, and human morbidities.

This piece offers a variety of perspectives on future research needs, 
building on existing research to advance the goals of social and health 
equity on a healthy planet. This multiplicity of perspectives is inten
tional and reflects our commitment to epistemic inclusivity, which we 
see as a fundamental value and precondition for PHE. Future directions 
proposed include greater attention to knowledge co-production and 
transdisciplinarity, political economy and governance considerations, 
policy integration, and multiple windows of opportunity through which 
to mobilise political action, challenge power dynamics, build social and 
emotional literacy, and educate future generations. In light of the 
ongoing marginality of structural and systemic analyses, and of atten
tion to the social and environmental determinants of health and health 
equity, we aim to elevate these perspectives in a wide range of sub
stantive environmental- and health-related domains.
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