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Relationships between people and nature: Nature
connectedness and relational environmental values
Michael L. Lengieza' and Rosemary Aviste®

There is growing recognition that our relationship with nature
needs repairing. Two operationalizations of this construct
within psychology are nature connectedness and relational
environmental values. This review covers recent advances on
both constructs. It outlines the growing evidence that both
operationalizations are strong predictors of pro-environmental
outcomes. It goes on to review what is known about the an-
tecedents of the human—nature relationship and outlines three
emerging principles about nature connectedness, in particular:
(1) it largely operates like a true relationship, (2) it is a form of
self-transcendence, and (3) it involves the self. Additionally, the
review highlights recent paradigmatic shifts in the study of the
human—nature relationship, shifting from studying associations
at the individual level to instead focus on group-level
processes.
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In 2020, the UN Secretary-General ended his speech on
the state of the planet by stating, “Now is the time to
transform humankind’s relationship with the natural
world” [1]. Now, more than ever, the Western world is
beginning to recognize that changing our relationship
with the natural world is key to moving toward a more
sustainable future (see Ref. [2] for a review of recent
policy interest in the human—nature relationship). The
human—nature relationship has been studied in many
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ways. Within psychology, it is mainly studied through two
constructs. First, nature connectedness—the psycho-
logical closeness of one’s relationship with nature [2],
often represented by the extent to which nature is
included in one’s sense of self [3] or an affective sense of
oneness with nature [4]. Second, relational environ-
mental values—the valuing of the environment expressly
because of the relationships that form between people
and nature [5]. This paper reviews recent developments
in our understanding of the psychology of human—nature
relationships, with a focus on these two constructs.

Nature connectedness

Considerable research has documented the robust as-
sociation between nature-connectedness and important
outcomes for both the planet and people. Several meta-
analyses have shown that nature connectedness is a
reliable predictor of a broad range of pro-environmental
behaviors (see Ref. [6] for a systematic review of meta-
analyses). In other words, connectedness to nature is
good for the planet. It is, however, also good for people.
There are meta-analytically documented links from
nature connectedness to multiple forms of wellbeing,
including general wellbeing [7], hedonic wellbeing [8],
and eudaimonic wellbeing [9]. Moreover, nature
connectedness is positively associated with beneficial
group outcomes, such as pro-sociality [7,10,11] and
social cohesion [12]. Thus, it is quite clear that nature
connectedness serves both people and planet, making
the more interesting question: ‘How can the closeness
of our relationship with nature be improved?’

Antecedents of nature connectedness

With over two decades of research, we already know a lot
about the antecedents of nature connectedness (see
Ref. [13] for a thorough review). One of the more
frequently cited predictors of nature connectedness is
contact with nature [6,7,13]. However, it seems that it is
not just @zy contact with nature that predicts nature
connectedness, but specific types of meaningful contact
with nature (e.g., actively noticing nature[14—16]) that
most strongly predict nature connectedness [2].
Another often-cited antecedent of nature connected-
ness is mindfulness (see Ref. [17] for a meta-analysis).
Yet, while general mindfulness tends to positively pre-
dict nature connectedness, there is some degree of
nuance, with some facets of mindfulness (e.g., observing
and nonreactivity) more predictive of nature
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connectedness than others (e.g.,, nonjudging and
describing) [18,19]. Finally, positive affect is another
antecedent of nature connectedness often cited in the
literature [14]. However, like the last two phenomena,
not all affect influences nature connectedness equally
[13]. For example, while recent experimental work
shows that focusing on hedonically positive experiences
(i.e., on fun) [20] can lead to increases in nature
connectedness, this effect is not as strong as the effect
of focusing on eudaimonically positive experiences (i.c.,
on meaning & purpose; on growth) [10,20]. These ex-
amples illustrate that, even for the major predictors of
nature connectedness, there is nuance to many of the
established associations between antecedents and
nature connectedness.

Theoretical advances: conceptual overlaps between
nature connectedness and constructs from other
domains

One way to make sense of the nuances of nature
connectedness’s antecedents is to draw upon existing
theory. While there is no formal theory explaining nature
connectedness’s formation, other bodies of psychological
literature can inform our understanding of nature
connectedness and contribute toward such theoretical
development. As captured in Figure 1, at present, three
theoretically-important principles have been recognized
about nature connectedness: Nature-connectedness

Figure 1

operates similarly to interpersonal relationships [2],
connectedness operates similarly to self-transcendence
[10], and nature connectedness involves the self [13,20].

Principle: nature connectedness operates similarly to
interpersonal relationships

As implied by the framing of this paper, nature
connectedness is ultimately a reflection of our rela-
tionship with nature, as highlighted by a recent review
of the parallels between nature connectedness and
interpersonal relationships—ultimately indicating that
both follow many of the same principles [2]. For one, a
key metric of the quality of interpersonal relationships is
the extent to which the self expands to include a rela-
tionship partner [2]—hence the reason for nature
connectedness originally being defined as the extent to
which nature is included in one’s sense of self [3].
Additionally, models of relationship commitment have
been successfully applied to nature connectedness,
showing that the same factors maintaining interpersonal
relationships also maintain nature connectedness (e.g.,
satisfaction with relationship partners and investment in
the relationship) [21]. Similarly, in the same way
research has shown that relationships are influenced by
quality time [22], nature connectedness is influenced by
the quality of nature engagement [7,23], as alluded to
above. Thus, there is an emerging recognition of the
importance of the ‘relationship’ in studying the
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‘human—nature relationship’. Critically, however, little
work has attempted to explore the boundaries of these
parallels. This will undoubtedly be instrumental in
generating formal theories.

Principle: nature connectedness operates similarly to self-
transcendence

One of the core principles of research on relationships,
and relationship closeness specifically, is that relation-
ships cause self-expansion [24]. Self-expansion, which
involves the self-concept growing in size [24], is
conceptually similar to notions of self-transcendence,
which involves a softening of the boundaries of the self,
thereby allowing it to feel one with others [10,13,20].
Thus, it is unsurprising that self-transcendent phe-
nomena tend to correlate with nature connectedness
[13]. For example, as noted above, not all forms of posi-
tive affect predict nature connectedness to the same
degree. As it turns out, one notable class of positive
emotions that tend to predict nature connectedness
quite strongly are self-transcendent emotions [25—27],
including awe [14,26,28,29], gratitude [14,26,27] and
inspiration [14,26,27]. Nature connectedness also cor-
relates positively with other forms of self-transcendence,
such as self-transcendent and humanistic values [7,30],
connecting to humanity as a whole [10], and pro-sociality
[10,11], strengthening the view that nature connected-
ness represents a form of self-transcendence.

Principle: nature connectedness involves the self

Nature connectedness, however, is influenced by more
than just self-transcendent phenomena. Ultimately,
nature connectedness involves the self and is often
defined as the extent to which nature is included in one’s
sense of self [3]. Accordingly, phenomena that impact
our sense of self likewise tend to impact the closeness of
our relationship with nature (i.e., the extent to which
nature is experienced as part of the self). For example,
multiple studies have shown that how we attend to our
sense of self (i.e., self-awareness or self-attention) can
influence nature connectedness—with more introspec-
tive forms of self-awareness (e.g., reflective self-
attention or private self-awareness) having a positive
effect and more preoccupied forms of self-awareness
(e.g., rumination or public self-awareness) having a
negative effect [31,32]. Similarly, research inspired by
the positive association between psychedelics and nature
connectedness [33] has revealed that ego-dissolu-
tion—which is alessened or lost sense of self [34]—has a
positive influence on nature connectedness [34—36].
Following a similar line of reasoning, decentering—-
which is linked to reduced self-referential processing
[19]—is an important part of mindfulness’s effect on
nature connectedness [19,37]. These findings show a
consistent trend of nature connectedness being influ-
enced by our sense of self and identity.

Summary

These three principles are especially valuable because
recognizing them allows the field to better predict what
influences nature connectedness based on what is
known to impact other types of relationships, self-
transcendence, and our sense of self and identity.

Paradigmatic advances: group-level nature
connectedness and cultural-processes

Recently, researchers have begun to recognize that the
problem of repairing our relationship with nature is not
just an individual one but a group problem as well.
Accordingly, recent research reinforces the importance
of considering group-level and cultural factors that in-
fluence nature connectedness [38] (Figure 1). For
example, in one study of environmental studies students
from 41 countries, levels of national wealth and devel-
opment were negatively correlated with nature
connectedness [39], suggesting that more developed
nations tend to be less connected to nature. This finding
is corroborated by another earlier study with a smaller
sample (14 nations), which found that national income
was associated with significantly lower levels of national
nature connectedness [40]. This study also found that
other commercial-development and consumption-
oriented country-level indicators, like higher smart-
phone and energy use, had a significant negative asso-
ciation with nature connectedness [40]. These patterns
suggest that broader national factors, such as urbaniza-
tion, digitalization, wealth, and development, may shape
individual and group behaviors—like time spent in
nature—that influence overall levels of
nature connectedness.

While the finding that more developed countries are less
connected to nature may be partly explained by infra-
structural differences (e.g., more developed countries
being more urban), cultural attitudes and worldviews
may also play a significant role in this disconnection. For
example, one multi-country study (Greece, Poland, and
Sweden) found that socio-demographic factors and
environmental values accounted for more variance in
nature connectedness than environmental variables
(e.g., distance to nearest nature site) [38]. Additionally,
a study of Americans, and the abovementioned study
with 14 countries, found that consumerism, which is a
cultural value, is negatively associated with connected-
ness [4,39].

Other research, granted based on single-culture samples
analyzed at the individual level, similarly supports the
influence of cultural and group factors. For example, one
study has indicated that others’ values can impact an
individual’s nature connectedness directly and that
social norms related to engaging with nature can indi-
rectly impact nature connectedness via their impact on
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nature engagement [41]. In other words, these associ-
ations are generally consistent with the process through
which broader cultural values would likely impact nature
connectedness at the group level [2]. On the whole, this
is consistent with a great deal of other work showing that
children’s sense of nature connectedness is influenced by
both parental attitudes and values [42,43] and parental
nature connectedness [44,45]. This, again, suggests
some degree of cultural transmission of nature
connectedness and alludes to the importance of
considering the socia/ processes that influence our re-
lationships with nature. Thus, it is important for more
research to focus on nature connectedness at the group
level (e.g., across countries and cultures) to identify
levers for changing societal and global nature connec-
tedness—especially in the Western world where it is
failing [39,40].

Relational environmental values

Nature connectedness, however, is not the only way the
human—nature relationship has been studied. Often
considered as a complement alongside instrumental (or
egoistic) environmental values (i.e., valuing nature for
its benefits to people) and intrinsic (or biospheric)
environmental values (i.e., valuing nature for its own
sake) [5], relational environmental values are another
way the human—nature relationship has received
attention within psychology. Specifically, relational
environmental values involve valuing the relationship
between a valuer (person) and another entity (nature)
[5,46]. Ciritically, the extant research has shown that
while relational values are highly correlated with mea-
sures of nature connectedness [46,47]—as one would
expect—the two constructs are empirically distinct
[46], suggesting that there is, indeed, benefit in
studying the human—nature relationship from
both perspectives.

While relational environmental values have seen a
healthy surge of interest (e.g., all the work by the IPBES
[48,49]) from outside of psychology and related fields, it
is only relatively recently that it has been studied in
quantitative empirical investigations [46,47,50,51]. Yet,
the limited empirical work that has emerged has shown
it is an important predictor of pro-environmental out-
comes. For example, in one paper developing and vali-
dating the first measure of all three environmental
value-bases, relational environmental values were
consistently (i.e., across three studies) the stronger
predictor of both behavioral intentions and actual
behavior when compared simultaneously to intrinsic and
instrumental environmental values [46]. Similarly, gen-
eral eudaimonic values are a subtype of relational values
where relationships with nature are valued because of
the fundamental role that relationships, in general, play
in human flourishing and fulfilment (see Ref. [52] for a
lengthier discussion). Such eudaimonic environmental

values have been shown to have notable indirect effects
through their impact on general biospheric values,
which subsequently predict pro-environmental behavior
[51]. In another paper, the perceived value of cultural
ecosystem services (which largely map onto relational
values [5]) was positively correlated with both pro-
environmental behavior and place attachment [47].
Thus, even though there is more work to be done,
preliminary work within the field suggests that there is
value in studying human—nature relationships from a
relational values perspective.

Conclusion

There is ample evidence that our relationship with
nature—whether it be operationalized as nature
connectedness [6] or relational values [46]—impacts
how we treat the earth (Iigure 1). In light of global
environmental crises, it is, therefore, more important
than ever to understand how to improve these re-
lationships [1]. At present, there is a substantial body of
research focusing on how to increase nature connect-
edness [13]. However, there is always room for
improvement, and recent theoretical developments and
paradigmatic shifts have begun to emerge. In contrast,
empirical, quantitative work focusing on relational
environmental values has only recently surfaced and has
yet to address how we can promote these critically
important values (Figure 1). It will, therefore, be espe-
cially important for research to focus on how we can
promote relational environmental values alongside the
continued work focusing on promoting
nature connectedness.

Author contribution
Lengieza: Conceptualization, Writing- Original draft
preparation. Aviste: Writing - Review & Editing.

Declaration of competing interest
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Data availability
No data was used for the research described in
the article.

References

References of particular interest have been highlighted as:
* of special interest

** of outstanding interest

1. UN Climate Change News: UN secretary-general: “making peace
with nature is the defining task of the 21st century.”. 2020.

2. Lengieza ML, Aviste R, Richardson M: The human—nature
relationship as a tangible target for pro-environmental
behaviour—guidance from interpersonal relationships. Sus-
tainability 2023, 15, 12175.

3. Schultz PW: Inclusion with nature: the psychology of human-
nature relations. In Psychology of sustainable development.
Springer US; 2002:61-78.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2025, 62:101984

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref3
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/2352250X

*N

10.

11.

12.

13.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

* *

21.

22.

23.

Nature Connectedness and Relational Values Lengieza and Aviste 5

Mayer FS, Frantz CM: The connectedness to nature scale: a
measure of individuals’ feeling in community with nature.
J Environ Psychol 2004, 24:503—-515.

Himes A, Muraca B, Anderson CB, Athayde S, Beery T, Cantu-
Fernandez M, Gonzélez-Jiménez D, Gould RK, Hejnowicz AP,
Kenter J, et al.: Why nature matters: a systematic review of
intrinsic, instrumental, and relational values. Bioscience
2023.

Barragan-Jason G, Loreau M, de Mazancourt C, Singer MC,
Parmesan C: Psychological and physical connections with
nature improve both human well-being and nature conser-
vation: a systematic review of meta-analyses. Bio/ Conserv
2023, 277, 109842,

Barragan-Jason G, de Mazancourt C, Parmesan C, Singer MC,
Loreau M: Human—nature connectedness as a pathway to
sustainability: a global meta-analysis. Conserv Lett 2022, 15.

Capaldi C, Dopko R, Zelenski J: The relationship between
nature connectedness and happiness: a meta-analysis. Front
Psychol 2014, 5:1—15.

Pritchard A, Richardson M, Sheffield D, McEwan K: The rela-
tionship between nature connectedness and eudaimonic
well-being: a meta-analysis. J Happiness Stud 2020, 21:
1145—-1167.

Lengieza ML, Swim JK, Hunt CA: Effects of post-trip eudai-
monic reflections on affect, self-transcendence and philan-
thropy. Serv Ind J 2021, 41:285-306.

Zelenski JM, Dopko RL, Capaldi C: Cooperation is in our
nature: nature exposure may promote cooperative and
environmentally sustainable behavior. J Environ Psychol 2015,
42:24-31.

Oh RRY, Zhang Y, Nghiem LTP, chen Chang C, Tan CLY,
Quazi SA, Shanahan DF, Lin BB, Gaston KJ, Fuller RA, et al.:
Connection to nature and time spent in gardens predicts
social cohesion. Urban For Urban Green 2022, 74.

Lengieza ML, Swim JK: The paths to connectedness: a review
of the antecedents of connectedness to nature. Front Psychol
2021, 12.

Lengieza ML, Richardson M, Aviste R: Situation networks: The
emotions and activities that are central to nature-connect-
edness experiences. J Environ Psychol 2025, 101:102491.

Richardson M, Hamlin I, Butler CW, Thomas R, Hunt A: Actively
noticing nature (not just time in nature) Helps promote nature
connectedness. Ecopsychology 2022, 14:8—16.

Passmore H-A, Holder MD: Noticing nature: individual and
social benefits of a two-week intervention. J Posit Psychol
2017, 12:537-546.

Schutte NS, Malouff JM: Mindfulness and connectedness to
nature: a meta-analytic investigation. Pers Indiv Differ 2018,
127:10-14.

Barbaro N, Pickett SM: Mindfully green: examining the effect of
connectedness to nature on the relationship between mind-
fulness and engagement in pro-environmental behavior. Pers
Indiv Differ 2016, 93:137—-142.

Hanley AW, Derringer SA, Hanley RT: Dispositional mindful-
ness may Be associated with deeper connections with
nature. Ecopsychology 2017, 9:225—-231.

Lengieza ML: Eudaimonic self-expansion: the effects of
eudaimonic reflections on nature connectedness. J Environ
Psychol 2024, 94, 102231.

Davis JL, Le B, Coy AE: Building a model of commitment to
the natural environment to predict ecological behavior and
willingness to sacrifice. J Environ Psychol 2011, 31:257—-265.

Slatcher RB: When Harry and Sally met Dick and Jane:
creating closeness between couples. Pers Relat 2010, 17:
279-297.

Wyles KJ, White MP, Hattam C, Pahl S, King H, Austen M: Are
some natural environments more psychologically beneficial
than others? The importance of type and quality on

24.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

* %

40.

* ok

41.

42.

connectedness to nature and psychological restoration. En-
viron Behav 2019, 51:111-143.

Aron A, Lewandowski G, Branand B, Mashek D, Aron E: Self-
expansion motivation and inclusion of others in self: an
updated review. Article Journal of Social and Personal Re-
lationships 2022, 39:3821-3852.

Jacobs TP, McConnell AR: Self-transcendent emotion dispo-
sitions: greater connections with nature and more sustain-
able behavior. J Environ Psychol 2022, 81, 101797.

Chen L, Liu J, Fu L, Guo C, Chen Y: The impact of gratitude on
connection with nature: the mediating role of positive emo-
tions of self-transcendence. Front Psychol 2022, 13.

Newton K, Moreton SG: Self-transcendent positive emotions
as a potential mechanism underpinning the effects of
meaningful psychedelic experiences on connectedness to
nature. Ecopsychology 2023, 15:142—159.

Yan Z, Liao J, Dale KR, Arpan LM, Raney AA: The effects of
awe-inspiring nature videos on connectedness to nature and
proenvironmental intentions. Psychology of Popular Media
2024.

Ng ST, Leung AKy, Chan SHM: Through the lens of a natu-
ralist: how learning about nature promotes nature connect-
edness via awe. J Environ Psychol 2023, 92.

Tam K-P: Concepts and measures related to connection to
nature: similarities and differences. J Environ Psychol 2013,
34:64-78.

Richardson M, Sheffield D: Reflective self-attention: a more
stable predictor of connection to nature than mindful atten-
tion. Ecopsychology 2015, 7:166—175.

Lengieza ML, Swim JK: Diminished public self-awareness in
nature contributes to the positive effects of contact with
nature on connectedness to nature. Ecopsychology 2021, 13:
210-218.

Forstmann M, Sagioglou C: Lifetime experience with (classic)
psychedelics predicts pro-environmental behavior through
an increase in nature relatedness. J Psychopharmacol 2017,
31:975-988.

Kettner H, Gandy S, Haijen ECHM, Carhart-Harris RL: From
egoism to ecoism: psychedelics increase nature relatedness
in a state-mediated and context- dependent manner. Int J
Environ Res Publ Health 2019, 16.

Nour MM, Evans L, Carhart-Harris RL: Psychedelics, person-
ality and political perspectives. J Psychoact Drugs 2017, 49:
182-191.

Martial C, Fontaine G, Gosseries O, Carhart-Harris R,
Timmermann C, Laureys S, Cassol H: Losing the self in near-
death experiences: the experience of ego-dissolution. Brain
Sci 2021, 11.

Nisbet EK, Zelenski JM, Grandpierre Z: Mindfulness in nature
enhances connectedness and mood. Ecopsychology 2019, 11:
81-91.

Mikusinski G, Elbakidze M, Orlikowska EH, Skaltsa IG,
Zmihorski M, Iwinska K: Elucidating human—nature connect-
edness in three EU countries: a pro-environmental behaviour
perspective. People and Nature 2023, 5:1577—-1591.

Kleespies MW, Dierkes PW: Connection to nature of university
students in the environmental field — an empirical study in
41 countries. Biol Conserv 2023, 283.

Richardson M, Hamlin |, Elliott LR, White MP: Country-level
factors in a failing relationship with nature: nature connect-
edness as a key metric for a sustainable future. Ambio 2022,
51:2201-2213.

Oh RRY, Fielding KS, Nghiem LTP, Chang CC, Carrasco LR,
Fuller RA: Connection to nature is predicted by family values,
social norms and personal experiences of nature. Glob Ecol
Conserv 2021, 28.

Wu H, Ji R, Jin H: Parental factors affecting children’s nature
connectedness. J Environ Psychol 2023, 87.

www.sciencedirect.com

Current Opinion in Psychology 2025, 62:101984


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(24)00197-0/sref42
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/2352250X

6 Community and Nature (2025)

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

* *

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Cheng JC-H, Monroe MC: Connection to Nature: children’s
affective attitude toward nature. Environ Behav 2012, 44:
31-49.

Barrable A, Booth D: Nature connection in early childhood: a
quantitative cross-sectional study. Sustainability 2020, 12:375.

Passmore H-A, Martin L, Richardson M, White M, Hunt A, Pahl S:
Parental/guardians’ connection to nature better predicts
children’s nature connectedness than visits or area-level
characteristics. Ecopsychology 2021, 13:103—113.

Zhang H, Cai L, Bai B, Yang Y, Zhang J: National forest park
visitors’ connectedness to nature and pro-environmental
behavior: the effects of cultural ecosystem service, place and
event attachment. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism
2023, 42.

Lengieza ML, Aviste R, Swim JK: Nature as community: an
overlooked predictor of pro-environmental intentions.
J Environ Psychol 2023, 91, 102127.

Pascual U, Balvanera P, Diaz S, Pataki G, Roth E, Stenseke M,
Watson RT, Basak Dessane E, Islar M, Kelemen E, et al.:
Valuing nature’s contributions to people: the IPBES
approach. Curr Opin Environ Sustain 2017, 26—27:7—16.

Martin A, Balvanera P, Raymond C, Gémez-Baggethun E,

Eser U, Gould R, Guibrunet L, Harmackova ZV, Horcea-Milcu A,
Koessler A-K, et al.: Sustainability-aligned values: exploring
the concept, evidence, and practice. Ecol Soc 2024, 29, art18.

Feucht V, Dierkes PW, Kleespies MW: The different values of
nature: a comparison between university students’ percep-

tions of nature’s instrumental, intrinsic and relational values.
Sustain Sci 2023, 18:2391-2403.

Shin S, Van Riper CJ, Stedman RC, Suski CD: The value of
eudaimonia for understanding relationships among values
and pro-environmental behavior. J Environ Psychol 2022, 80,
101778.

Deplazes-Zemp A, Chapman M: The ABCs of relational values:
environmental values that include aspects of both intrinsic
and instrumental valuing. Environ Val 2021, 30:669—-693.

Further information on references of
particular interest

2.

* %

*N

This paper provides a review of recent policy interest in the
human—nature relationship. It goes on to draw upon the literature
on interpersonal relationships and evidence from decades of
research on nature connectedness to make the case that the
human-—nature relationship is a relationship. The paper highlights
some of the major implications of putting the relationship back into
human—nature relationship. In particular, engagement with nature
must be meaningful (i.e., more than passive contact), just as time
with relationships partners must be meaningful. Similarly, reci-
procity and intimacy are both important for interpersonal re-
lationships and are likely important for nature connectedness and
the human—nature relationships as well. This paper is especially
important because it represents a key step toward developing a
stronger theoretical foundation for understanding human—nature
relationships.

This paper provides a systematic review of the meta-analytic links
between connections with nature and both wellbeing and pro-
conservation outcomes. The review indicates a robust link be-
tween contact with nature (i.e., ‘physical connections’ with nature)
and wellbeing as well as nature connectedness (i.e., ‘psycholog-
ical connections’ with nature) and wellbeing. More importantly, it
also showed robustly strong relationships between nature
connectedness and pro-environmental outcomes. This paper is
especially important because, being a systematic review of meta-
analytic evidence, it provides high quality evidence of a robust link
between nature connectedness and pro-environmental outcomes.

This incredibly useful meta-analysis of 53 experiments and 147
correlational studies on nature connection provides several key
insights into both the predictors and outcomes of nature
connectedness. In particular, this paper indicates that contact with
nature is one of the useful means of improving nature connect-
edness but that this can be enhanced through mindfulness,
consistent with the importance of the quality of nature engage-
ment. It also indicates that nature connectedness is robustly

20.
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* ok

associated with human wellbeing and nature conservation. This
paper is especially important because it brings together and
synthesizes the large body of literature on nature connectedness
that has been collecting over the last two decades.

This paper used a novel application of network analyses to
investigate the emotions and activities that are especially influ-
ential in nature connection experiences. Like much other
research, positive emotions were notably and positively influ-
ential for nature connectedness and negative emotions seemed
to hinder it. However, this research suggested that drive emo-
tions (e.g., inspiration) are more influential than contentment
emotions (e.g., calmness). Additionally, it highlighted boredom
as a particularly detrimental nature-connection emotion. In terms
of activities, deliberate engagement with nature (e.g., using
senses and appreciating nature’s beauty) and meaningful
engagement (e.g., having deep emotional experiences in nature)
were the two most important pathways to nature connectedness.
In contrast, other forms of engagement, such as intellectual
engagement (e.g., learning about nature scientifically) weren't as
important. This research is important because it, like other
studies noted here, shows that there is much more to experi-
ences with nature than simply basic contact; that is, the activities
we engage in and the emotions we feel while in nature are
crucial to how connected to nature a given experience makes us
feel.

This paper sought to differentiate the effects of passive contact
with nature and noticing nature on individuals’ sense of nature
connectedness. In this study, both contact with nature and
deliberately noticing nature predicted unique variance in nature
connectedness. Specifically, noticing nature accounted for
almost 16% of the variance in nature connectedness whereas
passive contact with nature only accounted for 10% of the vari-
ance, suggesting, at the very least, that noticing nature is an
especially important antecedent of nature connectedness. This
study is important because it highlights how it is more than just
simple contact with nature that increases nature connectedness;
the contact must be meaningful as well.

This paper tested the causal effect of eudaimonic experiences
(experiences involving meaning and purpose in life, personal
growth, or authenticity) across three experimental studies. In
each study, participants reflected on either (a) one of the three
facets of eudaimonia, (b) hedonia (i.e., fun), or (c) mundane
planning. Based on evidence from other forms of self-
transcendence and theories related to self-expansion in inter-
personal relationships, eudaimonia was hypothesized to lead to
greater nature connectedness than either hedonia or the control.
On the whole, the three studies revealed that eudaimonia—i.e.,
meaning and growth—Iled to greater nature connectedness than
either of the other reflections suggesting that eudaimonia can
cause the self to expand to include nature. This paper is
particularly important because it exemplifies how drawing on
literature related to self-transcendence and self-expansiveness
can be used to make sound causal predictions.

This paper sought to understand the differential relationship
between nature connectedness and self-transcendent emotions
(e.g., awe or compassion) versus self-enhancing emotions (e.g.,
pride or joy). The key finding from this work, at least in the
context of the present paper, was that self-transcendent emo-
tions positively predicted nature connectedness whereas self-
enhancing emotions either did not (Studies 1 & 3) or negatively
predicted it (Study 2). The paper also reported that self-
transcendent values, but not self-enhancement values, were
positively associated with nature connectedness. Thus, this
study provides strong evidence that self-transcendence and
nature connectedness as closely linked. This paper is important
because it serves as pointed evidence supporting the theoretical
principle that nature connectedness reflects a form of self-
transcendence.

This paper used data from university environmental studies
students from 41 students to conduct the first large scale
investigation of how country-level factors can impact nature
connectedness. Across a variety of metrics, this study revealed a
negative association between levels of national wealth and
development and nature connectedness. This strongly suggests
that cultural and country-level factors impact our relationships
with nature. This study is especially important because it pro-
vides a strong example for future research looking at other in-
dicators of country-level factors (i.e., beyond wealth and
development).
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This paper was one of the first studies, if not the first itself, to
seriously consider the society-level factors that can influence
nature connectedness at the country level. In the paper, societal
extinction of nature experience (i.e., reduced nature engage-
ment), negativistic relationship factors (i.e., aversive relation-
ships with nature, such as natural disaster risk), societal
orientation toward consumption and commerce (e.g., smart-
phone use), and societal orientation toward dominion over
nature (e.g., resource extraction) were considered as potential
predictors of nature connectedness. Analysis of data from 14
countries revealed that nature connectedness was negatively
impacted by all four indicator types, providing clear evidence that
societal factors impact our relationship with nature. This paper is
especially important because it not only investigates nature
connectedness at the country level, but it did so using a theo-
retically well-reasoned framework for identifying potential factors
that would influence societal relationships with nature
connectedness.

47.

This paper developed and validated the first scale designed to
capture the three primary reasons people value nature: valuing
nature for people (instrumental), valuing nature for its own sake
(intrinsic), and valuing nature as community (relational). Across
three studies, relational environmental values were consistently
the strongest predictor of pro-environmental intentions and
behavior. In contrast, instrumental values were consistently
negative predictors of pro-environmental intentions and actual
behavior and intrinsic values were a rather inconsistent (and often
weak) predictor of pro-environmental outcomes. Thus, this
research suggests that, just like nature connection research, our
relationship with nature is a key predictor of pro-environmental
behavior. This paper is especially important as it is one of the first
attempts to capture relational environmental values quantitatively
and the first evidence that relational environmental values are
better predictors of pro-environmental outcomes than other envi-
ronmental values.
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