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Searching for Ithaca:
The Geography and Psychological Benefits of Nostalgic Places

Abstract
What are the places for which people are most nostalgic? We explored the physical and psychological characteristics of places that evoke nostalgia. In Study 1 (N = 200 U.K. residents), we used self-reports and dictionary methods to capture the diversity of such places. Blue landscapes, located near sea, ocean, rivers, and lakes, emerged as the most frequent nostalgic places. In Studies 2 (N = 398 U.S. residents) and 3 (N = 400 U.S. residents), we experimentally contrasted nostalgic places against ordinary ones. Self-reports, language, and geolocation data painted the portrait of typical nostalgic places: Set in a blue landscape, they vary in size between a building and a town, and are less grey and more green than ordinary places. Nostalgic places are further away from one’s current location, yet they appear psychologically closer than ordinary ones. Place nostalgia (vs. control) furthermore increases social connectedness, meaning in life, self-continuity, self-esteem, and authenticity. Future research could examine place nostalgia across different geographies, cultures, or countries.
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Throughout its conceptual history, nostalgia has been linked to places. Coined by Johannes Hofer (1688/1934), a Swiss medical student, the term’s Greek etymological roots capture the feeling of suffering (“algos”) caused by yearning to return to one’s homeland (“nostos”). Despite its relatively late emergence as a standalone construct, close relatives of nostalgia existed before the word entered the dictionary. In his dissertation, Hofer proposed “nostalgia” as an alternative to the German term “Heimweh,” used to describe the pain (“weh”) of being away from one’s homeplace (“Heim”), and the French expression “mal du pays,” meaning homesickness. Hofer’s nostalgia captured the “sad mood originating from the desire for the return to one’s native land” (p. 381). 
[bookmark: _Hlk150933371]More recent forays into nostalgia, however, have re-conceptualized it (Batcho, 2013; Sedikides et al., 2004), and in the 20th century the emotion was re-defined as “an affectionate feeling you have for the past, especially for a particularly happy time” (Collins English Dictionary, 2023). Lay views of nostalgia across cultures characterize it as a past-oriented, social, and ambivalent—albeit predominantly positive—emotion (Hepper et al., 2014; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2022). When nostalgizing, one fondly savors a valued occasion from one’s past, while pining for the bygone moments (Biskas et al., 2019; Hepper et al., 2012). Indeed, nostalgia is accompanied by contentment and happiness, mixed with a degree of sadness. It is positively valenced overall and low in arousal (Sedikides & Wildschut, 2016; Van Tilburg, 2023). 
Despite its bittersweet character, nostalgia is not a mere mix of other emotions; rather, it features a distinct profile. Among 11 comparator emotions, nostalgia most closely resembled pride and self-compassion, while being most different from shame and embarrassment (Van Tilburg, Wildschut, & Sedikides, 2018). Nostalgia also has a distinct appraisal profile. When contrasted against 31 emotions, it was the only one elicited by experiences that were temporally distant, unique, and pleasant yet irretrievable (Van Tilburg, Bruder, et al., 2019). Further, it is triggered both by internal states and external stimuli. Internal states include negative affect (Barrett et al., 2010), loneliness (Zhou et al., 2008, 2022), lack of meaning (Routledge et al., 2012), boredom (Van Tilburg et al., 2013), and social exclusion (Abakoumkin et al., 2017). External stimuli include objects and conversations (Wildschut et al., 2006), scents (Reid et al., 2015), tastes (Reid et al., 2023), music (Sedikides et al., 2022), and inclement weather (Van Tilburg, Sedikides, & Wildschut, 2018).
As implied above, nostalgic reverie refers to a cherished time, experiential content, and location. The temporal characteristics of nostalgia have attracted empirical attention: Nostalgia is more intense the more temporally distant an event is, whereas the reverse holds for many other emotions (e.g., pride, enthusiasm, awe; Van Tilburg, Bruder, et al., 2019). Furthermore, nostalgia elevates self-continuity (Sedikides, Wildschut, Routledge, & Arndt, 2015): It integrates the past self with the present and future selves, transcending temporal distance. In terms of content, nostalgic events are social, populated by close others in personally meaningful and often momentous settings (Sedikides & Wildschut, 2019). Leaving aside the temporal (the “when”) and experiential content (the “what”) of personal nostalgia, what are the characteristics of nostalgic places (the “where”; Kapsetaki et al., 2022)?
How Can Places Elicit Nostalgia?
Landscapes can impact nostalgia through at least two pathways. First, nature is restorative. Prior theoretical efforts have formalized and tested this assumption. One account is offered by the attention restoration theory, which posits that people escape from physical and social stressors by effortlessly paying attention to the ‘soft fascinations’ encountered in the natural world (Home et al., 2012; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989). Nature captures attention involuntarily, without requiring immediate action. In contrast, urban environments require immediate action and voluntary attention, such as paying attention to crossing the street, to cars, bikes, or people, which, in turn, deplete mental capacities. The psycho-evolutionary theory offers a complementary account of the restorative effects of natural landscapes (Ulrich et al., 1983). It proposes that contact with nature allows for psychophysiological stress recovery through nature’s intrinsic attributes, such as spatial openness or the presence of diverse patters. To date, mounting evidence supports the idea that natural landscapes restore and elicit positive emotions (Bowler et al., 2010). We ask whether natural landscapes similarly evoke nostalgia and provide restorative benefits.
Second, certain landscapes can provide opportunities for social interactions and, in turn, evoke a range of emotions. For instance, there is an association between the quantity and quality of streetscape greenery and perceived social cohesion (De Vries et al., 2013). In turn, increased social cohesion is linked to positive emotions such as higher happiness and wellbeing (Delhey & Dragolov, 2015) and lower depression and anxiety (Breedvelt et al., 2022). However, this relationship is probably moderated: Urban greenery should offer engaging recreational features and be well-maintained to encourage socialisation (Kazmierczak, 2013). Urban greenery is generally associated with feelings of safety, but green spaces enclosed in highly dense urban areas can decrease such feelings (Maas et al., 2009). It thus seems likely that certain landscapes (e.g., parks, gardens) that provide the backdrop for socialization gain positive emotion valuations. Social interactions are one of the most frequent triggers of nostalgia (Wildschut et al., 2006). Nostalgia enhances social connectedness and provides access to the “rosy past” relevant to one’s current circumstances (Hepper & Dennis, 2023). Nostalgia might be more frequently elicited by places that afford the backdrop for socialization and in turn contributes to places’ positive valuations. 
Locating Place Nostalgia
An emerging stream of research identified a range of traits (Rentfrow et al., 2008), cognitive styles (Uskul et al., 2008), and states (Rychlowska et al., 2015) that are associated with elements of physical places, including terrain (Kitayama et al., 2006), climate (Wei et al., 2017), and agricultural affordances (Talhelm et al., 2014). Researchers have hypothesized that certain landscapes (e.g., urban, coastal) offer opportunities to explore and interact with diverse others, giving rise to regional differences in openness to experience (Militaru et al., 2024). Predominantly, natural environments restore mental capacities, whereas human-made environments deplete mental capacities and evoke negative emotions. For example, nature increases awe (Anderson et al., 2018; Jiang & Sedikides, 2022), calmness (Meidenbauer et al., 2020), and decreases boredom (O’Dea et al., 2025). Further, exposure to natural environments raises self-esteem and authenticity, which is conducive to psychological well-being (Yang et al., 2024). We asked whether places similarly matter for nostalgia.
A longstanding tenet of humanistic geography has been the distinction between space and place. A space is defined by its physical and geographical features, and only transforms into a place by the humans inhabiting it, who attribute meaning to the physical location (Buttimer & Seamon, 1980). We propose and set out to explore place nostalgia, which we define as fondness or wistful affection for a certain physical location visited in one’s past. We examined physical characteristics of nostalgic places, such as geographical features, distance from one’s current location, and coastal attributes. We aimed to capture the psychological—in addition to the physical—properties of nostalgic places through their linguistic descriptions (Pennebaker et al., 2015), including the use of positive and negative affective terms, and reference to social processes. We expected place nostalgia to be positive, albeit bittersweet (Leunissen et al., 2021), centered on persons and momentous events (Wildschut et al., 2006). 
[bookmark: _Hlk147740847]We also investigated whether place nostalgia is associated with psychological benefits, focusing on five prominent ones identified in the literature. First, nostalgia is a boon to social connectedness, defined as a sense of acceptance and belongingness. Nostalgic narratives typically depict close others (Abeyta et al., 2015), and nostalgizing increases social connectedness (Juhl et al., 2021; Wildschut et al., 2010). Second, nostalgic narratives pertain to meaningful life events (Madoglou et al., 2017), and nostalgia augments meaning in life (henceforth: meaning; Routledge et al., 2011; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2018). Third, nostalgia binds the past and present into a cohesive self-narrative (Sedikides et al., 2023), and nostalgizing enhances self-continuity (Layous et al., 2022; Sedikides et al., 2016). Fourth, nostalgia narratives may depict close others, but they do so in relation to the self who takes center stage (Wildschut et al., 2006), and nostalgizing raises self-esteem (Evans et al., 2021; Hepper et al., 2012). Finally, in nostalgizing one resorts to a sense of self that feels true or real (Stephan et al., 2012), enhancing authenticity (Baldwin et al., 2015; Kelley et al., 2022).
Overview
We set out to identify the (I) physical characteristics of nostalgic places, (II) psychological characteristics of descriptions of these locations, and (III) psychological benefits of mentally revisiting the places. We conducted three studies employing complementary approaches. In Study 1, we explored whether nostalgic places are located in particular landscapes, using an established taxonomy (e.g., oceanside, forest, urban areas). We examined linguistic descriptions of these locations, serving objectives (I) and (II). In Studies 2 and 3, we implemented experimental designs contrasting nostalgic against ordinary places to further test our exploratory findings from Study 1. Moreover, in Studies 2 and 3, we relied on self-reported landscape taxonomies and geolocation methods to evaluate the physical characteristics of nostalgic places, serving objectives (I) and (II). Lastly, we examined if nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places bestowed psychological benefits in the form of enhanced social connectedness (Studies 2 and 3), meaning (Studies 2 and 3), self-continuity (Study 3), self-esteem (Study 3), and authenticity (Study 3), serving objective (III).
Transparency and Openness
We have no conflict of interest to disclose. All studies were approved by the Ethics Committee of the corresponding author’s institution and were conducted according to APA ethical standards for participant treatment. We collected the data between 2022 and 2023. We report how we determined our sample size, all data exclusions, all manipulations, and all measures. Across studies, we conducted analyses after completing data collection, and we follow Journal Article Reporting Standards (Kazak, 2018). We analyzed the data using R, version 4.2.2 (R Core Team, 2022). We did not preregister the studies’ designs and analyses. We provide stimulus materials and ancillary analyses in Supplementary Material. Finally, we made the data sets, analysis code, and Supplementary Material available at https://osf.io/37c4s/?view_only=b5f6d052644f4899b378e2659060f7e0.
Study 1
In Study 1, we explored the physical and psychological characteristics of places that evoke nostalgia. In particular, we probed the landscape of nostalgic locations, their physical size, and the size of their population. Also, we examined, via a text-analysis program (Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count or LIWC; Pennebaker et al., 2015), the language participants use to describe the characteristics of nostalgic places. We adopted a confirmatory approach regarding the psychological characteristics of place nostalgia. Specifically, we hypothesized that participants would describe place nostalgia using terminology reflecting positive affect to a greater extent than negative affect. 
Method 
Participants 
In a power analysis (Faul et al., 2009), we estimated that N = 200 was required to ensure 80% power within a correlational design for detecting a medium (Funder & Ozer, 2019) effect size[footnoteRef:1] (r = .20, two-tailed, α = .05). We recruited via Prolific 204 participants born in the U.K., whose first language was English. We excluded four participants who failed the attention check, resulting in final N = 200. We compensated them with £1.20 (≈$1.50) for the 7-minute study. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 79 years (M = 37.6, SD = 13.03). Of them, 50% self-identified as male, 49% as female, and 1% preferred not to say.  [1:  Medium effect sizes characterize literatures compatible with our objectives, such as linking linguistic content with self-reports (Tov et al., 2013) and linking nostalgia with personality traits (Seehusen et al., 2013). We report the associations between place nostalgia and personality traits in Supplementary Material.] 

Procedure
We provided participants with a definition of place nostalgia, modifying prior relevant definitions (Wildschut et al., 2006, 2010): “Nostalgia is a sentimental longing for the past. However, people can also feel nostalgic about places. Place nostalgia can be defined as the sentimental longing or wistful affection for certain physical locations.” We instructed participants to write a 300-character description of a place that evokes nostalgia (Supplementary Material).
Participants answered three questions about the physical features of their nostalgic place. First, they selected all the landscapes characterizing that place out of a widely used land-cover taxonomy (Anderson, 1976): oceanside, seaside, lakeside, riverside, urban areas, agricultural land, forest, grassland, shrub, wetland, permanent snow. Second, they indicated the size of the place (e.g., room, neighborhood, city). Third, they stated how populous the place was (0, 1–9, 10–99, 100–1,000, >1,000 people). We examined the psychological attributes of place nostalgia by contrasting two linguistic scores[footnoteRef:2]: positive affect, negative affect.  [2:  Additionally, we asked whether the place was a childhood location and how often participants had relocated, and we administered a personality measure. Furthermore, we included a 6-item scale intended to assess place nostalgia. Participants rated their nostalgia for the place, its meaningfulness, feeling close to it, thinking often about it, as well as feeling nostalgic about its residents and its aesthetics. We report results in Supplementary Material.] 

[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Results 
Physical Characteristics
We explored whether nostalgic places are characterized by distinctive physical features using two sources of data: self-reported geographic features, linguistic descriptions of the nostalgic places. In terms of geographical features, participants predominantly categorized nostalgic places as urban (20%) or seaside (16%), followed by grassland (10%), agricultural (10%), and oceanside (10%).[footnoteRef:3] In all, blue landscapes (oceanside, seaside, riverside, lakeside) accounted for 35% of responses (Figure 1). Nostalgic places were most frequently described as being the size of a neighborhood (n = 49) or town (n = 47; Table 1),[footnoteRef:4] typically numbering fewer than 10 people (n = 64; Table 2). Nostalgic places, then, are medium in size, varying between a house and a town, yet scarcely populated. [3:  Of responses, 7.74% belonged to the category “other.” Here, participants freely described landscapes as mountains (n = 3), buildings (n = 3), countryside (n = 3), garden (n = 2), hillside (n = 2), or additional unique locations (e.g., field, canyon, park, moors, suburban). These landscape descriptions informed item selection in Study 2.]  [4:  Within the category “other,” and in regard to size (Table 1), participants classified places as mountains (n = 3), gardens (n = 3), parks (n = 3), buildings (n = 4; castle, ruins, school, cathedral), or additional unique locations (e.g., beach, farm, countryside).] 


	Table 1 
Self-Reported Physical Space Size of the Nostalgic Place and Associated Frequencies in Study 1


	Physical Space Size
	Frequency

	Neighborhood
	49

	Town
	47

	Other
	30

	House
	29

	Region
	26

	City
	21

	Room
	13

	Country
	11





	Table 2 
Self-Reported Social Space Size of the Nostalgic Place and Associated Frequencies in Study 1


	Social Space Size
	Frequency

	1–9 people
	64

	10–99 people
	51

	100–1,000
	43

	> 1,000
	38

	0
	 4



Psychological Characteristics
We content-analyzed participants’ narratives via LIWC and derived scores for positive affect (e.g., love, nice, sweet) and negative affect (e.g., hurt, ugly, nasty). Participants used more words reflecting positive (M = 3.42, SD = 2.41) than negative (M = 0.69, SD = 1.13) affect to describe place nostalgia, t(199) = 14.22, p < .001, d = 1.01[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  Additionally, we content-analyzed participants’ narratives to identify the most frequently used words to describe nostalgic places. We report the results in Supplementary Material.] 

Discussion
Blue landscapes (e.g., sea, rivers, lakes) frequently provided the backdrop of nostalgic places, accounting for over one-third of the landscapes most descriptive of nostalgic places. Also, urban area was the most frequently used category chosen to describe nostalgic places. Medium-sized spaces with few people (1–9) evoked most place nostalgia. Further, descriptions of nostalgic places contained more expressions of positive than negative affect. 
Although Study 1 offers a glimpse into the physical and psychological characteristics of place nostalgia, it did not establish whether these characteristics are a hallmark of nostalgic places in particular. For example, urban areas are the most densely populated (Obschonka et al., 2015). Consequently, most autobiographical memories are probably created in an urban area, which may explain the high frequency of urban locations in descriptions of nostalgic places (i.e., high base rates). We sought to address this limitation next. 
Study 2
In Study 2, we contrasted nostalgic places against ordinary ones in terms of their physical and psychological characteristics, searching for the distinctiveness of nostalgic places. Experimental design has been widely used in the nostalgia literature (Dang et al., 2025; Juhl & Biskas, 2023; Wildschut & Sedikides, 2025). Additionally, we tested whether reflecting on nostalgic places confers psychological benefits in the form of social connectedness and meaning. 
We examined three physical characteristics of nostalgic places: geographic features, coastal location, and distance between the current and nostalgic place. We added coastal location in light of the prominence of ocean and sea areas reported in Study 1, and used objective geolocation data to assess it. Variations in land-cover taxonomies have been employed extensively in the geographical sciences literature and, more recently, the psychological literature (Anderson, 1976; Militaru et al., 2024). We asked participants to indicate the precise location of the recalled place on an interactive map. We used the geolocation of recalled places to identify whether these are situated on the coast (i.e., blue landscape) or in a non-coastal location. We considered both the physical and psychological distance between the current and recalled locations, given that recollections of nostalgic (vs. ordinary) events are more physically distant but more psychologically close (Stephan et al., 2012; Van Tilburg, Bruder, et al., 2019).
In terms of psychological characteristics of nostalgic places, we tested if participants described nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places with language characterized by more positive affect and less negative affect. Additionally, we examined whether descriptions of nostalgic and ordinary places differ in sociality. Finally, we tested whether nostalgia raises social connectedness and meaning.
Method
Participants
[bookmark: _Hlk144743290]	We estimated that N = 352 was required to ensure 80% power with an independent samples t-test when anticipating a medium effect size (d = .30, two-tailed, α = .05). We recruited 401 American Prolific workers. They resided in the U.S., indicated English as their first language, and had not taken part in Study 1. We compensated them with £1.20 (≈$1.50) for the 8-minute study duration. We excluded those who failed the attention check, resulting in final N = 398. We randomly allocated participants to the nostalgic place (n = 199) or ordinary place (n = 199) condition. Participants’ age ranged from 18 to 83 years (M = 38.34, SD = 14.65). Of them, 52% self-identified as male, 46% as female, 1.5% as non-binary, 0.25% as genderqueer, and 0.25% preferred not to say; also, 78.89% self-identified as White, 7.29% as Black, 6.03% as Mixed, 3.77% as Asian, 2.51% as Other, 0.50% as Native American, 0.25% as Pacific Islander and 0.75% preferred not to say. Moreover, 34.92% had a graduate or professional degree, 23.62% an associate or technical degree, 13.07% a high school diploma or General Educational Development Test, 12.31% a Bachelor’s degree, 1.51% some high school education or less, and 14.57% preferred not to say. 
Procedure
We provided participants with a definition of place nostalgia or ordinary place. Next, we instructed them to think of a nostalgic or ordinary place that they had visited in the U.S. and drop a pin on an interactive map corresponding to that location (see Supplementary Material for a detailed description of the procedure). We asked participants to write a description of the recalled place with no more than 300 characters. 
We used the Google Maps API to identify the location of the recalled places. We retrieved the U.S. counties cartographic boundary files from the 2015 TIGER Census Bureau’s demographic data (United States Census Bureau, 2015) and assigned the location of recalled places to the corresponding U.S. county. Next, we retrieved a secondary dataset recording the U.S. coastal and non-coastal counties (US Census Bureau, 2018), which allowed us to identify whether the recalled places are situated in a coastal or non-coastal county. 
Subsequently, participants completed the manipulation check and dependent measures (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). The manipulation check comprised three items: “Right now, I am feeling quite nostalgic,” “Right now, I am having nostalgic feelings,” “I feel nostalgic at the moment” (Routledge et al., 2008; Wildschut et al., 2006). (We also checked the effectiveness of the manipulation with Chen et al.’s [2023] Nostalgia Dictionary; see below.) The measure of social connectedness, preceded by the stem “After thinking about this location, I feel…”, comprised four items: “connected to loved ones,” “protected,” “loved,” “I can trust others” (Hepper et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2012). Likewise, the meaning measure, also preceded by the stem “After thinking about this location, I feel…”, consisted of four items: “life is meaningful,” “life has a purpose,” “there is a greater purpose to life,” “life is worth living” (Hepper et al., 2012; Routledge et al., 2011). As in Study 1, participants answered a 1-item measure of psychological closeness (Supplementary Material). Finally, they responded to three questions about location (i.e., landscape,[footnoteRef:6] social size of the place, physical size of the place) and demographics (i.e., gender, age, race).  [6:  We added three landscape categories to reflect Study 1 responses: mountain, park, garden.] 

Results 
We focused on variables central to our hypotheses: manipulation check, physical and psychological characteristics of place nostalgia, psychological benefits. We report results from other measures in Supplementary Material.
Manipulation Checks
Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 5.11, SD = 1.11) expressed higher state nostalgia than those in the ordinary place condition (M = 4.21, SD = 1.61), t(352.05) = 6.49, p < .001, d = 0.65.[footnoteRef:7] Similarly, participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 0.16, SD = 0.09) reported being more nostalgic compared to those in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.12, SD = 0.08), t(392.69) = 3.79, p < .001, d = 0.38, as per the Nostalgia Dictionary (Chen et al., 2023). The manipulation was effective. [7:  The distribution of nostalgia scores was significantly different from normal as indicated by a Shapiro-Wilk test. The variance between the nostalgic place and ordinary place conditions was also significantly different. We conducted Welch’s t-tests instead of Student’s t-tests (Delacre et al., 2017).] 

Physical Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
We tested whether nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places are characterized by distinctive landscapes, relying on four data sources corresponding to the recalled places: self-reported geographic features, coastal location, distance between the current and recalled places, linguistic descriptions. 
Geographic features. Nostalgic and ordinary places were part of different landscapes (Figure 2). Participants most frequently classified nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places as part of blue landscapes (oceanside, seaside, riverside, lakeside), which accounted for 31% of landscapes chosen to describe nostalgic places, followed by urban areas (22%). Comparatively, only 14% of ordinary places were set in blue landscapes. 
In turn, participants located ordinary places most frequently in human-made environments, such as urban areas (29%), agricultural areas (13%), or parks (12%). Nostalgic and ordinary places did not differ in physical size, t(359.73) = 0.54, p = .591, d = 0.06, or social size (i.e., population), t(395.56) = -0.81, p = .416, d = 0.08. 
Next, we compared these landscapes per their parent categories (see Supplementary Material for category allocation): blue, green, grey (Seresinhe et al., 2015; Table 4). Blue landscapes predominantly feature “visible outdoor surface waters” (Britton et al., 2020, p. 51), green landscapes predominantly feature vegetation, and grey landscapes mostly comprise features of human origin (Taylor & Hochuli, 2017).
Nostalgic places were more frequently located in blue landscapes, χ2(1) = 16.02, p < .001, φ = 0.20, but not in green landscapes, χ2(1) = 0.82, p = .364, φ = 0.05. Conversely, nostalgic places were less frequently located in grey landscapes, χ2(1) = 4.76, p = .029, φ = 0.11. Overall, blue landscapes were the signature of nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places across different taxonomical approaches.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Additionally, we used structural topic modeling to identify general themes in the language corpus. The topic pertaining to blue landscapes was more prevalent in the nostalgic versus ordinary place condition. We report the results in the Supplementary Material. ] 

	[bookmark: _Ref146797901]Table 4
Contingency Table for the Three Parent Landscape Categories as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 2


	
	Nostalgic Place
	Ordinary Place

	Blue
	 60
	 27

	Non-blue
	139
	172

	Green
	 49
	 57

	Non-green
	150
	142

	Grey
	 63
	 84

	Non-grey
	136
	115









Coastal Location. Self-reported landscapes are influenced by idiosyncratic understanding of geographical features. We addressed this limitation by using the objective latitude and longitude of the recalled location to identify whether nostalgic places are more frequently located by the water than ordinary places. To this end, we allocated recalled places to a coastal or non-coastal county based on their geolocation (Table 5).[footnoteRef:9] Nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places were more often situated on the coast, χ2(1) = 7.39, p = .007, d = 0.28. [9:  County allocation of each location resulted in data loss, culminating in final N = 393. ] 

	[bookmark: _Ref146797941]Table 5
Contingency Table for the Coastal Versus Non-Coastal Locations Chosen as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 2 


	
	Nostalgic Place
	Ordinary Place

	Coastal
	 73
	 49

	Non-coastal
	122
	 149









Distance Between the Current and Nostalgic Location. We tested the hypothesis that nostalgic places are physically distant, yet psychologically close, compared to ordinary places. We calculated the (log-transformed) distance between the location of the place brought to mind (Figure 3) and participants’ current approximate location (Supplementary Material). Nostalgic places (M = 5.47, SD = 0.82) were further away from participants’ current location compared to ordinary places (M = 5.26, SD = 0.90), t(392.77) = 2.44, p = .015, d = 0.25. In addition, participants reported feeling psychologically closer to nostalgic (M = 4.01, SD = 1.05) relative to ordinary (M = 3.16, SD = 1.44) places, t(362.38) = 6.68, p < .001, d = 0.67. 
Psychological Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
To investigate the psychological characteristics of place nostalgia, we employed LIWC-derived scores of positive affect (e.g., love, nice, sweet), negative affect (e.g., hurt, ugly, nasty), and social processes (e.g., mate, talk, they). Participants used more words that conveyed positive affect to describe nostalgic places (M = 4.26, SD = 2.82) compared to ordinary places (M = 3.19, SD = 2.61), t(393.83) = 3.93, p < .001, d = 0.39.[footnoteRef:10] There was no difference in negative affect between the two conditions, t(388.47) = 0.85, p = .393, d = 0.09. Further, participants used more words pertaining to social processes to describe nostalgic (M = 5.42, SD = 3.74) than ordinary (M = 4.05, SD = 3.15) places, t(384.58) = 3.98, p < .001, d = 0.40. In all, participants described nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places with more positively-toned and socially-relevant words.[footnoteRef:11] [10:  Participants in the nostalgic place (M = 90.02, SD = 44.53) and ordinary place (M = 83.72, SD = 37.29) conditions did not differ significantly in the number of words they used in their narratives, t(384.16) = 1.53, p = .127, d = 0.15.]  [11:  Additionally, we content-analyzed participants’ narratives to identify the most frequently used words to describe nostalgic places. We report the results in Supplementary Material.] 

Psychological Benefits of Place Nostalgia
We proceeded to test the hypothesis that place nostalgia confers psychological benefits. Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 4.33, SD = 1.23) manifested higher social connectedness than those in the ordinary place condition (M = 3.79, SD = 1.43), t(386.98) = 4.04, p < .001, d = 0.40. Similarly, participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 4.76, SD = 1.18) reported greater meaning than those in the ordinary place condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.39), t(386.25) = 3.64, p < .001, d = 0.36. Place nostalgia bestows psychological benefits.
Discussion 
We implemented two approaches to identify the physical characteristics of place nostalgia. First, we asked participants to choose the type of landscape that best describes their recalled location from a pre-defined land-cover taxonomy (Anderson, 1976). Second, we placed the recalled places on a map contrasting coastal and non-coastal U.S. counties, which allowed us to objectively test if blue landscapes are a hallmark feature of place nostalgia. 
Nostalgic (compared to ordinary) places were more often positioned in blue environments (by the ocean, sea, lake, or river), and less often surrounded by grey, built-up areas, such as houses, cities, or towns. Nostalgic places were located farther away from one’s current location, yet appeared psychologically closer than ordinary places. Nostalgic and ordinary places did not differ in the amount of green space surrounding them, nor in their social or physical size.
Place nostalgia has similar psychological characteristics to personal nostalgia. Place nostalgia was typically coupled with positive affect and featured social processes, like personal nostalgia (Juhl & Biskas, 2023; Leunissen, 2023). Further, place nostalgia was related to heightened social connectedness and meaning, like personal nostalgia (Sedikides & Wildschut, 2018, 2019). 
Study 3
	In Study 3, we built upon the Study 2 findings and expanded them. We changed the landscape taxonomy to align directly with the parent categories that we analyzed in Study 2 (i.e., blue, green, grey landscapes; Seresinhe et al., 2015), and we instructed participants to evaluate these on a continuum. Also, we added a measure of temporal distance to complement the physical and psychological distance measures of Study 2. Nostalgic recollections typically involve unusual or unique events and settings (Morewedge, 2013; Van Tilburg, Bruder, et al., 2019); as such, we hypothesized that participants would locate nostalgic places physically and temporally farther away from themselves compared to ordinary locations yet perceive them to be psychologically closer. Lastly, we expanded the search for the psychological benefits of place nostalgia. Induced personal nostalgia raises self-continuity (Sedikides et al., 2016), self-esteem (Hepper et al., 2012), and authenticity (Kelley et al., 2022). We hypothesized accordingly that place nostalgia increases self-continuity, self-esteem, and authenticity, in addition to social connectedness and meaning.
Method
Participants
In a power analysis (Faul et al., 2009), and assuming a medium effect size as Study 2, we estimated that N = 352 would be required to ensure 80% power with an independent samples t-test (d = 0.30, two-tailed, α = .05). We recruited 403 American Prolific workers. They resided in the U.S., indicated English as their first language, and had not taken part in Studies 1 or 2. We compensated them with £1.35 (≈$1.68) for the 9-minute study. We randomly allocated them to the nostalgic place (n = 200) or ordinary place (n = 200) condition. Participants’ age ranged from 18 to 94 years (M = 39.63, SD = 14.49). Of them, 48.75% self-identified as male, 49.75 % as female, 0.75% as non-binary, and 0.75% preferred not to say. In addition, 73.75% self-identified as White, 9.25% as Black, 5.75% as Asian, 4.50% as Other, 4.25% as Mixed, 0.75% as Native American, and 1.50% preferred not to say. Finally, 42.75% had a graduate or professional degree, 20.75% an associate or technical degree, 10% a high school diploma or GED, 8% a Bachelor’s degree, 0.50% some high school education or less, and 17.75% preferred not to say.
Procedure
As in Study 2, participants thought of either a nostalgic or ordinary location they had visited in the U.S., identified it on a map, and described it in 300 characters. Next, they responded to the same manipulation check as in Study 2. Subsequently, they completed the dependent measures in a separate random order. Two measures (social connectedness, meaning) were the same as in Study 2. The self-continuity measure comprised four items (Sedikides et al., 2016): “I feel connected with my past,” “I feel connected with who I was in the past,” “I feel like there is continuity in my life,” “I feel like important aspects of my personality remain the same across time.” Similarly, the self-esteem measure comprised four items (Hepper et al., 2012): “I feel good about myself,” “I like myself better,” “I value myself more,” “I have many positive qualities.” Lastly, the authenticity measure, the Southampton Authenticity scale (Kelley et al., 2012), also consisted of four items: “I feel authentic,” “I feel true to myself,” “I feel like the real me,” “I feel genuine.” Response options for all measures ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Afterward, participants responded to a question about psychological closeness (“To what extent do you feel close to the place you described?”; 1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal). To quantify temporal distance, we asked participants to report the amount of time spent at the location and the amount of time that has passed since their last visit (“How many years, months, or days have passed since you last visited the place you described?”). Finally, to gauge the landscape of the recalled places, we asked participants to rate the extent to which the place they brought to mind (“To what extent do the following characteristics apply to the place you described?”; 1 = not at all, 6 = a great deal) was blue (e.g., sea, river, lake), grey (e.g., urban area, building, neighborhood), or green (e.g., forest, park, garden).[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  We additionally included a 5-item scale intended to assess place nostalgia. Participants rated their nostalgia for the place, its meaningfulness, feeling close to the place, thinking often about it, feeling nostalgic for its residents, and its aesthetics. We report relevant results in Supplementary Material.] 

Results 
Manipulation Check
As in Study 2, we checked the effectiveness of the manipulation via state nostalgia and dictionary-derived nostalgia. Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 5.38, SD = 0.76) reported higher state nostalgia than those in the ordinary place condition (M = 4.44, SD = 1.68), t(276.87) = 7.22, p < .001, d = 0.72. Similarly, participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 0.17, SD = 0.10) reported being more nostalgic compared to those in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.13, SD = 0.09), t(399.98) = 4.30, p < .001, d = 0.43, as per the Nostalgia Dictionary (Chen et al., 2023). The manipulation was effective.
Physical Characteristics of Place Nostalgia 
We tested whether nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places are characterized by distinctive landscapes relying on four sources of data pertaining to the recalled places: self-reported geographic features, coastal location, distance between the current and recalled place, linguistic descriptions. 
Geographic Features. Participants described nostalgic places (M = 3.32, SD = 2.01) as more blue than ordinary places (M = 2.28, SD = 1.77), t(391.76) = 5.53, p < .001, d = 0.55. They also described nostalgic places (M= 4.07, SD = 1.72) as greener than ordinary places (M = 3.61, SD = 1.85), t(399.22) = 2.55, p = .011, d = 0.25. Conversely, they described nostalgic places (M = 2.90, SD = 1.83) as less grey than ordinary places (M = 3.70, SD = 1.83), t(398) = 4.39, p < .001, d = 0.44. Consistent with our hypotheses and findings from Studies 1 and 2, nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places were most frequently located in blue landscapes and comparatively less frequently located in grey, urban landscapes. Moreover, nostalgic (vs. 
ordinary) places were more frequently located in green locations (although, in Study 2, this difference was not significant).[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Additionally, we used structural topic modeling to identify general themes in the language corpus. The topic pertaining to blue landscapes was more prevalent in the nostalgic versus ordinary place condition. We report the results in the Supplementary Material.] 

Coastal Location. We used the latitude and longitude of the recalled places to test whether nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places are more likely to be located on the coast. We implemented the same methodology as in Study 2 to assign each location to a coastal or non-coastal county in the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018; Table 7).[footnoteRef:14] Nostalgic places were more often situated on the coast compared to ordinary places, χ2(1) = 9.15, p = .002, d = 0.15. [14:  County allocation of each location resulted in data loss, leaving a final N = 396.] 

Distance Between the Current and Nostalgic Location. We assessed three types of distance between participants’ current location and recalled location: physical, temporal, psychological. We used the places’ geolocations to test if nostalgic places are more physically distant from the participants’ approximate current location (Figure 4). Nostalgic places (M = 5.44, SD = 0.88) were further away in log-transformed distance from the participants’ current location than were ordinary places (M = 5.10, SD = 0.99), t(392.32) = 3.63, p < .001, d = 0.36. Nostalgic places (M = 3.21, SD = 0.78) were visited longer ago (i.e., 
were more temporally distant) than ordinary places (M = 2.62, SD = 1.25), t(334.63) = 5.60, p < .001, d = 0.56. Despite being more physically and temporally distant, nostalgic places (M = 3.92, SD = 0.93) were perceived as psychologically closer than ordinary places (M = 3.28, SD = 1.31), t(359.09) = 5.61, p < .001, d = 0.56
	[bookmark: _Ref146797998]Table 7
Contingency Table for the Coastal Versus Non-coastal Locations as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 3


	
	Nostalgic Place
	Ordinary Place

	Coastal
	 73
	 46

	Non-coastal
	124
	 153










Psychological Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
To find out the psychological characteristics of place nostalgia, we used LIWC-derived scores of positive affect, negative affect, and social processes. When describing nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places, participants used more words pertaining to positive affect and fewer words pertaining to negative affect. As hypothesized, participants in the nostalgic place condition used more words pertaining to social processes compared to those in the ordinary condition (Table 9). Taken together, participants described nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places with more positively-toned and socially-relevant words.
	Table 9
Language-Derived Scores as a Function of Place Nostalgia: Means (Standard Deviations), Significance Tests, and Effect Sizes in Study 3


	Dependent variable
	Nostalgic Place
	Ordinary Place
	t-test
	df
	Cohen’s d

	Positive affect 
	4.31(2.94)
	2.87 (2.56)
	5.28***
	392.91
	0.53

	Negative affect 
	0.60 (1.05)
	0.83 (1.30)
	-2.07*
	384.79
	-0.20

	Social processes 
	5.23 (3.61)
	3.81 (3.06)
	4.27***
	389.89
	0.43

	df = degrees of freedom. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
	
	


Psychological Benefits of Place Nostalgia
As hypothesized, participants in the nostalgic place condition reported higher social connectedness, meaning, self-continuity, self-esteem, and authenticity compared to those in the ordinary place condition (Table 10). Place nostalgia confers psychological benefits. 
	[bookmark: _Ref146798130]Table 10
Psychological Benefits as a Function of Place Nostalgia: Means (Standard Deviations), Significance Tests, and Effect Sizes in Study 


	Dependent Variable
	Nostalgic Place
	Ordinary Place
	t-test
	df
	Cohen’s d

	Social connectedness
	4.71 (1.21)
	4.05 (1.60)
	4.65***
	369.69
	0.47

	Meaning in life
	4.92 (1.03)
	4.17 (1.49)
	5.86***
	353.23
	0.59

	Self-continuity
	4.98 (0.94)
	4.55 (1.30)
	3.75***
	362.93
	0.37

	Self-esteem
	4.74 (1.13)
	4.21 (1.39)
	4.19***
	381.15
	0.42

	Authenticity
	5.13 (0.89)
	4.53 (1.39)
	5.14***
	338.21
	0.51

	Note. df = degrees of freedom. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.


Discussion
In Study 3, we expanded on Study 2 by operationalizing and testing the landscape features of nostalgic places along with their physical, temporal, and psychological distance. Across geolocations and self-reports, nostalgic places were more blue, greener, and less grey. Specifically, nostalgic places were more often located by the coast compared to ordinary places. Additionally, nostalgic places were more often characterized as green, surrounded by trees and grass. In contrast, ordinary places were more likely to consist of concrete, part of buildings, shopping malls, or streets. As hypothesized, nostalgic (than ordinary) places were more physically and temporally distant, yet psychologically closer.
We examined the psychological content of place nostalgia through three linguistic markers hypothesized as being connected to nostalgia: positive affect, negative affect, social processes. Consistent with our hypotheses and previous findings (Hepper et al., 2012, 2014), nostalgic places were more socially-charged, and described with more positively- and less negatively-toned terms compared to ordinary places. Lastly, as hypothesized, place nostalgia grants psychological benefits. Bringing to mind nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places fosters social connectedness, meaning, self-continuity, self-esteem, and authenticity. 
General Discussion
What are the geographical features of nostalgic places? What distinguishes nostalgic locations from everyday, ordinary locations? Can places evoke nostalgia? Across three studies, we examined the distinctive physical and psychological profile of the types of places that evoke nostalgia, along with the psychological benefits of place nostalgia. 
Physical Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
We used an explorative approach to identify the physical characteristics of nostalgic places in the form of their landscape (e.g., blue, green, grey) and geographical features (i.e., physical and social size). First, we examined self-reports and geolocation to identify the physical characteristics of nostalgic places. Participants often located nostalgic places by a body of water, yet did not describe nostalgic places as different in physical and social size from ordinary places. When examining their precise geolocation and landscape classification, blue landscapes emerged as the hallmark feature of nostalgic places.
It is conceivable that blue environments represent an unusual location, as most of the U.K.’s and U.S.’s population resides in urban locations (U.K. Census, 2021; U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), making blue places a more probable contestant for nostalgizing due to their uniqueness (Morewedge, 2012). However, urban areas in the U.S. tend to be positioned by large bodies of water, as illustrated by the fact that coastal counties are the most populous, hosting approximately 40% of the country’s population (National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration, 2013). Moreover, if blue landscapes are the most evocative of nostalgia due to their uniqueness, a similar pattern of results would have emerged for green landscapes, yet this is not what we observed. 
Human-made landscapes (e.g., buildings, neighborhoods) were also frequent objects of nostalgizing. This likely captures population density (Obschonka et al., 2015), as more people live in urbanized environments and consequently have more memories pertaining to urban locations. Indeed, both nostalgic and ordinary places were located in grey, human-made environments, but nostalgic places were comparatively less grey than their ordinary counterparts. 
In all, blueness is the hallmark of nostalgic locations. Little research has addressed how exposure to blue spaces can influence emotions, behaviors, or well-being (World Health Organization, 2021). Our findings add to the small pool of evidence suggesting that blue spaces are associated with increased psychological well-being among those living in proximity to them (Bratman et al., 2019; Dzhambov et al., 2018).
Distance and Place Nostalgia
Nostalgia involves the cognitive ability to self-reflect temporally and abstractly (Routledge et al., 2008; Sedikides, Wildschut, Routledge, Arndt et al., 2015; Van Tilburg, Bruder, et al., 2019 ), suggesting that nostalgic places could be perceived as more psychologically close, yet more physically and temporally far. We examined the psychological, temporal, and physical distance between oneself and the recalled nostalgic place. Indeed, nostalgic places were seen as psychologically closer than ordinary places, but more physically and temporally distant than them. These findings are consistent with the notion that nostalgia entails the cognitive function of mental time travel into the past (Sedikides et al., 2023; Stephan & Sedikides, 2024), surpassing objective temporal and physical distance, only to bring the object of remembrance within psychological proximity. Additionally, the findings are aligned with literature indicating that emotion-eliciting memories help to summarize the relevant aspects of distant past experiences to the present self, bringing them into focus (Levine & Safer, 2002; Levine et al., 2009). 
Psychological Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
Participants described nostalgic (compared to ordinary) places with more words that conveyed positive affect and fewer words that conveyed negative affect. Much like nostalgia evoked through other senses (e.g., scents or tastes; Reid et al., 2015, 2023), place nostalgia is a predominantly positively-valenced emotion. Also, we observed that social-related content emerged in the process of nostalgizing. In accord with personal nostalgia (Juhl & Biskas, 2003; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2019), place nostalgia is intrinsically bound to sociality.
Psychological Benefits of Place Nostalgia
Our findings support the notion that nostalgia enables the capacity to travel psychologically in time and space and retrieve details pertaining to events and places from the past relevant to oneself in the present (Evan et al., 2021; Wildschut & Sedikides, 2022). Place nostalgia offered psychological benefits. In particular, it strengthened social connectedness, meaning, self-continuity, self-esteem, and authenticity.
Personal nostalgia has palliative properties. It buffers against the impact of aversive states (e.g., loneliness, meaninglessness, boredom), while protecting the psychological equanimity of vulnerable individuals (e.g., refugees; Wildschut & Sedikides, 2023a,b). Although personal nostalgia focuses on events that one experienced directly in the past (Hepper et al., 2020), place nostalgia refers to the meaningful places that one personally visited in the past. Arguably, place nostalgia captures personally relevant memories pertaining to physical locations. We hypothesize that place nostalgia will buffer aversive psychological states due to its similarities to personal nostalgia, but will surpass personal nostalgia in instances of psychological discomfort directly related to physical locations such as loneliness, displacement, or relocation (Zou et al., 2018; Wildschut et al., 2019).
Limitations and Future Directions
Whereas some objective measures allowed us to assess the association between a precise location and one’s nostalgic sentiments, we did not set out to test whether places intrinsically elicit such sentiments. Follow-up research will do well to examine whether places gain nostalgic value through transfer of personally meaningful memories at the relevant location (Barrett et al., 2010; Wildschut et al., 2018). This research could expose participants to locations that have the apparent prototypical profile of a nostalgic place (i.e., in a blue landscape, distant from oneself), yet lack autobiographical relevance. The findings would help establish whether places have, in and of themselves, the capacity to be nostalgia-evoking, regardless of autobiographically meaningful experiences occurring in the pertinent location. 
We found that blueness is the trademark of nostalgic places. But why would blue places be especially likely to foster nostalgia? Recent work has shown that scenes such as a beach sunset arouse aesthetic responses (i.e., a sense of beauty) due to their contour properties (Farzanfar & Walther, 2023). Regardless, an implication is that places with high aesthetic values are the fodder for nostalgic memories. Research should test this hypothesis.
Constraints on Generality 
Nostalgia and its psychological benefits are pancultural (Hepper et al., 2014, 2024), suggesting that place nostalgia and its benefits would similarly unfold panculturally. Given the diverse demographics of our sample, we have no reason to suspect that the results depend on the characteristics of participants, materials, procedure or context. Nonetheless, geography differentially relates to traits such as openness to experience (Wei et al., 2017), and to states such as happiness (Rychlowska et al., 2015). Certain geographical idiosyncrasies are also possible (Uskul et al., 2023). Given that place nostalgia is tightly linked to geographical features, it is conceivable that access to certain landscapes (e.g., mountains) influences the frequency of nostalgizing for relevant (i.e., mountainous) regions. Future research could examine whether place nostalgia varies across different regions or countries and test the impact of geographical context on place nostalgia. 
Conclusion
	Across three studies, using complementary methods, we explored the physical and psychological characteristics of place nostalgia. We drew the portrait of nostalgic places: Situated by bodies of water, they are no different in size than ordinary locations. Also, positively-valenced, place nostalgia makes physically and temporally distant locations feel psychologically close, bringing into focus self-relevant and social aspects of meaningful locations. In so doing, place nostalgia confers five psychological benefits: social connectedness, meaning, self-continuity, self-esteem, authenticity. Our work highlights links among places, memory, and psychological benefits, and is compatible with recent calls for “zooming out” perspectives, which take into account the influence of the broader physical context on thinking, feeling, and behaving (Van de Vliert et al., 2023).



References
 Abakoumkin, G., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Bakarou, M. (2017). Nostalgia in response to group-based exclusion: The role of attachment-related avoidance. European Journal of Social Psychology, 47(3), 373–381. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2235
Abeyta, A. A., Routledge, C., & Juhl, J. (2015). Looking back to move forward: Nostalgia as a psychological resource for promoting relationship goals and overcoming relationship challenges. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109(6), 1029–1044. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000036
Anderson, C .L., Monroy, M., & Keltner, D. (2018). Awe in nature heals: Evidence from military veterans, at-risk youth, and college students. Emotion, 18(8), 1195–1202. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019006
Anderson, J. R. (1976). A land use and land cover classification system for use with remote sensor data (Vol. 964). US Government Printing Office.
Baldwin, M., Biernat, M., & Landau, M. J. (2015). Remembering the real me: Nostalgia offers a window to the intrinsic self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 108(1), 128–147. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038033
Barrett, F. S., Grimm, K. J., Robins, R. W., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Janata, P. (2010). Music-evoked nostalgia: Affect, memory, and personality. Emotion, 10(3), 390–403. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019006
Batcho, K. I. (2013). Nostalgia: The bittersweet history of a psychological concept. History of Psychology, 16(3), 165–176. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032427
Biskas, M., Cheung, W.-Y., Juhl, J., Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., & Hepper, E. G. (2019). A prologue to nostalgia: Savoring creates nostalgic memories that foster optimism. Cognition and Emotion, 33(3), 417–427. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2018.1458705
Bratman, G. N., Anderson, C. B., Berman, M. G., Cochran, B., De Vries, S., Flanders, J., Folke, C., Frumkin, H., Gross, J. J., & Hartig, T. (2019). Nature and mental health: An ecosystem service perspective. Science Advances, 5(7), Article eaax0903. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aax0903
Buttimer, A., & Seamon, D. (Eds.). (1980). The human experience of space and place. Croom Helm.
Chen, J., Layous, K., Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2023). Identifying nostalgia in text: The development and validation of the nostalgia dictionary. Journal of Consumer Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1177/10.1002/jcpy.1359
[bookmark: _Hlk150933387]Collins English Dictionary (2023) (14th ed.). Best Sellers Rank.
Dang, J., Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., & Liu, L. (2025). AI as a companion or a tool? Nostalgia promotes embracing AI technology with a relational use. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 117, Article 104711. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2024.104711
Delacre, M., Lakens, D., & Leys, C. (2017). Why psychologists should by default use Welch’s t-test instead of Student’s t-test. International Review of Social Psychology, 30(1), 92–101. https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.82
Dunbar, R. I., & Spoors, M. (1995). Social networks, support cliques, and kinship. Human Nature, 6(3), 273–290. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02734142
Dzhambov, A. M., Markevych, I., Hartig, T., Tilov, B., Arabadzhiev, Z., Stoyanov, D., Gatseva, P., & Dimitrova, D. D. (2018). Multiple pathways link urban green-and bluespace to mental health in young adults. Environmental Research, 166, 223–233. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2018.06.004
Evans, N. D., Reyes, J., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Fetterman, A. K. (2021). Mental transportation mediates nostalgia’s psychological benefits. Cognition and Emotion, 35(1), 84–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2020.1806788
Farzanfar, D., & Walther, D. B. (2023). Changing what you like: Modifying contour properties shifts aesthetic valuations of scenes. Psychological Science, 34(10), 1101–1120. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976231190546 
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G* Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41(4), 1149–1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
Funder, D. C., & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in psychological research: Sense and nonsense. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 2(2), 156–168. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
Hepper, E. G., Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., Cheung, W.-Y., Abakoumkin, G., Arikan, G., Aveyard, M., Baldursson, E. B., Bialobrzeska, O., Bouamama, S., Bouzaouech, I., Brambilla, M., Burger, A. M., Chen, S. X., Cisek, S., Nunes de Souza Neto, E., Demassosso, D., Gutiérrez, R. G., Gu, L., … Zengel, B. (2024). Pancultural nostalgia in action: Prevalence, triggers, and psychological functions of nostalgia across cultures. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 153(3), 754–777. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001521
Hepper, E. G., Ritchie, T. D., Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2012). Odyssey’s end: Lay conceptions of nostalgia reflect its original Homeric meaning. Emotion, 12(1), 102–119. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025167
Hepper, E. G., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Ritchie, T. D., Yung, Y.-F., Hansen, N., Abakoumkin, G., Arikan, G., Cisek, S. Z., Demassosso, D. B., Gebauer, J. E., Gerber, J. P., González, R., Kusumi, T., Misra, G., Rusu, M., Ryan, O., Stephan, E., Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M., & Zhou, X. (2014). Pancultural nostalgia: Prototypical conceptions across cultures. Emotion, 14(4), 733. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036790
Hofer, J. (1688). Medical dissertation on nostalgia. (C. K. Anspach, Trans.). Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 2, 376–391.
[bookmark: _Hlk85087599]Holbrook, M. B., & Schindler, R. M. (1996). Market segmentation based on age and attitude toward the past: Concepts, methods, and findings concerning nostalgic influences on customer tastes. Journal of Business Research, 37(1), 27–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(96)00023-9
Jiang, T., & Sedikides, C. (2022). Awe motivates authentic-self pursuit via self-transcendence: Implications for prosociality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 123(3), 576–596. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000381
Juhl, J., & Biskas, M. (2023). Nostalgia: An impactful social emotion. Current Opinion in Psychology, 49, Article 101545. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101545
Juhl, J., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Xiong, X., & Zhou, X. (2021). Nostalgia promotes help seeking by fostering social connectedness. Emotion, 21(3), 631–643. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000720
Kapsetaki, M. E., Militaru, I. E., Sanguino, I., Boccanera, M., Zaara, N., Zaman, A., Loreto, F., Malhotra, P. A., & Russell, C. (2022). Type of encoded material and age modulate the relationship between episodic recall of visual perspective and autobiographical memory. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 34(1), 142–159. https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2021.1922417
Kazak, A. E. (2018). Editorial: Journal article reporting standards. American Psychologist, 73(1), 1–2. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/amp0000263
Kelley, N. J., Davis, W. E., Dang, J., Liu, L., Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2022). Nostalgia confers psychological wellbeing by increasing authenticity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 102, Article 104379. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2022.104379
Kitayama, S., Ishii, K., Imada, T., Takemura, K., & Ramaswamy, J. (2006). Voluntary settlement and the spirit of independence: Evidence from Japan’s "northern frontier." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(3), 369–384. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.3.369
Layous, K., Kurtz, J. L., Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2022). The effect of a multi-week nostalgia intervention on well-being: Mechanisms and moderation. Emotion, 22(8), 1952–1968. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000817
Leunissen, J. M. (2023). Diamonds and rust: The affective ambivalence of nostalgia. Current Opinion in Psychology, 49, Article 101541. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101541
Leunissen, J. M., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Routledge, C. (2021). The hedonic character of nostalgia: An integrative data analysis. Emotion Review, 13(2), 139–156. https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073920950455
Levine, L. J., Lench, H. C., & Safer, M. A. (2009). Functions of remembering and misremembering emotion. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 23(8), 1059–1075. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1610
Levine, L.J., & Safer, M.A. (2002). Sources of bias in memory for emotions. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 11(5), 169–173. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00193.
[bookmark: _Hlk176424911][bookmark: _Hlk176424814]Madoglou, A., Gkinopoulos, T., Xanthopoulos, P., & Kalamaras, D. (2017). Representations of autobiographical nostalgic memories: Generational effect, gender, nostalgia proneness and communication of nostalgic experiences. Journal of Integrated Social Sciences, 7(1), 60–88.
Meidenbauer, K. L., Stenfors, C. U., Bratman, G. N., Gross, J. J., Schertz, K. E., Choe, K. W., & Berman, M. G. (2020). The affective benefits of nature exposure: What’s nature got to do with it? Journal of Environmental Psychology, 72, Article 101498. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101498
Militaru, I. E., Serapio‐García, G., Ebert, T., Kong, W., Gosling, S. D., Potter, J., Rentfrow, P. J., & Götz, F. M. (2024). The lay of the land: Associations between environmental features and personality. Journal of Personality, 92(1), 88–110. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12822
Morewedge, C. K. (2013). It was a most unusual time: How memory bias engenders nostalgic preferences. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 26(4), 319–326. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1767
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (2013). National Coastal Population Report: Population trends from 1970 to 2020. http://stateofthecoast.noaa.gov/features/coastal-population-report.pdf.
Obschonka, M., Stuetzer, M., Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., Lamb, M. E., Potter, J., & Audretsch, D. B. (2015). Entrepreneurial regions: Do macro-psychological cultural characteristics of regions help solve the “knowledge paradox” of economics? PLoS One, 10(6), Article e0129332. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129332

O'Dea, M.K., Militaru, I.E., Igou, E.R., Rentfrow, P. J., Barrett, I., Van Tilburg, W.A.P. (in press). Nature Adds Color to Life: Less Boredom in Natural Versus Artificial Environments. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General.
Office for National Statistics (ONS), Towns and cities, characteristics of built-up areas, England and Wales: Census 2021, 2nd August 2023. Available online at: https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/articles/townsandcitiescharacteristicsofbuiltupareasenglandandwales/census2021
Pennebaker, J. W., Boyd, R. L., Jordan, K., & Blackburn, K. (2015). The development and psychometric properties of LIWC2015. University of Texas at Austin.
Reid, C. A., Green, J. D., Buchmaier, S., McSween, D. K, Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2023). Food-evoked nostalgia. Cognition and Emotion, 37(1), 34–48. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2022.2142525
Reid, C. A., Green, J. D., Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2015). Scent-evoked nostalgia. Memory, 23(2), 157–166. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2013.876048
Rentfrow, P. J., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2008). A theory of the emergence, persistence, and expression of geographic variation in psychological characteristics. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3(5), 339–369. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.00084.x
Routledge, C., Arndt, J., Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2008). A blast from the past: The terror management function of nostalgia. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44(1), 132–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.11.001
Routledge, C., Arndt, J., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Hart, C. M., Juhl, J., Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M., & Schlotz, W. (2011). The past makes the present meaningful: Nostalgia as an existential resource. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(3), 638–652. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024292
Routledge, C., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Juhl, J., & Arndt, J. (2012). The power of the past: Nostalgia as a meaning-making resource. Memory, 20(5), 452–460. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2012.677452
Rychlowska, M., Miyamoto, Y., Matsumoto, D., Hess, U., Gilboa-Schechtman, E., Kamble, S., Muluk, H., Masuda, T., & Niedenthal, P. M. (2015). Heterogeneity of long-history migration explains cultural differences in reports of emotional expressivity and the functions of smiles. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(19), Article E2429–E2436. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1413661112
Schuman, H., & Scott, J. (1989). Generations and collective memories. American Sociological Review, 54(3), 359–381. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095611
Sedikides, C., Cheung, W., Wildschut, T., Hepper, E. G., Baldursson, E., & Pedersen, B. (2018). Nostalgia motivates pursuit of important goals by increasing meaning in life. European Journal of Social Psychology, 48(2), 209–216. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2318
Sedikides, C., Hong, E., & Wildschut, T. (2023). Self-continuity. Annual Review of Psychology, 74, 333–361. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-032420- 032236
Sedikides, C., Leunissen, J.M., & Wildschut, T. (2022). The psychological benefits of music-evoked nostalgia. Psychology of Music, 50(6), 2044–2062. https://doi.org/10.1177/03057356211064641
Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2016). Nostalgia: A bittersweet emotion that confers psychological health benefits. In A. M. Wood & J. Johnson (Eds.), Wiley handbook of positive clinical psychology (pp. 25–36). Wiley Blackwell. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118468197.ch9
Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2018). Finding meaning in nostalgia. Review of General Psychology, 22(1), 48–61. https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000109
Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2019). The sociality of personal and collective nostalgia. European Review of Social Psychology, 30(1), 123–173. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098 
Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2022). Nostalgia across cultures. Journal of Pacific Rim Psychology, 16, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/18344909221091649
Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., & Baden, D. (2004). Nostalgia: Conceptual issues and existential functions. In J. Greenberg, S. Koole, & T. Pyszczynski (Eds.), Handbook of experimental existential psychology (pp. 200–214). Guilford Press.
Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., Cheung, W.-Y., Routledge, C., Hepper, E. G., Arndt, J., Vail, K., Zhou, X., Brackstone, K., & Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M. (2016). Nostalgia fosters self-continuity: Uncovering the mechanism (social connectedness) and consequence (eudaimonic well-being). Emotion, 16(4), 524–539. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000136
Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., Routledge, C., & Arndt, J. (2015). Nostalgia counteracts self‐discontinuity and restores self‐continuity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 45(1), 52–61. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2073
Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., Routledge, C., Arndt, J., Hepper, E. G., & Zhou, X. (2015). To nostalgize: Mixing memory with affect and desire. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 51, 189–273. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2014.10.001
Seehusen, J., Cordaro, F., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Routledge, C., Blackhart, G.C., Epstude, K., & Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M. (2013). Individual differences in nostalgia proneness: The integrating role of the need to belong. Personality and Individual Differences, 55(8), 904–908. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.07.020
Seresinhe, C. I., Preis, T., & Moat, H. S. (2015). Quantifying the impact of scenic environments on health. Scientific Reports, 5, Article 16899. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep16899
Silge, J., & Robinson, D. (2016). tidytext: Text mining and analysis using tidy data principles in R. Journal of Open Source Software, 1(3), 37. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00037
Stephan, E., & Sedikides, C. (2024). Mental time travel as self-affirmation. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 28(2), 181–208. https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683231203143
Stephan, E., Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2012). Mental travel into the past: Differentiating recollections of nostalgic, ordinary, and positive events. European Journal of Social Psychology, 42(3), 290–298. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1865
Talhelm, T., Zhang, X., Oishi, S., Shimin, C., Duan, D., Lan, X., & Kitayama, S. (2014). Large-scale psychological differences within China explained by rice versus wheat agriculture. Science, 344(6184), 603–608. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1246850
Taylor, L., & Hochuli, D. F. (2017). Defining greenspace: Multiple uses across multiple disciplines. Landscape and Urban Planning, 158, 25-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.09.024
Tov, W., Ng, K. L., Lin, H., & Qiu, L. (2013). Detecting well-being via computerized content analysis of brief diary entries. Psychological Assessment, 25(4), 1069–1078.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033007
U.S. Census Bureau. 2018 U.S. Coastline Counties. Retrieved December 10, 2022, from https://www2.census.gov/library/stories/2018/08/ (2018)
United States Census Bureau. Coastline America. https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/visualizations/2019/demo/coastline-america.pdf (2019)
United States Census Bureau. TIGER/Line Shapefiles. Retrieved December 10, 2022, from https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-files/time-series/geo/tiger-line-file.html (2015)
Uskul, A. K., Kitayama, S., & Nisbett, R. E. (2008). Ecocultural basis of cognition: Farmers and fishermen are more holistic than herders. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 105(25), 8552–8556. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0803874105
Uskul, A., Kirchner-Häusler, A., Vignoles, V., Rodriguez-Bailon, R., Castillo, V., Cross, S. E., Gezici-Yalçın, M., Husnu, S., Ishii, K., & Jin, S. (2023). Neither Eastern nor Western: Patterns of independence and interdependence in Mediterranean societies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 125(3), 471–495. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000342
Van de Vliert, E., Conway III, L. G., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2023). Enriching psychology by zooming out to general mindsets and practices in natural habitats. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 18(5) 1198–1216. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976231190546 
Van de Vliert, E., & Van Lange, P. A. (2020). Latitudinal gradients as scientific tools for psychologists. Current Opinion in Psychology, 32, 43–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.06.018
Van Tilburg, W. A. P. (2023). Locating nostalgia among the emotions: A bridge from loss to love. Current Opinion in Psychology, 49, Article 101543.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101543
Van Tilburg, W. A. P., Bruder, M., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Göritz, A.S. (2019). An appraisal profile of nostalgia. Emotion, 19(1), 21–36. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000417
Van Tilburg, W. A P., Igou, E. R., & Sedikides, C. (2013). In search of meaningfulness: Nostalgia as an antidote to boredom. Emotion, 13(3), 450–461. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030442
Van Tilburg, W. A. P., Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2018). Adverse weather evokes nostalgia. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(7), 984–995. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218756030
Van Tilburg, W. A. P., Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., & Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M. (2019). How nostalgia infuses life with meaning: From social connectedness to self‐continuity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(3), 521–532. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2519
Van Tilburg, W. A. P., Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2018). Nostalgia’s place among self-relevant emotions. Cognition and Emotion, 32(4), 742–759. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2017.1351331
Wei, W., Lu, J. G., Galinsky, A. D., Wu, H., Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., Yuan, W., Zhang, Q., Guo, Y., Zhang, M., Gui, W., Guo, X.-Y., Potter, J., Wang, J., Li, B., Li, X., Han, Y.-M., Lv, M., Guo, X.-Q., … Wang, L. (2017). Regional ambient temperature is associated with human personality. Nature Human Behaviour, 1(12), 890–895. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0240-0
Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2022). Psychology and nostalgia: Towards a functional approach. In M. H. Jacobsen (Ed.), Intimations of nostalgia: Multidisciplinary explorations of an enduring emotion (pp. 110–128). Bristol University Press.
Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2023a). Water from the lake of memory: The regulatory model of nostalgia. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 32(1), 57–64. https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221121768
Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2023b). Benefits of nostalgia in vulnerable populations. European Review of Social Psychology, 34(1), 44–91. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2022.2036005
Wildschut, T., & Sedikides, C. (2025). Psychology and nostalgia: A primer on experimental nostalgia inductions. In T. Becker & D. Trigg (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of nostalgia (pp. 54–69). Routledge.
Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Alowidy, D. (2019). Hanin: Nostalgia among Syrian refugees. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(7), 1368–1384. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2590
Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Arndt, J., & Routledge, C. (2006). Nostalgia: Content, triggers, functions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(5), 975–993. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.5.975
Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Robertson, S. (2018). Sociality and intergenerational transfer of older adults’ nostalgia. Memory, 26(8), 1030–1041. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2018.1470645 
Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Routledge, C., Arndt, J., & Cordaro, F. (2010). Nostalgia as a repository of social connectedness: The role of attachment-related avoidance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(4), 573–586. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017597
Yang, Y., Sedikides, C., Wang, Y., & Cai, H. (2024). Nature nurtures authenticity: Mechanisms and consequences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 126(1), 79–104. https://doi.org/doi:10.1037/pspi0000432
Zhou, X., Sedikides, C., Mo, T., Li, W., Hong, E. K., & Wildschut, T. (2022). The restorative power of nostalgia: Thwarting loneliness by raising happiness during the COVID-19 pandemic. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 13(4), 803–815. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211041830
Zhou, X., Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., & Gao, D.-G. (2008). Counteracting loneliness: On the restorative function of nostalgia. Psychological Science, 19(10), 1023–1029. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02194.x





