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Abstract
Nostalgia, a sentimental longing for one’s past, predicts or augments psychological wellbeing (PWB). We hypothesized that it does so—at least in part—via authenticity, a sense of alignment with one’s true self. We obtained support for this hypothesis in four studies. Using a measurement-of-mediation design, across a Western (United States) and East-Asian (China) culture, we found that nostalgia is associated with both authenticity and PWB, and that the nostalgia-PWB link is mediated by authenticity (Study 1, N = 611). Using an experimental-causal-chain design, we showed that nostalgia increases authenticity across U.S. and Chinese samples (Study 2, N = 777). We then demonstrated that authenticity increases PWB on a domain-general measure (Study 3, N = 596, U.S. sample). Finally, we clarified that the benefits authenticity confers on PWB are domain general rather than domain specific (Study 4, N = 414, U.K. sample). This research represents the first attempt to address systematically the path from nostalgia to PWB via authenticity. We discuss implications for the broader literature.
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Nostalgia Confers Psychological Wellbeing by Increasing Authenticity
Nostalgia is a sentimental longing for one’s past (Pearsall, 1998). It first emerged as a central theme in Homer’s Odyssey, motivating Odysseus on his perilous homeward journey after the fall of Troy. Odysseus is the archetypical hero (Campbell, 1949), who ventures into the unknown and gains insights into his authentic self. This newfound sense of authenticity, nurtured by nostalgia, literally and metaphorically propels him home. Odysseus’ tale has been a cornerstone of Western culture for the 2,800 years since its inception, shaping music (Cream’s Tales of Brave Ulysses, Symphony X’s The Odyssey), literature (J.R.R. Tolkien’s The Hobbit, James Joyce’s Ulysses), cinema (Joel and Ethan Cohen’s O Brother, Where Art Thou?, Alain Cavalier’s Paradise), and television (episodes from Lost, The Simpsons, and The Twilight Zone), to mention a few contemporary examples. Much like Odysseus’ voyage, individuals’ present-day lives are filled with nostalgic reverie that confers psychological wellbeing (PWB). But what is the role of authenticity in this process? Here, we examine the implications of nostalgia for authenticity and its downstream consequences for PWB. 
Nostalgia and Psychological Wellbeing
Nostalgia typically pertains to momentous events from one’s past (e.g., anniversaries, birthdays, graduations) shared with close others (e.g., family members, partners, friends; Batcho, 2007; Wildschut et al., 2006). As such, nostalgia is bittersweet (Leunissen et al., 2021; Turner & Stanley, 2021), although more sweet than bitter. In particular, nostalgia entails warmth, tenderness, contentment, and joy, but also a measure of yearning and sadness for the irredeemable passing of valued moments (Batcho, 1995; Hepper et al., 2012; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2016). The emotion occurs frequently (i.e., several times a week; Hepper et al., 2021; Wildschut et al., 2006) and across cultures (Hepper et al., 2014; Wildschut et al., 2019) as well as ages (Juhl et al., 2020; Madoglou et al., 2017).
One of the hallmarks of nostalgia is increased PWB (Hepper et al., 2021; Routledge et al., 2013; Sedikides et al., 2015). PWB is a multi-dimensional construct comprising a constellation of interrelated domains. According to Su and colleagues (2014), PWB encompasses: (1) flourishing social relationships, (2) subjective vitality, (3) a sense of competence, (4) feelings of autonomy, (5) the perception of life as meaningful, (6) an optimistic view of one’s future, and (7) subjective wellbeing. Below, we highlight research demonstrating associations between nostalgia and each of these seven PWB domains. 
Nostalgia and Social Relationships
Humans have a fundamental need to form and maintain close relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Such relationships are prominently featured in nostalgic recollection (Sedikides & Wildschut, 2019), suggesting that nostalgizing facilitates their development and maintenance (Abeyta et al., 2015). This suggestion is empirically supported, as nostalgia is associated with social support seeking (Batcho, 2013), and experimentally-induced nostalgia increases the perceived capacity to provide support (Wildschut et al., 2010, Study 5). Also, nostalgizing about prior encounters with outgroup members solidifies trust of outgroup members in the present (Turner et al., 2012, 2018). Further, nostalgia is triggered by loneliness (Wildschut et al., 2006), and helps combat loneliness by increasing social approach motivation (Abeyta et al., 2020), perceived social support (Zhou et al., 2008), or happiness (Zhou et al., 2022). Lastly, nostalgia is associated with belongingness (Seehusen et al., 2013), deficits in belongingness trigger nostalgia (Seehusen et al., 2013), and experimentally-induced nostalgia augments belongingness (Baldwin & Landau, 2014). 
Nostalgia and Subjective Vitality
Subjective vitality (hereafter: vitality) refers to “one’s conscious experience of possessing energy and aliveness” (Ryan & Frederick, 1997, p. 530). It is a signature of eudemonic (meaning-focused) rather than hedonic (pleasure-focused) wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2001). In a recent multi-week nostalgia intervention study, nostalgia did not predict vitality (Layous et al., 2021). Three experiments have examined the effect of nostalgia on vitality. In one, nostalgia increased vitality, especially for those with meaning deficits (Routledge et al., 2011, Study 5). In another, nostalgia strengthened vitality, an effect serially mediated by social connectedness (a sense of acceptance and belongingness) and self-continuity (Sedikides et al., 2016, Study 6). In the third experiment, participants who nostalgized about video gaming experiences from their childhood (vs. adulthood) reported greater vitality (Wulf et al., 2020). 
Nostalgia and Competence
Nostalgia is linked to competence—a sense of mastery in one’s activities (Ryan & Deci, 2017). When reflecting on their childhood homes, participants’ competence in that space is positively associated with nostalgia (Weinstein et al., 2012). Also, when reflecting on childhood video games, perceptions of competence within those games are positively associated with nostalgia for the games (Wulf et al., 2018). Moreover, in the context of interpersonal relationships, nostalgizing increases perceptions of social competence (Abeyta et al., 2015, Studies 6-7; Wildschut et al., 2006, Study 7). Lastly, when the need for competence is thwarted (via negative performance feedback), nostalgia buffers against defensive responding (i.e., self-serving bias; Vess et al., 2012). 
Nostalgia and Autonomy
Autonomy refers to the experience of volition and self-directedness, “... the self-endorsement of actions” (Ryan & Ryan, 2019, p. 100). Weinstein and colleagues (2022) recently addressed the association between autonomy-rich memories and nostalgia. In a multi-wave daily diary study, these authors reported that daily experiences characterized by high levels of autonomy elicited more nostalgia when recalled two months later. The content of nostalgic recollections, then, is autonomy-rich. This finding is consistent with our proposition that nostalgizing may facilitate autonomy. 
Nostalgia and Meaning in Life
Nostalgia, an existential resource, is a wellspring of meaning in life (Sedikides & Wildschut, 2018). Routledge and colleagues (2011) reported that dispositional and situationally-evoked nostalgia are associated with and lead to greater meaning in life, findings that have been replicated directly and conceptually (Baldwin & Landau, 2014; Evans et al., 2021; Layous et al., 2021; Reid et al., 2015; Routledge et al., 2012; Sedikides et al., 2018; Van Tilburg et al., 2019). Additionally, nostalgia buffers against the negative aftereffects of meaning threats, including mortality awareness (Routledge et al., 2008, 2014), boredom (Van Tilburg et al., 2013), and absurdist art (Routledge et al., 2012).
Nostalgia and Optimism
Nostalgia is related to and engenders optimism. Dispositional nostalgia is positively related to dispositional optimism (Biskas et al., 2019). Further, Cheung and colleagues (2013) content-analyzed participants’ narratives about past events and observed that optimism was more strongly expressed in narratives about nostalgic (vs. ordinary) events (Study 1). In subsequent studies, nostalgic (vs. control) participants reported feeling more optimistic about the future (Studies 2-3). This effect has been replicated and extended. For example, nostalgia induced with a different method (i.e., via scents) is positively associated with optimism (Reid et al., 2015). Also, nostalgizing increases optimism about one’s physical health (Abeyta & Routledge, 2016; Kersten et al., 2016). 
Nostalgia and Subjective Wellbeing
Subjective wellbeing (Diener, 2000), a general sense of how well one’s life is going, is conceptualized as high life satisfaction and positive affect (Su et al., 2014). A fair amount of research has reported positive associations between dispositional nostalgia and trait positive affect (Baldwin et al., 2015, Study 7; Bryant et al., 2005; Zhou et al., 2022; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). Nostalgia inductions (Cox et al., 2014; Hotchin, 2020; Leunissen et al., 2021; Zhou et al., 2022) and nostalgia interventions (Layous et al., 2021) also increase positive affect. Less research has examined how nostalgia relates to and influences life satisfaction (including happiness). In five correlational studies, nostalgia was associated with greater life satisfaction (Baldwin et al., 2015, Study 7; Luo et al., in press; Zhou et al., 2022, Studies 1-3), and a nostalgia intervention positively influenced life satisfaction after a six-week period, whereas in an experience sampling study results were mixed (Newman et al., 2020, Study 4). Further, participants who viewed nostalgic (vs. control) websites reported higher life satisfaction (Cox et al., Study 3), and induced nostalgia raised life satisfaction (Ye et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2022, Studies 4-6). 
Summary
The literature suggests that nostalgia at both trait and state (induced) levels broadly confers PWB, and specifically influences social relationships, vitality, competence, autonomy, meaning in life, optimism, and subjective wellbeing. We propose that these effects are driven, at least in part, by authenticity. 
Nostalgia and Authenticity
We define authenticity as the sense that one is in alignment with one’s true self (Lenton et al., 2013a). This emphasis on felt authenticity reflects recent advances in the literature (Chen, 2019; Rivera et al., 2019; Schmader & Sedikides, 2018; Sedikides et al., 2017, 2019; Vess, 2019). Content analysis of nostalgic narratives finds that nostalgic reverie is self-oriented and revolves around personally meaningful memories. These narratives often follow a redemptive story arc such that negative experiences end with a positive conclusion (Wildschut et al., 2006). Thus, we propose that nostalgizing—by evoking personally important and formative past experiences—is associated with, and increases, felt authenticity. 
[bookmark: _Hlk104553551]Nascent experimental work has charted a causal pathway from nostalgia to authenticity. Stephan and colleagues (2012, Study 2) asked participants to reflect on a nostalgic, positive, or ordinary memory via the Event Reflection Task (Sedikides et al., 2015). Participants brought to mind a past event, listed four event-relevant keywords, and wrote a narrative describing the event. Subsequently, they completed a single-item assessment of authenticity (i.e., “to what extent does the described event reflect the person you truly are”). Participants who reflected on a nostalgic (vs. positive or ordinary) event reported higher authenticity. Similarly, Baldwin et al. (2015, Study 3) manipulated nostalgia via the Event Reflection Task (nostalgic vs. ordinary event), asking participants to write about themselves with a focus either on their intrinsic self (i.e., their goals, aspirations, self-descriptions) or everyday self (i.e., who they are in their day-to-day life). Nostalgic (vs. control) participants spent more time writing about themselves in the intrinsic-self condition relative to the everyday-self condition. Moreover, a content analysis of essays indicated that, after nostalgizing, participants in the intrinsic self (vs. everyday self) condition used more language reflecting cognitive elaboration. Nostalgia, then, enhanced the accessibility of the intrinsic self-concept (i.e., who one truly is), but not the everyday self-concept. In summary, nostalgic reflection connects people to experiences that carry large significance for their identity and who they truly are; the well-being benefits then flow from authenticity.
Authenticity and Psychological Wellbeing
According to our theoretical proposal, nostalgia is associated with or increases authenticity, and authenticity in turn is associated with or raises PWB. Indeed, authenticity is positively related to PWB. For example, authenticity is linked to such indicators of PWB as flourishing social relationships (Baker et al., 2017; Brunell et al., 2010), vitality (Tekin et al., 2014), competence (Heppner et al., 2008), autonomy (Heppner et al., 2008), meaning in life (Schlegel et al., 2009, 2011), optimism (Ionescu & Iacob, 2019), and subjective wellbeing (Goldman & Kernis, 2002; Kifer et al., 2013). 
Overview
Prior studies have examined the path from nostalgia to PWB via authenticity in a piecemeal fashion. That is, one line of inquiry has focused on how nostalgia impacts authenticity, whereas another line of inquiry has focused on how authenticity relates to PWB. Our research represents the first attempt to test systematically the path from nostalgia to PWB via authenticity. Additionally, the literature has conceptualized PWB narrowly by examining domains independently of one another. Here, we take a holistic view of PWB (Su et al., 2014), allowing us to test whether the impact of nostalgia and authenticity on PWB is domain-general or domain-specific.
Across four studies (data and materials available on the Open Science Framework), we tested the hypothesis that authenticity mediates the effect of nostalgia on PWB. In Study 1, we did so using a measurement-of-mediation design across a Western (United States) and East-Asian (China) culture. In the following three studies, we proceeded with an experimental-causal-chain design, inspecting each step of the mediation chain (Spencer et al., 2005; see also Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016). In Study 2, we tested the complete model by first manipulating nostalgia and then measuring authenticity and PWB across U.S. and Chinese sample. Next, we experimentally manipulated authenticity and assessed its effects on PWB in a domain-general (Study 3, U.S. sample) and domain-specific (Study 4, U.K. sample) fashion. All studies were approved by the Institutional Review Board of [MASKED] University. We report all manipulations, measures, and data exclusions. We preregistered the hypotheses, analyses, and exclusion criteria[footnoteRef:1] on the Open Science Framework for Study 1 and Study 2.  [1:  For Study 2, we preregistered the exclusion of participants who scored ± 3 standard deviations from the mean for measures of our mediator and dependent variable. Due to concerns about this technique (Leys et al., 2013) and the existence of more appropriate techniques for multivariate data (Leys et al., 2018), we elected not to implement this exclusion (not only in Study 2, but also in subsequent studies) in the manuscript. Nevertheless, results were similar regardless of whether we included or excluded outliers.] 

Study 1
As an initial test of our hypothesis that authenticity is a mechanism linking nostalgia to greater PWB, we asked participants in Study 1 to complete trait measures of nostalgia, authenticity, and PWB. We began with a broad assessment of nostalgia. First, we used the Southampton Nostalgia Scale (SNS; Sedikides et al., 2015). Although its construct validity has been supported in past research (for a review, see Wildschut & Sedikides, 2022a), some authors have expressed concerns about this measure (Newman et al., 2020). To address this issue, we used three additional nostalgia measures: (1) the Nostalgia Inventory (NI; Batcho, 1995), (2) the Nostalgia Prototype Scale (NPS; Cheung et al., 2017), and (3) the Personal Inventory of Nostalgic Experiences (PINE; Newman et al., 2020). We assessed authenticity with the Southampton Authenticity Scale (SAS), developed for this research, and the Authentic Living subscale of Wood et al.’s (2008) Authenticity Scale. We assessed PWB with the Comprehensive Inventory of Thriving (CIT; Su et al., 2014). Finally, we recruited participants from the U.S. and China to test the cross-cultural generalizability of the findings. 
Method
Participants
We implemented the MedPower app (Kenny, 2017) to estimate the sample size required to observe an indirect effect of nostalgia on PWB via authenticity. We specified small-to-medium relations (rs = .20) between nostalgia and authenticity (path a) and between authenticity and PWB (path b), as well as a small direct association (r = .10) of nostalgia with PWB (path c’). We based the effect size estimates for nostalgia on authenticity (path a) and authenticity on PWB (path b) on meta-analytic research reporting small-to-medium effects (r = .21) in personality and social psychological research (Richard et al., 2003). Relying on these parameters, we were able to detect an indirect effect with 255 participants at 80% power. To explore the possibility of cultural moderation, we doubled this target sample size and aimed to recruit approximately 300 U.S. and 300 Chinese participants. This sample gives Study 1 sufficient power to detect complete attenuation of the indirect effect (Aberson et al., 2020). 
U.S. Participants. We recruited 311 U.S. participants online via Prolific Academic. They ranged in age from 18-72 years (M = 34.77, SD = 11.27). Also, they were mostly female (n = 164, 52.73%) and educated beyond high school (n = 280, 90.03%). We remunerated them with $1.00. 
Chinese Participants. We recruited 300 Chinese participants online via Credamo. They ranged in age from 19-59 years (M = 29.17, SD = 6.31). They were also predominantly female (n = 167, 55.67%) and educated beyond high school (n = 291, 97.00%). We remunerated them with 7 Yuan (~ $1.00). 
Procedure
[bookmark: _Hlk79587665]Nostalgia. We assessed trait nostalgia with four scales presented in a separate random order for each participant. 
Southampton Nostalgia Scale. The SNS (Sedikides et al., 2015) first presents participants with a definition of nostalgia (“a sentimental longing for the past”). Next, they respond to seven questions referring to the personal importance (e.g., “How important is nostalgia for you?”; 1 = not at all, 7 = very much) and frequency (e.g., “How often do you experience nostalgia?”; 1 = very rarely, 7 = very frequently) of nostalgic engagement (M = 4.88, SD = 1.18, α = .91).
Nostalgia Inventory. The NI (Batcho, 1995)[footnoteRef:2] asks participants to rate how nostalgic they feel about 18 objects, such as persons (e.g., family, friends), situations (e.g., the way society was), or events (e.g., vacations), from their past (1 = not at all nostalgic, 7 = very nostalgic; M = 4.79, SD = 1.01, α = .90).  [2:  The initial version of the Nostalgia Inventory (Batcho, 1995) included two additional objects: heroes/heroines and church/religion. We deleted them, as we questioned their applicability to the Chinese (Studies 1-2) cultural context. Also, the initial version of the Nostalgia Inventory included for each item the labels “not at all” and “very much” in response to the stem: “what you miss about when you were younger and how much you miss it.” We replaced those two labels with “not at all nostalgic” and “very nostalgic”, correspondingly, because “miss” is only a small part (i.e., a feature) of the prototypical nostalgia construct (Hepper et al., 2012, 2014).] 

Nostalgia Prototype Scale. The NPS (Cheung et al., 2017) asks participants to indicate how frequently they experience (1 = I do this very rarely, 7 = I do this very often), and the importance they place upon (1 = This is not important for me, 6 = This is very important for me), five prototypical aspects of nostalgia (e.g., “I bring to mind rose-tinted memories,” “I reflect on keepsakes”). Unlike other measures, the NPS does not use the word ‘nostalgia.’ Following Cheung et al. (2017), we aggregated the 10 responses (5 behaviors × 2 ratings; M = 4.85, SD = 1.19, α = .92).
Personal Inventory of Nostalgic Experiences. The 4-item PINE (Newman et al., 2020) asks participants how nostalgic they feel in general (e.g., “How nostalgic do you feel?” “To what extent do you feel sentimental for the past?”; 1 = not at all, 7 = very much; M = 4.90, SD = 1.28, α = .86).
Authenticity. Following the nostalgia measures, we assessed authenticity with the SAS and Wood et al.’s (2008) Authentic Living subscale. We administered the measures in a random order for each participant. The SAS consisted of four items that closely resembled those used by Fleeson and Wilt (2010): “In general, I feel authentic,” “In general, I feel true to myself,” “In general, I feel like the real me,” “In general, I feel genuine” (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; M = 5.81, SD = 0.95, α = .91). The Authentic Living subscale (M = 5.89, SD = 0.80, α = .82) contains items pertaining to the expression of the true self (e.g., “I live in accordance with my values and beliefs”), which is regarded as a component of felt authenticity (Sheldon et al., 1997; Turner & Billings, 1991). 
Psychological Wellbeing. We assessed PWB with the Brief Inventory of Thriving (BIT; Su et al., 2014), a 10-item version of the Comprehensive Inventory of Thriving (CIT; Su et al.). The CIT and BIT were developed with a holistic view of positive functioning and thus measure a broad range of PWB constructs (e.g., meaning, belonging, optimism). Given that the CIT and BIT have comparable psychometric properties (e.g., test-retest reliability, internal consistency), and our hypotheses were not specific to a particular domain of PWB, we elected to use the BIT (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; M = 3.76, SD = 0.70, α = .92).
Results
Bivariate Correlations
As shown in Table 1, we observed high correlations among our nostalgia measures, rs(609) > .77, ps < .001, and between our authenticity measures r(609) = .62, p < .001. Given the convergent validity of both the nostalgia and authenticity measures, we computed composite indices of nostalgia and authenticity for the mediational analyses reported below. As our preregistration did not specify whether we would collapse across measures of the same construct, we report analyses of each measure individually in Supplemental Materials. 
Table 1
Bivariate Correlations (Study 1)
	
	SNS
	NPS
	NI
	PINE
	SAS
	AL

	SNS
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	NPS
	.81***
	-
	
	
	
	

	NI
	.77***
	.81***
	-
	
	
	

	PINE
	.81***
	.81***
	.74***
	-
	
	

	SAS
	.22**
	.32**
	.28**
	.24**
	-
	

	AL
	.12**
	.18**
	.23**
	.13**
	.62***
	-

	BIT
	.27**
	.42**
	.35**
	.23**
	.59***
	.40***


Note. SNS = Southampton Nostalgia Scale; NPS = Nostalgia Prototype Scale; NI = Nostalgia Inventory; PINE = Personal Inventory of Nostalgic Experiences; SAS = Southampton Authenticity Scale; AL = Authentic Living; BIT = Brief Inventory of Thriving. The degrees of freedom for all correlations were 609. **p < .01, ***p < .001.
Cultural Differences
As shown in Table 2, Chinese participants scored higher than U.S. participants on all four nostalgia measures, the SAS (but not Authentic Living subscale), and the BIT, Fs(1, 609) > 17, ps < .001, ds > 0.34). 
[bookmark: _Hlk79070680]

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes (Study 1)
	Measure
	US
M (SD)
	China
M (SD)
	F (1, 609)
	d

	SNS
	4.53 (1.34)
	5.24 (0.86)
	59.41***
	0.63

	NI
	4.42 (1.09)
	5.17 (0.74)
	97.48***
	0.80

	NPS
	4.35 (1.27)
	5.36 (0.85)
	130.06***
	0.93

	PINE
	4.48 (1.44)
	5.33 (0.91)
	76.67***
	0.70

	SAS
	5.65 (1.14)
	5.97 (0.67)
	17.12***
	0.34

	AL
	5.88 (0.94)
	5.91 (0.61)
	0.29
	0.04

	BIT
	3.58 (0.80)
	4.17 (0.41)
	132.48***
	0.88


Note. SNS = Southampton Nostalgia Scale; NI = Nostalgia Inventory; NPS = Nostalgia Prototype Scale; PINE = Personal Inventory of Nostalgic Experiences; SAS = Southampton Authenticity Scale; AL = Authentic Living; BIT = Brief Inventory of Thriving. ***p < .001.
[bookmark: _Hlk80196119]Mediation
Next, we conducted a mediation analysis using Model 4 of the Process Macro (Hayes, 2017) to test our hypothesis that authenticity mediates the link between nostalgia and PWB (Figure 1). First, nostalgia was associated with increased PWB (i.e., the total effect or c path), b = 0.23, SE = 0.03, t(609) = 9.00, p < .001, 95% CI [0.18, 0.27]. Also, nostalgia was associated with higher authenticity (i.e., the a path), b = 0.19, SE = 0.03, t(609) = 6.71, p < .001, 95% CI [0.14, 0.25]. Moreover, authenticity predicted increased PWB when controlling for nostalgia (i.e., the b path), b = 0.45, SE = 0.03, t(609) = 15.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.39, 0.51]. The indirect effect of nostalgia on PWB through authenticity (ab) was significant, ab = 0.09, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [0.06, 0.12]. Finally, the completely standardized indirect effect (Preacher & Kelley, 2011) was moderately sized, abcs = .13, SE = .02, 95% CI = [.09, .18]. Sensitivity analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) suggests that the minimum effect size we are able to detect with 611 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 is r = .113. Given that the indirect effect is a product of the a path and the b path (ab), 611 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 allow us to detect indirect effects as low as ab = .01. 
We conducted eight ancillary mediation analyses using individual nostalgia and authenticity measures (4 nostalgia measures  2 authenticity measures) and obtained comparable results (Supplemental Material, Table 1S).

Figure 1
The Association of Trait Nostalgia With Psychological Wellbeing via Authenticity (Study 1) 
[image: ]
Note. Parameter estimates are unstandardized. We calculated standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for the indirect effect with the percentile bootstrap approach based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (Hayes, 2017). We note in parenthesis the association of nostalgia with PWB controlling for authenticity (c’). ***p < .001.
Moderated Mediation
[bookmark: _Hlk79587606]Next, we carried out moderated mediation analyses using Model 59 of the Process Macro (Hayes, 2017). This approach allows us to examine whether culture (U.S. vs. China) impacts any of the paths in the mediational model. We did not preregister this analysis. First, culture moderated the association between nostalgia and authenticity, b = 0.20, SE = 0.07, t = 2.81, p = .005, 95% CI [0.06, 0.33]. In both cultures, nostalgia was associated with increased authenticity, but the effect was stronger in Chinese (b = 0.33, SE = 0.06, t = 5.59, p < .001, 95% CI [0.22, 0.45]) compared to U.S. (b = 0.14, SE = 0.04, t = 3.75, p = .002, 95% CI [0.06, 0.21]) participants. Culture did not moderate the nostalgia-PWB link (b = 0.02, SE = 0.05, t = 0.41, p = .683, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.12]) or the authenticity-PWB link (b = -0.09, SE = 0.07, t = -1.42, p =.158, 95% CI [-0.22, 0.04]). The indirect effect of nostalgia on PWB through authenticity (ab) was significant for both Chinese (b = 0.13, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.08, 0.19]) and U.S. (b = 0.06, SE =0 .02, 95% CI [0.02, 0.11]) participants. These indirect effects did not differ significantly as function of culture, as the index of moderated mediation (i.e., the difference between conditional indirect effects; Hayes 2015) was not significant, Index = 0.06, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.13]. Analyses using individual nostalgia and authenticity measures produced comparable results (Supplemental Material, Table 2S). 
Discussion
The results were consistent with our hypothesis: Authenticity mediated the association between nostalgia and PWB. The findings generalized across measures and cultures. However, Study 1 was correlational and thus did not permit us to make causal statements. To address this limitation, we adopted an experimental causal chain approach (Spencer et al., 2005). In separate experiments, we manipulated nostalgia (measuring authenticity and PWB; Study 2) and authenticity (measuring PWB; Studies 3-4). 
Study 2
In Study 2, we initiated the experimental causal chain approach by manipulating nostalgia, and then measuring authenticity and PWB. As in Study 1, we recruited participants from both the U.S. and China, to examine the cross-cultural generalizability of our findings. Two prior experiments have tested the first link in the postulated causal chain (nostalgia  authenticity). First, Baldwin et al. (2015) found that nostalgia strengthened the accessibility of the intrinsic self-concept—who people think they truly are. Second, Stephan et al. (2012) found that induced nostalgia augmented authenticity. These authors, however, assessed authenticity with a single item. Single-item measures of psychological constructs are often less reliable and valid than multi-item ones (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Diamantopoulos et al., 2011). Consequently, in Study 2, we assessed authenticity with the state version of the SAS. For validation purposes, we also administered the Authentic Living subscale of Wood et al.’s (2008) Authenticity Scale. 
Method
Participants
To determine the sample size for our primary outcomes (the effect of induced nostalgia on authenticity and PWB) we conducted an a priori power analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). We aimed for 80% power, assuming a two-sided test and an alpha level of .05. For our effect size estimate, we used Frankenbach et al.’s (2021) meta-analytic estimate of the overall effect of induced nostalgia across various outcomes (i.e., self‐oriented, existential, and social functions; Cohen’s d = .28 or f = .14). Based on these parameters, 392 participants were required. To explore the possibility of cultural moderation, we sought to recruit a sample of this size in both the U.S. and China. 
U.S. Participants. We slightly oversampled, in anticipation of attrition, recruiting 406 U.S. participants online via Prolific Academic. They ranged in age from 18-72 years (M = 34.77, SD = 11.27), were predominantly female (n = 235, 57.88%), and most were educated beyond high school (n = 280, 90.03%). We paid them $1.50. Twenty-one participants did not follow instructions on the Event Reflection Task (e.g., writing about a nostalgic or momentous event when instructed to write about an ordinary event), leaving 385 participants for the analyses reported below. 
Chinese Participants. We slightly oversampled, recruiting 400 Chinese participants online via the crowdsourcing platform Credamo. They ranged in age from 19-59 years (M = 29.17, SD = 6.31), were predominantly female (n = 219, 54.75%), and most were educated beyond high school (n = 391, 97.00%). We reimbursed them with 10 Yuan (~ $1.50). Eight participants did not follow instructions on the Event Reflection Task (as above), leaving 392 participants for the analyses reported below.
Procedure
Manipulation. We manipulated nostalgia with the Event Reflection Task (Sedikides et al., 2015; Wildschut et al., 2006). In the nostalgia condition, participants read: “Please bring to mind a nostalgic event in your life. Specifically, try to think of a past event that makes you feel nostalgic. Take a few moments to think about the event and how it made you feel.” In the control condition, they read: “Please bring to mind an ordinary event in your life. Specifically, try to think of a past event that is ordinary.” In both conditions, participants summarized the event with four keywords and wrote about it for up to five minutes. 
Manipulation Check. Immediately following the manipulation, participants responded to a 3-item manipulation check (Hepper et al., 2012; Wildschut et al., 2006): “Thinking about this event leaves me feeling nostalgic,” “I feel nostalgic when I think about this event,” “This is a nostalgic event for me” (M = 5.08, SD = 1.78, α = .97).
Authenticity. We assessed authenticity in two ways, as in Study 1. First, participants completed a state version of the SAS. The items were preceded by the stem “Right now” (instead of “In general”; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; M = 6.02, SD = 0.89, α = .90). Second, participants completed the state version of the 4-item Authentic Living subscale (M = 5.93, SD = 0.77, α = .79). 
Psychological Wellbeing. We assessed PWB with the BIT, as in Study 1. Participants rated items on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; M = 5.38, SD = 1.11, α = .94). 
Results
Manipulation Check
We analyzed responses to the nostalgia manipulation check in a 2 (culture: U.S. vs. China) × 2 (condition: nostalgia vs. control) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). We report means and standard deviations in Table 3. As intended, participants in the nostalgia condition (M = 6.16, SD = 0.78) reported feeling more nostalgic than those in the control condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.83), F(1, 774) = 494.54, p < .001, partial η2 = .390. There was no main effect of culture, F(1, 774) = 0.71, p = .399, partial η2 = .001, nor a Culture × Condition interaction, F(1, 774) = 2.56, p = .110, partial η2 = .003. Thus, the manipulation was effective, and equivalently so, across cultures. 

Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations as a Function of Culture and Condition (Study 2)
	Measure
	US
M (SD)
	China
M (SD)

	
	Nostalgia
	Control
	Nostalgia
	Control

	SAS
	6.12 (0.96)
	5.83 (1.12)
	6.17 (0.68)
	5.95 (0.68)

	AL
	6.07 (0.79)
	5.92 (0.91)
	5.92 (0.59)
	5.81 (0.76)

	AI
	6.10 (0.78)
	5.88 (0.88)
	6.04 (0.54)
	5.88 (0.66)

	BIT
	5.21 (1.26)
	4.95 (1.36)
	5.71 (0.72)
	5.62 (0.79)


Note. SAS = Southampton Authenticity Scale; AL = Authentic Living; AI = Authenticity Index; BIT = Brief Inventory of Thriving.

Authenticity
The two authenticity measures were highly correlated, r = .54, p < .001, supporting the construct validity of both scales (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). As in Study 1, we averaged the two measures to create an authenticity index for the mediational analyses reported below. As in Study 1, because our preregistration did not specify whether we would collapse across measures of the same construct, we report analyses of each measure separately in Supplemental Materials. We report means and standard deviations in Table 3. 
Mediation
Next, we conducted a mediation analysis using Model 4 of the Process Macro (Hayes, 2017) to test our hypothesis that authenticity mediates nostalgia’s effect on PWB (Figure 2). Induced nostalgia (coded 0 = control, 1 = nostalgia) increased PWB (i.e., the total effect or c path), b = 0.16, SE = 0.08, t(776) = 2.03, p = .042, 95% CI [0.01, 0.32]. Also, induced nostalgia increased authenticity (i.e., the a path), b = 0.19, SE = 0.05, t(776) = 3.67, p < .001, 95% CI [0.09, 0.29]. Moreover, authenticity predicted increased PWB (i.e., the b path), b = 0.84, SE = 0.05, t(776) = 18.31, p < .001, 95% CI [0.75, 0.93]. Furthermore, the indirect effect of nostalgia on PWB through authenticity (ab) was significant, ab = 0.16, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.07, 0.25]. Finally, the partially standardized indirect effect was moderately sized, abps = .14, SE = .04, 95% CI = [.07, .22]. Separate analyses for each authenticity measure produced comparable results (Supplemental Material). Sensitivity analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) suggests that the minimum effect size we are able to detect with 777 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 is r = .100. Given that the indirect effect is a product of the a path and the b path (ab), 777 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 allow us to detect indirect effects as low as ab = .01. 

Figure 2
The Effect of Induced Nostalgia on Psychological Wellbeing via Authenticity (Study 2) 
[image: ]
Note. Parameter estimates are unstandardized. We calculated standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for the indirect effect with the percentile bootstrap approach based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (Hayes, 2017). We note parenthetically the effect of nostalgia on PWB controlling for authenticity (c’). *p < .05, ***p < .001.

Moderated Mediation
[bookmark: _Hlk79591949]We followed up on the analysis above by conducting a moderated mediation analysis using Model 59 of the Process Macro (Hayes, 2017). This approach allows us to examine whether culture (U.S. vs. China) impacts any of the paths in the mediational model. First, the effect of induced nostalgia on authenticity was unmoderated by culture, b = -0.06, SE = 0.10, t(776) = -0.57, p = .566, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.14].[footnoteRef:3] Second, the effect of induced nostalgia on PWB was unmoderated by culture, b = -0.12, SE = 0.13, t(776) = -0.98, p = .328, 95% CI [-0.37, 0.12].[footnoteRef:4] Third, the relationship between authenticity and PWB was unmoderated by culture, b = 0.01, SE = 0.09, t(776) = 0.14, p = .887, 95% CI [-0.17, 0.19]). Furthermore, the indirect effect of nostalgia on PWB through authenticity (ab) was significant among U.S. (ab = 0.19, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.04, 0.34]) and Chinese (ab = 0.14, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [0.04, 0.24]) participants. Finally, the index of moderation mediation (i.e., test of the difference between conditional indirect effects; Hayes, 2015) was not significant, Index = -0.04, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-0.23, 0.12]. [3:  We preregistered a Culture × Nostalgia ANOVA to examine the moderating role of culture on authenticity. We did not include those analyses, because they are redundant with the moderated mediation analyses. ]  [4:  We preregistered a Culture × Nostalgia ANOVA to examine the moderating role of culture on PWB. We do not include those analyses, as they are redundant with the moderated mediation analyses.] 

Positive Affect in Narratives
We did not measure positive affect, because the effects of nostalgia (at the trait or state level) are independent of it (Sedikides et al., 2015; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2018, 2019; Wildschut & Sedikides, 2022b). Still, we proceeded to assess its role by testing whether positive affect content explained the effects of induced nostalgia on authenticity. In particular, we content analyzed the nostalgic and control narratives for positive affect content using Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC-22; Boyd et al., 2022). LIWC is a validated method for assessing verbal expression of emotion (Kahn et al., 2007). Based on an internal dictionary, LIWC allocates each word and word combination to one or more linguistics categories. The number of words in each category is reported as a percentage to account for  participant differences in text length. We derived the percentage of words falling into the positive affect (POSEMO; e.g., “happy,” “joy,” “love”) category. For Chinese participants we first used a Chinese lexical analyser NLPIR-ICTCLAS (Zhang et al., 2020) to segment the narratives into words, because Chinese, unlike English, does not contain word delimiters (e.g., whitespaces). Next, we implemented the Simplified Chinese version of LIWC (Huang et al., 2012) to analyze nostalgic and control narratives for positive affect content. This text processing procedure has been used in past research (Qiu et al., 2017; 2019).
First, we examined positive affect content in a 2 (culture: U.S. vs. China) × 2 (condition: nostalgia vs. control) ANOVA. Positive affect content was higher in the nostalgia condition (M = 2.39%, SD = 1.75%) compared the control condition (M = 1.83%, SD = 2.09%), F(1, 774) = 16.50, p < .001, partial η2 = .021. There was no main effect of culture, F(1, 774) = 0.78, p = .379, partial η2 = .001. There was a Culture × Condition interaction, F(1, 774) = 5.49, p = .019, partial η2 = .007. Simple main effects revealed that among U.S. participants there was no difference in positive affect content between the nostalgia condition (M = 2.29%, SD = 1.86%) and control condition (M = 2.06%, SD = 2.48%), F(1, 774) = 1.47, p = .227, partial η2 = .002. Among Chinese participants, there was more positive affect content in the nostalgia condition (M = 2.49%, SD = 1.63%) compared to the control condition (M = 1.61%, SD = 1.59%), F (1,774) = 20.69, p < .001, partial η2 = .026.
Next, we statistically controlled for the role of positive affect content in a 2 (culture: U.S. vs. China) × 2 (condition: nostalgia vs. control) Analysis of Covariance. Positive affect content was associated with increased authenticity, F(1, 773) = 14.07, p < .001, partial η2 = .018.  When controlling for positive affect content, participants in the nostalgia condition reported feeling more authentic than those in the control condition, F(1, 773) = 9.67, p = .002, partial η2 = .012. There was no main effect of culture, F(1, 773) = 0.16, p = .690, partial η2 < .001, nor a Culture × Condition interaction, F(1, 773) = 0.80, p = .373, partial η2 = .001. Next, we conducted a moderated mediation analysis using Model 59 of the Process Macro (Hayes, 2017) to examine whether positive affect content mediated the effect of induced nostalgia on authenticity in either culture. The indirect effect of nostalgia on authenticity through positive affect content (ab) was not significant for Chinese (b = 0.02, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.05]) or American (b = 0.02, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.05] participants. These indirect effects did not differ significantly from one another, as the index of moderated mediation (i.e., the difference between conditional indirect effects; Hayes 2015) was not significant, Index = 0.0001, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.05].
Discussion
	Experimentally induced nostalgia increased authenticity. Further, induced nostalgia increased PWB, and this effect was mediated by authenticity. These findings were largely invariant across cultures. Moreover, ancillary analyses revealed that positive affect content in narratives did not explain the effect of nostalgia on authenticity: The effect of induced nostalgia on authenticity held above and beyond positive affect content, and positive affect content did not mediate the link between induced nostalgia and authenticity in either Chinese or U.S. or culture.
Given evidence for the causal role of nostalgia in fostering authenticity, we next turned to the second link in the postulated causal chain by testing the causal role of authenticity in fostering PWB. As culture did not moderate the association between authenticity and PWB in Studies 1-2, we did not consider it further. Instead, we tested Western samples (Study 3: U.S. sample; Study 4: U.K. sample). 
Study 3
	In Study 3, we tested whether authenticity impacts causally on PWB. Although previous research has examined the link between authenticity and PWB, this research has been largely correlational (Thomaes et al., 2017). Schlegel et al. (2013, Study 5) implemented an experimental manipulation that could be considered an authenticity induction. They varied true self-knowledge, a conscious awareness of characteristics that describe one’s true self. It is not clear, however, how true self-knowledge maps onto our conceptualization of authenticity in terms of sense of true self. Put otherwise, true self-knowledge is not necessary for the production of felt authenticity, given that the latter can result from positive mood (Lenton et al., 2013b), engaging in familiar activities (Lenton et al., 2013a), or hanging out (Lenton et al., 2013a). The same work (Schlegel et al., 2013, Studies 1-5) focused on a narrow aspect of PWB (i.e., decision satisfaction), leaving unanswered questions of generalizability to other PWB indicators. 
In Study 3, we experimentally manipulated authenticity and examined its consequences on a general measure of PWB. Consistent with prior theory and correlational research, we conceptualized authenticity as varying along a continuum ranging from inauthenticity to authenticity (Thomaes et al., 2017; Wood et al., 2008). To operationalize this continuum in Study 3, we included an inauthenticity condition and an authenticity condition. In addition to these two polar opposites, we included an intermediate control condition. The reason for adding this neutral control condition was to divide the authenticity continuum into a lower (inauthenticity to control) and an upper (control to authenticity) region, and test whether variation in one region more strongly affects PWB than does variation in the other region (Lonati et al., 2018).
Method
Participants
To determine the sample size for our primary outcome (the effect of induced authenticity on PWB) we conducted a priori power analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). We aimed for 80% power, assuming a two-sided test, and an alpha level of .05. A recent meta-analytic estimate suggested that the association between authenticity and PWB is moderate-to-large (Sutton, 2020). However, given our aim to identify a causal effect and our novel experimental manipulation of authenticity, we elected to adopt a more conservative effect size estimate and so determined the sample size required to detect small-to-medium effects (f = .13). This analysis indicated that 576 participants were needed to achieve 80% power to detect small-to-medium effects (f = .13) in a one-way ANOVA with three conditions. We recruited 596 U.S. residents via MTurk, ranging in age from 19-74 years (M = 36.22, SD = 10.49). They were predominantly male (n = 306, 51.34%), White (n = 419, 70.30%), and educated beyond high school (n = 555, 93.12%).
Procedure
	We randomly assigned participants to one of three conditions (Lenton et al., 2013a). In the authenticity condition (n = 212), participants read: “According to psychologists, the sense of authenticity is defined as ‘the sense or feeling that you are in alignment with your true, genuine self.’ In other words, the sense of authenticity is the feeling that you are being your real self. Please think of an event in your life when you behaved authentically.” In the inauthenticity condition (n = 195), participants read: “According to psychologists, the sense of inauthenticity is defined as ‘the sense or feeling that you are not in alignment with your true, genuine self.’ In other words, the sense of inauthenticity is the feeling that you are not being your real self. Please think of an event in your life when you behaved inauthentically.” Ιn the control condition (n = 189), participants recalled an ordinary event. In each condition, participants then brought the event to mind, listed four relevant keywords, and wrote about it for up to five minutes. Next, they completed the state version of the SAS used in Study 2. In Study 3, it served as manipulation check (M = 5.63, SD = 1.40, α = .96). Finally, we assessed PWB with the BIT, as in Studies 1-2 (M = 3.85, SD = 0.78, α = .93). 
Analytic Strategy
	We used one-way ANOVA to test the influence of our three-level independent variable on the manipulation check and PWB. We first tested the omnibus effect. If statistically significant, we partitioned it with two planned orthogonal contrasts. The first (linear) contrast assessed whether felt authenticity and PWB were lowest in the inauthenticity condition (= -1), intermediate in the control condition (= 0), and highest in the authenticity condition (= 1). The second (quadratic) contrast assessed whether the magnitude of the difference between the inauthenticity (= 1) and control (= -2) conditions differed significantly from the magnitude of the difference between the control and authenticity (= 1) conditions.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  We used planned orthogonal contrasts rather than pairwise post-hoc comparisons among the three conditions for two reasons. First, pairwise comparisons could not answer the question whether the difference between inauthenticity and control differs significantly from the difference between control and authenticity; that is, whether variation in one region of the inauthenticity—authenticity continuum more strongly affects PWB than does variation in the other region. Second, controlling Type 1 error rate for all pairwise comparisons is costly in terms of statistical power.] 

Results
Manipulation Check. The omnibus condition effect on felt authenticity was significant, F(2, 593) = 46.50, p < .001, η2 = .136. We followed up with our two planned contrasts. The first contrast was significant, F(1, 593) = 88.00, p < .001, η2 = .130. Felt authenticity was lowest in the inauthenticity condition (M = 4.92, SD = 1.80), intermediate in the control condition (M = 5.81, SD = 1.06), and highest in the authenticity condition (M = 6.13, SD = 0.88). The second contrast was also significant, F(1, 593) = 6.03, p = .014, η2 = .010, indicating that the difference between the inauthenticity and control conditions was larger than the difference between the control and authenticity conditions. The latter result raises the question whether a simple comparison between the control and authenticity conditions itself was significant. A relevant analysis revealed that it was, F(1, 593) = 6.20, p = .013, η2 = .010. 
Psychological Wellbeing. The omnibus condition effect was significant, F(2, 593) = 4.94, p = .007, η2 = .016. Sensitivity analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) suggests that the minimum effect size we are able to detect with 596 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 is f = .127. The obtained effect size η2 = .016 translates to f =.129. Thus, our main analysis is adequately powered. We partitioned the omnibus effect with our two planned contrasts. The first contrast was significant, F(1, 593) = 9.78, p = .002, η2 = .016. PWB was lowest in the inauthenticity condition (M = 3.72, SD = 0.77), intermediate in the control condition (M = 3.84, SD = 0.81), and highest in the authenticity condition (M = 3.97, SD = 0.74). The second contrast was not significant, F(1, 593) = 0.06, p = .807, η2 < .001, indicating that PWB in the control condition was approximately equidistant between PWB in the inauthenticity and authenticity conditions. 
Ancillary Analyses. We can use felt authenticity ratings (i.e., the manipulation check) to define the numerical intervals between conditions along the inauthenticity—authenticity dimension. The interval between the inauthenticity and control conditions (Mcontrol – Minauthenticity = 0.89) is approximately three times larger than the interval between the control and authenticity conditions (Mauthenticity – Mcontrol = 0.32). Cohen and Cohen (1983) describe how this issue of unequal intervals can be easily remedied by conceiving of a scale with unequal intervals “as one with equal intervals some of whose scale points have no data” (p. 249) and recoding the contrasts accordingly (Supplemental Materials). After recoding the contrasts in this manner, analysis of felt authenticity revealed, as intended, that the first (linear) contrast was significant, F(1, 593) = 88.00, p < .001, η2 = .130, whereas the second (quadratic) contrast was not, F(1, 593) = 0.03, p = .856, η2 < .001. Importantly, results for PWB were essentially unchanged; the first contrast was significant, F(1, 593) = 9.78, p = .002, η2 = .160, but the second contrast was not, F(1, 593) = 1.19, p = .276, η2 = .002.
Discussion
	By providing experimental evidence that authenticity (vs. inauthenticity) increases PWB, our results support a causal model whereby authenticity mediates the link between nostalgia and PWB. However, Study 3 used a general measure of PWB. Next, we examined the effect of authenticity across a range of PWB domains. 
Study 4
In Study 4, we aimed to replicate and extend Study 3 findings by offering a more precise characterization of authenticity’s effects on PWB. We used the CIT (Su et al., 2014), which assesses a broad range of PWB domains. We omitted the neutral control condition, as we found no evidence in Study 3 that variation in one region of the inauthenticity—authenticity continuum was more impactful than variation in the other region. Therefore, we operationalized the continuum in terms of its polar opposites, by contrasting the inauthenticity condition with the authenticity condition. 
Method
Participants
We conducted an a priori power analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). We aimed for 80% power, assuming a two-sided test, and an alpha level of .05. For our effect size estimate, we used the effect size for the comparison between authenticity and inauthenticity from Study 3 (Cohen’s d = .31 or f = .15). Three hundred thirty-four participants were needed to detect effects of this magnitude. We oversampled to account for attrition and recruited 430 U.K. residents via Prolific, an online crowdsourcing platform. Sixteen participants failed an attention check,[footnoteRef:6] leaving 414 in the sample. Participants were 19-79 years old (M = 31.89, SD = 11.91). Most of them were female (n = 297, 71.74 %), White (n = 360, 86.96%), non-Hispanic (n = 412, 99.52%), and educated beyond high school (n = 347, 83.82%).  [6:  The attention check was “I am currently attending a college/university that does not exist” (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree). We omitted from analyses participants (n = 16) who scored below the midpoint. Their inclusion does not alter the results.] 

Procedure 
	We used the same authenticity manipulation and manipulation check as in Study 3 (omitting the control condition from Study 3). We randomly assigned participants to the authenticity (n = 214) or inauthenticity (n = 200) condition. Following the manipulation check (M = 5.45, SD = 1.48 α = .96), we assessed PWB with the 54-item CIT (Su et al., 2014; M = 3.51, SD = 0.54, α = .96). The CIT measures PWB across seven theoretically relevant domains: (1) relationship flourishing (e.g., “There are people who give me support and encouragement”; M = 3.45, SD = 0.55, α = .89), (2) interest/engagement in daily activities (e.g., “I get fully absorbed in activities I do”; M = 3.68, SD = 0.63, α = .63), (3) mastery (e.g., “I believe that I am capable in most things”; M = 3.53, SD = 0.58, α = .89), (4) autonomy (e.g., “The life choices I make are not really mine”; M = 3.76, SD = 0.81, α = .80), (5) meaning in life (e.g., “I know what gives meaning to my life”; M = 3.48, SD = 0.82, α = .80), (6) optimism (e.g., “I have a positive outlook on life”; M = 3.62, SD = 0.81, α = .81), and (7) subjective wellbeing (e.g., “I am satisfied with my life”; M = 3.44, SD = 0.83, α = .94). 
Results
Manipulation Check
As intended, participants in the authenticity condition (M = 5.71, SD = 1.17) reported feeling more authentic than those in the inauthenticity condition (M = 5.18, SD = 1.71), F(1, 412) = 13.83, p < .001, η2 = .032.
Psychological Wellbeing
[bookmark: _Hlk64488335][bookmark: _Hlk64487699]To evaluate whether authenticity induces domain-general or domain-specific PWB, we conducted a Condition (authenticity vs. inauthenticity) × PWB Domains mixed ANOVA (Table 4 and Figure 3). We observed a main effect of condition such that participants in the authenticity condition reported higher PWB than those in the inauthenticity condition, F(1, 412) = 7.58, p = .006, η2 = .018. Sensitivity analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) suggests that the minimum effect size we are able to detect with 414 participants, 80% power, and α = .05 is f = .138. The obtained effect size η2 = .018 translates to f =.136 and our post-hoc power level was 79%. We also observed a within-subjects main effect of PWB domains, F(6, 2460) = 25.78, p < .001, η2 = .059. (We report exploratory comparisons between domains in Supplemental Material, Table 3S.) The Condition × PWB domain interaction was not significant, F(6, 2460) = 0.95, p = .460, η2 = .002, indicating that the effect of authenticity (vs. inauthenticity) on PWB did not vary significantly across domains. 







Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for Study 4
	Domain
	Authenticity
M (SD)
	Inauthenticity
M (SD)
	F
	d

	Relationship
	3.50 (0.54)
	3.39 (0.55)
	3.99*
	0.20

	Engagement
	3.76 (0.58)
	3.59 (0.67)
	7.46**
	0.27

	Mastery
	3.59 (0.54)
	3.48 (0.63)
	3.65†
	0.19

	Autonomy
	3.85 (0.77)
	3.67 (0.85)
	5.37*
	0.23

	Meaning
	3.59 (0.78
	3.37 (0.84)
	7.53**
	0.27

	Optimism
	3.66 (0.77)
	3.57 (0.84)
	1.55
	0.12

	Subjective Wellbeing
	3.53 (0.74)
	3.35 (0.90)
	4.97*
	0.22


Note. †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.


Figure 3

The Effect of Authenticity on Domains of Psychological Wellbeing (Study 4)
[image: ]
Note. Error bars reflect standard errors of the mean. We measured PWB with the CIT (Su et al., 2014). 
Discussion
	Authenticity increased PWB across the measured domains. The presence of a main effect and absence of an interaction effect indicate that the PWB effects of authenticity are domain-general rather than domain-specific. These results further bolster a causal model whereby authenticity mediates the link between nostalgia and PWB.
General Discussion
This research represents the first attempt to address systematically the path from nostalgia to PWB through authenticity. Four studies yielded results consistent with the hypothesis that authenticity transmits, at least in part, nostalgia’s effect on PWB. In a measurement-of-mediation design, trait nostalgia was associated with authenticity, which was related to greater PWB. Further this indirect effect was invariant across cultures (Study 1). Next, following an experimental-causal-chain design, induced nostalgia increased authenticity and indirectly increased PWB (Study 2). As in Study 1, these effects were invariant across cultures. In addition, the effects of induced nostalgia on authenticity were not explained by the positive affect content of narratives. Finally, authenticity causally impacted PWB in Western samples (Studies 3-4).
Implications for Nostalgia
Previous research has taken a fragmentary approach to studying the influence of nostalgia on PWB. Nostalgizing has been shown to enhance social relationships (Abeyta et al., 2015; Wildschut et al., 2010), vitality (Sedikides et al., 2016; Wulf et al., 2018), competence (Weinstein et al., 2012; Wulf et al., 2018), meaning in life (Routledge et al., 2012; Sedikides et al., 2018), optimism (Cheung et al., 2013; Evans et al., 2022), and subjective wellbeing (Cox et al., 2015; Zhou et al., 2022). The present work took a broader perspective (Su et al., 2014), indicating that psychological thriving is more than the mere presence of any one PWB indicator. Rather, thriving represents the presence and activation of most, if not all, of these indicators. Thus, we showed, for the first time, that nostalgia instils a general sense of psychological thriving. 
[bookmark: _Hlk104553752]Our work has implications for process models of nostalgia’s benefits. The literature has explored several mechanisms that may underlie nostalgia’s effects on PWB, but not authenticity. In fact, few studies have even explored the causal role of nostalgia in fostering authenticity. Some research has examined similar concepts, such as nostalgia increasing the accessibility of the intrinsic self (Baldwin et al., 2015, Study 5)—a construct similar to perceived true self-knowledge (Schlegel et al., 2013). Other research (Sheldon et al., 1997; Turner & Billings, 1991) has emphasized the relevance of behavioral expression of the true self to authenticity. Here, we demonstrated that nostalgia directly increases felt authenticity (Study 2).
On the face of it, authenticity appears similar to another construct relevant to the relation between nostalgia and PWB, self-continuity. As mentioned in the Introduction, self-continuity mediates the effect of nostalgia on an aspect of PWB, vitality (Sedikides et al., 2016). However, the two constructs are distinct. Authenticity refers to the sense that one is their true self, regardless of whether this sense is chronologically integrated. Continuity refers to the sense of connection between one’s past and present self, or present and future self, or past, present, future self (Hong et al, 2021, 2022; Sedikides et al., in press). Such a sense of connection does not necessarily reflect the true self. The difference between the two constructs is highlighted by findings that self-continuity is a consequent of nostalgia-induced authenticity (Lasaleta & Loveland, 2019). Regardless, further investigations are needed to chart a more detailed psychological map from nostalgia to PWB.
Implications for Authenticity
Our work has implications for the authenticity literature. Prior research on the link between authenticity and PWB has been largely correlational (Thomaes et al., 2017). Experiments are scarce and focused on relatively narrow domains of authenticity. For example, Schlegel et al. (2013, Study 5) manipulated perceived true self-knowledge. Participants provided either five or 14 descriptors of the true self. Providing five (compared to 14) descriptors is relatively easy, so participants assigned to this task view their true self-knowledge as high compared to those burdened with the more difficult task of generating 14 descriptions (i.e., a fluency manipulation). However, true self-knowledge is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for felt authenticity (Lenton et al., 2013a,b). Our work complements prior research by focusing on felt authenticity. 
Additionally, researchers have addressed the aftereffects of authenticity on outcomes that are related to, but are conceptually distinct from, PWB (e.g., decision satisfaction; Schlegel et al., 2013). We advanced this literature in several ways. First, we offered an experimental manipulation that evokes authenticity above and beyond narrow aspects such as true self-knowledge. Second, we assessed the consequences of this manipulation on a comprehensive array of PWB indicators. Third, we found that authenticity induces domain-general rather than domain-specific PWB. 	 
Limitations
We obtained support for the hypothesis that authenticity mediates the link between nostalgia and PWB. We focused our investigation on subjective markers of authenticity and, hence, are unable to speak to the mediational role of objective markers. In addition to making people feel more authentic, can nostalgizing make people behave more authentically? In turn, can greater objective authenticity increase PWB? One way to address these questions would be to integrate objective measures of authenticity, such as cross-situational behavioral consistency (Fleeson & Wilt, 2010), into future nostalgia research. Follow-up work should examine whether nostalgia interventions can engender greater cross-situational behavioral consistency, culminating in higher PWB. Finally, future research using daily diary and experience sampling methodologies can substantiate the ecological validity of our findings by clarifying the extent to which authenticity mediates the link between nostalgia and PWB in daily life (Newman et al., 2020). 
Conclusions
Nostalgic reverie inspired Odysseus to embark upon a long and arduous journey home. Along the way, he gained insights into his authentic self, which literally and figuratively guided his way back. The present research was the first to show systematically that, as Homer foretold, authenticity links nostalgia to PWB.
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