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Executive Summary

Nature advocates and nature lovers have long claimed that parks and other green environments
play an impertant—even crucial—role in human health. In their time, leaders such as Thoreau, Muir, and
Olmsted asserted that “contact with nature” was important to psychological, physical, and spiritual health.
Through the decades, parks advocales, landscape architects, and popular writers have trumpeted the
healing powers of nature.

Until recently, however, these claims had not undergone rigorcus scientific assessment, Are these
intuitions correct? Or like so many other widely held beliefs, were they doomed to evaporate as scon as
they were subjected to the harsh light of scientific scrutiny?

In the past couple decades and especially the last few years, scientists all over the world have been
turning their attention to this guestion in diverse ways. Researchers have studied the effects of nature in
many different populations, and have examined many ferms of nature: Chicago public housing residents
living in high-rises with a tree or two and some grass outside their apartment buildings: college students
exposed to slide shows of natural scenas while sitting in a classroom; children with attention deficit
disorder playing in a wide range of settings; senior citizens in Tokyo with varying degrees of access to
green walkable streets; and middle-class voluntsers spending their Saturdays restoring prarrie ecosystems,
just to name a few. The scope and variety of health cutcomes and health-related cutcomes have been
similarly impressive.

As important as, or more important than, the diversity of this ressarch is the rigor with which the
work has been conducted. In any field with enthusiasts, you will find a plethora of well-meaning but flimsy
studies purporting to "prove” the benefits of [X]. The literature on the bensfits of “contact with nature” is
no exception. For every rigorous study on the benefits of parks, nature-based kindergartens, horticultural
therapy, and so on, there has been a cornucopia of weak findings accompanied by extravagant claims.

But in the last decade or so, rigorous work on this question has become more of a rule than an
exception. No longer are studies relying solely on what research participants report (read: believe) to be
the benefits of nature. Increasingly, benefits have been measured objectively: police crime reports; blood
pressure; performance on standardized neurccognitive tests; physiological measures of immune system
functicning.

Rather than relving on small, self-selected samples of nature lovers such as park-goers, scientists
are increasingly relying on study populations that have no particular relationship to nature—for example,
children receiving care from a clinic network targeting low-income populations, or all UK residents younger
than retirement age listed in national mortality records for years 2001-2005,

And scientists are routinely taking into account income and other differences in their studies. The
guestion is no longer, do people living in greener neighborhoods have better health outcomes? (They
do.) Rather, the question has become. do people living in greener neighborhoocds have better health
outcomes when we take income and other advantages associated with greener neighborhoods into
account?

The answer is yes. Yes, the benefits of nature that have been intuited and written about through the
ages have withstood rigorous scientific scrutiny. Yes, we still find these benefits when we measure them
objectively; yes, we still find these benefits when non-nature lovers are included in cur studies; and yes.
we still find these benefits even when income and other factors that could explain a nature-health link are
taken into account. In the face of the tremendously diverse and rigorous tests to which the nature-human
health hypothesis has been subjected, the strength, consistency, and convergence of the findings are
remarkable.
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This monograph presents an overview of what scientists have discovered about the relationship
between nature and human health, focusing on the most compelling findings. It focuses on three classic
indicators of health drawn from animal research. Studies of laboratory and zoo animals, as wall as animals
in the wild living in degraded and fragmented habitat tells us that organisms living in unfit habitats undergo
social, psychological, and physical breakdown. The scientific study of what Richard Louv has coined
“nature deficit disorder” in people mirrors the animal research on unfit habitats, When we compare people
with more versus less ready access to parks and other green environments, we find that they exhibit dif-
ferences in well-being and functioning in each of the three trademark domains: social, psychological, and
physical health.

Just as rats and other laboratory animals housed in unfit environments undergo systematic break-
downs in healthy, positive patterns of social functioning, so too do people. In greener settings - rooms,
buildings, neighborhoods, and larger areas with more vegetation, we find that pecple are more gener-
ous and more desirous of connections with others; we find stronger neighborhood social ties and greater
sense of community, more mutual trust and willingness to help others; and we find evidence of healthier
social functioning in neighborhood commen spaces — more (positive) social interaction in those spaces,
grealer shared use of spaces by adults and children. In less green environments, we find higher rates of
aggression, violence, viclent crime, and property crime — even after controlling for income and other differ-
ences. We also find more evidence of loneliness and more individuals reporting inadequate social support.

Access to nature, whether it is in the form of bona fide natural areas or in bits or views of nature,
impacts psychological, as well as social functioning. Greater access to green views and green environ-
ments yields better cognitive functioning; more proactive, more effective patterns of life functioning: more
self-discipline and more impulse control; greater mental health overall; and greater resilience in response to
stressful life events. Less access to nature Is linked to exacerbated attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder
symptoms, more sadness and higher rates of clinical depression, Pecple with less access to nature are
more prone to stress and anxiety, as reflected not only individuals’ self-report but also measures of pulse
rate, blood pressure, and stress-related patterns of nervous system and endocrine system anxiety, as well
as physician-diagnosed anxiety disorders.

The impacts of parks and green environments on human health extend beyond social and psychologi-
cal health outcomes to include physical health outcomes. Greener environments enhance recovery from
surgery, enable and support higher levels of physical activity, improve immune system functioning, help
diabetics achieve healthier blood glucose levels, and improve functional health status and independent
living skills among older adults. By contrast, environments with less green are associated with greater rates
of childhood obesity; higher rates of 15 out of 24 categories of physician-diagnosed diseases, including
cardiovascular diseases; and higher rates of mortality in younger and older adults. Most important, all of
these studies take into account the role that income might play in an apparent link between access to
nalure and physical health outcomes. While it is true that richer people tend to have both greater access to
nature and better physical health outcomes, the comparisons here show that people of the same socio-
economic status who have greater access to nature have better physical health outcomes,

Rarely do the scientific findings on any guestion align so clearly. While for scientists the search for
greater understanding of how and why and when contact with nature impacts health continues. for society
as a whole the findings are clear. Parks and other green environments are an essential component of a
healthy human habitat. While street trees, parks, and public green spaces are often regarded as mere
amenities—ways to beautify our communities and make life a little more pleasant, the science tells us that
they play a central role in human health and healthy human functioning. Much like eating greens provides
essential nutrients, so does seeing and being around green. To promote a healthier, kinder, smarter, more
effective, more resilient, more vital populace, communities should be designed to provide every individual
with regular, diverse sources of "Vitamin G.”
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