49th International Conference on Environmental Systems
7-11 July 2019, Boston, Massachusetts

ICES-2019-309

Bringing Nature into Space: The Restorative Potential of
Virtual Environments for Long-Term Space Travel
Elizabeth Song Lockard1
Chaminade University, Honolulu, Hawaii, 96816
Andrew Kaufman2
University of Hawaii Manoa, Honolulu, Hawaii, 96822

For a human mission to Mars, prolonged isolation and confinement poses one of the
greatest risks to the well-being of the crew, and can threaten the overall success of the mission.
Numerous studies have documented the range of psychological, sociological, and behavioral
problems that can result from long durations in isolated and confined environments, but to
date, little research has examined how environmental conditions themselves could attenuate,
or even pre-empt, negative effects such as stress, monotony, and under-stimulation that are
associated with isolated, confined, and extreme environments.
Exposure to the outdoors, and to natural landscapes in particular, has proven to be
beneficial in reducing stress, improving cognitive skills, boosting work performance, and
accelerating recovery. Though being out in nature is not possible on a mission to Mars, the use
of virtual reality (VR) technologies to provide the experience of a simulacrum may be able to
provide similar benefits. VR has the potential to not only reduce symptoms that can lead to
pathology, but may even have measurable salutogenic effects on the crew. They could offer
alternate settings for social interaction; provide opportunities for leisure, relaxation, and
creativity; increase sensory stimulation and creativity; reduce feelings of isolation and
confinement through Earth-like environments; and promote a greater affinity for the Mars
environment.
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Nomenclature
The language of architecture and the language of astronomy both include the word ‘space’ in their respective lexicons;
there is some overlap in their meaning, but also some critical subtle differences. In order to preserve the nuances of
each, the two terms will be distinguished as follows: ‘space’ represents the general condition of emptiness, absence,
or void; and ‘Space’ represents what we commonly refer to as outer space or the cosmos.
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I. Introduction

P

SYCHOSOCIAL problems that arise from isolation and confinement in extreme environments (ICEs) present one
of the most significant obstacles to the success of long-duration human missions in Space.1,2,3 Some of the adverse
effects that have been associated with ICEs include stress, boredom, monotony, loneliness, anxiety, irritability,
aggression, uncooperativeness, social splintering, withdrawal, and performance impairment.4,5 While adverse
psychosocial effects are not exclusive outcomes of ICEs, nor are they universally experienced, they may however,
lead to the disintegration of crew cohesion or decrements in crew performance, which can in turn undermine the
success of the mission.
Psychological and social problems associated with prolonged isolation and confinement have been primarily
addressed through crew selection and training, taking into consideration factors such as crew size, cultural background,
gender, and heterogeneity.6-10 While the threats that ICEs present to a crew’s psychological health and social cohesion
have been rigorously documented,11-18 less consideration has been given to managing environmental factors that could
ameliorate these effects,19 or even promoting salutogenesis.20,21 There are a number of environmental conditions which
contribute in particular, to the subjective experience of confinement, such as minimal access to the outdoors;
constrictive, compartmentalized spaces; inflexibility in reconfiguration of interior space; lack of mobility and limited
range of physical activity; limited choice or control over personal surroundings, and lack of sensory stimulation.22
The potential for how environmental interventions can positively impact behavioral and mental health is clearly
illustrated by the crew interaction with the cupola installed at the ISS [Figure 1]. In a study conducted on the crew’s
activity, eighty percent of astronauts’ leisure time was spent sitting by the viewing portal Earth-gazing.23 This
phenomenon, which later came to be known as the Overview Effect, had a profound salutogenic influence on the
crew—well beyond the simple pleasure of a window view. The window allowed crewmembers to have a visual
connection to ‘home’ that also imparted a phenomenological sense of place and proprioceptive location. Moreover,
the cupola created an intimate niche that was conducive to reflection: crewmembers reported that gazing at the Earth
gave them a heightened appreciation of the fragility of our planet and of the interconnectedness between all living
things and their environment.24
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Figure 1. Astronaut Karen Nyberg gazing at the Earth from the cupola on the ISS
Environmental interventions may not only reduce stress experienced by crewmembers, but may also diminish
those very stressors which arise from confinement in the first place. It can also provide the possibility for aesthetic
experience—to have occurrences of beauty in day-to-day life—which is often underestimated as an essential
determinant of well-being. The potential for both pre-emptive and restorative effects of environmental interventions
is an area of study that should be investigated further in the context of human Space travel.

II. Restorative Benefits of Nature
There is abundant research in the field of environmental psychology that shows that exposure to the outdoors—
that is, perceptual awareness of conditions beyond the confines of the habitat enclosure—can provide restorative
benefits and is crucial to psychophysical well-being; in particular, views of natural landscapes. Restoration is
understood as the renewal of diminished social, physical, psychological and social capacities to meet adaptive
needs.25,26,27 While studies on restorative benefits have focused predominantly on addressing stress, cognitive fatigue,
and mood, in the context of ICEs, restoration could also address feelings of satisfaction (with colleagues, mission, and
habitat), as well as arousal and stimulation to counter boredom and monotony.
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There are two theoretical foci in the literature on restorative environments: Ulrich’s model based on affective
response as the catalyst for restoration,28-31 and Kaplan’s model which posits that cognitive response precedes affect,
and hence, precipitates restoration.32,33
Ulrich’s research on hospital patients recovering from surgery revealed that they experienced a range of benefits,
both emotional and physiological, when they had windows that allowed them to view nature—as opposed to those
patients who either had no access to a window, or had views only to adjacent buildings. When exposed to views of
trees in particular, surgery patients reported less stress and anxiety, required less pain medication, and required shorter
recovery time and hospital stays.34 Similarly, Barton and Pretty’s research found that people who exercised with
exposure to nature, especially water features, enjoyed improved self-esteem and mood.35 Moreover, exposure to
natural scenery has also been found to influence aspirations, with participants placing more importance on intrinsic
values (e.g., personal growth, intimacy, sense of community) over the extrinsic ones (e.g., wealth, status, power).36
Ulrich’s framework is predicated on the assumption that preferences for natural environment stem from our
evolutionary history, eliciting positive feelings and a sense of well-being that have been encoded by conditions that
are favorable to our survival.35 In contrast to Ulrich’s emphasis on affect and mood as the antecedent for restorative
effect, Kaplan argues that preferences for natural settings are based on their ability to replenish depleted attention
capacity, caused by the distracting and chaotic stimuli of our busy urban settings.37,38 Kaplan’s body of research has
thus concentrated on the impact of nature exposure on cognitive processes. Numerous studies have demonstrated that
students taking exams in a classroom with a window to a view performed consistently better than students in
classrooms with no outdoor view or natural light.39-42 Other studies have correlated higher quality of work performance
and increased productivity when workers had offices with views to natural features and intake of natural light.43-46
It should be noted that views to outdoor ‘scenery’ should not be equated with the presence of indoor ‘greenery’.
While the inclusion of plants in living spaces also has its benefits on psychological well-being,47-49 it is not a substitute
for the multi-sensory experience of sweeping and expansive landscapes.

III. Natural vs. Simulated Environments
More recent research has examined whether the same restorative effects of direct or indirect exposure to nature
can be elicited through simulated environments. Studies showing promising results have been conducted on a range
of demographic populations: groups living in isolated and confined conditions (e.g., prison, Antarctic research
stations, space habitat simulations), subjects who are experiencing stress-induced pathology (e.g., PTSD), and hospital
patients who are in treatment for illness or injury.
Studies conducted on prison inmates showed that 15-20 minutes of exposure to nature videos positively impacted
relationships with inmates and prison staff; and that these effects lasted for hours after the exposure.50,51 Even exposure
to static nature imagery (e.g., poster, photos) was found to significantly reduce stress, anxiety, aggression and
irritability—especially in conditions where there is little or no access to ambient nature.52-55
All scene types however, do not have the same degree of restorative effects. Viewing nature imagery was found
to be more effective in alleviating stress than viewing urban landscapes, watching television, or looking at abstract
art.57 Exposure to simulated natural environments—compared to exposure to simulated urban environments—gave
rise to increased positive affect, and accelerated recovery from stress and directed attention fatigue.26,56,57 Of the types
of nature imagery used in the studies, exposure to trees was most strongly correlated with feelings of relaxation,58 with
subjects displaying a preference for gardens, flowers, and open landscapes.
The presence of scenic pictures and dioramas in conditions of confinement has been reported as soothing to
geographically isolated explorers and scientists. Crews at the Antarctic research stations displayed images of idyllic
places that they have either visited in the past (evoking nostalgia) or dreamed of visiting in the future (evoking
chimera).7 Reflecting “a desire to view landscape-type scenes and simulate the exercise of distant vision,” it has been
observed that “false windows [were] installed in personal quarters and common areas to display various types of
dioramas…reportedly, some individuals enjoy staring at the dioramas for long periods of time”.1
Biologist E. O. Wilson theorizes that humans have a deeply entrenched genetic predilection for these types of
views: “There is an evolutionary foundation for the common human preference for sweeping views from an elevated
perspective, especially for views involving bodies of water…natural selection has predisposed members of the human
species to favor views and scenes that in many ways replicate optimal living conditions during the millions of years
of human evolution: an unobstructed view of a plain and a nearby pond, lake, or seashore”.1
When removed from surroundings in which a species has thrived, the captive organisms cease to flourish; this
phenomenon has been observed in labs where animals are used for experimentation. It can be inferred not only that
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access to nature provides measurable benefits but also that the absence of nature in isolated and confined spaces can
actually hinder the behavioral and mental health of its occupants. Given the constraints of Space travel, virtual reality
offers possibilities that could enrich the lives of the crew by providing a surrogate experience of nature.

IV. The Potential of Virtual Reality
Virtual reality, a term that was popularized in the late 1980’s, has actually been in development for over a century.
Broadly defined, virtual reality creates the impression that the subject is somewhere other than their physical location.
Within this interpretation, full-scale panoramas, 3D movies, and flight simulators constitute the earliest forms of
virtual reality, and are precursors to the more advanced cybertechnologies that have recently emerged.
The potential for the current generation of VR to promote psychological benefits is greater than previous types of
simulations because of its higher capacity for immersion and interactivity. Immersion refers to the objective physical
properties of the representation, such as fidelity, screen size, eye-tracking, or resolution. Presence, on the other hand,
refers to the feeling of ‘being there’. The more immersive a simulation is, the greater the sense of presence it can
evoke. Although immersion is a pre-condition of presence, presence refers to the subjective experience of the viewer,
measured by the human response to the simulation. Because computer-generated imagery is more immersive than
posters or photos, virtual reality can come much closer to achieving a simulacrum.
A burgeoning field of research suggests that when subjects are immersed in surrogate landscapes (in most cases
the stimuli is exclusively visual), similar effects as those with direct exposure to nature have been observed. In
Valtchanov’s work on virtual settings, subjects experienced a range of restorative benefits, such as reduced cognitive
fatigue, decreased stress levels, increased focus and attention, increased positive affect, and decreased negative
affect.59 Greater restorative effects were correlated with higher degrees of immersion: the greater the capacity of the
medium to appeal to the senses, the more psychological impact it had.
Virtual reality technologies can achieve what deKort refers to as ‘experiential isomorphism’, which focuses on the
replication of the experience of nature in simulated environments rather than on the degree of realism of the simulation.
Whereas pictorial realism is a condition of immersion, experiential realism is key to presence. Studies in treating
phobias have demonstrated that experiential realism is more therapeutically effective than pictorial realism.60 A study
by deKort et. al, examined specifically how the degree of immersion affected subjects’ response, recording a high
correlation between immersion (differentiated by screen size of the medium) and self-reported positive/negative affect.
It was found that immersion, more so than interactivity, was essential for producing restorative effects.60 While the
study did not look at the responses as a correlative measure of presence, they hypothesized that the outcomes were
tied to increased feelings of presence.
Besides the types of landscapes viewed, other factors influence the ways in which simulations are perceived.
Depledge found in his research that design of the content is far more critical in achieving immersion than the actual
VR medium itself, and deKort posits that the validity of simulations depends on an array of factors, including type of
representation, environmental content, and the assigned task or experimental objective.60, 61
VR using multiple modalities (visual, audio, olfactory, and haptic stimuli) is an area that has even greater potential
for producing restorative effects. To maximize their effectiveness, VEs should be multi-sensory and highly
immersive.62 Depledge argues for the need for a multivariate approach to study the modulation of the five senses to
produce ambient effects in virtual environments, especially olfactory stimuli which has been largely ignored.63 The
more senses that are engaged simultaneously to reinforce a perception, the more powerful the experience—especially
when our olfactory sense is aroused.64 Scents and other olfactory signals in particular are potent in evoking memories
because unlike the other senses, they are sent to both the frontal cortex (which is responsible for recognition) and the
limbic area (which is responsible for emotion) of the brain. Stimulation of multiple senses create a synergistic, or
crossmodal effect; however, it does not require that all senses be aroused with equal intensity—only that they are
synchronized with and reinforce one another.65 Valtnachov’s research integrated a rumble platform which provided
somatosensory input, head-tracking to alter the view of the landscape in real-time, and synthetic scents from air
fresheners to mimic forest smells.59
Annerstadt’s study using a virtual forest showed greater stress recovery with combined visual and audio stimuli
(when congruent forest sounds like birds, wind, and rustling leaves were synchronized with the imagery) over visual
stimuli alone (no sound accompanying the imagery). Moreover, the absence of sound in conjunction with high-fidelity
visual stimuli may have produced an uncanny valley—a sense of creepiness stemming from a strong resemblance that
does not quite achieve realism66,67—which could imply that multiple modalities may be in fact, necessary to achieve
a stronger sense of presence that is more conducive to restorative effects. An example of multi-modality that could be
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recreated to produce a highly immersive simulation is a fireplace: a high-fidelity video of logs burning, combined with
audio of crackling flames, the aroma of burning wood and pine smoke, and the thermal sensation of radiant heat.
Responses to such a multi-sensory simulation could be studied in comparison to the experience of an actual fireplace.

V. Applications for Space Missions
The use of VR technologies in long-duration Space travel has considerable potential for addressing deficiencies in
meeting the crew’s psychological needs. The most promising studies to date indicate that they could be effective in
relieving stress through the simulation of natural and familiar environments like those on Earth; but they could also
serve to create a wide spectrum of varied experiences through the invention of environments that are entirely new,
imagined and exotic.68-70 Beyond simulating bucolic vistas to induce feelings of tranquility, virtual environments serve
to create conditions of perceptual exteriority that may be pivotal in mitigating the adverse effects that stem from
confinement. Simulations that impart to the user a sense of expansiveness, an infinite horizon—in other words, a
phenomenological reality beyond the confines of the habitat—could potentially alleviate many of the problems posed
by prolonged seclusion: feelings of captivity, loneliness, monotony and tedium, sensory under-stimulation, solipsism,
and homesickness, to name a few.
Other types of virtual environments beside simulations of nature have also been shown to support crewmembers’
psychosocial adaptation in ICEs. Recent research at the HI-SEAS habitat simulation examined Second Life as an
interface for social interactions, in which crewmembers could manipulate virtual objects in a shared virtual
environment with family and friends ‘back on Earth’. Preliminary results from the study indicated improved
communications, increased social satisfaction, and reduced social monotony.71-73
Combined visual, auditory, and olfactory input may be able to create a perception of a larger reality beyond the
immediate habitat. Such manufactured environments may help crewmembers’ adjustment to the Lunar or Martian
landscape, and reduce feelings of alienation.74 By fostering a visceral connection to the extraterrestrial environs
through sensory input, VEs could help establish a sense of place and belonging, and this feeling of being ‘at home’
could have a profound positive impact on crew well-being during an extended mission in Space.75
If they are to adapt, migrants to Mars or the Moon must be able to adjust to, and eventually develop an affinity for,
the foreign surroundings of their new home.76 Living in ICEs is especially challenging because it severely limits an
occupant’s relationship to the outside world, thus inhibiting the ability for a habitat to be perceived as a place of
dwelling.77 The ability to psychologically acclimate to Mars will depend, in part, on crewmembers’ exposure and
opportunities to familiarize themselves with their new environment—both qualitatively through sensory input, as well
as quantitatively through the acquisition of information. The use of virtual interfaces could serve to establish and
mediate a connection to the Martian environment. (How the crew’s preferences for Earth v. Mars scenes impact
psychological adjustment could be a topic for further study. Future research could also explore whether frequent
exposure to the Martian geography through virtual environments can actually cultivate a deeper empathetic disposition
towards its environment.) Moreover, because the habitat is a highly automated environment where the element of
choice in many aspects of daily life is limited and there is little flexibility to reconfigure interior spaces, the ability for
the crew to select or even create their own virtual environments may also help return a semblance of control over their
living spaces.
Of the two available delivery vehicles for VR, Head-Mounted Display (HMD) and Cave Automatic Virtual
Environments (CAVE TM), HMD would be far more practical in Space habitats than CAVE TM —though each has its
advantages and disadvantages [Figure 2]. HMD is more feasible from a pragmatic standpoint because it requires
minimal equipment, the device itself is relatively lightweight and compact, it is inexpensive, and is easy to operate. In
comparison, CAVE TM requires sophisticated projection apparatus, is costly, and its operation requires much more
space for operation. HMD allows individual crewmembers to participate at will, with a scene of their own choosing,
and for any length of time without disturbing other members of the crew; however, because it is a solitary endeavor
(though others can participate through avatars inserted into a shared scene), it could exacerbate feelings of
disengagement or social isolation from rest of the crew. Because it substitutes the physically occupied environment
with an entirely new fabricated one, it could also cause the user to feel disengaged from their actual surroundings.
In contrast to the HMD, the CAVE TM format is a form of augmented reality that does not cleave the users from
their immediate physical surroundings. However, given the challenges of employing an equipment-intensive system
in a spatially constrained interior, a more primitive version could instead be implemented, which could retain some of
the characteristics of the cave environment. An interactive, dynamic, high-fidelity panorama depicting a stationary
landscape—combined with other multi-sensory input—could be enjoyed by any number of crewmembers at one time;
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and by integrating them in both dining and exercise areas, it would also allow the crew to take their meals or do their
physical training in other scenic locales if they so choose. To enhance their mealtime or workout experience, the crew
could develop themes such as a ‘picnic in the woods’ or a ‘jog along the seashore’. Celebratory themes (e.g., fireworks)
could be offered to mark special occasions. The ability to ‘meander around the Martian terrain’ could be employed
for both leisure and research purposes. A cave-like system enhances the existing surroundings rather than severing
them, thus allowing occupants to experience their habitat in a variety of ways, either individually or communally. A
potential drawback is that a surface-consuming panorama could be disruptive for crewmembers if they are engaged in
other tasks, do not want to participate at that time, or would prefer to experience another type of scenery than the other
users.
HEAD-MOUNTED DISPLAY
Removes user from immediate surroundings
Requires less equipment and space
Lower cost
Use does not require crew consensus
Can be used privately; less disruptive
Limited to singular activity
Isolated or limited social interaction

CAVE-TYPE ENVIRONMENT
Augments/transforms interior environment
Requires more equipment and space
Higher cost
Requires crew consensus (scene, scheduling)
Can be used communally; create events
Multiple simultaneous activities possible
Offers wider options for social interaction

Figure 2. Comparison of VR formats
There are three types of virtual scenery that would have potentially relevant applications for a Mars mission:
Earthscapes, Mars-scapes, and Artscapes [Figure 3, shown in HMD format]. Landscapes from Earth depicting nature
may be used to relieve stress and anxiety in response to overstimulation, and conversely to elicit arousal and
exhilaration in response to under-stimulation. Depictions of the Martian landscape may be used to promote acclimation
to the unfamiliar surroundings, overcome feelings of hostility or alienation, and facilitate adaptation. And finally,
abstract environments may be employed to stimulate creativity, or as a means of momentary escapism.
Scenic preferences of crewmembers would be assessed in advance in order to establish the types of virtual
landscapes to be developed for a Space mission. In any case, there should be sufficient variety so that not only can
individual preferences be satisfied, but also so that crewmembers don’t become bored of viewing them over the
duration of the mission. (The importance of scenographic novelty in long-duration applications is another factor to be
studied.) How users react to the various outdoor landscapes will depend not only on the scenographic types themselves,
but also on the user’s personal history and personal preferences.
Earth scenes [Figure 3a] can provide psychological comfort by recalling memories of familiar things and of past
events. They can connect the user to nature, as well as to places that are known to them. They satisfy the yearning for
nostalgia while offering a respite from the foreign and alien surroundings far from Earth. Landscape options could
include bodies of water (e.g., ocean shore, waterfalls, river); snow-covered mountains; woods, rainforest or jungle;
and expansive vistas, such as a meadow or pasture. But it could also provide other soothing amenities, such as a
fireplace, an aquarium, or various weather phenomena (e.g., sunset, thunderstorm, northern lights). However, if virtual
environments were only to present comforting, nostalgic experiences of familiar geographies of Earth, and become a
means by which to avoid the physical realities of life on Mars, they could end up serving as a mechanism for
maladaptation. This could, in turn, lead to increased feelings of disengagement from their less hospitable surroundings.
Frequent virtual ‘trips’ to Earth may even come to serve as a reminder that their new Space abode is not their home.
Mars environments [Figure 3b] could afford opportunities to establish a visceral connection with the outdoors and
to learn more about the physical geography. Experiencing the Martian environment through VE might help attenuate
feelings of anxiety and detachment. If the crew is to feel at home beyond Earth, a process of empathetic acclimatization
is essential. One possible strategy would be to locate virtual “windows”—to recreate an experience similar to that of
the ISS—so that crewmembers could view the Martian landscape at full scale and in real time using head-tracking
software. Options could include: viewing of a static immediate location (virtual window showing the adjacent
surroundings of the habitat); viewing of a static remote location with changing climatic conditions or other dynamic
element (live camera/video feed); or a mobile, roaming view (from Rover or drone). Users would be able to dictate
the vantage points and be able to traverse the exterior terrain through the operation of remote drone cameras. Given
that the primary purpose of the built habitat is to protect its occupants from the hazardous conditions of Space, it
becomes even more critical that virtual technologies provide an experiential dimension of the Martian environment.
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Figure 3a. Virtual Earthscapes

Figure 3b. Virtual Mars-scapes

Figure 3c. Abstract Artscapes

Artscapes [Figure 3c] provide the opportunity to engage the imagination and creativity of the user. They could be
either randomly generated by a program algorithm or entirely invented by the user. Options for image creation are:
computer-generated, the nature of which would be random, unpredictable, and spontaneous; or user-generated, which
would be characterized by design, control, and interactivity. Whereas Earth scenes recall memories and satisfy the
need for comfort and familiarity, and Mars scenes can establish interfaces for research or affective connection, the
purpose of artscapes is to offer the experience of the fantastical.

VI. Conclusion
The negative effects of long-term isolation and confinement in Space travel can impair crew performance,
undermine social cohesion, and inhibit the ability to adapt; this is due in part to the fact that living in ICEs severely
limits an occupant’s relationship to the outside world. Developing cognitive and affective connections to exterior
environments beyond the habitat is one of the critical factors in the process of psychological adaptation. This is
especially challenging however, given the hazardous conditions of the Space environment and the stringent
requirements of the habitat structure.
Multi-modal virtual environments could offer an infinite selection of simulated, and otherwise inaccessible,
environments for the crew to experience. They can be used to foster a deeper relationship to the planetary landscape
that would otherwise not be possible, and potentially provide other myriad benefits for psychosocial well-being. The
use of VEs could reduce symptoms that lead to pathologies, such as feelings of isolation and confinement, sensory
monotony, boredom and tedium, under-stimulation, solipsism, personal and social stress, and feelings of anxiety
towards the extraterrestrial surroundings. In addition to providing more options for leisure and recreation, it is possible
that the integration of VEs as part of the crew’s routine could induce salutogenic effects that would result in greater
social cohesion, increased creativity, improved work performance and productivity, and feelings of satisfaction.
How different scenes would be experienced in the HI-SEAS habitat using the CAVE TM format:

Baseline condition

photo: www.hi-seas.org
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Earthscape

Mars-scape
Figure 4. Transformation of the HI-SEAS habitat interior

References
1

Stuster, J., Bold Endeavors: Lessons from Polar and Space Exploration. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1996.
P., Brcic, J., & Legkaia, K., “Coping with the Problems of Space Flight: Reports from Astronauts and
Cosmonauts,” Acta Astronautica, 65(3–4), 2009, pp. 312–324.
3Shea, C., Leveton, L., Slack, K. J., Keeton, K. E., & Palinkas, L. A., Antarctica Meta-Analysis: Psychosocial Factors
Related to Long Duration Isolation and Confinement, 2009.
4Kanas, N., & Manzey, D., Space Psychology and Psychiatry. El Segundo, CA: Microcosm Press/Springer, 2010.
5Peldszus, R., Dalke, H., Pretlove, S., & Welch, C., “The Perfect Boring Situation—Addressing the Experience of Monotony
During Crewed Deep Space Missions Through Habitability Design.” Acta Astronautica, 94(1), 2014, pp. 262-276.
6
Dudley-Rowley, M., Nolan, P., Bishop, S., Farry, K., & Gangale, T., “Ten Missions, Two Studies: Crew Composition, Time,
And Subjective Experience in Mars-Analog Expeditions.” In Proceedings of the Third International Convention of the Mars
Society, 2001.
7
Dudley-Rowley, M., & Bishop, S. L., “Extended Mission Systems Integration Standards for the Human-Environment and
Human-Human Interfaces.” In Presentation for the First Aero Space Architecture Symposium, World Space Congress, October
2002.
8Gushin, V. I., & Dudley-Rowley, M., “On Our Best Behavior: Optimization of Group Functioning on the Early Mars
Missions.” In The Founding Convention of the Mars Society, Boulder, Colorado, 1999, pp. 717-721.
9
Kanas, N. A., Salnitskiy, V. P., Ritsher, J. B., Gushin, V. I., Weiss, D. S., Saylor, S. A., Marmar, C. R., “Human Interactions
in Space: ISS vs. Shuttle/Mir.” Acta Astronautica, 59(1–5), 2006, pp. 413–419.
10Johnson, J. C., & Finney, B. R., “Structural Approaches to the Study of Groups in Space: A Look at Two Analogs.” Journal
of Social Behavior & Personality, 1(3), 1986, pp. 325–347.
11
Dudley-Rowley, M., Okushi, J., Gangale, T., Flores, P., & Diaz, E., “Design Implications of Latent Challenges to the LongDuration Space Mission.” In Proceedings of the AIAA meeting in Long Beach, California (Vol. 24), September 2003.
12Evans, G., Stokols, D., & Carrere, S., “Human Adaptation to Isolated and Confined Environments: Preliminary Findings of
a Seven Month Antarctic Winter-Over Human Factors Study” (Final Technical Report), 1987.
13
Harrison, A. A., “Humanizing Outer Space: Architecture, Habitability, and Behavioral Health.” Acta Astronautica, 66(5–6),
2010, pp. 890–896.
14Gallagher, W., The Power of Place. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001.
15Gärling, T. E., & Evans, G., Environment, Cognition, and Action: An Integrated Approach. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press, 1991.
16Lockard, E. S., “Design Considerations for Long-Term Habitation in Space: The Role of Aesthetics and Human Cognition.”
Presented at the 10th Annual International Symposium on Space Exploration. International Space University, Strasbourg, France,
2005.
17
Lockard, E. S., “Habitation in Space: The Relationship between Aesthetics and Dwelling.” AIAA 2006-7331, September
2006.
18Suedfeld, P., & Steel, G. D., “The Environmental Psychology of Capsule Habitats.” Annual Review of Psychology, 51(1),
2000, pp. 227–253.
19
Ulrich, R. S., “Effects of Interior Design on Wellness: Theory and Recent Scientific Research.” Journal of Health Care
Interior Design, 3(1), 1991, pp. 97-109.
2Suedfeld,

8
International Conference on Environmental Systems

20Ritsher, J., Kanas, N., Ihle, E., Saylor, S., “Psychological Adaptation and Salutogenesis in Space: Lessons from a Series of
Studies.” Acta Astronautica 60, 2007, pp. 336-340.
21
Suedfeld, P., “Invulnerability, Coping, Salutogenesis, Integration: Four Phases of Space Psychology.” Aviation, Space, and
Environmental Medicine, 76 (Supplement 1), 2005, B61–B66.
22Carrere, S., Evans, G. W., & Stokols, D., “Winter-Over Stress: Physiological and Psychological Adaptation to an Antarctic
Isolated and Confined Environment.” In Harrison, A., Clearwater, Y., & McKay, C. (Eds.), From Antarctica to Outer Space.
New York, NY: Springer-Verlag, 1991, pp. 229-237.
23
Vogler, A., & Jorgensen, J., “Windows to the World; Doors to Space: A Reflection on the Psychology and Anthropology of
Space Architecture.” In Space: Science, Technology and the Arts (7th Workshop on Space and the Arts), Noordwijk, The
Netherlands: ESA/ESTEC, May 2004, pp. 18-21.
24
White, F., The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution. American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics, 1998.
25Hartig, T., Evans, G. W., Jamner, L. D., Davis, D. S., & Gärling, T., “Tracking Restoration in Natural and Urban Field
Settings.” Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23(2), 2003, pp. 109-123.
26
Hartig, T., Böök, A., Garvill, J., Olsson, T., & Gärling, T., “Environmental Influences on Psychological
Restoration.” Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 37(4), 1996, pp. 378-393.
27Hartig, T., & Staats, H., “Restorative Environments.” Encyclopedia of Applied Psychology, 3, 2004, pp. 273-279.
28Ulrich, R. S., “Visual Landscapes and Psychological Well‐being.” Landscape Research, 4(1), 1979, pp. 17-23.
29
Ulrich, R. S., “Natural versus Urban Scenes: Some Psychophysiological Effects.” Environment and Behavior, 13(5), 1981,
pp. 523-556.
30Ulrich, R.S., “Human Responses to Vegetation and Landscapes.” Landscape and Urban Planning 13: 1986, pp. 29-44.
31Ulrich, R. S., & Simons, R. F., “Recovery from Stress during Exposure to Everyday Outdoor Environments.” In: Wiseman,
J. Barnes, R., and Zimiring, C. (Eds.), The Costs of Not Knowing. Proceedings of the Seventeenth Annual Conference of the
Environmental Design Research Association, Washington, DC: EDRA, 1986.
32Kaplan, R., “The Role of Nature in the Context of the Workplace.” Landscape and Urban Planning, 26(1-4), 1993, pp. 193201.
33
Kaplan, S., “The Restorative Benefits of Nature: Toward an Integrative Framework.” Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 15(3), 1995, pp. 169-182.
34Ulrich, R. S., “View through a Window may Influence Recovery from Surgery.” Science, 224(4647), 1984, pp. 420-421.
35Barton, J., & Pretty, J., “What is the Best Dose of Nature and Green Exercise for Improving Mental Health? A Multi-study
Analysis.” Environmental Science & Technology, 44(10), 2010, pp. 3947-3955.
36
Weinstein, N., Przybylski, A. K., & Ryan, R. M., “Can Nature Make Us More Caring? Effects of Immersion in Nature on
Intrinsic Aspirations and Generosity.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(10), 2009, pp. 1315-1329.
37Kaplan, R., “The Nature of the View from Home: Psychological Benefits.” Environment and Behavior, 33(4), 2001, pp.
507-542.
38Berman, M. G., Jonides, J., & Kaplan, S., “The Cognitive Benefits of Interacting with Nature.” Psychological
Science, 19(12), 2008, pp. 1207-1212.
39Benfield, J. A., Rainbolt, G. N., Bell, P. A., & Donovan, G. H., “Classrooms with Nature Views: Evidence of Differing
Student Perceptions and Behaviors.” Environment and Behavior, 47(2), 2015, pp. 140-157.
40Felsten, G., “Where to Take a Study Break on the College Campus: An Attention Restoration Theory Perspective.” Journal
of Environmental Psychology, 29(1), 2009, pp. 160-167.
41Li, D., & Sullivan, W. C., “Impact of Views to School Landscapes on Recovery from Stress and Mental
Fatigue.” Landscape and Urban Planning, 148, 2016, pp. 149-158.
42Tanner, C. K., “Explaining Relationships among Student Outcomes and the School's Physical Environment.” Journal of
Advanced Academics, 19(3), 2008, pp. 444-471.
43Dravigne, A., Waliczek, T. M., Lineberger, R. D., & Zajicek, J. M., “The Effect of Live Plants and Window Views of
Green Spaces on Employee Perceptions of Job Satisfaction.” HortScience, 43(1), 2008, pp. 183-187.
44Larsen, L., Adams, J., Deal, B., Kweon, B. S., & Tyler, E., “Plants in the Workplace: The Effects of Plant Density on
Productivity, Attitudes, and Perceptions.” Environment and Behavior, 30(3), 1998, pp. 261-281.
45Lohr, V. I., Pearson-Mims, C. H., & Goodwin, G. K., “Interior Plants may Improve Worker Productivity and Reduce Stress
in a Windowless Environment.” Journal of Environmental Horticulture, 14(2), 1996, pp. 97-100.
46Smith, A., Tucker, M., & Pitt, M., “Healthy, Productive Workplaces: Towards a Case for Interior
Plantscaping.” Facilities, 29(5/6), 2011, pp. 209-223.
47Bringslimark, T., Hartig, T., & Patil, G. G., “The Psychological Benefits of Indoor Plants: A Critical Review of the
Experimental Literature.” Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29(4), 2009, pp. 422-433.
48Grinde, B., & Patil, G., “Biophilia: Does Visual Contact with Nature Impact on Health and Well-Being?” International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 6(9), 2009, pp. 2332-2343.
49Lohr, V. I., “What are the Benefits of Plants Indoors and Why Do We Respond Positively to Them?” In II International
Conference on Landscape and Urban Horticulture 881, 2009, pp. 675-682.
50Nadkarni, N. M., Hasbach, P. H., Thys, T., Crockett, E. G., & Schnacker, L., “Impacts of Nature Imagery on People in
Severely Nature‐Deprived Environments.” Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 15(7), 2017, pp. 395-403.

9
International Conference on Environmental Systems

51Nadkarni,

N. M., Schnacker, L., Hasbach, P., Thys, T., & Crockett, E. G. “From Orange to Blue.”
G. N., Hamilton, J. P., & Daily, G. C., “The Impacts of Nature Experience on Human Cognitive Function and
Mental Health.” Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1249(1), 2012, pp. 118-136.
53
Bratman, G. N., Daily, G. C., Levy, B. J., & Gross, J. J., “The Benefits of Nature Experience: Improved Affect and
Cognition.” Landscape and Urban Planning, 138, 2015, pp. 41-50.
54
Bratman, G. N., Psychological Ecosystem Services: The Impacts of Nature Experience on Affect, Emotion Regulation, and
Cognitive Function (Doctoral dissertation, Stanford University), 2016.
55
Francis, M., Hester Jr, R. T., & Hester, R. T. (Eds.)., The Meaning of Gardens: Idea, Place, and Action. MIT Press, 1990.
56Berto, R., “Exposure to Restorative Environments Helps Restore Attentional Capacity.” Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 25(3), 2005, pp. 249-259.
57
Laumann, K., Gärling, T., Stormark, K.M., “Selective Attention and Heart Rate Responses to Natural and Urban
Environments.” Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23, 2003, pp. 125–134.
58Kaplan, R., & Austin, M. E., “Out in the Country: Sprawl and the Quest for Nature Nearby.” Landscape and Urban
Planning, 69(2-3), 2004, pp. 235-243.
59
Valtchanov, D., Barton, K. R., & Ellard, C., “Restorative Effects of Virtual Nature Settings.” Cyberpsychology, Behavior,
and Social Networking, 13(5), 2010, pp. 503-512.
60deKort, Y. A., Meijnders, A. L., Sponselee, A. A., & IJsselsteijn, W. A., “What's Wrong with Virtual Trees? Restoring from
Stress in a Mediated Environment.” Journal of Environmental Psychology, 26(4), 2006, pp. 309-320.
61
Depledge, M. H., Stone, R. J., & Bird, W. J., “Can Natural and Virtual Environments be Used to Promote Improved Human
Health and Wellbeing?” Environmental Science & Technology. ACS Publications, 2011, pp. 4660-4665.
62Mania, K., & Chalmers, A., “The Effects of Levels of Immersion on Memory and Presence in Virtual Environments: A
Reality Centered Approach.” Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 4(2), 2001, pp. 247-264.
63
Barfield, W., & Danas, E., “Comments on the Use of Olfactory Displays for Virtual Environments.” Presence:
Teleoperators & Virtual Environments, 5(1), 1996, pp. 109-121.
64Biocca, F., “The Cyborg's Dilemma: Progressive Embodiment in Virtual Environments.” Human Factors in Information
Technology, 13, 1999, pp. 113-144.
65
Chalmers, A., Howard, D., & Moir, C., “Real Virtuality: A Step Change from Virtual Reality.” In Proceedings of the 25th
Spring Conference on Computer Graphics, ACM, 2009, pp. 9-16.
66Annerstedt, M., Jönsson, P., Wallergård, M., Johansson, G., Karlson, B., Grahn, P., Hansen, A., & Währborg, P., “Inducing
Physiological Stress Recovery with Sounds of Nature in a Virtual Reality Forest—Results from a Pilot Study.” Physiology &
Behavior, 118, 2013, pp. 240-250.
67
Kjellgren, A., & Buhrkall, H. “A Comparison of the Restorative Effect of a Natural Environment with that of a Simulated
Natural Environment.” Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30(4), 2010, pp. 464-472.
68Rheingold, H., Virtual Reality: The Revolutionary Technology of Computer-Generated Artificial Worlds—And How It
Promises to Transform Society. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992.
69Moser, M. A., & MacLeod, D. (Eds.), Immersed in Technology: Art and Virtual Environments. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1996.
70Boellstorff, T., Coming of Age in Second Life: An anthropologist Explores the Virtually Human. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2008.
71Wu, P., Morie, J., Wall, P., Chance, E., Haynes, K., Ladwig, J. & Miller, C., “Maintaining Psycho-Social Health on the
Way to Mars and Back.” In Proceedings of the 2015 Virtual Reality International Conference, ACM, 2015, p. 3.
72Wu, P., Ott, T., & Morie, J., “ANSIBLE: Social Connectedness Through A Virtual World in an Isolated Mars Simulation
Mission.” In Proceedings of the 2016 Virtual Reality International Conference, ACM, 2016, p. 28.
73Ott, T., Wu, P., Morie, J., Wall, P., Ladwig, J., Chance, E. & Binsted, K., “ANSIBLE: A Virtual World Ecosystem for
Improving Psycho-Social Well-being.” In International Conference on Virtual, Augmented and Mixed Reality. Springer
International Publishing, 2016, pp. 532-543.
74
Kaplan, S., “Perception and Landscape: Conceptions and Misconceptions.” Environmental Aesthetics: Theory, Research,
and Application, 1988, pp. 45-55.
75Balint, T. S., & Hall, A., “Humanly Space Objects—Perception and Connection with the Observer.” Acta
Astronautica, 110, 2015, pp. 129-144.
76
Sarup, M., “Home and Identity.” Travellers’ Tales: Narratives of Home and Displacement, 4(5), 1994, pp. 93-94.
77Lockard, E., Human Migration to Space: Alternative Technological Approaches for Long-term Adaptation to
Extraterrestrial Environments, Springer, 2014.
52Bratman,

10
International Conference on Environmental Systems

