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Abstract: The restorative benefits of the natural environment are crucial for human well-being and
sustainable development. Although stress reduction and attention restoration through natural ex-
posure have been quantified through physiological and psychological pathways, numerous studies
have intentionally constructed idealized natural settings devoid of individuals to minimize interfer-
ence. This deliberate approach has raised concerns about the accuracy of these restorative results, as
real-world settings invariably involve other people. To address this issue, we designed and executed
a randomized controlled experiment. By measuring physiological and psychological indicators and
utilizing a two-way ANOVA and Tukey post-hoc comparison, we explored the restorative potential
of natural settings within seven distinct social distances across five landscape types in virtual reality
environments. The results revealed that beyond a social distance of 3.8 m, the presence of people
had minimal impact on stress reduction, with attention restoration effects remaining consistently
positive. Optimal physiological and psychological restoration is achieved when the social distance
exceeded 20 m. Further exploration is warranted to elucidate the influence of landscape types on the
restoration of natural environments. The findings provide valuable insights for the planning and
design of restorative natural settings, supporting research endeavors aimed at improving human
health and well-being and allowing for sustainable management.

Keywords: social distancing; restorative effects; natural settings; virtual reality; landscape types;
physiological and psychological indicators

1. Introduction

According to the Global Burden of Disease study, nearly 11% of the global population
experienced impaired mental health [1,2]. Any measures that can improve mental health
are of significant importance to human well-being and sustainable development [2—4].
A growing body of empirical research indicates that exposure to nature positively in-
fluences human mental health and well-being via both psychological and physiological
pathway [5,6]. Following the guidance of the World Mental Heath Report, contact with
nature is crucial, allowing for restorative experiences and improving physical and mental
well-being [7]. However, with the continuous growth of the global population, the available
natural settings are not an inexhaustible resource. As people flock to the limited natural
spaces, and as the social distances decrease, questions emerge about potential fluctuations
in the restorative benefits provided by natural environments. How do these benefits change,
and to what extent, when individuals are in closer proximity to each other within these
natural settings? The answers to these questions have implications for human well-being
and the sustainable management and utilization of natural environments.
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1.1. Stress Reduction and Attention Restoration

In the field of environmental psychology, the benefits of natural settings on well-being
primarily stem from the Stress Reduction Theory (SRT) and Attention Restoration Theory
(ART) [8-10]. SRT, proposed by Ulrich, claims that natural environments can support
reductions in psycho-physiological stress and enhance positive emotional states [11-13]. As
changes in perceived stress levels prompt a cascade of physiological responses, numerous
empirical studies have explored the restorative effects of various natural environments,
including virtual reality natural settings, by monitoring shifts in physiological indica-
tors [11,14-16]. ART focuses on recovery from attention fatigue [17,18]. Four specific
components are introduced in ART: being away (psychological distancing from the routines
and resting one’s directed attention), fascination (holding one’s attention in an undramatic
fashion), extent (a sense of coherence and connection), and compatibility (the relation-
ship between a natural setting and human inclinations) [5,17,19-21]. The rating scales
embedded within a questionnaire encompassing these four components are utilized to
evaluate attention restoration due to being in natural environments [22-26]. Both SRT and
ART quantify the restorative potential of the natural environment by tracking changes
in psychological and physiological data before and after individuals’ exposure to natural
settings [11,12,14,17,19,21,27].

1.2. The Restorative Natural Settings without Human Presence

Building upon the SRT and ART, the exploration of how natural environments influ-
ence human well-being is experiencing a continual upsurge. However, existing research
often does not consider the presence of people, neglecting factors such as the perception of
crowding, the sense of safety, visitor interactions, and social distancing, which can influ-
ence individuals’ restorative experience and well-being [28-31]. Given that the presence of
others may be perceived as a source of stress to individuals, differing social distances from
others may alter people’s behavioral patterns in public spaces [8,18], and this may affect
the restorative benefits of the natural environment. Therefore, it is critical to account for
the restorative effects in environments with ‘someone’ rather than disregard the presence
of individuals in natural settings.

Previous research has demonstrated that heavy traffic and pedestrians can induce
stress in urban environments, and consequently diminish the restorative benefits, with
the level of stress increasing proportionally with the number of people [11]. Based on
this, the following question arises: Do pedestrians in natural environments elicit the same
stress-inducing effect? Ulrich indicated that the spacing between visitors significantly
influences perceptual evaluations of natural settings, particularly in densely populated
areas, hindering visitors’ cognitive engagement with the natural landscape [32]. The
presence of other people may divert individuals” attention from the physical environment,
as they become preoccupied with the potential dangers posed by others, compromising the
quality of the restorative experience [17,30].

Following on from this, if an individual’s presence serves as a potential stressor, does
this imply that a natural environment devoid of any human presence is the most restora-
tive? While natural environments are generally more restorative than built ones, a setting
entirely devoid of people requires individuals to independently navigate challenging and
potentially hazardous terrains, leading to feelings of insecurity due to lack of orienta-
tion [17,24,33]. This may discourage people from accessing attractive natural environments,
even for restorative purposes [30]. From this standpoint, the presence of someone else may
manifest as a positive factor in terms of restoration. Thus, the presence or absence of people
in a natural scene, as well as their position and distance from the observer, can significantly
influence the restorative experience of the environment. The following question then arises:
What is the distance between individuals that maximizes the restorative effect? Address-
ing this requires the implementation of a controlled experiment, designed according to
varying social distancing scenarios and ideally conducted in a laboratory setting due to
the challenges associated with controlling the number of people and the duration of their
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presence in a real-world environment. Despite the infrequent inclusion of individuals
in restoration environments, studies on the perception of crowding provide a basis for
simulating scenarios with people. Kim et al. employed simulated photographs in a Korean
park representing encounter levels from 1 to 15 to measure perceptions of crowding [34].
Nevertheless, previous studies on crowding perception primarily focus on the number of
people appearing in a photograph, without specifically addressing the distances between
individuals. The use of VR technology can facilitate the quantification and manipulation of
the number of individuals, as well as their positions and the distance between them.

1.3. Landscape Types and the Restoration

There is, at present, no consensus on what types of natural settings can deliver opti-
mal restorative benefits. In an empirical study, Zhang revealed that forests characterized
by serene ambiance and rich biodiversity significantly reduce stress levels and alleviate
symptoms of anxiety and depression, acting as essential sanctuaries for mental recuper-
ation [35]. Dan et al. suggested that desert landscapes devoid of the stressful elements
of urban life can evoke a sense of quietness and calmness, fostering positive emotional
states [36]. However, without comparing different natural environments, determining
whether all types of natural settings provide the same level of restorative benefits proves
to be a challenging task. To address this gap, Van den Berg et al. analyzed the restorative
benefits of urban public spaces with varying levels of naturalness (e.g., a parkland, tended
woodland, and wild woods), revealing no significant differences in stress recovery [37].
Arnberger et al. found that mountain rivers and remote alpine meadows provided similar
health benefit ratings [38]. However, the consensus of there being no significant differences
in the restoration results across different natural settings is not universal, with several
studies ranking the restorative effects of different landscape types. In particular, research
has identified water features as the most restorative landscapes [39]. Li et al. revealed that
lakesides and forests performed best in reducing negative emotions and enhancing positive
emotions in young adults [40]. Therefore, it seems that there is still controversy regarding
whether different natural settings yield similar restorative effects.

In summary, to date, studies on the influence of individuals’ presence in natural scenes
on their physiological and psychological responses, particularly across various natural
landscape settings, are limited. To address this gap, we conducted a controlled experiment
to compare the restorative effects of five distinct natural landscapes (mountain, forest,
ocean, wetland, and desert), incorporating individuals at seven social distances. This study
aims to pinpoint the restorative potential by addressing three key research questions:

1.  Does the presence of individuals in natural scenes affect the inherent restorative
benefits of the natural environment?

2. Does the presence of individuals at different social distances within natural environ-
ments yield varying impacts on restoration?

3. Does the presence of individuals at different social distances in natural environments
exclusively influence the restorative effects of specific natural conditions, or does
it generate diverse effects due to varying natural conditions (i.e., mountain, forest,
ocean, wetland, and desert)?

2. Methods
2.1. Social Distancing

Social distancing refers to maintaining a specific physical distance from others during
interpersonal interactions and is also indicative of how individuals interact with the natural
environment [18,41,42]. Restorative environment theory emphasizes the pivotal role of
natural settings in enhancing both physiological and psychological well-being. However,
the restorative effects of these settings may be modulated by social distancing [43]. Hall cat-
egorized social distances as intimate (0—45 cm), personal (0.45-1.30 m), social (1.30-3.75 m),
and public (over 3.75 m) [44]. Building upon this framework, Gehl in ‘Life Between Build-
ings’, further investigates social distancing at 40 cm, 2 m, 7.5 m, 20 m, 50 m, and 80 m [44].
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Drawing from these scholarly insights, our study explores seven distinct model settings for
social distances, namely, ‘0-0.5 m’, ‘0.5-1.3 m’, '1.3-3.8 m’, 3.8-7.5m’, ’7.5-20 m’, ">20 m’,
and ‘nobody’.

2.2. Virtual Reality Natural Settings

Virtual reality (VR) has been validated as an effective tool for studying the restora-
tive effects of natural settings [15,16,45]. To examine the physiological and psychological
responses to the presence of individuals in different natural environments, we designed
and constructed five VR environments, including mountain, forest, ocean, wetland, and
desert. Leveraging VR technology, we successfully simulated the distinctive character-
istics of each environment, delivering a sensory experience comparable to real natural
settings. The construction of the virtual scenes involved three steps. In step 1, we estab-
lished the fundamental framework of each environment using the SketchUp 2021 modeling
software. Step 2 involved in-depth rendering to enhance scene details, which was ac-
complished using Lumin 10.0. This process included the precise mapping of complex
material textures, the dynamic simulation of environmental lighting, and the accurate
projection of shadows. In Step 3, we imported the rendered scenes into the 720 Cloud Plat-
form (https:/ /vr.justeasy.cn/, accessed on 11 September 2023) to generate high-definition
panoramic views, seamlessly stitching together a 360-degree navigable scene. This ensured
that the rendered scenes could be fully displayed within a VR environment while maintain-
ing visual coherence and an immersive experience from any observational angle. Following
the scene construction, we introduced varying numbers of individuals in these five virtual
environments based on the seven social distance settings (‘0-0.5 m’, ‘0.5-1.3 m’, '1.3-3.8 m/,
3.8-7.5m’, “7.5-20 m’, >20 m’, and ‘nobody’). This resulted in the generation of 35 virtual
scenes, organized in a 5 x 7 matrix (Table 1). The VR scenes for the seven social distances
were played randomly during the experimental process.

In the post-experiment interviews, participants were asked to evaluate the quality
of the VR environments. Since each group of participants only viewed virtual scenes
of one landscape type during the experiment, we randomly presented all five types of
landscape scene (all scenes devoid of people) during the interview phase. The majority of
participants (80.63%) expressed that their experiences in the virtual scenes were similar to
those in real-world environments, stating phrases such as ‘similar to the real environment’,
‘more real than I expected’, ‘I felt like I was among the crowd’, and ‘able to perceive
the main characteristics of this landscape type’. Additionally, most participants (75.63%)
believed that the quality of the scenes for the five landscape types was similar, mentioning
phrases like ‘the quality feels very similar’, ‘I don’t notice significant differences in quality’,
and ‘the scene models might have been created by the same person’. Some additional
feedback included concerns about feeling slightly overheated when wearing VR headsets
for an extended period, suggestions that naked-eye 3D be used, and recommendations to
incorporate other sensory experiences.

Table 1. Five VR natural settings with seven social distances.

Social Distancing
Landscape Type

Mountain Forest Ocean Wetland Desert

Nobody

>20m

)
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Table 1. Cont.

Social Distancing
Landscape Type

Mountain Forest Ocean Wetland Desert

7.5-20m

3.8-75m

1.3-3.8m

0.5-1.3m

0-0.5m

2.3. Measurements
2.3.1. Physiological Measurements

The ErgoLAB human-environment synchronization test cloud platform (Beijing Jinfa
Technology Instrument Co., Ltd., Beijing, China), and its accompanying Electrodermal
Activity (EDA) module, were employed to monitor, measure, and record the galvanic skin
response (GSR). GSR has been demonstrated as an effective indicator of physiological stress
in previous restoration studies, as heightened emotions (e.g., tension and excitement) en-
hance sweat gland secretion activity, resulting in higher skin conductance values [46]. GSR
data were collected with silver—silver chloride (Ag-AgCl) electrode pads that were attached
to the index and middle digits of the non-dominant hands of the participants [16,46,47].
Blood pressure (BP) and pulse rate (PR), also reflective of stress levels [35], were recorded
using a Yuwell arm-type electronic blood pressure monitor (Yuwell YE660A, Jiangsu Yuyue
Medical Equipment and Supply Co., Ltd., Nanjing, China). The blood pressure indicators
included systolic blood pressure (SBP) and diastolic blood pressure (DBP).

The participants” physiological restoration was quantified by calculating the changes
in physiological indicators between the stress and recovery stages and dividing by the data
from the stress phase. Taking pulse rate as an example, we calculated the restorative pulse
rate (PAPR) as follows:

®APR = APR/PRa x 100%,

where APR denotes the difference between the PR measured during the stress phase (PRa)
and the recovery phase (PRb), respectively. The rates of change for systolic blood pressure
(®ASBP), diastolic blood pressure (PADBP), and galvanic skin response (PAGSR) were
calculated in the same manner. A positive change in the physiological indicators indicates
that the natural settings offered restorative physiological benefits, with a larger absolute
value corresponding to a more pronounced restorative effect. Conversely, a negative change
in physiological indicators suggests that the natural setting not only lacked restorative
physiological benefits but also led to adverse effects, with a larger absolute value denoting
a greater negative impact.
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2.3.2. Psychological Measurements

The Restorative Component Scale (RCS), conceptualized by Laumann et al., was
employed to assess psychological restoration [21,22,48]. Based on previous studies and
practical applicability, a revised version of the RCS, with 15 items grouped into the indica-
tors ‘being away’, ‘extent’, ‘fascination’, and ‘compatibility’, was utilized to evaluate the
restorative experiences of natural settings (Table 2) [5,21-23,48]. Participants were asked to
respond to each of the 15 items using the seven-point Likert scale by rating the restorative
impact of the given scenarios from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores
correlate with an environment’s heightened potential for psychological restoration.

Table 2. RCS questionnaire.

Components of Attention Restoration Theory Item

Being away

. Here I feel free from work and daily routines.
. Here I feel free from other people’s demands and expectations.
. Here I do not need to think of my responsibilities and obligations.

Extent

. The elements here are interconnected.
. Everything here harmoniously blends into the environment.
. The surroundings here are coherent.

Fascination

. There is plenty to discover here.

. This setting has many things that I am curious about.

9. There are many objects here that attract my attention.

10. There are many things in this setting that make me want to stay longer.
11. I am absorbed by these surroundings.

O | NGO WD~

Compatibility

12. The environment provides me with the opportunity to carry out activities
that I like.

13. I can handle the types of problems that arise here.

14. I can adapt rapidly to this setting.

15. There is an agreement between what I like to do and this environment.

2.3.3. Two-Way Analysis of Variance and Tukey Post-Hoc Comparison

We initially employed a Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances to verify the
equality of variance across all experimental groups. Once the condition of homogeneity of
variances was satisfied (p-value > 0.05), a Two-Way Analysis of Variance (two-way ANOVA)
was conducted to assess the impact of two independent variables, namely social distancing
and landscape type, on the changes in physiological and psychological indicators (Figure 1).
Upon identifying significant effects through the two-way ANOVA (p-value < 0.05), Tukey’s
post-hoc comparison was applied to pinpoint specific experimental groups with significant
differences exist (p-value < 0.05). Conducting a pairwise comparisons across multiple
sample groups is pivotal to identify the sources of these differences. This step is essential for
discerning which social distancing and landscape types significantly influence physiological
and psychological restoration.
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Two-way ANOVA
[

®ADBP

Forest

|
|

| [ Stress Reduction j ®ASBP
|

X

by
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|

Physiological
Indicators

Social Distances ®APR

®AGSR

— e

Being away

Extent

Ocean

Psychological
Indicators

{Landscape Types

Fascination

Desert

( Wetland )¢

Compeatibility

Figure 1. The framework assessing the effects of social distances and landscapes on the restoration of
natural settings.

2.3.4. Participants

We recruited experimental participants through posters, emails, and social media
platforms at Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University in China. Eligible participants
were required to be between 18 and 35 years of age, to be in good physical and mental
health, and to possess normal or corrected-to-normal vision and hearing. Additionally,
they should have no significant medical history such as hypertension or heart disease, nor
any major psychological trauma. Demographic information, including gender, age, and
academic discipline, was collected through questionnaires. After screening the data, a
total of 160 college students were selected to participate in the experiment (71 males and
89 females), with ages ranging from 18 to 29 (M = 22.8, SD = 2.75). We ensured an equal
representation of students from landscape architecture and other fields. The participants
were randomly assigned to one of five equal-sized groups (N = 32), each paired with five
landscape types of VR natural settings. Informed consent was obtained from all participants
before the experiment, and the order of the experiments was randomly determined.

To ensure the equivalence of the five experimental groups at baseline, we conducted
Levene’s Test for equality of variance. The results showed that the p-values for systolic
blood pressure (SBP), diastolic blood pressure (DBP), pulse rate (PR), and galvanic skin
response (GSR) were all above 0.05 (p = 0.793, p = 0.933, p = 0.863, and p = 0.132, respectively),
indicating homogeneity of variance across groups. Further ANOVA analysis revealed
that the differences between groups in terms of the aforementioned indicators were not
significant: SBP (p = 0.828), DBP (p = 0.847), PR (p = 0.915), and GSR (p = 0.723). These
results confirm that, prior to the commencement of the experiment, there were no significant
differences in physiological responses among the experimental groups.

2.3.5. Experimental Procedure

The experimental procedure and duration for each group were designed by drawing
from previous research on restoration [5,16,35,40,49]. At the outset of the experiment, partic-
ipants were equipped with physiological monitoring devices. After ensuring correct sensor
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placement and stable data transmission, a 3 min baseline monitoring period commenced,
during which baseline physiological data were collected to establish the calm-state refer-
ence. A 2 min stress induction phase involving math tests followed, with the simultaneous
recording of physiological responses. Participants then entered the restoration phase, in
which they wore VR headsets to expose themselves to 360° panoramic VR immersive exper-
imental scenes for 3 min. Continuous monitoring of participants” physiological indicators
(SBP, DBP, PR, and GSR) occurred throughout the VR exposure. Following this, participants
filled out the RCS questionnaire to subjectively assess their restorative experience. Short
rest periods were incorporated between each VR-scene exposure to minimize carry-over
effects and allow participants to return to a baseline state. Throughout the experiment,
participants were exposed to seven VR scenes representing the seven social distances in a
randomized order; thus, the measurement process was repeated seven times. Following the
measurement phase, a post-experiment interview was conducted. The participants were
questioned about the authenticity of the scene, whether they felt dizzy or experienced other
physiological discomforts, and their opinions and suggestions regarding the experiment.
Upon completion of the experiment, the participants were escorted to the laboratory exit
(Figure 2).

x7 under different social distancing

r- - - - — 1
Preparation ¥ Measurement | Summary
) g ¥ 7\ )
Smin h g 3min = 2min e Smin e 3min
Introduction | . |
Baseline Stage Stress Stage Recovery Stage
I I Post-experiment
The experimental devices | Math test Physiological VR Psychological I Interview

and procedure

indicators Scene indicators .
Post-test evaluation

Figure 2. Experimental procedure in each landscape-type group.

3. Results
3.1. Physiological Restoration

The trends of the physiological indicators (PAPR, @ASBP, PADBP, and ®AGSR) illus-
trate changes in participants’ stress levels following their engagement with the VR natural
settings compared to the baseline physiological measurements (Figure 3). The values of
DASBP for the social distance groups ‘nobody’, “>20 m’, and ‘7.5-20 m’ were closely aligned
and positive, indicating effective physiological restoration. A trend of increasing negative
values was observed as social distances decreased to less than 7.5 m, suggesting that closer
distances between individuals correlated with diminished physiological restoration. This
held true across all five landscape types. Similar trends were observed for @PADBP, where
wetlands exhibited a pronounced shift from positive to negative restorative effects com-
pared to other landscape types. The trend of ®APR generally mirrored that of ®ASBP and
DADBP. After reaching a peak at ‘7.5-20 m’, the restorative effects for all landscape types,
with the exception of oceans, gradually declined with further reductions in distance. The
overall trend of ®AGSR was similar; the optimal restorative effect occurred at ‘7.5-20 m’
across landscapes, with the exception of wetlands, and subsequently decreased as the
distance diminished.
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Systolic blood pressure Diastolic blood pressure

8.00%
6.00%
4.00%
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=4— Mountain
= Forest

Ocean Ocean

; 0.00%
=>= Wetland

== Desert

== Wetland

=& Desert
-2.00%

-4.00%

-6.00%
Nobody >20m 7.5-20m 3.8-7.5m 1.3-38m 05-1.3m 0-05m
Pulse rate Galvanic skin response
25.00%
20.00%

8.00%
15.00%
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#— Forest o #— Forest
4.00% p— 5.00% Ocean
2.00% s Nl 0.00% == Wetland
0.00% —o— Desert -5.00% —e— Desert
-10.00%
-2.00% -15.00%
4.00% -20.00%
Nobody 20m  75-20m 3.8-75m 1.3-3.8m 0.5-1.3m 0-0.5m Nobody >20m 7.5-20m 3.8-7.5m 1.3-3.8m 05-13m 0-05m
Figure 3. Trends of physiological indicators across landscape types.
The results of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance for ®APR (p = 0.546), PASBP
(p = 0.060), PADBP (p = 0.220), and PAGSR (p = 0.313) indicated homogeneity of variance,
suggesting statistically significant differences in the physiological indicators among the
experimental groups. Based on the results of the two-way ANOVA (Table 3), it is evident
that social distance significantly influences all physiological indicators (PASBP, PADBP,
DAPR, PAGSR).
Table 3. The impact of social distances and landscape types on physiological indicators.
Physiological Social Distances Landscape Types Social Distance x Landscape Types
Indicators F p n? F p n? F % n?
DASBP 81.794 0.000 ** 0.311 8.344 0.000 ** 0.030 0.463 0.988 0.010
PADBP 47.104 0.000 ** 0.207 3.166 0.013* 0.012 0.481 0.984 0.011
DAPR 36.441 0.000 ** 0.168 1.210 0.035 * 0.004 0.550 0.962 0.012
DAGSR 41.674 0.000 ** 0.187 3.203 0.013* 0.012 1.028 0.425 0.022

*and ** denote p < 0.05 and p < 0.01, respectively.

Conversely, the effect sizes of landscape types on all physiological indicators
(? = 0.030, n? = 0.012, n = 0.004, and n? = 0.012, respectively), indicate their relatively
weak impact on physiological restoration, despite their statistical significance.

Moreover, the interaction between social distance and landscape types does not sig-
nificantly affect physiological indicators. Across all physiological indicators, the p-values
for interaction are higher than the significance level, suggesting that the influence of social
distance and landscape types on physiological indicators is not affected by their interaction.

Figure 4 presents the Tukey post-hoc comparison matrices for the four physiological
indicators against social distance. Greater social distances tend to yield better stress reduc-
tions across PADBP, PASBP, PAPR, and PAGSR, with no significant differences observed
among ‘nobody’, >20 m’, and ‘7.5-20 m’. The two closest social distances, ‘0.5-1.3 m” and
‘0-0.5 m’, showed no significant differences in PADBP, PASBP, and PAGSR, with both
providing the most negative restorative effects. Additionally, when comparing ‘3.8-7.5 m’
with ‘nobody’, no significant differences were observed across all four physiological in-
dicators. However, significant differences were found between ‘3.8-7.5 m” and “>20 m’
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concerning PADBP, ®APR, and PAGSR. This could be attributed to the fact that while
stress reductions at ‘3.8-7.5 m’ are not significantly different from those observed for ‘no-
body’, they are notably inferior to those observed for “>20 m’. Significant differences were
noted among all other groups of social distances, with restorative effects diminishing as
the distance decreases.

*% *t *t
Nobody -0.67% | -0.51% | 1.28% | 3.38% | 6.05% | 6.95%
*H *t *t **
>20m | 0.67% | - 0.16% | 1.95% | 4.05% | 6.72% | 7.61%
*t *% % *x
7.5-20m 051% | -0.16% - 1.79% | 3.89% | 6.56% | 7.46%
*% *% % *% *%k
3.8-7.5m -1.28% | -1.95% -1.79%| - 2.10% | 4.77% | 5.67%
*% *% *% *% *% %
1.3-3.8 m -3.38% | -4.05% | -3.89% | -2.10% = 2.67% | 3.56%
*% *% *t *% *%
0.5-1.3 mq -6.05% | =6.72% | -6.56% | -4.77% | -2.67% - | 0.89%
*% *% *x X *%
0-0.5m | -6.95% | ~7.62%| ~7.46%| -5.67% | -3.56% [ -0.89% | -
S PPN o
7 & o s 7
<~ X o N?‘) Q‘Q Q
(a)
*% % *%
Nobody{ - |-148% |-1.94% | 1.78% | 373% [ 576% [ 6.70%
*o *% *% %
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Figure 4. Tukey post-hoc comparison matrices for physiological indicators and social distances.
(a) PADBP; (b) PASBP; (c) PAPR; (d) PAGSR. * and ** denote p < 0.05 and p < 0.01, respectively.

Figure 5 depicts the Tukey post-hoc comparison matrices for the four physiological
indicators against landscape type. The results indicate that no significant differences were
observed in ®APR among all five landscape types. Regarding ®ASBP, significant differ-
ences were observed between ‘ocean’, ‘wetland’, and ‘desert’. For ®AGSR, significant
differences were only noted between ‘mountain’, ‘forest’, and ‘desert’, while the other land-
scape types showed no significant differences. In terms of ®ADBP, significant differences
were found between ‘mountain’ and ‘wetland’, ‘mountain’ and “desert’, ‘forest’ and ‘ocean’,
‘ocean’ and ‘wetland’, and ‘ocean’ and ‘desert’.
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Figure 5. Tukey post-hoc comparison matrices for physiological indicators and landscape types.
(a) PADBP; (b) ®ASBP; (c) PAPR; (d) PAGSR. ** denotes p < 0.01.

3.2. Psychological Restoration

A total of 1120 questionnaires (32 x 7 x 5 = 1120) were distributed using the Restora-
tive Component Scale (RCS) [21-24,48] to evaluate the psychologically restorative effects
of seven social distances across five landscape types (Figure 6). The reliability of the ques-
tionnaire was assessed using Cronbach’s « coefficient, whereby a Cronbach’s « value of
0.920 indicates high internal consistency.

The results indicate the social distances contributing positively to restoration for the
‘mountain’ landscape type to be ‘nobody’, “>20 m’, 7.5-20 m’, and ‘3.8-7.5 m’. Among these,
the restoration ranking for ‘being away’ and ‘extent” was as follows: >20 m’ > ‘nobody’ >
7.5-20 m’ > “3.8-7.5 m’. The restoration rankings for ‘fascination’ and ‘compatibility” were
also consistent, with “>20 m” > 7.5-20 m’ > ‘nobody” > ‘3.8-7.5 m’. In the ‘forest’ landscape
type, ‘being away’, ‘compatibility’, and ‘fascination” exhibited the same restoration ranking,
namely, ‘>20 m’ > ‘nobody’ > ‘7.5-20 m’ > ‘3.8-7.5 m’. Positive restorative effects were
also observed for ‘ocean’, ‘being away’, and “fascination” at ‘1.3-3.8 m’, while ‘extent” and
‘compatibility” shifted to negative effects within this social distance range. In terms of the
restorative results, ‘extent’, ‘fascination’, and ‘compatibility’ shared the same ranking, with
>20 m’ > '7.5-20 m’ > ‘nobody’ > ‘3.8-7.5 m’. A slight difference was observed for ‘being
away’, with '7.5-20 m’ > >20 m’ > ‘nobody” > ‘3.8-7.5 m’. The restoration rankings for
‘wetland” were consistent with that for ‘ocean’, while for the ‘desert” landscape type, ‘being
away’, ‘extent’, ‘fascination’, and ‘compatibility” exhibited the same ranking of ‘>20 m” >
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7.5-20 m’ > ‘nobody’ > ‘3.8-7.5 m’. Furthermore, ‘1.3-3.8 m’, ‘0.5-1.3 m’, and ‘0-0.5 m” were

observed to only provide negative restorative effects, and the negative impact increased as
the distance decreased. In general, the results identify ‘>20 m” as the optimal social distance
across various landscape types for psychological restoration.

3-38m 05-1.3m o, 5m

25750

N

&q}’g B Being away

&qg’g [ Extent
Fascination

I Compatibility

P oN
e woz-g, woz< fpod

Figure 6. RCS scores at seven social distances in five landscape types.

Levene’s test results for homogeneity of variance for ‘being away’ (p = 0.064), ‘extent’
(p = 0.609), ‘fascination” (p = 0.808), and ‘compatibility” (p = 0.115) indicated homogeneity
of variance, suggesting statistically significant differences in the psychological indicators
among experimental groups.

Based on the results of the two-way ANOVA (Table 4), it is evident that social distance
significantly influences various psychological indicators (being away, extent, fascination,
compatibility). Specifically, the impact of social distance on being away, extent, fascination,
and compatibility is highly statistically significant. This indicates that changes in social
distance significantly affect the psychological state of the respondents, thereby influencing
the attention restoration that can be gained from the natural environments.

In contrast, the influence of landscape type on psychological indicators is relatively
minor and non-significant (Table 4). Furthermore, across all psychological indicators, the
p-values for interaction are higher than the significance level, indicating that the interaction
between social distance and landscape type does not have a statistically significant effect

on psychological state.
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Table 4. The impact of social distances and landscape types on psychological indicators.
Psychological Social Distances Landscape Types Social Distance x Landscape Types
Indicators F p n? F p n? F p n?
Being away 201.250  0.000 ** 0.527 0.513 0.727 0.002 0.420 0.994 0.009
Extent 203.114  0.000 ** 0.529 0.691 0.598 0.003 0.503 0.978 0.011
Fascination 151.865  0.000 ** 0.456 0.470 0.758 0.002 0.366 0.998 0.008
Compatibility ~ 227.452  0.000 ** 0.557 0.780 0.538 0.003 0.412 0.995 0.009

** denotes p < 0.01.

Figure 7 presents the Tukey’s post-hoc comparison matrices of the four psychological
indicators against social distances. Greater distances are associated with better attention
restoration, with no significant differences observed between ‘being away’ and ‘nobody’,
>20m’, and ‘7.5-20 m’. For ‘extent’, ‘7.5-20 m’ did not exhibit any significant differences
compared to ‘nobody’. The same was observed for ‘compatibility” and ‘fascination’, where
‘7.5-20 m’ did not present any significant differences compared to >20 m’. Furthermore,
comparisons between other social distances revealed significant differences in ‘being away’,
‘extent’, ‘fascination’, and ‘compatibility” across all pairwise comparisons, with attention
restoration diminishing as the distance decreases.
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Figure 7. Tukey post-hoc comparison matrices for psychological indicators and social distances.
(a) being away; (b) extent; (c) fascination; (d) compatibility. * and ** denote p < 0.05 and p < 0.01,
respectively.
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Since the main effects of landscape type on the four psychological indicators were
not significant, no Tukey’s post-hoc comparison was conducted for each psychological
indicator against landscape type.

4. Discussion
4.1. Social Distance Threshold for Restoration of Natural Environment

In contrast to the previous research on the restorative effects of natural settings devoid
of individuals, our study introduced individuals to the natural scenes using VR, aiming to
clarify the impact of the presence of people on the restorative benefits provided by natural
environments. The results indicate that the impact of individuals on restoration is markedly
dependent on the social distance between them. However, the physiological indicators
(PAPR, PASBP, PADBP, and PAGSR) at the social distances of “>20 m’, ‘7.5-20 m’, and
‘3.8-7.5 m’ did not exhibit any significant differences compared to the baseline environment
without the presence of individuals. Therefore, as long as the social distance in the natural
settings exceeds the threshold of 3.8 m, the physiological restoration that can be achieved
in natural settings with ‘someone’ are similar to the outcomes of the natural settings with
‘no one’, inducing no significant increase in stress.

Although 3.8 m is recognized as an appropriate size for ‘public’ areas, suitable for
gatherings and speeches [50], previous research has never confirmed this threshold’s
impact on environmental restoration through physiological and psychological indicators.
Regarding psychological indicators, when social distance exceeds 3.8 m, it positively
influences attention restoration across four components (‘being away’, ‘extent’, ‘fascination’,
and ‘compatibility’). Conversely, negative effects are predominantly observed when the
distance falls below this threshold. Given that distances below 3.8 m typically involve
ordinary conversation or closer interactions [44,50], this finding aligns with expectations.
This threshold can be applied in the spatial design of restorative natural settings, not with
the aim of gathering people into ‘public’ areas, but rather to facilitate restorative experiences,
such as through determining the minimum distance that should be maintained between
landscape nodes where people are likely to linger.

4.2. Optimal Distance for Restoration of Natural Environment

Previous studies on restoration often deliberately select or construct settings without
people, potentially biasing the perception that natural environments devoid of individuals
inherently offer the optimal restorative experience. However, the results of physiological
indicators reveal no significant differences observed among settings with ‘nobody” and
people at a distance of “>20 m” and ‘7.5-20 m’. Concerning psychological indicators,
except for ‘being away’, “>20 m’ shows no significant differences compared to ‘nobody’,
whereas, in the other three indicators, “>20 m’ significantly surpassed the ‘nobody’ natural
environment. Combining the results regarding both the physiological and psychological
aspects, it can be concluded that natural settings with a social distance of greater than
20 m exhibit the optimal restoration performance, offering the optimal opportunity for
stress reduction and attention restoration. This result aligns with expectations, as natural
environments devoid of people may imply that one could potentially face dangers and
uncertainties alone [30,31].

4.3. Impact of Different Landscape Types on Restoration

The impact of landscape type on restoration warrants further investigation. The
results indicate that while the influence of landscape types on physiological restoration is
significant, the effect size is small. Moreover, the impact of landscape types on psychological
restoration is not only weak but also lacks statistical significance. While some studies
suggest that water bodies are the most restorative landscape [23,40], followed by mountains
and forests [39,40], our study’s results align more with the view that there are no significant
differences in terms of recovery between various natural conditions, such as parkland,
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tended woodland, and wild woods [37], as well as mountain rivers and remote alpine
meadow [38].

However, it would be premature to draw simplistic conclusions about the minimal
impact of landscape type on restoration effects. Firstly, this inference may depend on the
nature of the VR environment. Although existing research supports the efficacy of virtual
reality as a tool for studying restorative environments [45] and suggests that VR natural
experiences can enhance both physiological and psychological restoration [15,16], there
remains a perceptual disjunction between VR scenes and real-world environments con-
cerning landscape intricacies. Secondly, most existing VR restoration studies have focused
on singular VR scenarios, such as uniform costal natural settings [15], courtyards [16], or
offices [51], where variations in diverse landscape elements are introduced. There is limited
research comparing the restorative effects of disparate landscape types within VR settings.
While the majority of participants in our study perceived the quality of the experimental
scenes of different landscape types to be comparable, potential interference arising from
scene quality cannot be discounted. Such interference may also be prevalent in offline
restoration studies, encompassing on-site experiments conducted based on prevailing
landscape scenes [2,38,39], as well as laboratory-based investigations utilizing photographs
and videos capturing diverse landscapes [5,38]. Further investigation is warranted to
ensure consistency in scene quality across different landscape types. Moreover, the ex-
perimental outcomes might also be influenced by participant characteristics. Notably, the
participants in our study comprised young college students, who typically exhibit height-
ened curiosity and greater tolerance towards VR environments, potentially influencing the
ultimate findings. Despite these constraints, the utilization of VR to simulate real-world
environments and to construct natural scenes depicting various landscape types represents
a meaningful endeavor.

5. Conclusions

In contrast to the idealized scenario of the ‘nobody” environment, the inclusion of
someone’ in natural settings better reflects real-life situations. This study established
a randomized controlled experiment, employing ®APR, ®ASBP, PADBP, and ®AGSR
as physiological indicators, and RCS for psychological assessment. By comparing the
results from the stress phase with those of the restoration phase, we examined the extent
of the impact that seven different social distances had on participants’ physiological and
psychological responses. To examine whether these effects were influenced by special
natural environments, we incorporated five types of natural landscapes: mountain, forest,
wetland, ocean, and desert.

While previous studies have demonstrated the stress reduction and attention restora-
tion effects of natural environments, our findings reveal distant physiological and psycho-
logical responses to environments containing other individuals at various social distances.
Notably, the presence of individuals has minimal impact on stress reduction in natural
settings when the social distance exceeds 3.8 m. However, when the social distance is less
than 3.8 m, the restorative effects of natural settings progressively diminish, leading to
noticeable negative outcomes. Nonetheless, the assumption that closer social distances
yield reduced restorative effects does not necessarily indicate that greater social distances
lead to superior restorative outcomes. An environment without people, which represents
the maximum social distance, may not be the optimal experience, particularly in terms of
psychological response. At the social distance of “>20 m’, natural settings excel in terms of
psychological indicators such as ‘extent’, ‘compatibility’, and ‘fascination’, surpassing the
attention restoration observed in the ‘nobody’ environment. Considering both physiologi-
cal and psychological results, ‘>20 m’ provided superior restorative benefits. These findings
hold true across various landscape types, as alterations in landscape types did not signifi-
cantly affect the psychological results. Despite the study’s limitations, further research is
required to comprehensively understand the impact of landscape type on restoration.

’
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This study operated under the assumption that social distances remained relatively
constant, overlooking factors such as visitor interaction and scene sounds, both of which
can influence the perception of social distance [52]. Additionally, future research could
enhance the generalizability of findings by expanding the age range of participants beyond
college students, considering the potential influences of age and landscape preferences.
Nonetheless, our study marks a significant advancement in the exploration of restorative
effects in natural environments, transitioning from an idealized ‘no one’ setting to a more
realistic scenario with the presence of other humans. This shift holds valuable insights
for both research and practical applications. Subsequent studies could delve deeper into
the correlation between dynamic changes in social distance and the restorative effects of
natural environments.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.Z.; methodology, L.Z. and S.D.; software, S.D. and X.C;
validation, L.Z., Q.Z. and FL.; formal analysis, L.Z. and S.D.; investigation, Q.Z; resources, F.L.; data
curation, S.D.; writing—original draft preparation, L.Z. and S.D.; writing—review and editing, L.Z.
and G.W.; visualization, L.Z., S.D. and X.C.; supervision, G.W.; project administration, L.Z.; funding
acquisition, L.Z. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research and the APC were funded by Philosophy and Social Science Planning Program
in Fujian [F]2021BF044], Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University Youth Project [X]Q2021S2], and
Fujian Teaching Reform Project [111902103].

Institutional Review Board Statement: Given the observational nature of this study and in the
absence of any medical treatment, no formal approval of the institutional review board of the
local ethics committee was required. Nonetheless, all subjects were informed about the study, and
participation was fully on a voluntary basis. Participants were assured of the confidentiality and
anonymity of the information associated with the surveys. This study was conducted according to
the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the
study.

Data Availability Statement: The data are available from the authors upon request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Marbin, D.; Gutwinski, S.; Schreiter, S.; Heinz, A. Perspectives in poverty and mental health. Front. Public Health 2022, 10, 975482.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Kanelli, A.A.; Vardaka, M.L.; Malesios, C.; Katima, Z.J.; Kalantzi, O.-I. Can Campus Green Spaces Be Restorative? A Case Study
from Tanzania. Sustainability 2024, 16, 1094. [CrossRef]

3. Sheldon, E.; Simmonds-Buckley, M.; Bone, C.; Mascarenhas, T.; Chan, N.; Wincott, M.; Gleeson, H.; Sow, K.; Hind, D.; Barkham,
M. Prevalence and risk factors for mental health problems in university undergraduate students: A systematic review with
meta-analysis. J. Affect. Disord. 2021, 287, 282-292. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Kefale, A.; Fetene, A.; Desta, H. Users’ preferences and perceptions towards urban green spaces in rapidly urbanized cities: The
case of Debre Berhan and Debre Markos, Ethiopia. Heliyon 2023, 9, €15262. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Luo, L.; Yu, P; Jiang, B. Differentiating mental health promotion effects of various bluespaces: An electroencephalography study.
J. Environ. Psychol. 2023, 88, 102010. [CrossRef]

6. Zhu, X,; Zhang, Y; Luo, Y.Y.; Zhao, W. Natural or artificial? Exploring perceived restoration potential of community parks in
Winter city. Urban For. Urban Green. 2023, 79, 127808. [CrossRef]

7. World Health Organization. World Mental Health Report Transforming Mental Health for All; CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO; World Health
Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2022.

8. Li, J.; Chang, Y,; Cai, X; Liu, S.; Peng, Y.; Feng, T.; Qi, ].; Ji, Y.; Xia, Y.; Lai, W. Health perception and restorative experience in the
therapeutic landscape of urban wetland parks during the COVID-19 pandemic. Front. Public Health 2023, 11, 1272347. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

9.  Birch, J.; Rishbeth, C.; Payne, S.R. Nature doesn’t judge you—How urban nature supports young people’s mental health and
wellbeing in a diverse UK city. Health Place 2020, 62, 102296. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Liu, L.; Qu, H.; Ma, Y;; Wang, K.; Qu, H. Restorative benefits of urban green space: Physiological, psychological restoration and

eye movement analysis. J. Environ. Manag. 2022, 301, 113930. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.975482
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35991010
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16031094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2021.03.054
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33812241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e15262
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37089379
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2022.127808
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1272347
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37860799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2020.102296
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32479372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.113930

Sustainability 2024, 16, 3274 17 of 18

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Ulrich, R.S.; Simons, R.E; Losito, B.D.; Fiorito, E.; Miles, M.A.; Zelson, M. Stress recovery during exposure to natural and urban
environments. J. Environ. Psychol. 1991, 11, 201-230. [CrossRef]

Ulrich, R.S. View through a window may influence recovery from surgery. Science 1984, 224, 420-421. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Lin, M.; Van Stan, ].T. Impacts of urban landscapes on students” academic performance. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2020, 201, 103840.
[CrossRef]

Beil, K.; Hanes, D. The Influence of Urban Natural and Built Environments on Physiological and Psychological Measures of
Stress-A Pilot Study. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2013, 10, 1250-1267. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Reese, G.; Kohler, E.; Menzel, C. Restore or Get Restored: The Effect of Control on Stress Reduction and Restoration in Virtual
Nature Settings. Sustainability 2021, 13, 1995. [CrossRef]

Huang, Q.; Yang, M,; Jane, H.-a.; Li, S.; Bauer, N. Trees, grass, or concrete? The effects of different types of environments on stress
reduction. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2020, 193, 103654. [CrossRef]

Kaplan, S. The restorative benefits of nature: Toward an integrative framework. J. Environ. Psychol. 1995, 15, 169-182. [CrossRef]
Jin, Z.; Wang, J.; Liu, X. Attention and Emotion Recovery Effects of Urban Parks during COVID-19—Psychological Symptoms as
Moderators. Forests 2022, 13, 2001. [CrossRef]

Kaplan, S. A model of person-environment compatibility. Environ. Behav. 1983, 15, 311-332. [CrossRef]

Wilkie, S.; Thompson, E.; Cranner, P.; Ginty, K. Attention restoration theory as a framework for analysis of Tweets about urban
green space: A case study. Landsc. Res. 2020, 45, 777-788. [CrossRef]

Yin, Y.; Thwaites, K.; Simpson, J. Exploring the use of restorative component scale to measure street restorative expectations.
Urban Des. Int. 2022, 27, 145-155. [CrossRef]

Laumann, K,; GARling, T.; Stormark, K.M. Rating Scale Measures of Restorative Components of Environments. J. Environ. Psychol.
2001, 21, 31-44. [CrossRef]

Yin, J.; Ramanpong, J.; Chang, J.; Wu, C.-D.; Chao, P-H.; Yu, C.-P. Effects of blue space exposure in urban and natural environments
on psychological and physiological responses: A within-subject experiment. Urban For. Urban Green. 2023, 87, 128066. [CrossRef]
Straga, M.; Miani, C.; Méntyld, T.; Bruine de Bruin, W.; Mottica, M.; Del Missier, F. Into the wild or into the library? Perceived
restorativeness of natural and built environments. J. Environ. Psychol. 2023, 91, 102131. [CrossRef]

Lindal, PJ.; Hartig, T. Effects of urban street vegetation on judgments of restoration likelihood. Urban For. Urban Green. 2015, 14,
200-209. [CrossRef]

Cheon, S.; Han, S.; Kim, M.; Kwon, Y. Comparison between Daytime and Nighttime Scenery Focusing on Restorative and
Recovery Effect. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3326. [CrossRef]

Tyrvainen, L.; Ojala, A.; Korpela, K.; Lanki, T.; Tsunetsugu, Y.; Kagawa, T. The influence of urban green environments on stress
relief measures: A field experiment. J. Environ. Psychol. 2014, 38, 1-9. [CrossRef]

Chiang, Y.-C.; Li, D.; Jane, H.-A. Wild or tended nature? The effects of landscape location and vegetation density on physiological
and psychological responses. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2017, 167, 72-83. [CrossRef]

Wang, Y..; Yu, S.-q.; Lin, M.-h. Study on visitors’ crowding perception, adjustment mechanism and satisfaction in urban natural
parks. J. Nat. Resour. 2023, 38, 1025-1039. [CrossRef]

Staats, H.; Hartig, T. Alone or with a friend: A social context for psychological restoration and environmental preferences.
J. Environ. Psychol. 2004, 24, 199-211. [CrossRef]

Ortander], F,; Bausch, T. Wish you were here? Tourists” perceptions of nature-based destination photographs. J. Destin. Mark.
Manag. 2023, 29, 100799. [CrossRef]

Ulrich, R.S. Biophilia, Biophobia, and Natural Landscapes; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1993; pp. 73-137.

Bixler, R.D.; Carlisle, C.L.; Hammltt, W.E.; Floyd, M.E. Observed fears and discomforts among urban students on field trips to
wildland areas. J. Environ. Educ. 1994, 24-33, 26. [CrossRef]

Kim, 5.0.; Shelby, B.; Needham, M.D. Effects of facility developments and encounter levels on perceptions of settings, crowding,
and norms in a korean park. Environ. Manag. 2014, 53, 441-453. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Z.; Chen, Y.; Qiao, X.; Zhang, W.; Meng, H.; Gao, Y.; Zhang, T. The Influence of Forest Landscape Spaces on Physical and
Mental Restoration and Preferences of Young Adults of Different Genders. Forests 2022, 14, 37. [CrossRef]

Dan, M.E,; Olaka, L.A.; Mamo, M.B.; Chalo, D.M.; Cuni-Sanchez, A. Desert landscape services: Insights from pastoralist
communities in northern Kenya. Ecosyst. Serv. 2021, 48, 101243. [CrossRef]

Van den Berg, A.E.; Jorgensen, A.; Wilson, E.R. Evaluating restoration in urban green spaces: Does setting type make a difference?
Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 127, 173-181. [CrossRef]

Arnberger, A.; Eder, R.; Allex, B.; Ebenberger, M.; Hutter, H.P.; Wallner, P.; Bauer, N.; Zaller, ].G.; Frank, T. Health-Related Effects
of Short Stays at Mountain Meadows, a River and an Urban Site-Results from a Field Experiment. Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2018, 15, 2647. [CrossRef]

Deng, L.; Li, X.; Luo, H.; Fu, E.-K_; Ma, J.; Sun, L.-X.; Huang, Z.; Cai, S.-Z.; Jia, Y. Empirical study of landscape types, landscape
elements and landscape components of the urban park promoting physiological and psychological restoration. Urban For. Urban
Green. 2020, 48, 126488. [CrossRef]

Li, Y;; Zhang, J.; Jiang, B.; Li, H.; Zhao, B. Do All Types of Restorative Environments in the Urban Park Provide the Same Level of
Benefits for Young Adults? A Field Experiment in Nanjing, China. Forests 2023, 14, 1400. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(05)80184-7
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.6143402
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6143402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.103840
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph10041250
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23531491
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13041995
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2019.103654
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-4944(95)90001-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/f13122001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916583153003
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2020.1738363
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41289-022-00186-w
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2000.0179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2023.128066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11123326
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2017.06.001
https://doi.org/10.31497/zrzyxb.20230413
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2003.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2023.100799
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.1994.9941430
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-013-0207-5
https://doi.org/10.3390/f14010037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2021.101243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.04.012
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15122647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.126488
https://doi.org/10.3390/f14071400

Sustainability 2024, 16, 3274 18 of 18

41.

42.

43.

44.
45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.
51.

52.

Graupmann, V.; Pfundmair, M. When ostracism is mandated: COVID-19, social distancing, and psychological needs. J. Soc.
Psychol. 2023, 163, 39-51. [CrossRef]

Wu, X; Lu, Y,; Jiang, B. Built environment factors moderate pandemic fatigue in social distance during the COVID-19 pandemic:
A nationwide longitudinal study in the United States. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2023, 233, 104690. [CrossRef]

Zhu, Z.X.; Zhao, Y.X.; Wang, J. The impact of destination online review content characteristics on travel intention: Experiments
based on psychological distance perspectives. Aslib J. Inf. Manag. 2024, 76, 42-64. [CrossRef]

Gehl, J. Life between Buildings: Using Public Space; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2011; pp. 63-69.

Unal, A.B.; Pals, R.; Steg, L.; Siero, EW.; van der Zee, K.I. Is virtual reality a valid tool for restorative environments research?
Urban For. Urban Green. 2022, 74, 127673. [CrossRef]

Neale, C.; Griffiths, A.; Chalmin-Pui, L.S.; Mendu, S.; Boukhechba, M.; Roe, ]J. Color aesthetics: A transatlantic comparison of
psychological and physiological impacts of warm and cool colors in garden landscapes. Wellbeing Space Soc. 2021, 2, 100038.
[CrossRef]

Jin, Z.; Wang, J.; Liu, X.; Han, X.; Qi, J.; Wang, J. Stress Recovery Effects of Viewing Simulated Urban Parks: Landscape Types,
Depressive Symptoms, and Gender Differences. Land 2022, 12, 22. [CrossRef]

Gao, T.; Zhang, T.; Zhu, L.; Gao, Y.; Qiu, L. Exploring Psychophysiological Restoration and Individual Preference in the Different
Environments Based on Virtual Reality. Int. . Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3102. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Shu, Y.; Wu, C.; Zhai, Y. Impacts of Landscape Type, Viewing Distance, and Permeability on Anxiety, Depression, and Stress. Int.
J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 9867. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Hall, E.T. The Hidden Dimension; Random House, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 1966; pp. 113-125.

Yin, J.; Yuan, J.; Arfaei, N.; Catalano, PJ.; Allen, J.G.; Spengler, J.D. Effects of biophilic indoor environment on stress and anxiety
recovery: A between-subjects experiment in virtual reality. Environ. Int. 2020, 136, 105427. [CrossRef]

Hong, X.; Cheng, S.; Liu, J.; Guo, L.; Dang, E.; Wang, J.; Cheng, Y. How should soundscape optimization from perceived
soundscape elements in urban forests by the riverside be performed? Land 2023, 12, 1929. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2022.2026284
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2023.104690
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-06-2022-0293
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2022.127673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2021.100038
https://doi.org/10.3390/land12010022
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16173102
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31455015
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19169867
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36011503
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105427
https://doi.org/10.3390/land12101929

	Introduction 
	Stress Reduction and Attention Restoration 
	The Restorative Natural Settings without Human Presence 
	Landscape Types and the Restoration 

	Methods 
	Social Distancing 
	Virtual Reality Natural Settings 
	Measurements 
	Physiological Measurements 
	Psychological Measurements 
	Two-Way Analysis of Variance and Tukey Post-Hoc Comparison 
	Participants 
	Experimental Procedure 


	Results 
	Physiological Restoration 
	Psychological Restoration 

	Discussion 
	Social Distance Threshold for Restoration of Natural Environment 
	Optimal Distance for Restoration of Natural Environment 
	Impact of Different Landscape Types on Restoration 

	Conclusions 
	References

