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Abstract

The aim of the study was to investigate the bemefifavourite physical places for well-being basedhe
idea of environmental self-regulation. It propotes everyday favourite places are used as a “gopin
mechanism” to enhance subjective well-being throngglection, emotion regulation and withdrawal. We
investigated the connection between reasons famggshe favourite place, consequent experiences a
perceived well-being (satisfaction with life and'geved health) through structural equation modgliWe
also analysed the reversed model, where well-befilegts the reasons for visiting and experiences in
favourite places. Finnish and Hungarian participght = 784) answered an internet-based questianair
Concerning the relationships between reasons, iexpes and well-being variables, all of the thesson
factors (“Sad, depressed”;” Happy, well”; “Aloneflective) were significantly and positively reldt® the
factor “Experiences of positive recovery of selfhis indicates that favourite places do indeeditate self-
regulation by transforming negative cognitions &wlings into positive ones. However, positive rery
experiences were not related to well-being butekst experiences were negatively related to liisfaation
and perceived health. The reversed model reveaiegtdown relation of life satisfaction with posgi and

negative reasons.

Highlights:

We investigated the self-reported benefits of faiteyphysical places for well-being.
Favourite places were visited for depressed, happyreflective reasons.

Positive recovery of self but also distress wasedrpced in favourite places.
Positive recovery experiences were not relatedeib-being.

Distress experiences were negatively related ecsktisfaction and perceived health.

Life satisfaction was related to positive and nagateasons.
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1. Introduction

The aim of the present study is to investigatebtreefits of favourite physical places for well-lgpimased

on an individual’s environmental self-regulationofigela, 1992). Well-being refers to hedonic (sutbyec

or emotional) well-being focusing on happinessapige attainment and pain avoidance and eudaimonic
well-being focusing on meaning, self-realizationl &l functioning of the individual (Ryan & Dec2001).
From a self-regulation perspective, people areidensd as being active and making conscious and
unconscious choices of and in their everyday playsiettings based on preferences, emotions, mesnorie
and habits (Russell & Snodgrass, 1987). Environalesalf-regulation reflects the idea that maintagna
coherent conceptual system (through cognitive cgfia) of oneself and an emotional balance between
pleasure and pain is a fundamental aspect of emviental self-regulation taking place in a favouplace
where reflection, emotion regulation and withdraaa possible (Korpela, 1992). Thus, environmesedt
regulation in favourite places includes reflectretated to threats to self-experience and selfeestgelated
to eudaimonic well-being), up- and downregulatibemotions (both mood and momentary feelings) and
regulation of stress (related to hedonic well-bging

Earlier self-report research indicates that eveyydaourite places are indeed visited to relievesst
and enhance subjective well-being (Jorgensen, kiibclgh & Dunnett, 2007; Newell, 1997). Places to
which individuals are attached can generate psgpdital benefits, including perceived restoration
(Ratcliffe & Korpela, 2016, 2018; Scannell & Gifthr2017). Restorative outcomes established in
restorative environments research (Hartig et 142 and theories (ART by the Kaplans (1989); SRT b
Ulrich et al. (1991)), i.e., relaxation, a decreeseegative and an increase in positive feeliatfgntional
recovery, forgetting worries and facing mattersoae’s mind have characterized visits to favourisees,
particularly natural ones (Korpela, Hartig, KaigeFuhrer, 2001).

Emotion regulation refers to the activity of copmwgh moods and emotional situations. This
regulation includes intra- and extraorganismicdexby which emotional arousal is redirected, medif
and modulated in emotionally arousing situations¢Retti, Ganiban, & Barnett, 1991). Thus, emotion
regulation is not only an inner homeostatic mecsrarbut also interaction with the social and physica
environment (Dodge & Garber, 1991). Mood referle core of emotional feelings of a person’s
subjective state at any given moment” (Russell &dynass, 1987, p. 247). Mood may persist or change
cycles for no apparent reason (Frijda, 1986; Ru&s8hodgrass, 1987). Thus, mood refers to a tecylem
feel over a longer time period or to an aggregatduation of the prevailing feelings over days oere
months. Feelings refer to momentary short-term emsttriggered by certain reasons/stimuli.

Relatively few studies have focused on the changedod or feelings when visiting a favourite place.
Self-report evidence from Finnish adults suggedss those with high negative mood were more likely

choose natural places than other places as thveiufise (Korpela, 2003). Negative feelings chantged
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77  positive ones in natural favourite places, parédylfor those with health complaints, such as hehds or
78  chest or stomach pains (Korpela & Ylén, 200P0sitive preexisting feelings improved or remaipeditive
79  after visiting the favourite place (Korpela, 2003).
80 There is limited evidence suggesting top-down éfféice. the effects of past experience, traits or
81  psychological states) of well-being or mood onuke of environmental self-regulation (Ratcliffe &
82 Korpela, 2016). Basically, mood affects an indidlsi selection of certain places, activities angdeziences
83  while there, and decisions to leave (Kerr & Tact#09).
84 However, a detailed analysis in one and the sandy stf the connection between reasons to visit the
85 favourite place and consequent experiences anebemlf is still lacking. Some studies have descrithe
86 various reasons for visiting favourite places amadglescents but these have remained unchartedgamon
87 adults (Korpela, 1992). The importance of differgmes of experiences while in a favourite placeads
88  well known. The relation of favourite place expades to different aspects of perceived well-besng i
89 unclear. What is known, however, is that in samfil@® several countries the majority of everyday
90 favourite places has been natural settings (Jeegeat al., 2007; Laatikainen et al., 2017; Newl€I§7)
91 and a meta-analysis suggests that nature exposueases positive affect and decreases negativet aff
92 (McMahan & Estes, 2015). Thus, further evidenceufsing physical settings for emotion regulation esm
93 from studies investigating the use of nature inegahrather than specific favourite places. A Nayiae
94  study found that using nature pictutesth actively for reflection and emotion regulatiwshen
95 “sad/angry/annoyed or similgrand passively as a picture on the wall to be Idakedaily, improved
96 positive mood over two weeks (Johnsen & Rydstdelt32. Positive mood decreased in the control group
97  which used a picture of balloons on the wall falydaspection. Another study among wildernesstais in
98  Norway found that a self-reported tendency for fpasi(e.g., “I go out into nature to experienceipos
99 feelings”/*“... joy”) and negative emotion regulati¢e.g., “l often go out into nature when | am a#figr
100 “... sad”) in nature was positively related to reatore outcomes (of relaxation and clearing onetaigits)
101  after a visit to a natural area (Johnsen, 2013}.r€hationship between natural settings and diffeaspects
102  of well-being has been observed in several studigs, good perceived health has been associatkd wi
103  proximity to the nearest green space (Stigsdottal.,€2010; Sugiyama, Leslie, Giles-Corti, & Owen08).
104  More green space in residential areas has beeuoiatesbwith lower levels of depression in a twinest
105  design (Cohen-Cline, Turkheimer & Duncan, 2015)rébwer, moving to greener areas has been related to
106  greater subsequent happiness and life satisfagctienseveral years (Alcock, White, Wheeler, Flemi&ag
107  Depledge, 2014).
108 Based on these studies and existing evidence afosmvental self-regulation (Korpela et al., 2018),
109  we suggest that visiting favourite places alle\saess but also affects emotional (subjectivelbeng.
110  The latter, according to Diener’s (2000) definitiamcludes general life satisfaction, satisfactigth
111 important life domains and emotional well-beinghwhiigh positive affect and low levels of negatiVieet.

112 In the present study, we do not include satisfactdh different life domains as measures of emwlo
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well-being. Rather, in addition to general lifeistatction we include perceived general health beeathas
a positive relationship with exposure to naturétiisgs. Earlier studies suggest that favourite @tagre
visited for both negative (e.g., when encountedisgppointments) and positive (e.g., when expemignc
happiness) reasons (Korpela, 1992). Moreover,natdeelings and thoughts referring to opportusifier
reflection and restoration/recovery have been maeetl as reasons (Korpela, 1992). Earlier research
suggests that both positive experiences (e.g. geumbe oneself) and experiences of reflectioa taéce
while in a favourite place (Korpela, 1992). Thug will test a model (Fig. 1) where negative anditpas
reasons and reasons relating to the need for tietteare linked to positive or reflective experieaavhich,
in turn, are linked to life satisfaction and pevesl health.

Reasons for
visiting a

Experiences in g

favourite place: \ favourite place: Well-being:
Positive Positive Life satisfaction
Negative
Reflective Perceived
health
Reflective \

Fig. 1. Conceptual main model in the present studihe reversed model, the arrows flow in the jeo

direction and the columns of reasons and expergecitange place.

No studies have tried to focus on the reversedwmttof how general well-being may be related to
the reasons for visiting a favourite place. Peapleue environments with meanings arising from their
current needs and well-being (Degenhart et al.12B&rr & Tacon, 1999; Ratcliffe & Korpela, 2016).
Models of such links in relation to favourite place lacking and we attempt to fill this reseayap. Thus,
the present study seeks answers to the followisgareh questions (a-d) and hypotheses (H1-H4):

a) what are the basic types/factors of the reasonsi$ging the favourite place? H1: Based on earlie
gualitative accounts cited in this article, we aipiate positive and negative reasons and reasons
related to opportunities for reflection

b) what are the basic types/factors of consequentrexmpes while in the favourite place? H2:
According to existing qualitative accounts citedthins article, we anticipate positive and refleetiv
experiences

c) how are the reasons for visiting the favourite elaelated to ensuing experiences while in the
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favourite place and how do these experiences,rm telate to well-being, i.e. life satisfactiondan
perceived health (the main model)? H3: There ik lac studies testing any relations between
reasons, experiences and well-being but the egisfiralitative accounts cited in this article sugges
that all types of reasons may be related to aksypf experiences and these, in turn, to both life
satisfaction and perceived health. In particularstipport the idea of favourite places serving the
down-regulation of negative emotions and experigntiee paths between negative reasons and
positive and reflective experiences, and then,um,tfrom these to well-being should be the
strongest ones.

d) how life satisfaction and perceived health areteeldo the reasons for visiting the favourite place
and how these, in turn, relate to experiences whikbe favourite place (the reversed model)? H4:
There is lack of studies testing these relatiansblased on the studies on top-down effects cited i
this article, we anticipate that both life satisfac and perceived health are linked to all typés o
reasons (positively to positive and reflective oeess negatively to negative reasons) which, in,turn

are linked to both positive and reflective expecen

2. Method
2.1 Design and procedure

We conducted cross-sectional surveys in Finlandimahtlngary in a co-operation project in teaching
psychology. No previous research has addresseolthef favourite places in self-regulation in Hamnign
samples. Thus, the present investigation providegess-cultural extension to the existing literatur

In Finland, respondents were recruited in the y2ad$9-2017 during lectures on research methods in
psychology or via e-mail lists for studemds the exact population of the e-mail lists is umkmn, the overall
response rate cannot be reliably evaluated. In Biyngespondents completed the online versionef th
guestionnaires in 2018 and were recruited througin® platforms and personal networks by studenta o
psychology course on assessment methods for thalgalfilment of the course requirements. Among
those who opened the online invitation, 61.4% catgol the whole questionnaire resulting in 483 cetepl
cases. Translation of the assessment materiaHumtngarian language was done by a trained transttor
Finnish origin. Moreover, a bilingual A-B translajgrovided a backtranslation that was discussed in
multiple iterations by the first and last authar€inglish. The iterative translation-backtransiafmwocess
resulted in a linguistically validated version bétquestionnaire package.

The participants were informed that the study wasua“people’s everyday favourite place
experiences” and ensured of anonymity and confidigtin data handling. Voluntary participantdéidi in
an internet-based questionnaire. In Finland, théesits who volunteered were given course credé. Th
credit represented the amount of time for taking peoptional psychological investigations (a eért
amount was required for course completion). Thé@pants received no monetary compensation. The
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participants gave their informed consent by fillinghe questionnaire; in Finland, this met thacth
requirements for survey research. In Hungary, thkas obtained IRB ethical approval for the stpdgr
to the assessment procedure.

The 4.5-page questionnaire took about 20 minutestaplete. For background information the
respondents were asked to state their age and g@emdétringary, additional items assessed the redgas’
educational level, working hours per week (if enyeld), and the place of residence in Hungary (chpita
town or village). The questionnaire was formulabedhe basis of earlier studies on favourite place
experiences emphasizing self- and emotion reguidiorpela, 1992; Korpela & Hartig, 1996): Reastors
visiting a favourite place included negative reaslke threatening or negative experiences
(disappointments, uncertainty) and conflicts (argata with other people). Positive and supportive
experiences and also internal feelings and thouglearing one's mind, calming down) referring to
reflection and restoration/recovery were also idetlias reasons (Korpela, 1992). Experiences whée i
favourite place included positive experiences (@le@, security, a sense of belonging, freeing the
imagination, the courage to be oneself , autonaeigixation, control, privacy, escape from social
pressures), corresponding negative experiencemtoot for response bias and experiences of rédliect
(sorting out one's feelings, clearing one's mindyisg problems, concentrating) while in a favoerniiace
(Korpela, 1992).

Thus, the questionnaire contained five sectiaasieambering and naming a personally preferred, real,
everyday favourite place (as defined by the padicts), 14 structured items (+ 1 open-ended qugstio
the characteristics of the place, an open-endectigéen of the frequency of use, 19 structuredhgg+ 1
open-ended question) on the reasons for visitindakourite place, 25 structured items on the agpees
in the favourite place, and an open-ended questiathe activities in the favourite place.

In Finland, measures of well-being were presentelsubsequent, 4-page, separate questionnaire that
included sections on the use of and preferencezéoeational areas, nature connectedness, natiated
hobbies, physical symptoms, satisfaction with l&egryday hassles and uplifts and self-reportetthhé&/’e
had no control over the time lag between the cotigmief the two separate questionnaires; variatanged
from one day to four months. Besides the measureatisfaction with life and self-reported healite
Hungarian version of the questionnaire packageatoed additional measures of subjective well-baing

mental health (perceived stress and social anxvetyoh are not analysed here.

2.2 Participants

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for thé@pants of the two separate samples for the twernet-
based questionnaires by country of residence, gemdeage. A total of 784 participants completesl th
guestionnaire (n = 301 from Finland and n = 483nftdungary).
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Table 1. Descriptives of the two samples (N = 783).

Men Women Agerange Meanage Md age

N % N % years years years
Finland 40 13.3 260 86.7 18-58 25.3 23
Hungary 154 31.9 329 68.1 17-86 38.9 36

2.3 Measures

2.3.1 Characteristics of the place

The main characteristics of the favourite placegtie present study were whether the place was

“natural” or “urban”. These were rated on a 7-paicdle (0 = not at all, 6 = fully).
2.3.2Reasons for visiting and experiences connectelktbetvourite place

Reasons for visiting the favourite place were @itiwith the following question: “How important are
the following situations as reasons when you gygotar favourite place?”. The importance of eachhef19
items (see Table 2a) was rated on a 7-point sBatent at all important, 6 = very important).

The experiences while in a favourite place wergtelil with the following question: “To what degree
do the following experiences describe/match yoyeerences while in the place?” Each of the 25 itésee
Table 2b) were rated on a 7-point scale (0 = natlaé = fully). To control for response bias et

guestionnaire, we also included negatively wordquegences (e.g., “Being there feels distressing”).

2.3.3 Subjective well-being

Satisfaction with life (SWL) was measured using $agisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener,
Emmons, Larsen & Griffin, 1985; for the Hungariagrsion, see Martos, Sallay, Désfalvi, Szab6 & Jttzé
2014). The respondent is asked to indicate higlgerement with five statements (e.g. “the conddiohmy
life are excellent”) using a 7-point scale (1 -ostyly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The SWLS &b
shown to be a valid and reliable measure of litestection (Pavot & Diener, 1993; Diener et al.85%

Perceived general health was measured by a wigag-single question “How is your health at the
moment?” with response alternatives ranging frofpdbr) to 5 (excellent) (Bronzaft, Ahern, McGinn,
O’Connor & Savino, 1998). Self-rated health is o to be a valid summary of more detailed measofe
health status (Bailis, Segall, & Chipperfield, 2p0&d to correspond well with longevity (Jylha02).

2.4 Data analysis
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We used correlation analysis and exploratory faat@lyses (EFA) for the preliminary analysis to
identify the latent variables in the data for reesand experiences in favourite places. For fantwtel
estimation, we used Maximum Likelihood (ML) metheih an oblique promax rotation. In EFA criteria,
we used Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure for samgpladequacy, the conventional eigenvalue criterion
(>1), and n@>.32 crossloadings for factors (Tabachnick & Fid20Q7). We carried out separate EFAs in
both countries (for reasons and experiences) askthielded identical results, thereby justifyihg t
pooling of the data for the overall EFA.

To assess associations between variables, we traetligal equation modelling (SEM), where all
measures were latent variables except self-repbeatih, which was measured with one item. Thentate
variables except low self-confidence, distressyslass = 1.87) were only moderately skewed (< 1-dr)>
(sad, depressed skewness = 0.01, happy, well skewne0.42, alone, reflective skewness = - 0.88itpe
recovery of self skewness = - 0.90, life satistatskewness = - 0.47), which allowed us to perfGEm.

To account for potential cultural differences, amiy variable was included and thus controlledifiaihe
models.

In SEM, the covariance matrix was estimated with iéthod presupposing multivariate normality of
the variables. This method produces a positivendefestimate of the covariance matrix, also indase of
missing data. The covariance matrix was first estad taking into account missing at random (MAR)
values (function mlest in R). The result was idemitivith the estimates of complete case analyig;iwis
used for the models, resulting in N = 576; onlyIvibeling measures include missing data. There were n
outliers in this data. In all models, the latertifas were allowed to correlate with each othee firfodel
fits were assessed according to Kline’s (2016) meoendations: the non-significance of jie¢est, Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) with was smaller than 0.06 — 0.08, Bentler Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) with values greater than 0.90 or.&3d Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)
with values smaller than 0.08 indicating a goodSithreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006). ¥so
report a parsimony fit index Parsimonious Normedrdex (PNFI). We note, however, that tlfestatistic
nearly always rejects the model when large sangikesised and that for PNFI, no threshold levelg hav
been recommended (Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen, 2008).

All analyses were conducted with R —program, ver§icd.1 and library Lavaan. The required sample
size for EFA and ML method in SEM was set at tttmnemended minimum of 500 people (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). To check the sufficiency of thisarmpriori power analysis, the required number of
observations through RMSEA = .05, power = .80,.p5; resulted in N = 176 for the main model andllin

= 174 for the reversed model.

3. Reaults
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10
3.1 Favourite places

We obtained frequencies for the main types of faw@yplaces by combining the rating scale valuégsegy
much) and 7 (fully) for “urban” and “natural” chataristics. This resulted in 438 (56%) natural paand
184 (23%) urban places, leaving 162 (21%) placémased natural and urban”.

3.2 Correlations

Table 2a shows that, in general, the importanqeositive and negative reasons correlate signifigant
Specifically, the importance of feeling powerfufdre visiting the favourite place is related togdisitive
and negative reasons. Exceptions are the import@mbepression and quarrels as reasons, whichido no
correlate with the importance of happiness and goodd. Positive reasons are related more positivedy
with larger coefficient eigenvalues than negati&sons to both life satisfaction and perceivedthe@he
importance ratings of depression, sadness, refec&backs and quarrels as reasons are excepfitbns
significant negative correlations to life satisfant

Table 2b reveals that experiences of decreaseda@dfidence, distressing feelings and difficulties
accepting oneself are negatively related to bé¢hstatisfaction and perceived health. On the diled,
becoming cheerful has a significant positive relahip to both life satisfaction and perceived theal

The correlations between reasons and experiened$e(2c) are mainly significant and positive. Non-
significant correlations appear mainly between ra(affected, alone, reflection) or positive reas¢Table
2c; columns h-n) and negative self-conception (& &al rows 10, 16) or distressed mood (row 11).rallye
correlation Tables 2a-c (online appendices) proad@ppropriate starting point for SEM analyses to

answer research questions ¢ and d.

3.3 Exploratory factor analyses

On the basis of the EFA of reasons for visitingfdneurite place (Table 3), four items were exchlide
due to low communalities or double loadings (“wihemng infatuated with someone”, “having had a strok
of luck”, “when wanting to calm down”, “when wangrsome action”). In line with the first hypothesis
(H1), the solution included three factors explain@8% of the total variance. The first factor “Sad,
depressed” included negative reasons, such asssdiepressive mood or feelings of rejection. Eoesd
factor “Happy, well” included positive reasons, B&s being very happy and in a good mood. The third
factor “Alone, reflective” includes desires to Heree and ponder on issues. Repeated ANOVA
(Greenhouse-Geisser correction) of the factors’mseanmary scores was significaRt 15e4)= 166.6,0 <
.001; partiah®= .18) and Bonferroni comparisons confirmed thabtf” and “Happy” reasons were
significantly more important than “Sad” reasons\iting the favourite place (bottis < .001). The factor
correlations show that negative reasons in padra@late to the wish to be alone and reflect enftvourite
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place. Those who visit a favourite place for negateasons tend also to visit it for positive ress@ able

2a, Table 3).

Table 3. EFA of the reasons for going to a faveupibice (MLE, promax).

Reason | Sadlepresse Il Happy, well 11l Alone, reflective h
when sad .98 .85
when depressed .94 .79
someone has left/rejected me .88 .69
after having a quarrel with someone .86 .65
having had setbacks .76 .66
when insecure about myself .69 .63
when angry .69 .55
when being affected .50 46
when very happy .97 .85
when everything goes well .90 A7
when in a good mood .82 .63
when feeling powerful .58 44
when wanting to be alone .88 72
when wanting to reflect on issues .82 .65
Eigenvalue 5.17 2.89 1.48
Cumulative explained variance % 36.9 57.5 68.1
Mean summary score (SD) of the factor2.43 (1.74) 3.52 (1.53) 3.59 (1.99)
Reliability (Cronbachu) .93 .87 .80
Factor correlations I .32 .68

I .35

Note: loadings <.30 are not shown; KMO = .92=tcommunality

Table 4. EFA of experiences in a favourite placéBylpromax).

. ., , Positive recover Low self-confidence, h?
Experience: "There... .
of self distress
| feel | am a unique and valuable person. .68 46
| can recover to be myself after something has 45
.67

touched/affected me.

| can dream and wish to accomplish personally 67 45
important and pleasant aspirations. '

Threatening matters or disappointments transfo 44
in a more positive and brighter direction while .67

there.

| can order difficult and worrisome matters in m: 67 44

mind.
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| can be free of unpleasant mental strain and 66 46
excitement. '

| feel safe. .65 45
| can ponder future threats or problems and 64 41
anticipate solutions to them. '

| can see myself from a positive perspective. .64 43
| can have control over my feelings and 61 .38
experiences.

| feel | belong there. .58 .33
The image of myself changes while there. .56 .34
The place affects my mental state. 49 .25
| always become cheerful. 41 -.36° 31
| feel that my self-confidence decreases. 74 .55
Being there feels distressing. .68 A7
My mood turns gloomy when | go there. .61 .39
| feel a failure there. 57 .32
| have difficulty in accepting myself as | am whil 56 .32
there. '

| feel | am losing my self-control. 52 27
The place restricts my autonomy. .39 A5
Eigenvalue 5.35 2.72

Cumulative explained variance % 25.5 38.4

Mean summary score (SD) of the factor 3.97 (1.1) .50 (.68)

Reliability (Cronbach’sy) .89 g7

Factor correlation -.06

320 Note: a: The cheerfulness item was included irpthative recovery factor; loadings <.30 are notvamo
321 KMO = .92; If = communality

322 In the EFA for experiences in the favourite platalfe 4), all items were retained in a two-factor
323  solution explaining 38% of the variance. The ffegitor describes “Positive recovery of self” and #econd
324 factor comprising negative experiences can belidbals “Low self-confidence and distress”. Thisutes
325 differs from the second hypothesis (H2) as reftectvas included in the first factor and the secdaatbr
326  consists of negative experiences. Paired sampésst 6f the factors’ mean summary scores reveaksg on
327 average, positive recovery experiences were sgamfly more descriptive of the favourite place

328  experiences than low self-confidence and distrepsréeences (s1)= 74.6, p < .001).

329

330 3.4 Structural equation models

331
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332
333  Figure 2. The main model (N = 576). Note: (dgt)= 0.05-0.1, *p = 0.01-0.05, **p = 0.001-0.01, ***p

334 <.001.
335

336 The main model in Fig. 2 shows that all of the ¢hreasons (“Sad, depressed”; “Happy, well”;

337  “Alone, reflective”) for visiting the favourite pte were significantly and positively related to the

338 experiences of positive recovery of s@fH.20-.33). Sad and depressed reasons were gbhgitelated to
339 the recovery experiences £ .33) and with a larger coefficient to the lovfsmnfidence and distress

340 experiencesf(= .42).

341 Happiness as a reason for going to a favouritesphaas significantly related to experiences of passit
342 recovery p = .33) but not to experiences of distress. Thaelés withdraw to a favourite place alone or to
343  reflect was significantly related to the experienoépositive recovery of selp & .20) but not to the

344  experiences of low self-confidence and distrespeirnces of positive recovery were not related to

345 measures of well-being. Thus, H3 was only partiallpported as not all types of reasons were retatall
346  types of experiences. In particular, paths betwesgative reasons, positive (and reflective) expesgs,

347 and well-being did not emerge as the strongest asexpected. Instead, experiences of distress in a
348 favourite place were negatively related to both $étisfactionf{ = -.27) and to perceived health£ -.18);
349 the more salient the experiences of distress avaurite place, the lower life satisfaction andceéred

350 health.
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The model explained more variation in positive remy (R = .42) and experiences of distres$ R
.18) than in measures of well-beingf (R.04-.07). The model fit indices indicated medéofit with the
data, ag? = 2374 (df = 650, p <.001), RMSEA = .07, CFI 4,.and SRMR = .09.

WB_Life WB_Perceived
satisfaction health
4
"/ "
//
-0.13 =% B \
s ¥ 0.00
s g 0.04 0.12 %+ 0.08 -

R_Alone/reflective

R_Sad/depressed R_Happy/@

0.39 **x* 0,36 *** (0,36 **x 0.22 **x -0.05 -0.08

E_Low self-confi-
dence/distress

Figure 3. The reversed model (N = 576). Note: (dpty 0.05-0.1, * = 0.01-0.05, **p = 0.001-0.01, ***
p <.001.

The reversed model (Fig. 3) shows that life satisfa was significantly associated with two sets of
reasons for going to a favourite place (sad, depckand happy, well) and perceived health with ndhe
more satisfied with life a person was, the moreartgmt were happy feelings as a reason for goirgg to
favourite placef{ = .12) and the less important were depressedauhteglings[§ = -.13) as reasons.

Analogous to the main model, the sad and depresssdns were related both to experiences of
positive recoveryf{ = .39) and to experiences of distrgés(.36). Happy feelings as a reason for going to a
favourite place were positively related to expecesnof recoveryf((= .36) but not to experiences of distress.
The desire to withdraw to a favourite place alonwaeflect was positively related to experienoes

recovery of selfff = .22) but not related to experiences of distress.
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In all, H4, anticipating a link between both lifatisfaction and perceived health and all types of
reasons (positively to positive and reflective tass negatively to negative reasons) and expersaenas
not supported.

The reversed model explained more variation inveop(R = .32) and distress (R .23)
experiences than in reasong R03-.11). The model fit indices indicated medéofit with the data, ag =
2559 (df = 647, p <.001), RMSEA = .07, CFl = .88d&8RMR = 0.12.

4. Discussion

We aimed to investigate the types of reasons ®ting favourite places, experiences while there,
their mutual interconnections and connections togieed well-being. In line with earlier studies
(Laatikainen et al., 2017; Newell, 1997), the mi&yo{56%) of favourite places in this adult samplere
natural settings.

In a correlational analysis, we found that peopteltto use favourite places on both negative and
positive occasions as the importance of positiveraggative reasons generally correlated signifigaihe
majority of the reasons and experiences were cetateach other and several reasons and experiences
(among those measured in the present study) wiattedeo the well-being variables of life satisfantand
perceived health. Although causal directions catwedatpecified, this supports the general idealbf se
regulation and up- and down-regulation of emotekirtg place in favourite places and being related t
well-being.

The guestionnaire was formulated on the basis istisg qualitative accounts of favourite place
experiences (Korpela, 1992; Korpela & Hartig, 19864 revealed the factors of being “sad and depdéss
being “happy and well”, and the desire to “be aland reflect” on issues. Thus, the themes of emotio
regulation and reflection were evident. Howevesiting a favourite place in cases of sadness and
depressive mood were rated, on average, as lesstanpreasons than withdrawal or positive mood Th
current factor solution is not exhaustive (e.g.riked to calm down or process disappointmentsaliditn
with the factor solution) and future studies toeatain the reasons (i.e. situations, emotionscagaitions)
in full are called for.

The experiences while in a favourite place fornved factors “positive recovery of self” and “low
self-confidence and distress” revealing a dichotafgositive vs. negative or pleasant vs. unpleasan
experiences. The first factor refers to successlitregulation, i.e. to positive change of expeces related
to the self (e.g. “I can recover to be myself...”Hahe ability to reflect on personally importarguss. In
addition to these, the pleasant feelings of relé@se strain, control over feelings, safety andongingness
loaded on this factor. The second factor contaggative experiences related to the self and negativ
mood/feelings. It contains experiences of decreasHetonfidence, lower acceptance of oneself, ebessad
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self-control and autonomy and also experiencesstifeds and gloominess. Thus, it seems that thayeos
and negative feelings on these two factors areetlaslated to the self-experience of the persainas
feelings did not form a factor of their own. To smarize, the entirety of reason and experience facto
reveals ingredients for the regulation of positwel negative self-experiences and feelings anddhige to
cognitively reflect on issues in solitude. As thregent factor solutions did not include purely oestive
experiences in line with major restoration theofeRT by Ulrich et al., 1991; ART by R. & S. Kaplan
1989) neither in the factor items nor in the outeameasures — except for reflection —, a need tordu
studies to compare such restorative experiencéssslf-regulative experiences in favourite plases i
evident.

The structural equation models achieved only a auedifit with the data. The model fits were
comparable for the main and reversed models alththeymain model explained variance in experientes
“positive recovery of self “ slightly more ¢R= .42) than the reversed modef (R.32). Thus, we find some
support for but not proof of the tenability of tiseas of environmental self-regulation and reversed
associations. Moreover, the results provide prasgec further research in this area.

In SEM models, not only positive (“happy, well”)éreflective (“alone, reflection”) reasons but also
negative reasons (“sad, depressed”) for visitimgfélvourite place were significantly and positivedjated
to the experiences of “positive recovery of seltis indicates that favourite places do indeedesself-
regulation by transforming negative feelings intsitive feelings. This confirms earlier findingsdiela
& Ylén, 2007) but is still a cross-sectional findinecessitating longitudinal studies in the futtitewever,
negative reasons (“sad, depressed”) were moregtyroziated to experiences of low self-confidennd a
distress than to positive recovery of self. Thugative experiences as reasons do not necesdaaihge in
the favourite place but remain negative. Not ssipgly, negative experiences in favourite placesyen
average, on a very low level (mean summary scotkeofactor), meaning that they did not closelyehat
with people’s experiences in favourite places. kenstudies are needed to qualify the circumstaimces
which negative experiences change to positive oane negative. The situation is analogous to coping
research, where the question of the ways in whigling affects different outcomes in both short kmd)
term has remained challenging (Folkman & Moskowa04).

The desire to withdraw to a favourite place alonwaeflect was significantly related to positive
recovery experiences of self but not to experiennéésw self-confidence and distress. This agafarseto
the successful use of favourite places in the serof self-regulation so that emotionally neutrgderiences
— the desire to be alone or to reflect — may tarpdsitive experiences of recovery of self. Thelifig
suggests a sequence or co-occurrence of diffefieat aegulation or coping strategies which desgrve
separate research efforts (Korpela et al., 2018ppiness as a reason for going to a favouritesphaas
significantly related to experiences of positiveaeery but not to experiences of distress. Thusaite
positive feelings can be maintained in a favoysleee and are not likely to turn into negativetreissed

feelings. This confirms a previous qualitative atvaéion from adolescents (Korpela, 1992).
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Contrary to our expectations, positive experierafagcovery of self were not related to well-being
Consequently, we found no evidence of successfut@mmental self-regulation (negative reasons gt
to positive experiences) being related to lifessatition and perceived health. This is contrargrieearlier
study, where perceived frequency of use and effichairban or nature walks or favourite placesdfiect
regulation were positively related to perceiveditie@orpela et al., 2018). The difference in tesults
may stem from a mismatch between generality or fiam@e in the environmental vs. well-being items.
Perceived health and life satisfaction refer toraggted, stable assessments, whereas experiertbes in
favourite places in the present study might hawnheterpreted as referring to an isolated visio(v
important are these reasons”/ “how do these matah gxperiences while in the place”). In the earlie
study, the environmental items were on a more agdee level (“how frequently do you use that bebawi
to influence your feelings?”) which may have mattperceived health assessment better. Moreover,
common method variance is a problem in both studheseby compromising the reliability of the rdsul
This necessitates further research on other aspkatsil-being with different temporal rates of clye,
such as stress-restoration (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1988ch et al., 1991), vitality (Ryan et al., 2010),
eudaimonic well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2001) or pogtmental health (Tennant et al., 2007). One furthe
explanation for the present result may be thatneeasure of favourite place experiences had ongyva f
emotion-related items and several items focusefbection and self-related experiences instead. It
known that positive affect reduces stress and ipelitaffects coping and health (Pressman, Jenkins
Moskowitz, 2019). In this sense, it is noteworthgttthe single items of feeling well or happy aaswns for
visiting a favourite place and the experience afdmeing cheerful were all positively and signifidgnt
related to both life satisfaction and perceivedthe&onversely, the more salient the distress eg&pees in
a favourite place, the lower were life satisfact@oml perceived health. Thus, we may assume thatfif
regulation in a favourite place does not succeaemnverting negative self-experience or affectstpes
ones, the consequences for life satisfaction anceped health may be negative. Further studies may
ascertain the question whether experiences of éfacenfidence and self-disintegration and negative
feelings in a favourite place can be regardedfagwae of self-regulation or, at least in sometamses, a
step in a longer process of recovery. Here, theotisther, validated measures of emotion and self-
regulation failures in subsequent studies wouldménportant next step. The frequency of use abdiae
places may mediate or moderate these relationahghsis this was not taken into account in the ptese
study, future studies clarifying this issue aredesk Moreover, this finding points to the potentiaéd for
guidance and education in using environments tpatgelf- and emotion regulation (cf. Pasanennsdoh,
Lee & Korpela, 2018).

As country was controlled for in our analyses, @uhd be important to check the model invariances
across countries and subsamples. Furthermore ughhour sample had a fairly wide age range, it isbed
mainly of university students and the majority loé fparticipants were female. We do concede thabade

gender may moderate our results but the exactteftdcthis are difficult to estimate. There is eande that
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477  age and gender moderate landscape preferences@®@é¥eAntrop, 2010) and that in real-life place
478  evaluations safety issues may matter more to fesrthben males. However, there is also reason tevzeli
479 that the safety restrictions often reported by fi@smado not as such influence the choice of plaaes (
480 investigated in the present study) but ratherimigithose places in company rather than alone ovnglu
481  daylight hours rather than in the hours of darkr{@esgensen et al., 2007). Furthermore, some Stundiee
482  reported gender differences in well-being and healtdifferent levels of exposure to nature butrésilts
483  are inconsistent (Korpela, de Bloom & Kinnunen, 202l in all, the present results must be intetpd
484  with caution and cannot be generalized to any gibpulation groups or cultural contexts.

485 As the cross-sectional design of the study doeslhmt/ causal inferences, we also analysed the
486  reversed direction of well-being affecting the v$éavourite places. The reversed model showedlifieat
487  satisfaction is significantly associated with tvatssof reasons for going to a favourite place (;‘'sad

488  depressed” and “happy, well”) and perceived healthone. The more satisfied with life a person tisas
489  more important were happy feelings as a reasogdmg to a favourite place and the less importasrew
490 depressed and sad feelings as reasons. This iesli@abp-down effect of life satisfaction by in@ieg the
491 importance of positive reasons and decreasingtipertance of negative ones for going to a favourite
492  place. Such findings complement research wheradifisfaction is regarded as an important predumftor
493  advantageous daily experiences, such as better maryaffect and less stress (Smyth, Zawadzki, &uth
494  Sciamanna, 2017) or future life outcomes (Diené,2}.

495
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Environmental self-regulation in favourite places of Finnish and Hungarian adults

Running title: Self-regulation in favourite places

Highlights:

We investigated the self-reported benefits of favourite physical places for well-being.
Favourite places were visited for depressed, happy and reflective reasons.

Positive recovery of self but also distress was experienced in favourite places.
Positive recovery experiences were not related to well-being.

Distress experiences were negatively related to life satisfaction and perceived health.

Life satisfaction was related to positive and negative reasons.



