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Abstract

The study was based on the answers to a mailed questionnaire of a simple random sample of respondents from two cities

(Helsinki, Tampere) in Finland. Ten determinants of restorative experiences in favorite places (p15 km from home;

n ¼ 1089) were effective. These determinants included ‘‘immediate’’ use of the favorite place (duration and frequency),

personal background of nature experiences (nature orientedness, nature hobbies, childhood nature experiences), and

situational factors in life, which were related to stress (hassles at work and with money, satisfaction with life) and to social

relations (uplifts of social relations, visiting alone vs. in company). Different variables were associated with restorative

experiences in different favorite settings (extensively managed nature areas, built-up green spaces, waterside environments,

exercise and activity/hobby areas, and indoor and outdoor urban areas). The concept of ‘‘favorite place prescriptions’’ is

introduced as an analogy to ‘‘exercise prescriptions’’ in primary healthcare.

r 2007 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Favorite places; Restorative experiences; Stress-regulation; Restoration outcome scale; Favorite place prescriptions
Introduction

Experimental evidence shows that visiting or
seeing natural environments—typically parks or
woods—alleviates both attentional fatigue and
emotional stress (Hartig et al., 2003; Kaplan,
2001; Parsons et al., 1998). This alleviation involves
renewal of directed attention capacity, physiological
changes from tension and stress toward relaxation,
and positive mood change. These positive changes
in activity are called restorative outcomes and
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are explained in the two prominent theories of
restoration (Kaplan and Kaplan, 1989; Ulrich 1979,
1983).

The psychophysiological stress reduction frame-
work (Ulrich et al., 1991; Parsons et al., 1998)
assumes a negative antecedent condition of psycho-
physiological stress, defined as a process of respond-
ing emotionally, physiologically, and behaviorally
to a situation in which well-being is challenged.
Consequences of stress include negative emotions
and heightened autonomic arousal. Restoration is
brought about efficiently and rather quickly in a
visual encounter with a scene including natural
contents and moderate complexity. In comparison,
the attention restoration theory (Kaplan and
.
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Kaplan, 1989) posits a negative antecedent condition
of directed attention fatigue, which is incurred in any
prolonged mental effort requiring the exercise of the
inhibitory mechanism assumed to render directed
attention possible. Among the consequences of
directed attention fatigue are irritability and in-
creased likelihood of errors in performance. Restora-
tion can proceed when the person–environment
interaction helps to gain (a) psychological or
geographical distance from one’s usual context, (b)
immersion in a coherent physical or conceptual
environment, (c) a good match between personal
purposes, environmental supports and demands for
action, and (d) fascination, i.e., effortless attention.
These characteristics typically recur more in natural
environments than in urban environments and more
in favorite than in unpleasant places (Korpela and
Hartig, 1996). Given a restorative experience where
the four factors are present over an extended period
of time, restoration may proceed through several
phases. Clearing away random thoughts and reco-
vering directed attention capacity might ultimately
enable a contemplative state of mind. After that, it
may become possible to confront difficult personal
matters and reflect on one’s self and one’s priorities
in life. To summarize, these two theories differ in the
description of the antecedent conditions leading to
restoration and the time required for restorative
outcomes (for a review, see Hartig and Evans, 1993).
However, an integrated view of these theories
adopted in the present study (and in our measure
of restorative outcomes including basic aspects of
both theories) holds that attentional, and stress-
related components of restoration can be seen as
conceptually distinct but interacting benefits of
restorative experiences (Kaplan, 1995).

The present study was motivated by the gap in the
knowledge of the determinants of restorative out-
comes in everyday life. It is important to understand
restorative outcomes more deeply, because they
provide one potential explanatory mechanism for
the positive relationship between the amount of
green spaces and perceived health (de Vries et al.,
2003; Maas et al., 2006), and between walkable
green streets and longevity (Takano et al., 2002;
Tanaka et al., 1996). Thus, although restorative
outcomes related to green space are well documen-
ted, there is very little knowledge about the
situational, personality, or demographic factors
associated with these experiences in everyday life
and leisure. For example, concerning gender as a
determinant of restorative experiences, Hartig et al.
(1998) found in a purposive sample of 26 married
couples that the near-home area served as a place
for restoration and relaxing leisure activities simi-
larly for women and men. The couples responded to
a questionnaire investigating perceived stress, do-
mestic and leisure activities, and restoration out-
comes at home and in the near-home residential
area of a small town in Sweden. In a study of the
association between environmental preference and
demographic determinants, 6 to 76-year-olds
(N ¼ 417) imagined different mood states related
to stress and restoration and reported their opinions
about where they would like to go in these moods
(Regan and Horn, 2005). Having nature hobbies
and liking nature holidays were both associated
with mentioning green nature or water environ-
ments. Living in nature-dominated areas was
associated with a desire to be around green nature
but not around water environments.

Consistent with our earlier research, our purpose
in this study was to investigate the determinants of
restorative experiences using favorite place as a
window or unit of analysis. Favorite place studies
refer to investigations in which the participants
typically describe the use and meaning of their real-
life favorite (important, valued) places in their
everyday surroundings (Chawla, 1992; Jorgensen
et al., 2007; Korpela and Hartig, 1996; Korpela and
Ylén, 2007; Newell, 1997; Tyrväinen et al., 2007).
Natural settings, such as parks, beaches (lakeshores)
or forests have constituted the largest category
among the favorite places in these studies. Restora-
tive outcomes, i.e., forgetting worries, clearing away
random thoughts, recovering attentional focus,
facing matters on one’s mind, relaxation, and
decrease in negative feelings and increase in positive
feelings have characterized visits to natural favorite
places, in particular, suggesting that these places are
used in emotion- and self-regulation (Korpela et al.,
2001). Self- and emotion-regulation refer to mental
activity through which the psychological influence
of external factors—be they social, physiological or
physical—are processed (Korpela et al., 2001). Self-
and emotion-regulation enable an individual to fun-
ction adaptively in situations that are, for example,
emotionally arousing (on motivational and cogni-
tive principles of self-regulation, see Epstein, 1991).
In the ‘‘environmental self-regulation hypothesis’’,
it is assumed that the regulation proceeds with the
application of not only mental, physical, and
social strategies but also environmental strategies

(Korpela, 1989, 1992, 2002; Korpela et al., 2001).
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Environmental strategies of self- and emotion-
regulation imply extension beyond inner homeo-
static processes to exchange with the environment,
and involve the use of (favorite) places and place
cognitions and affects in the service of self- and
emotion-regulation.

In this study, we wanted to identify important
determinants of restorative experiences in everyday
favorite places and to eliminate variables that are
superfluous in order to tighten up future research.
We wanted to investigate this issue with a larger
sample representative of the resident population
and with a wider range of potential determinants
than in earlier studies along these lines. More
specifically, we wanted to find out whether the level
of restorative experiences in a favorite place as such
regardless of the type of the place (urban vs.
natural) could be reliably associated with some
important determinants. Secondly, we wanted to
investigate the determinants of restorative experi-
ences in different types of favorite places including
green, waterside and urban settings.

Potential determinants of restoration experiences

Our choice of the potential determinants was
guided by the theories of restoration, emotion and
self-regulation in favorite places, the relationship
between personality traits and niche-building, and
the top-down perspective of well-being. The last two
theories are described underneath when describing
the six main groups of variables potentially relevant
to the restorative experiences in favorite places in
the vicinity.

Firstly, the need for restoration in a person’s life
situation is, by definition, a preceding deficiency
rendering restoration possible (Hartig et al., 1998).
Thus, we wanted to examine (1) stress- and health-
related variables and measures. The idea of niche-
building led us to measure (2) personality traits
related to place experiences in urban and natural
areas. Niche-building posits that people tend to
create, seek out, or end up in physical and social
environments that are correlated with their personal
needs, dispositions, values, and abilities (Caspi
et al., 2005; Tesser, 2002; see also the concept of
person–environment fit, Roberts and Robins, 2004).
This view of the relationship between personality
traits and niche-building processes is analogical to
the view that people express preferences for places
to regulate their mood and self-experience when
feeling stressed or psychologically threatened
(Korpela, 1989; Korpela and Ylén, 2007). However,
the former (niche-building) is concerned with more
or less enduring personality traits or dispositions
whereas the latter (self- and emotion-regulation)
refers mainly to the momentary regulation of self-
esteem, mood, and feelings. The top-down perspec-
tive of well-being served as a broad theoretical
perspective leading us to examine (3) personality
traits relevant to stress and health. The top-down
perspective assumes that people have a predisposi-
tion to interpret life experiences in either positive or
negative ways, and this predisposition in turn colors
one’s evaluation of satisfaction in specific domains
(Feist et al., 1995). It is assumed that general well-
being dispositions (e.g., well-being, optimism, and
negative affectivity) can filter perception of daily ex-
perience. A recent addition to research on restora-
tive environments is the (4) social context of
restorative experiences (Staats and Hartig, 2004).
The main hypothesis in this line of research is that
the social aspects of outdoor activities may influence
the degree to which restoration is achieved and we
had to consider these considerations. Current (5)
use of the favorite place and experiences of
residential natural areas, and common (6) back-
ground measures were quite obvious and logical
variables to be included.

Several potential determinants (56 in all) of
restorative experiences within these main categories
were available in the existing literature (see Table 2)
and we will review the empirical findings concerning
the majority of our variables in the following
sections. However, without previous research evi-
dence we could not make hypotheses of the order or
the importance of different types of determinants.

The need for restoration (1)

In line with an earlier study (Bodin and Hartig,
2003) we used the concept of daily hassles and
uplifts (DeLongis et al., 1988) as a measure of stress
(reflecting a need for restoration). This was also due
to our earlier findings suggesting that recent,
momentary feelings and symptoms are most likely
regulated in a favorite place (Korpela and Ylén,
2007). More global, long-term experienced stress
(perceived stress scale (PSS), Cohen et al., 1983) has
been studied also in an earlier, preliminary investi-
gation of restoration opportunities in the residential
area (Hartig et al., 1998). In that study, perceived
stress related significantly and negatively to a form
of restoration involving cognitive reflection while at
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home. To improve our understanding in this issue,
we also investigated the number of working hours
per week as an indication of the amount of
workload. As an extension of measures of the need
for restoration, we included satisfaction with life
(Diener et al., 1985; Pavot and Diener, 1993)
reasoning that, for example, high satisfaction with
life motivates a person to experience everyday
settings more positively regardless of the character-
istics of the settings.

Personality and situational factors relevant to place

experiences, restoration, and health (2,3)

Regarding personality dispositions relevant to
place experiences, there is evidence to suggest that
an individual’s trait levels of feeling emotionally
connected to the natural world are potentially
related not only to place preferences but also to
life satisfaction and ecological behaviors (Mayer
and McPherson Frantz, 2004). Both nature hobbies
and liking nature holidays have been associated
with mentioning green nature or water environ-
ments as potential places to visit in different
imagined mood states related to stress and restora-
tion (Regan and Horn, 2005). Following up on
work on the use of a near-home area for restoration
(Hartig et al., 1998) we assumed that a sense of
insecurity based on actual experiences or vicarious
experience from the media may prevent people—
and women more than men—from having restora-
tive experiences in natural areas by limiting being
outdoors (see also Brown et al., 2003; Ryan, 2005).

Sensitivity to noise may also affect the choice of
favorite place. In a preliminary study in need of
further corroboration, Korpela (2001) found that
respondents with high sensitivity to noise were more
likely to seek out favorite natural settings in their
residential area and to benefit more in emotional
terms from their visit than those with low sensitivity
to noise. Noise sensitivity is generally regarded
as a personality trait, or a personal variable pre-
dicting noise annoyance reactions (Heinonen-
Guzejev et al., 2000), perceived stress (Zimmer and
Ellermeier, 1999), and reported health problems (for
a review, see Job, 1996).

Moreover, in line with the top-down perspective
of well-being it is known that self-report health
measures may reflect a pervasive mood disposition
of negative affectivity, which is a diffuse dimen-
sion of subjective distress, and dissatisfaction that
subsumes a variety of aversive mood states
(Watson et al., 1988; Watson and Pennebaker, 1989;
Williams and Wiebe, 2000). In our view, self-reports
of restorative experiences may resemble self-reports
concerning one’s health and the quest for determi-
nants of restoration needs to account for the
disposition of negative affectivity when measuring
our dependent variable.

Social context of restorative experiences (4)

Studies on the social context of restorative
experiences suggest that attentional fatigue in-
creases preference for the natural over the urban
environment but company increases preference for
the urban environment but not for the natural
environment. Being in company enhances the
pleasure of walking in an urban environment, but
not because it enhances restoration but for some
other, so far unknown reasons (Staats and Hartig,
2004). In the natural environment, company enables
restoration by providing safety, but when safety is
not a concern, the absence of company enhances
restoration. In our earlier study, those who visited
the favorite place alone or with passers-by only were
more likely to select a natural favorite place but not
more likely to gain emotionally than those visiting
with friends or relatives (Korpela and Ylén, 2007).
On the other hand, for individuals living in inner-
city apartment buildings, well-used, urban green
spaces have been linked to stronger ties to neighbors
(Kuo et al., 1998; Kweon et al., 1998) and a greater
sense of safety (Kuo et al., 1998; Sullivan et al.,
2004). Thus, physical environments and nature, in
particular, may contribute not only to restoration
and stress alleviation but also to the sense of
community (Kim and Kaplan, 2004; Puddifoot,
1996). Thus, we included being out alone or in
company, sense of security, and sense of community
in our variables.

Current use of the favorite place and the experiences

of residential natural areas (5)

Frequency of visiting and the length of stay in the
favorite place, or other green spaces (during free
time and at work), the frequency of visiting the
summer cottage, and the frequency of physical
exercise and activity (alone, in the company of
humans or a pet; see Cutt et al., 2007) may ob-
viously affect the total amount and thus the quality
of restorative experiences. There is preliminary
evidence that the amount of green space within a
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1–3 km radius from the home is more closely related
to self-reported health indicators than the amount
of green space within 1 km of the respondents’ home
(de Vries et al., 2003). Therefore, we decided to
include the distance to a favorite place in our
measures.

Moreover, a mere window view of nature may
have notable restorative effects (cf. Hartig et al.,
1998; Ulrich, 1984) and should be acknowledged as
a potential substitute for restoration outside home.
For example, nearby trees and grass visible from
apartment buildings were shown to enhance resi-
dents’ effectiveness in facing their major life issues
by reducing mental fatigue (Kuo, 2001).

Background measures (6)

Earlier research does not suggest large gender
differences in the selection of natural favorite places
(Korpela and Ylén, 2007) or the use of near-home
area as a place for restoration (Hartig et al., 1998).
Retrospective studies have shown the importance of
childhood nature experiences to adult environmen-
tal attitudes and preferences (Ward Thompson
et al., 2005; Wells and Lekies, 2006). Thus, we
considered it important to include the importance of
childhood experiences of nature to our potential
determinants of restorative experiences.

Examples of the effects of some potential

determinants

To summarize, our broad theoretical starting
points and the empirical findings from the literature
suggested several potential determinants of the
restorative experiences in the favorite places in the
vicinity. To provide a concrete example of our
expectations about the determinants, we reasoned
that, for example, if someone is a happy person in
general or s/he is satisfied with his or her life it
means that these positive feelings tend to generate
more positive feelings and thoughts regardless of the
characteristics of the place itself. The same applies
vice versa if negative affectivity is a predominant
personality character. If someone is a ‘‘nature
lover’’, has nature hobbies, and has positive
experiences of nature even from the childhood, this
may enhance her or his restorative experiences. This
may be vice versa if a person is a ‘‘city lover’’ or
feels insecure while outdoors. The more often a
person visits and the longer she/he stays in the
favorite place the more time the physical features of
the place will have to exert a positive influence. S/he
may lack company at that moment or s/he may be a
noise sensitive person being more tuned to the outer
environment than s/he would otherwise be. Perhaps
s/he is stressed (long working hours per week,
trouble with money and work) and fatigued so that
s/he has more potential to feel restored for a while.
Negative mood, unsatisfactory self-rated health,
and minor health symptoms, such as headaches,
may more likely lead a person to feel stronger
restoration outcomes. Alternatively, her/his spirits
may be briefly elevated (for example, good relation-
ships with the neighbors, sense of community, good
relations with loved ones), and s/he is inclined to
stay in that mood, to keep that feeling up.

Method

Sample and procedure

We obtained a simple random sample of 3000
(0.5% of the study population) Finnish-speaking
inhabitants aged between 15 and 75 years in two
major cities in Finland (Helsinki and Tampere)
from the Population Register Centre. Helsinki, the
capital of Finland, has approximately 564,000
inhabitants and Tampere 206,000 inhabitants. The
share of green areas in Helsinki is 29% and in
Tampere 38% of the total administrative land area
of the city. Helsinki and Tampere are among the five
European cities (from 26 cities investigated) where
the inhabitants have large amounts of green area, at
least 100m2 per capita, at their disposal (Urban
Ecosystem Europe, 2006). We calculated that an
effect size of 0.05 (conventions: small ¼ 0.02,
medium ¼ 0.15, large ¼ 0.35) with alpha ¼ 0.05,
and power ¼ 0.95 would require 789 respondents
with 56 independent variables in a multiple regres-
sion (Gpower software; Erdfelder et al., 1996).

After two rounds of written reminders 1273
(37.4% male, 62.6% female) respondents out of
2989 with a known address returned our mailed
questionnaire (response rate 42.6%). Statistical
w2-comparisons to the population showed that the
sample was representative of age cohorts with the
exception that two age cohorts in Tampere, 62-year-
olds (2.8% in the sample vs. 1.0% in the popula-
tion) and 67-year-olds (3.5% in the sample vs. 1.1%
in the population) were somewhat over-represented.
Men from Helsinki (39.7% in the sample vs. 46.6%
in the population) were under-represented whereas
women from Tampere were over-represented
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(59.0% in the sample vs. 51.3% in the population).
As a whole, the sample represents the population
well. A similar conclusion applies to the data used
for statistical analysis (see Results; all the major
analyses were conducted with a sample of favorite
places to which the self-reported distance from
home was equal to or less than 15 km (n ¼ 1089). In
this sample, 62-year-olds from Helsinki (2.6% in the
sample vs. 1.1% in the population) and women
from Tampere were over-represented (61.9% in the
sample vs. 51.3% in the population).

Ten months later, 710 volunteers from the first
sample were mailed another, shorter questionnaire
to obtain reliability data for our main measure-
ments. A total of 427 respondents (32.1% male,
67.9% female) returned the questionnaire (response
rate 60.1%). Men from Helsinki (30.3% in the
sample vs. 46.6% in the population) and Tampere
(35.7% in the sample vs. 48.7% in the population)
were under-represented. For the comparisons be-
tween the sample and population, we had to cate-
gorize age cohorts into 5-year categories (e.g., those
born between 1941 and 1945, etc.) and use a
combined data of both cities (Helsinki+Tampere).
The category of 56 to 60-year-olds was over-
represented (13.3% in the sample vs. 9.4% in the
population).

Questionnaire

The questionnaire included 74 major questions or
measures (some of them including several items)
grouped in the themes of residential area prefer-
ences, the meaning of nature, the use of and
experiences in the green spaces in the residential
area, the feelings of security and community, well-
being and perceived health, health habits, and
background data.

Restoration outcome scale—the outcome variable

General restorative experiences in a favorite place
were measured with six items (see Table 1 for
descriptives of all of the multi-item scales). In
accordance with the previous measures and findings
of restorative outcomes (Kaplan et al., 1993; Hartig
et al., 1998; Staats et al., 2003), three of the items
reflected relaxation and calmness (‘‘I feel calmer
after being here’’, ‘‘After visiting this place I always
feel restored and relaxed’’, ‘‘I get new enthusiasm
and energy for my everyday routines from here’’),
one item reflected attention restoration (‘‘My
concentration and alertness clearly increase here’’),
and two items reflected clearing one’s thoughts
(‘‘I can forget everyday worries here’’, ‘‘Visiting
here is a way of clearing and clarifying my
thoughts’’). Based on factor analysis (one factor,
principal axis factoring, oblique promax-rotation,
factor loadings 0.74–0.86) we computed a mean
summary score for the restoration outcome scale
(ROS).

Place types

Respondents were first asked to rate 16 types of
urban and green/natural places and areas with
regard to their personal importance (‘‘How impor-
tant are the following places or areas to you?’’; 5-
point Likert scale). The range of places was based
on the classification of green areas developed for
mapping the social values of green areas in Helsinki
and can be applied to the city of Tampere also
(Tyrväinen et al., 2007). Then they were requested
to select one particular type of those 16 environ-
ments where their favorite place was located (by
marking the letter of that type in a box) and briefly
describe that favorite place in an open-ended
answer. The importance of the area and the favorite
place selection were consistent: 87.6% of the
respondents in the first survey regarded the area
where the favorite place was situated as quite or
very important (values 5 and 4) and 10% as
moderately important (value 3). To achieve suffi-
ciently large place categories for further statistical
analyses, we performed factor analysis (principal
axis factoring, oblique promax rotation) on the 16
items regarding the importance of the area. The
analysis produced five main place categories which
were (1) extensively managed nature areas (n ¼ 466;
large forest areas, small-scale wooded areas, scenery
fields and meadows, small-scale natural state areas
such as river valleys, wetlands, bushes, and rocks),
(2) built-up green spaces (n ¼ 253; large green lots,
green areas within housing blocks, decorative
plantations and glorious flowers, traffic green areas
such as wind-breaks, green lanes, and tree avenues,
parks including grass, and plantations), (3) water-
side environments (n ¼ 203; beaches, and harbor
areas), (4) exercise and activity/hobby areas (n ¼ 99;
playgrounds, recreation trails, sports grounds,
allotment gardens, dog parks), and (5) indoor and
outdoor urban areas (n ¼ 68; street areas and
indoor places within the city center; on the basis
of the open-ended answers, the places in these two
main categories (provided in the questionnaire)
were most frequently the city center in general,
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Table 1

Descriptives of the main multi-item scales and single items (with test–retest reliability data) of the study

Measure Scale M SD n1 a rtest–retest n2 p

Scales

Restoration outcome scale (ROS) 1 ¼ not at all 5.1 1.0 1242 0.92 0.60 384 0.000

7 ¼ totally

Feelings of energy 1 ¼ never 4.9 1.1 1256 0.65

7 ¼ every day

Feelings of distress 1 ¼ never 3.7 1.3 1256 0.85

7 ¼ every day

Noise sensitivity 1 ¼ totally disagree 4.2 1.2 1257 0.75

7 ¼ totally agree

Sense of security 1 ¼ totally disagree 2.8 1.3 1256 0.83

5 ¼ totally agree

Sense of community 1 ¼ totally disagree 3.5 0.90 1266 0.75

5 ¼ totally agree

Satisfaction with life 1 ¼ totally disagree 4.8 1.1 1260 0.88 0.69 386 0.000

7 ¼ totally agree

Nature orientedness 1 ¼ totally disagree 3.6 0.79 1265 0.69 0.74 388 0.000

5 ¼ totally agree

Urban orientedness 1 ¼ totally disagree 3.1 1.0 1263 0.83 0.81 417 0.000

5 ¼ totally agree

Negative affect 1 ¼ never 2.1 0.75 1256 0.79 0.65 421 0.000

5 ¼ every day

Physical symptoms 1 ¼ never 1.8 0.65 1259 0.77 0.71 423 0.000

5 ¼ every day

Attachment to a favorite place 1 ¼ not at all 5.2 1.3 1241 0.63 0.42 421 0.000

7 ¼ totally

Single items

Freq. of visiting favorite place 1 ¼ daily 3.73 1.55 1249 0.31 384 0.000

2 ¼ 4–6 times per week

3 ¼ 2–3 times per week

4 ¼ once a week

5 ¼ 1–3 times per month

6 ¼ less frequently than 1–3 times

per month

Length of stay in favorite place 1 ¼ less than 15min 3.7 1.49 1239 0.35 380 0.000

2 ¼ 15–30min

3 ¼ 0.5–1 h

4 ¼ 1–1.5 h

5 ¼ 1.5–2 h

6 ¼ over 2 h

Nature hobbies Dichotomous Yes

73%

1251 0.53 379 0.000

Importance of nature as such in

childhood

1 ¼ not at all 4.0 1.05 1267 0.54 387 0.000

5 ¼ very important

Confidence in handling problems 1 ¼ never 2.8 1.47 1242 0.34 414 0.000

5 ¼ every day

Difficulties piling up 1 ¼ never 1.57 0.86 1244 0.56 417 0.000

5 ¼ every day

Worries about work 0 ¼ not at all 1.35 0.96 1096 0.49 356 0.000

3 ¼ very much

Worries about money 0 ¼ not at all 1.11 1.02 1189 0.63 390 0.000

3 ¼ very much

Uplifts of social relations 0 ¼ not at all 2.44 0.64 1232 0.34 411 0.000

3 ¼ very much

Perceived general health 1 ¼ poor 3.83 0.80 1260 0.59 385 0.000

5 ¼ excellent

Note: a ¼ Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of the internal consistency of a scale; rtest–retest ¼ correlation between the first and second (10

months later) survey; n1 ¼ the number of respondents in the first survey; n2 ¼ the number of respondents in the second survey (10 months

later); p ¼ significance of rtest�retest.

K.M. Korpela et al. / Health & Place 14 (2008) 636–652642
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pedestrian streets, squares, cafés, restaurants, and
shops or malls).

Sixty-four percent of the respondents in the
second survey selected the same favorite place main
type as 10 months earlier, which is more than might
be expected by chance (Cohen’s kappa ¼ 0.48;
N ¼ 411, p ¼ 0.000).

Scales used as independent variables

In this section, we describe the main independent
variables; mostly the multi-item scales analyzed
through factor and item analytic methods (see Table
1). In the first questionnaire, feelings of energy
during the previous year (Grahn and Stigsdotter,
2003) were measured with two items (e.g., ‘‘have felt
energetic already in the morning’’). Feelings of
distress during the previous year (Grahn and
Stigsdotter, 2003) were measured with four items
(e.g., ‘‘have felt irritated). Noise sensitivity was
measured with four items (e.g., ‘‘I get annoyed when
my neighbors are noisy) adopted from Weinstein’s
(1978) noise sensitivity scale. Sense of security scale
was computed of three items (e.g., ‘‘I avoid certain
areas because I feel insecure there’’) (Koskela and
Pain, 2000; Zani et al., 2001). The sense of
community (SOC) scale included four items. Three
of the items measured social relations (e.g., ‘‘I feel
that it is easy to approach my neighbors if I needed
help’’) and one identification with the residential
area (‘‘Given the opportunity, I would like to
move out of this neighborhood’’) (Buckner, 1988;
Cantillon et al., 2003; Chipuer and Pretty, 1999;
Kim and Kaplan, 2004).

We had reliability data over time (10 months) of
the following measures. Satisfaction with life that
was measured with an SWLS scale consisting of five
items (Diener et al., 1985; Pavot and Diener, 1993).
We computed nature and urban orientedness scales
for purposes of the present study with reference to
several earlier ideas (cf. Kyle et al., 2004a, b; Mayer
and McPherson Frantz, 2004; Ryan, 2005; Schultz
et al., 2004). The nature orientedness scale included
five items (e.g., ‘‘Sometimes I feel compelled to visit
nature’’). The urban orientedness scale included
four items (e.g., ‘‘I enjoy hanging around the city’’).
Four items of the frequency of negative affect
(Watson et al., 1988; Watson and Pennebaker,
1989) reflecting nervousness and depression during
the last month formed a mean summary score. We
computed a summary score for the physical
symptoms scale (Derogatis et al., 1974; Emmons,
1991) by including cases with responses to six items
measuring aches or discomfort in muscles, stomach,
and head.

Attachment to a favorite place (cf. Hammitt
et al., 2004; Kaltenborn, 1997; Kyle et al., 2004a, b;
Williams et al., 1992) was measured with two items
(‘‘I would long for this place if I moved elsewhere’’;
‘‘Even continuous visiting here does not feel
boring’’). Frequency of visiting the favorite place,
length of stay in favorite place, hobbies involving
nature, and importance of nature as such in
childhood were measured with single items.

Two items (‘‘In the last month, how often have
you felt (a) confident about your ability to handle
your personal problems, (b) difficulties were piling
up so high that you could not overcome them’’ from
the PSS (Cohen et al., 1983) were used separately.
Stressful daily life experiences at work and with
money (hassles) and uplifts in social relationships
were used as separate items and measured with the
format of the daily hassles and uplifts scale
(DeLongis et al., 1988; Feist et al., 1995). Perceived
general health at the present moment was measured
with a single item (Chandola and Jenkinson, 2000;
Manderbacka et al., 1998).

Results

All the major analyses (including test–retest
reliabilities) were conducted with a sample of fav-
orite places to which the self-reported distance from
home was equal to or less than 15 km (n ¼ 1089).
After this distance, summer homes began to appear
as favorite places. Summer cottages are a distinctive
feature of Finnish culture with more than 470,000
second homes (the population of Finland being 5.2
million) in the rural areas (Sievänen, 2001). We
wanted to exclude these culturally specific places
and focus our analyses on the level of the everyday
living environment.

First, we wanted to relate the restorative experi-
ences in favorite places to as many theoretically
interesting variables as possible. We wanted to find
out whether we can reliably associate the variables
with the level of restorative experiences in a favorite

place as such, regardless of the type of place (urban
vs. natural, green vs. waterside). In accordance with
this reasoning, attachment to the favorite place (and
thus favouriteness) was indeed high in all types of
favorite place (on a 7-point scale: extensively
managed nature areas, M ¼ 5.2, SD ¼ 1.2; built-
up green spaces, M ¼ 5.0, SD ¼ 1.3; urban areas,
M ¼ 5.3, SD ¼ 1.3; exercise/hobby areas, M ¼ 5.0,
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SD ¼ 1.4; waterside environments, M ¼ 5.5, SD ¼
1.3) and differed significantly in pairwise compar-
isons (Bonferroni) only between built green spaces
and waterside environments (F(4,1070) ¼ 4.2, p ¼

0.002, partial Z2 ¼ 0.015, power ¼ 0.924). Note that
we report differences in the strength of restorative
experiences between place types elsewhere (Korpela
et al., submitted for publication).

Several considerations were important before
carrying out the statistical analyses. As our aim
was to rule out less important variables for purposes
of making future research more precise, we did not
choose standard multiple regressions where all the
variables are entered into the model. Due to a lack
of earlier research, we could not reasonably deduce
hypotheses (which are theoretical deductions not
simple guesses) about the order or the importance of
different determinants. Thus, it was not convenient
to perform sequential (hierarchical) multiple regres-
sion investigating, for example, the restoration-need
variables first and then investigate whether the
place-use variables, personality variables, etc., in
turn add something to the explanatory power of the
model. We also wanted to investigate specific
(single-item) independent variables such as the
frequency of use of the favorite place and the length
of stay in it and thus did not always use multi-item
scales. We had to take into account the above-
mentioned considerations when deciding about our
statistical model. Firstly, we investigated the corre-
lations of 56 independent variables to restorative
experiences (ROS scores) (Table 2).

We carried out a statistical regression analysis
(forward) with ROS as a dependent variable and 56
main variables as independent variables (Table 3). A
further consideration in favor of this analysis was
that due to, e.g., suppression effects (MacKinnon et
al., 2000) low zero order correlations may change
when the variables are included in a larger regression
model where other variables are controlled for. Thus,
we included important variables although their zero
order correlations to ROS appeared to be low.

The collinearity diagnostics did not reveal pro-
blems of multi-collinearity (see Table 3); assump-
tions of the normality, linearity, and homo-
scedasticity of residuals were met. The highest
correlation (distance limit o ¼ 15 km) was between
green area visits during summer and winter
(r ¼ 0.75, p ¼ 0.000, n ¼ 1089), all the other corre-
lations were under r ¼ 0.71, the median correlation
being 0.06 thus showing the generally low level of
intercorrelations.
Ten variables remained as significant determinants
of the ROS scores (Table 3) in the favorite place
(F(10, 926) ¼ 34.2, p ¼ 0.000, estimated power of the
F-test with a and effect size set at 0.05 (also with
a ¼ 0.05 and effect size ¼ 0.10) is 1.0; Gpower
software; Erdfelder et al., 1996). The model ex-
plained 26% (adjusted R2

¼ 0.26) of variance. It is to
be noted that we also performed a similar statistical
regression analysis (forward) with only those 22
variables, which had a correlation rX0.09 to ROS.
The analysis revealed that the first six variables in
Table 3 were reliably related to the ROS scores.

We observe a pattern of determinants firstly
related to the ‘‘immediate’’ use of the favorite place
(duration and frequency); secondly, to the personal
background of nature experiences (nature oriented-
ness, nature hobbies, childhood nature experiences);
and thirdly, to situational factors in life which are
related to stress (hassles at work and with money,
satisfaction with life) and to social relations (uplifts
of social relations, visiting alone vs. in company,
satisfaction with life). Variables of all these three
major groupings emerge among the four best
determinants of ROS scores.

The strongest determinant positively related to
restorative experiences was the length of stay in the
favorite place followed by nature orientedness and
frequency of visiting the favorite place. These three
variables account for 18% of the variance in ROS
scores. On the basis of B-coefficients we can say that
a change of one scale point in the length of stay in
the favorite place between 0.5�1 h and 1–1.5 h
would change the strength of restorative experiences
0.20 points on a 7-point scale (1 ¼ not at all,
7 ¼ completely). In our interpretation, the need for
restoration was measured by uplifts of social
relations, hassles related to work and money as
well as satisfaction with life. The results indicate
that the more worries a person has about money or
work the more restoration s/he experiences while in
the favorite place. The more satisfied s/he is with life
the more restoration s/he experiences while in the
favorite place. Nature hobbies, childhood nature
experiences, and being alone in green areas all
correlate positively with restorative experiences. The
determinants of the model are reasonably indepen-
dent, as the strongest correlation between the
determinants was |0.36| (satisfaction with life and
hassles with money), and the median correlation
was 0.06.

As a second major analysis, we wanted to identify
the best possible determinants of restoration
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Table 2

Variables (self-reported) related to restorative experiences in the favorite place and entered to the regression model (* ¼ inversed scale).

The numbers in the brackets in the titles refer to the titles in the introduction

Use of favorite place (5) ROS r Situational factors in life (2, 3) and need for

restoration (1)

ROS r

Frequency of visiting the favorite place* �0.14 Hassles/uplifts related to:

social relations 0.01/0.17

work 0.10/0.12

money 0.10/0.05

domestic work 0.01/0.16

news 0.08/0.11

tobacco and alcohol 0.04/0.03

Typical length of stay in the favorite place 0.27 Perceived stress: difficulties piling up 0.03

Confidence in handling problems 0.01

Distance from home to the favorite place 0.06 Perceived health status 0.09

Energy 1 yr 0.11

Distress 1 yr 0.03

Symptoms �0.01

Blood pressure �0.06

General discomfort �0.006

Experiences of natural areas (4, 5) Amount of exercise elsewhere than in nature* 0.003

Freq. of visiting nature areas*: summer

and winter

0.19, 0.19 Sense of security when walking in the

neighborhood*

0.10

Experiences of nature at work* 0.03 Number of working hours per week �0.01

Pet which requires walking outdoors* 0.08 Illness or handicap restricting movement in the

neighborhood*

�0.02

Amount of window views from home:

green, water, no proper view, 1 ¼ no,

3 ¼ from several windows

�0.01 Satisfaction with life 0.09

�0.01

�0.04

Frequency of visiting home yard, balcony,

roof terrace

0.07 Personality traits relevant to health and place

experiences (2, 3)

0.04 Nature orientedness 0.30

0.07

Visiting residential nature areas alone

( ¼ 1) vs. in company ( ¼ 2)

�0.04 Urban orientedness �0.10

Level of the knowledge of residential

natural areas

0.18 Noise sensitivity 0.03

Importance of green spaces to residential

satisfaction

0.27 Sense of community 0.05

Nature-related hobbies* 0.22 Negative affectivity �0.03

Freq. of visiting summer cottage: summer

and winter

0.01 Background measures (6)

0.04 Age 0.00

Importance of nature experiences as such,

in exercise, in advantage use under 16 yr of

age

0.23 Gender: 1 ¼ female, 2 ¼ male �0.11

0.20 Level of education: 1 ¼ basic, 2 ¼ higher �0.02

0.14 Length of residence in the area 0.04
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experiences within each favorite place category.
Thus we carried out a statistical regression analysis
(forward) with ROS as a dependent variable and
all 56 determinant variables as independent vari-
ables separately in different places. Collinearity
diagnostics did not show problems of multi-
collinearity; assumptions of the normality, linearity
and homoscedasticity of residuals were met. We
excluded urban favorite places due to low fre-
quency of mentioning (N ¼ 68). In accordance with
our exploratory aim, these analyses allowed us to
collect all potential and important determinants
of restorative experiences from our initial set of
variables.
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Table 3

Predictors of restoration experiences with ROS as a dependent variable and 56 variables as initial independent variables, statistical

regression analysis (forward)

Unstandardized

coefficients

Standardized

beta

t Sig. 95% confidence

interval for B

Correlations Collinearity

statistics

B Std.

error

Lower

bound

Upper

bound

Zero-

order

Partial Tolerance R2
ad

(Constant) 2.711 0.372 7.282 0.000 1.980 3.443

Length of stay 0.202 0.027 0.286 7.567 0.000 0.149 0.254 0.272 0.314 0.976 0.08

Nature orientedness 0.269 0.052 0.214 5.146 0.000 0.166 0.371 0.291 0.219 0.806 0.15

Frequency of use

(inversed scale)

�0.114 0.025 �0.173 �4.560 0.000 �0.163 �0.065 �0.135 �0.195 0.964 0.18

Uplifts, social relationships 0.185 0.064 0.118 2.903 0.004 0.060 0.310 0.173 0.126 0.835 0.21

Nature hobbies (1 ¼ yes,

2 ¼ no)

�0.255 0.088 �0.115 �2.886 0.004 �0.429 �0.081 �0.216 �0.125 0.881 0.22

Nature as such (o 16 yr),

importance

0.115 0.039 0.118 2.938 0.003 0.038 0.191 0.233 0.127 0.859 0.23

Hassles, work

(inversed scale)

�0.105 0.040 �0.099 �2.588 0.010 �0.184 �0.025 �0.096 �0.112 0.945 0.24

Hassles, money

(inversed scale)

�0.112 0.040 �0.112 �2.780 0.006 �0.191 �0.033 �0.101 �0.120 0.855 0.24

Satisfaction with life 0.097 0.039 0.108 2.483 0.013 0.020 0.173 0.089 0.108 0.735 0.25

Alone vs. in company

(1 ¼ alone, 2 ¼ company)

�0.163 0.076 �0.081 �2.135 0.033 �0.313 �0.013 �0.044 �0.093 0.960 0.26
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Table 4 shows that quite different variables are
related to restorative experiences when the different
kinds of favorite settings are analyzed separately.
The models explain 19–31% of the variance in ROS
scores. Note that the statistical power of our model
is quite low in exercise and activity areas (0.39) and
in waterside environments (0.65). Only length of
stay, frequency of visiting the place, nature orient-
edness, and importance of nature experiences in
childhood and adolescence are positively associated
with ROS scores in more than one place, in two
types of places. The length of stay in the favorite
place, frequency of visiting it, and nature oriented-
ness were efficient positive determinants both in
extensively managed nature areas and built-up
green spaces. The importance of nature in child-
hood was important in both extensively managed
nature areas and waterside environments.

Surprisingly, connectedness to urban environ-
ment relates positively to restoration experiences in
a favorite extensively managed nature area. This
would mean that for city-oriented people (who
nevertheless visit near-home natural places) restora-
tive experiences are likely only in extensively
managed nature areas such as forests or scenery
fields but not in, for example, built-up green spaces
such as parks. However, zero order correlation
between urban orientedness and ROS is �0.10 and
between nature orientedness and ROS r ¼ 0.30, and
between urban and nature orientedness r ¼ �0.47
(p ¼ 0.000, n ¼ 1116), suggesting that this result
may also be technical due to the correlation between
these two determinant variables.

In exercise and hobby-related areas, the more a
person usually visits outdoor nature areas alone and
the more recent uplifts s/he has experienced in her/
his social relationships the stronger restorative
experiences s/he tends to have. Increase in the
feeling of security (indexed by a choice of well-lit
routes with good views to the surroundings and by
avoidance of moving outdoors in unsafe areas or in
the evenings) tends to be associated with stronger
restorative experiences. Logically, the presence of a
handicap restricting the possibilities of movement
tends to be associated with low restorative experi-
ences in exercise areas.

The high frequency of visits to natural areas
(including waterside environments) in the residential
area is related to stronger restorative experiences in
favorite waterside environments. The presence of a
hobby related to nature also is associated with
stronger restorative experiences. The hobbies men-
tioned in this group were both water-related hobbies
like swimming, boating, or fishing, and other nature
hobbies such as walking, jogging, cross-country
skiing, orienteering, and berry-picking.
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Table 4

Predictors of restoration experiences within each favourite place–category, statistical regression analysis (forward)

Extensively

managed nature

areas

Built green spaces Exercise and activity/

hobby areas

Waterside

environments

N(mean) ¼ 438 N(mean) ¼ 233 N(mean) ¼ 94 N(mean) ¼ 189

B Beta R2
ad

B Beta R2
ad

B Beta R2
ad

B Beta R2
ad

Length of stay in

favorite place

0.19 0.29*** 0.08 Length of stay in

favorite place

0.27 0.37*** 0.13 Security 0.17 0.24* 0.06 Nature hobbies (1 ¼ yes,

2 ¼ no)

�0.41 �0.20* .09

Nature orientedness 0.40 0.27*** 0.14 Nature orientedness 0.45 0.33*** 0.23 Visiting nature areas

alone vs.

in company (1 ¼ yes,

2 ¼ no)

�0.71 �0.36** 0.12 Frequency of visiting

nature areas

0.17 0.25** 0.13

Urban orientedness 0.17 0.18** 0.16 Experiences of

nature at work

0.21 0.23** 0.28 Uplifts from social

relations

0.46 0.32** 0.19 Nature as such under

16 yr

0.18 0.20* 0.16

Frequency of visits

in favorite place

0.10 0.15* 0.18 Freq. of visits in

favorite place

0.13 0.21** 0.31 Illness or handicap

(1 ¼ yes, 2 ¼ no)

�0.65 �0.24* 0.23 Uplifts from domestic

work

0.23 0.19* 0.19

Nature as such under

16 yr

0.16 0.15* 0.20

F (5,207) ¼ 11.7,

p ¼ 0.000,

power ¼ 0.95

F (4,109) ¼ 13.9,

p ¼ 0.000,

power ¼ 0.74

F (4,54) ¼ 5.4,

p ¼ 0.001,

power ¼ 0.39

F (4,92) ¼ 6.7,

p ¼ 0.000,

power ¼ 0.65

N(mean) is the mean N when including 56 variables in the analysis.

Note: *po0.05, **po0.01, ***po0.001.
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Discussion

We observed a pattern of 10 determinants of
restorative experiences in favorite places in the
vicinity. The determinants explained a reasonably
large share, 26%, of the variance in restorative
experience scores (cf. Jeffs et al., 2006). The deter-
minants included the ‘‘immediate’’ use of the
favorite place (duration and frequency), the perso-
nal background of nature experiences (nature
orientedness, nature hobbies, childhood nature
experiences), situational factors in life related to
stress (hassles at work and with money, satisfaction
with life), and to social relations (uplifts of social
relations, visiting alone vs. in company). Variables
of all these three major groupings emerged among
the four strongest determinants of restorative
experience scores. Thus, the most powerful deter-
minants did not appear in the model neatly as
clusters forming one main group after another (as
we would suppose in hierarchical regression).
Instead, the determinant variables appeared alter-
nately from different main groups. The results
indicate that the increase in the strength of the
restorative experience is associated with the in-
creased time in the restorative environment
(¼ favorite place) which is in accordance with the
postulates of the attention restoration theory
(Kaplan and Kaplan, 1989). The relationship
between restoration, nature orientedness and child-
hood nature experiences is in accordance with the
view of the mutuality of personality traits and the
tendencies to seek out or end up in compatible
environments (niche-building; Caspi et al., 2005;
Tesser, 2002).

As with all studies, this one has its methodolo-
gical limitations. Typically for empirical studies in
social and medical sciences (cf. Jeffs et al., 2006), a
large share of variance in the dependent variable
(ROS) could not be explained with our models
(19–31% in different place types). This suggests that
new important determinants might be found in the
future even though we have tried to focus on the
potential ones. More sophisticated use of theories
than in the current study and/or qualitative studies
using in-depth interviews may help this search.
However, we also note that the interactions between
independent variables were not included in the
customary regression analyses and they may explain
part of the remaining variance. Concerning our
methodology, we examined the relationship of
restorative experiences to several self-rated variables
using regression analyses. Critics might call this
approach ‘‘statistical fishing’’, but in agreement
with some statisticians (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2007) we consider it a legitimate use of regression
analysis when the aim is to advance the research
field by trying to limit the group of potential
determinants for future research.

We must assume that the significance of the
determinants of restorative experiences with the
lowest coefficients in our model, visiting natural
areas alone versus in company, in particular, may
easily change in a different model. We also acknowl-
edge that every regression solution is sensitive to the
combination of the variables included in it. However,
we also note that we found 10 quite independent
determinants as the highest correlation between the
variables was |0.36|, the median being 0.06. Thus, we
conclude that the robustest group of determinants
for future research includes frequency of using the
favorite place and the length of stay, and nature
orientedness. These determinants of restorative
experiences were first in the overall model and
efficient in two place types (extensively managed
nature areas and built green spaces) where the
statistical power of our models was the best.
However, the power of the model in built green
spaces (0.74) is already cautionary low and further
research is called for. In that endeavor, the theories
of restoration, emotion regulation, and niche-build-
ing might fruitfully complement each other.

We also noted that different variables were
associated with restorative experiences in different
favorite settings. Thus, the determinants of restora-
tion may not be a homogeneous set of phenomena
acting similarly in all kinds of favorite residential
settings. Adding to our list of 10 main determinants,
self-reports of frequency of visiting (not only the
favorite place but also residential green spaces), and
illness or handicap restricting movement were
determinants of restoration in certain favorite place
types although the low statistical power renders
these results and speculations unreliable. However,
at this early stage of the research they suggest that
physical activity (indexed in our questionnaire by
frequency of visiting, amount of exercise elsewhere
than in nature, the existence of a pet which requires
walking outdoors, and an illness or a handicap
restricting movement) is among the potential
determinants of restorative experiences, as well as
the sense of security and experiences of nature at
work. Orientedness to green nature as a personality
disposition was related to restorative experiences,
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particularly in extensively managed nature areas
such as large forests and in-built green spaces such
as parks but not in other favorite places. Thus,
environmental education, which increases nature
orientedness, might lead to stronger restorative
experiences. However, as our results are correla-
tional not causal, the direction of this relationship
may also be the opposite.

Daily hassles or rather irritating worries about
money and work (indicating the need for restora-
tion) were significantly positively related to restora-
tion. The more worries there were, the more
intensive the restorative experiences were. At the
same time, however, the uplifts of social relation-
ships and satisfaction with life were also signifi-
cantly positively related to restoration. Studies of
favorite places and affect regulation (Korpela, 2002,
2003; Korpela and Ylén, 2007; Regan and Horn,
2005) have quite consistently recorded self-reports of
improvement of stressed mood but also of continua-

tion of positive mood while in the favorite place. To
repeat, we found evidence of the stronger need for
restoration (worries) being related to stronger
restorative experiences in favorite places suggesting
self-regulation of negative mood (worries) toward a
positive one (restoration). Moreover, there is evi-
dence of the continuation of positive mood (uplifts)
and/or of the effect of the general well-being
dispositions (e.g., satisfaction with life) filtering
perceptions of restoration. In the latter case (reflect-
ing the top-down view of well-being), it is interesting
and puzzling that negative affectivity was not related
to restoration but daily hassles were. Clearly, more
research is needed in this area in future.

Many potential variables (46 altogether) corre-
lated very marginally with restorative experiences in
our sample. Thus, neither negative affectivity, noise
sensitivity, feelings of community, perceived health
status or symptoms nor any of the background
variables, such as age or level of education, were
significant determinants of the restorative experi-
ences in the favorite place. Although some variables
had moderate zero order correlations with restora-
tive experiences in favorite places, such as gender,
the level of knowledge of residential natural areas,
or the importance of green areas for satisfaction
with housing, the correlations disappeared when the
effect of other variables was controlled for in
the regression model. We measured many of the
excluded variables with single items but it is not easy
to believe that many of them could have been
measured more reliably with multi-item scales. If
that had been possible, it might also have affected
our results. Objective data on the distances or
frequencies of visits to different places and the
amount of physical exercise would be an advantage
in future studies.

Lastly and perhaps most importantly, our results
provide for the first time information about how the
increase in the duration of the stay in the everyday
favorite place might affect restoration experiences.
For example, when the duration of stay in the
favorite place increases from 30min–1 h to 1–1.5 h
we would expect the change in the strength of
restorative experiences be 0.20 points, on average,
on the scale using integers from 1 to 7. A change
from less than 15min to 1.5–2 h (5 points) would
mean one point (5� 0.20) change in the strength of
restorative experiences, on average. Such knowledge
complements the findings regarding the fairly short
time frames (approximately 40min) used in labora-
tory investigations so far. Moreover, the more
frequently during the week a person visits the
favorite place the more probably she or he will
achieve higher levels of restoration experiences. For
example, the change from visiting once a week to
visiting 2–3 times per week would increase the
strength of restorative experiences by 0.11 points,
on average. This information could be used for
health education and counseling purposes by
psychologists and physicians and in designing field
experimental work in this field.

For counseling purposes, we are tentatively
proposing an analogy to ‘‘exercise prescriptions’’
in primary healthcare (Sørensen et al., 2006) based
on our results. We call these ‘‘favorite place

prescriptions’’. In health counseling, people could
be advised to seek out and visit a favorite place or
several favorite places from their everyday sur-
roundings including both natural and built environ-
ment. Knowing that in adult samples from different
countries, natural settings, such as parks, beaches or
forests have constituted 50–60% of favorite places
(Korpela and Hartig, 1996; Korpela et al., 2001;
Newell, 1997; Sommer, 1990) these prescriptions
resemble but are not identical with the British
concept of ‘‘health walks’’ (Bird, 2004). The idea of
health walks includes local access to safe natural
green space, which can help individuals sustain
levels of physical activity. In favorite place pre-
scriptions, people might be advised to reflect on
their place experiences, preferences, and memories.
They might be asked to visit the place at certain
frequencies per week and be as experientially open
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as possible to their favorite environment. The
experiences before, while visiting the favorite place,
and after the visit could be recorded with a
structured diary. By diverting the focus of counsel-
ing and discussion away from physical exercise per
se, these prescriptions might serve as an indirect
method of increasing physical activity and well-
being in population groups who are inactive and
insensitive to exercise prescriptions or health educa-
tion. Moreover, they might work as a method for
raising the population’s awareness of the environ-
ment and its quality. Obviously, longitudinal studies
investigating the relationship between restorative
experiences and repeated visits to the favorite places
using various population groups are needed to
verify the usefulness of our proposition. So far,
there is evidence that even short bouts of walking
(10–15min) are associated with shifts toward
increased activation and positive affect among
young, health, and physically active individuals
(Ekkekakis et al., 2000).
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