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Comparison of the Differences in Psychological Effects between
Artificial and Natural Plants
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Abstract

This study was conducted to identify the differences in physiological and psychological effects between artificial and
natural plants. Artificial and natural plant pots consisting of the same species and forms were prepared, and 40 subjects were
asked to look at these plants for 3 min, and psychological responses were measured. Semantic differential, profile of mood
states, and positive and negative affect schedule were used as psychological response measurement scales. As a result,
regardless of the difference in plant material, as plants were viewed, negative emotions decreased in psychological terms.
This result suggests that artificial plants can replace natural plants and that the use of artificial plants can be improved if
planting natural plants is difficult because there is no difference in the psychological effects provided by artificial and natural
plants.
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Fig. 1. Experimental material image.
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Fig. 2. Scenery of experiment viewing phases.
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Table 1. Experimental protocol

Written consent

Measurement

Viewing plants Measurement

Time 15min. 8min.

3min. S5min.

Explanation of the
experiment and written
consent

Progress

Obtaining stability and ~ Appreciation of artificial
pre-measurement

Post measurement
or natural plants

Psychological
measurement

- POMS, PANAS -

SD, POMS, PANAS
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Fig. 3. Changes in Semantic Differential scores between
Artificial and Natural plants in the group that
unrecognized the existence of Artificial plants.
N=20; *, p<0.05; Wilcoxon signed rank test.
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Fig. 4. Changes in Semantic Differential scores between
Artificial and Natural plants in the group that
recognized the existence of Artificial plants.
N=18; **, p{0.01; Wilcoxon signed rank test.
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Fig. 7. Changes in the PANAS score between Control, Artificial and Natural plants in the group that unrecognized the
existence of Artificial plants. N=20; *** p{0.001; Wilcoxon signed rank test.
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