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STUDY 1
Detailed Instructions
Nostalgic Place Narrative Instructions

“Nostalgia is a sentimental longing for the past. However, people can also feel
nostalgic about places. Place nostalgia is the sentimental longing or wistful affection for
certain physical locations.

Please think back to a place from your life that makes you feel most nostalgic. This
should be a physical location. In the box below, describe in as much detail as you can the
characteristics of this place. Use the questions below to guide your description which should
have at least 300 characters.

Where is it?
What are its geographical features?
What are its unique attributes?

Are there any aesthetically pleasant or unpleasant features of the place?”

Additional Measures

Place Nostalgia Questions

Participants responded to six randomly ordered questions pertaining to the place they
had just described (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal).' We asked a question pertaining to
intensity of nostalgia for the chosen place (“How nostalgic do you feel about the place you
described?) and a question about how often participants brought to mind the nostalgic place
(“How often do you think about the place you described?”’; Wildschut et al., 2006). Also, we
probed the existential property of place nostalgia (“How meaningful is the place you
described to you?”; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2018) and its social property (“How nostalgic do
you feel when thinking about the people inhabiting the place you described?”’; Sedikides &

Wildschut, 2019). Moreover, we sought to capture psychological distance, linked to

! Initially, we planned to use the average of the six items as indicator of place nostalgia. As the project
progressed, however, we realized that some of the items represented variables typically considered outcomes of
nostalgia rather than nostalgia itself. Erring on the side of caution, we therefore decided to complement these
items with validated multiple-item scales in subsequent studies.
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nostalgia’s unique construal (“To what extent do you feel close to the place you described?”;
Stephan et al., 2012). Lastly, we assessed the extent to which place nostalgia is contingent
upon aesthetics (“How aesthetically beautiful is the place you described?”’; Van Tilburg et al.,
2019). We additionally included the following attention check: “When people are completing
the task, we would like to know if they pay attention. Please choose ‘a lot’ from the options
below.”

Consistent with our hypotheses, (1) felt place nostalgia was positively correlated with
(2) frequency of bringing the location to mind, (3) place meaning, (4) nostalgia for those who
populated the place (i.e., social nostalgia), (5) psychological closeness, and (6) aesthetics
(Table S1). These findings suggest a fit with the previously identified nostalgia profile. In
particular, nostalgic places are: brought to mind frequently (Wildschut et al., 2006),
meaningful (Routledge et al., 2011), psychologically close (Stephan et al., 2012),
aesthetically pleasing (Van Tilburg et al., 2018), and are populated with individuals for whom
one is nostalgic (Wildschut et al., 2006).

Table S1

Inter-Correlations Among the Six Correlates of Felt Place Nostalgia in Study 1

Study 1 (N =200), 6-item scale

Item 1 2 3 4 5

1. Felt place nostalgia —

2. Frequency 374%%* —

3. Place meaning O3 1FHH 4 5]FHk —

4. Social nostalgia J391%xE 266%*F*  269*** —

5. Psychological closeness .575%**  373%¥*  g75%**  34Q%%:k —
6. Aesthetics 255%Hk 3SRk 343k (022 222 %%

Note. We computed the correlations using the Pearson-method with listwise-deletion.
*Ep <.01. ***p < .001.
We conducted an exploratory factory analysis (EFA) on the six items, with maximum
likelihood estimation and oblimin rotation, using the R psych package. Given that item #6
had a factor loading below 0.40 (B = 0.37), we removed it from subsequent analyses

(Boateng et al., 2018; Costello & Osborne, 2005). The five retained questions demonstrated
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acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = .77). We computed and used the average
score across the place nostalgia questions in subsequent analyses.
Childhood Location

Childhood memories are a frequent referent of nostalgia (Hepper et al., 2012;
Wildshut et al., 2006). Thus, we hypothesized and tested whether childhood locations would
entail stronger nostalgia compared to non-childhood places (“Did you spend a portion of your
childhood in the place you described?”). It is also plausible that nostalgia is associated with
childhood locations simply due to the length of residence in them. As such, we also
hypothesized and tested whether length of residence (“Please indicate the approximate
number of years, months, or days you spent in the place you described”) and number of
relocations (“How many times have you moved since you first left your parents' or guardian's
residence?”) relate positively to place nostalgia.

More than half of participants reported spending a portion of their childhood in the
nostalgic place (n = 105); however, there was no difference in place nostalgia between
participants who spent some of their childhood in the nostalgized place compared to those
who did not, #(197.5) = .18, p = .858, d = .03. Further, participants who spent more time in
the nostalgic place reported higher levels of place nostalgia, 7(198) = .16, p = .023. Place
nostalgia was not significantly associated with participants’ number of relocations, 7(198) =
13, p =.060.

Relation Between Personality Traits and Place Nostalgia

We explored the relation between Big Five personality and place nostalgia.
Participants completed the Ten Item Personality Measure (TIPI), a brief assessment of Big-
Five personality (Gosling et al., 2003). Subscales manifested acceptable-to-poor internal
consistency (Openness a = 0.16; Conscientiousness a = 0.56; Extraversion a = 0.84;
Agreeableness a = 0.30; Emotional Stability a = 0.74). Agreeableness and conscientiousness
tended to be associated with place nostalgia, with #(198) =.137, p =.052, and »(198) =.122,
p = .086, respectively (Table S2).
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Table S2

Correlations Among Big Five Personality and Place Nostalgia Questions in Study 1

1 2 3 4 5
1. Place nostalgia —
2. Openness .037 —
3. Conscientiousness  .122 017 —
4. Extraversion .095 348HHE 152% —
5. Agreeableness 137 .030 147%* -.077 —
6. Emotional stability = -.088 -.035 360%#* .148%* .166*

Note. We computed the correlations using the Pearson-method with pairwise-deletion.
*p <.05. ***p < .001.

Narrative-Based Analyses

Linguistic Characteristics of Place Nostalgia
We explored whether the use of words pertaining to space, and time are correlated to
dictionary-derived nostalgia. Use of time-related words could signal more mental-time travel
and a more abstract level of construal, whereas the use of space-related words could signal
less need for mental time travel and a more concrete level of construal (Stephan et al., 2012).
To address this aim, we investigated the psychological characteristics of place
nostalgia by content-analyzing participants’ narratives via the Linguistic Inquiry and Word

Count (LIWC; Pennebaker et al., 2015). Namely, we derived scores for (1) positive affect

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢

(e.g., “love,” “nice,” “sweet”), (2) negative affect (e.g., “hurt, nasty”), (3) social

ugly,
processes (e.g., “mate,” “talk,” “they”), (4) time (e.g., “end”, “until”, “season”), and (5) space
(e.g., “down”, “in”, “thin”). Finally, we applied the Nostalgia Dictionary to compute a
nostalgia score (Chen et al., 2023).

Use of time-related words could signal more mental-time travel and a more abstract
level of construal, whereas the use of space-related words could signal less need for mental

time travel and a more concrete level of construal (Stephan et al., 2012). Participants’ use of

space-related words was negatively correlated with dictionary nostalgia, suggesting that
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nostalgia involves a higher degree of abstraction. We did not observe this pattern for words
referencing time and dictionary nostalgia (Table S3).
Table S3

Correlations Between LIWC Categories and the Nostalgia Dictionary in Study 1
1 2 3 4 5 6

1.Dictionary
nostalgia

2. Positive affect 0.23] ***

3. Negative affect EOI ;;) EOSZS

4 Time 0.026 -0.067 -0.062
(.712) (.346) (.385)

5. Space -0.143%  -0.247%** (082;1 (0122)8

6. Social processes -0.019 0.044 -0.098 0.067 -0.097 -
(.790) (.540) (.168) (.344) (.172)

Note. We computed the correlations using the Pearson-method with listwise-deletion. *p < .05. **p
<.01. ***p <.001 (unless otherwise stated in round parentheses).

Geographic Descriptions of Place Nostalgia

We implemented a bottom-up approach to address the occurrences of geographical
words used in the narratives. In particular, we used the tidytext package in R to tokenize the
words and remove stop words (Silge & Robinson, 2016). “Beach” and “sea” were the first
and second most frequently used words (Table S4), in line with the landscape categories that
participants reported being the most descriptive of nostalgic places (Figure 1). Like self-
reports, linguistic descriptions indicated that blue landscapes are a hallmark feature of place
nostalgia when contrasted to occurrences of other geographical terms. We list in Table S5 the

words participants used most frequently in their narratives.
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Table S4
Most Frequently Used Words to Describe Geographic Characteristics of

Nostalgic Places in Study 1

Word Frequency rank Raw frequency
Beach 1 68
Sea 2 54
House 3 40
Town 4 38
Home 5 30
River 6 28
School 6 28
Trees 7 27
Garden 8 24
Island 9 23
Park 10 22
Village 10 22
Shops 10 22
City 11 20
Water 11 20
Coast 12 19
Lake 12 19
Green 13 17
Mountains 13 17
Buildings 14 16

Note. Frequency ranks are relative to the frequency of words pertaining to
geographic characteristics (see Table S4 for a list of all words).

Table S5

List of 100 Most Frequent Word as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 1

Rank Word n

1 beach 68
2 people 55
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nostalgic
sea
beautiful
time

feel
house
town
lots
family
memories
home
lovely
river
school
child
trees
unique
summer
top
friends
remember
visit
walk
garden
lot

smell
features
happy
island
nice
park
shops
village
day

city

54
54
47
47
45
40
38
37
33
32
30
28
28
28
27
27
27
26
26
25
25
25
25
24
24
24
23
23
23
23
22
22
22
21
20
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20
20
21
21
21
21
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
23
23
23
23
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
25
25
25
25
25
25
26
26
27
27
27

makes
water
coast

lake
pleasant
unpleasant
flat

green

life

lived

main

play
tower
aesthetically
castle
front
mountains
buildings
called
countryside
quiet

road

sun

views

hill
located
peaceful
playing
spent

uk
building
surrounding
bay
beaches
blue

20
20
19
19
19
19
18
18
18
18
18
18
18
17
17
17
17
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
14
14
13
13
13
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27
27
27
27
27
27
27
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29

hills
holiday
shop
site
south
street
times
centre
childhood
children
field
ground
living
surrounded
view
visited
warm
weather
world
air

busy
caravan
days
grew
live
local
middle

miles

13
13
13
13
13
13
13
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11

10
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STUDY 2
Detailed Methods and Instructions

Google Maps Embedding

We instructed participants 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. We
presented participants with an interactive Google Maps component embedded within the
Qualtrics survey. We used Makino’s (2022) code to allow participants to search, find, and
drop a pin on the location corresponding to their nostalgic or ordinary place. We made two
changes to the code: we (1) only allowed participants to input one, rather than two locations,
and (2) used a different starting point to correspond to the center of the U.S. (Figure S1). The
output was a variable containing the latitude and longitude corresponding to a participants’
chosen location. We used the geosphere package (Hijmans et al., 2017) to calculate the
distance between participants’ device approximate location as provided by Qualtrics

(accurate at the city level) and the recalled place.

Figure S1
Interactive Google Maps Screen Presented to Participants in the Nostalgic Place Condition
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Nostalgic Place Condition Map Instructions

“Nostalgia is a sentimental longing for the past. However, people can also feel
nostalgic about places. Place nostalgia is the sentimental longing or wistful affection for
certain physical locations.

Please think back to a place in the US from your life that makes you feel most
nostalgic. This should be a physical location in the US. Indicate where on the map is the
place you brought to mind using the instructions below:

In the text box, insert the approximate address of the place.
Use the zoom function to adjust the size of the map.
Using your cursor, click on the red pin to move it to your ordinary place.
Make sure the location is as precise as possible.
If the red pin has been placed incorrectly, click ‘CLEAR PIN’ and drop the red pin again.”
Ordinary Place Condition Map Instructions
“A lot of places that people visit during their lives have no special attributes. These
are ordinary places that have no distinctive qualities or features.

Please think back to an ordinary place from your life in the US. This should be a
physical location in the US. Indicate where on the map is the place you brought to mind using
the instructions below:

In the text box, insert the approximate address of the place.

Use the zoom function to adjust the size of the map.

Using your cursor, click on the red pin to move it to your ordinary place.

Make sure the location is as precise as possible.

If the pin has been placed incorrectly, click ‘CLEAR PIN’ and drop the red pin again.”

Once participants placed a pin on the map that corresponded to either the ordinary or
nostalgic place, they were presented with a different screen which contained the following
instructions:

Nostalgic Place Condition Narrative Instructions
“Please bring to mind the place you previously identified on the map. Immerse yourself in

this place. In the box below, describe in as much detail as you can the characteristics of the
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nostalgic place that you brought to mind. Use the questions below to guide your description
which should have at least 300 characters.
How does thinking about the place make you feel?
Where is it?
What are its geographical features?”
Ordinary Place Condition Narrative Instructions
“Please bring to mind the place you previously identified on the map. Immerse yourself in
this place. In the box below, describe in as much detail as you can the characteristics of the
ordinary place that you brought to mind. Use the questions below to guide your description
which should have at least 300 characters.
How does thinking about the place make you feel?
Where is it?
What are its geographical features?”
Additional Measures
Place Nostalgia Questions
In keeping with the findings of Study 1, we asked the five retained questions
pertaining to place nostalgia: (1) felt place nostalgia, (2) frequency of bringing the location to
mind, (3) place meaning, (4) social nostalgia, (5) psychological closeness (1 = not at all, 5 =
a great deal). We additionally included the following attention check: “When people are
completing the task, we would like to know if they pay attention. Please choose ‘a lot’ from
the options below.”
The 5-items assessing place nostalgia demonstrated good internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha = .92). Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 3.97, SD = 0.76)
expressed higher levels of place nostalgia than those in the ordinary place condition (M =

3.16, SD = 1.25), #324.92) = 59.97, p < .001, d = .78.
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Narrative-Based Analyses

Linguistic Characteristics of Place Nostalgia

As in Study 1, we investigated the psychological characteristics of place nostalgia by
content-analyzing participants’ narratives via the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC;
Pennebaker et al., 2015). Namely, we derived scores for (1) positive affect, (2) negative
affect, and (3) social processes, as reported in the manuscript. In addition to these three
scores, we also derived scores for (4) time, and (5) space. Finally, we applied the Nostalgia
Dictionary to compute a nostalgia score (Chen et al., 2023).

Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 5.46, SD = 3.15) used more time-
related words compared to those in the ordinary place condition (M =4.17, SD = 2.85), t(398)
=18.39, p <.001, d = 0.43. This pattern was partially mirrored by the self-reported time
spent at the location. Participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 2.68, SD = 1.09)
tended to spend more time in the location than those in the ordinary place condition (M =
2.45, 8D =1.27), 1(398) =1.96, p = .051, d = 0.20.

Further, participants in the nostalgic place condition (M = 11.02, SD = 3.75) used
fewer space related words than those in the ordinary nostalgic place condition (M = 13.81, SD
=4.82), #(398) =41.45, p <.001, d = 0.65. Taken together, participants described nostalgic
places using more abstract and less concrete terms (Stephan et al., 2012).

Geographic Descriptions of Place Nostalgia

We applied the same bottom-up approach as in Study 1 to address the occurrences of

geographical words used in the narratives. Participants more frequently used words related to

2 ¢

blue landscapes (e.g., “beach,” “ocean,” “water”) to describe nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places.

Conversely, participants most frequently used words pertaining to human-made landscapes

99 <6 2 ¢

(e.g., “town,” “city,” “park’) when describing ordinary places (Table S6). The ranking of the
most frequently used words mirrored the pattern uncovered in self-reports (Figure 2),
suggesting that blue landscapes are the hallmark of nostalgic places. We provide in Table S7

the words participants used most frequently in their narratives.
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Table S6
Most Frequently Used Words to Describe Geographic Characteristics of Places as a

Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 2

Nostalgic place Ordinary place
Word Frequency Raw Word Frequency Raw
rank frequency rank frequency
Beach 1 61 Town 1 90
House 2 49 City 2 49
Home 3 46 Located 3 48
Park 4 45 House 4 47
City 5 36 Home 5 43
Lake 6 34 Trees 6 42
Located 7 31 Park 7 41
Town 8 28 Flat 8 39
Trees 8 28 Store 9 36
Ocean 9 27 School 9 36
School 10 26 Road 10 31
Water 11 22 Location 11 25
Street 12 21 Houses 12 24
Building 13 17 Lake 12 24
Island 13 17 Grocery 13 23
Hills 14 15 Land 13 23
Location 15 15 Neighborhood 14 22
Mountains 15 15 North 14 22
World 15 15 Shopping 14 22
Florida 16 14 Street 15 21

Note. Frequency ranks are relative to the frequency of words pertaining solely to geographic
characteristics.

Table S7

List of Top 100 Most Frequent Word as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 2

Nostalgic place Ordinary place

Rank Word n Rank Word n
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1 feel 111 1 feel 100
2 makes 107 2 town 90
3 time 100 3 makes 86
4 family 70 4 thinking 66
5 memories 68 5 lot 54
6 beach 62 5 people 54
7 happy 61 6 time 51
8 lot 57 7 city 49
9 house 49 8 located 48
9 thinking 49 9 house 47
10 home 46 10 home 43
11 park 45 11 trees 42
12 remember 43 12 park 41
13 spent 42 13 flat 39
14 beautiful 37 14 store 36
15 city 36 15 school 35
15 friends 36 16 nostalgic 34
15 nostalgic 36 17 memories 33
16 lake 34 18 ordinary 32
17 life 33 19 road 31
18 summer 32 20 happy 30
19 located 31 21 beautiful 28
19 love 31 21 grew 28
19 people 31 22 family 25
19 times 31 22 location 25
20 childhood 28 23 houses 24
20 town 28 23 lake 24
20 trees 28 23 live 24
21 lived 27 24 childhood 23
21 ocean 27 24 grocery 23
22 school 26 24 land 23
22 surrounded 26 24 lived 23
22 warm 26 24 lots 23
23 grew 24 25 neighborhood 22
23 reminds 24 25 north 22
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24
25
25
26
26
27
27
27
27
27
28
29
30
30
30
30
31
32
32
32
32
32
32
32
33
33
33
33
33
34
34
34
34
34
34

growing
brings
water
street
visit
fun

kid

lots
loved
miss
it’s
parents
building
cousins
island
pretty
sad

day
features
feeling
hills
location
mountains
world
child
dad
favorite
florida
play
close
college
flat
food

geographical

live

23
22
22
21
21
20
20
20
20
20
19
18
17
17
17
17
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
14
14
14
14
14
13
13
13
13

13

25
25
26
26
27
27
28
28
29
29
29
30
30
30
30
31
31
31
32
32
32
32
32
32
32
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
34

pretty
shopping
features
street
brings
stores
remember
special
building
busy
nice
buildings
friends
life
middle
drive

it’s

times
country
day

hills
mall
quiet
walk
woods
beach

bit
center
fun

love
mountains
ocean
reminds
river

air

22
22
21
21
20
20
19
19
18
18
18
17
17
17
17
16
16
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
13

17
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34
34
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
36
36
36
36
36
36
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

sand
smell
air
center
enjoy
inside
middle
nice
weather
wonderful
creek

days

grandparents

hot

neighborhood

river

2

ago
coast
falls
fields
huge
kids
mountain
nature
nearby
special
spend
spot

summers

13
13
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
11
11
11
11
11
11
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

34
34
34
34
34
34
35
35
35
35
35
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
38
38
38

cold

field
florida
food
restaurants
surrounded
close

hill

play

visit

water

feeling

geographical

green
nearby
parking
roads
spent
winter
york
central
fairly
filled
peaceful
ride
suburban
walking
days
distance

downtown

13
13
13
13
13
13
12
12
12
12
12
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

18
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Structural Topic Modeling

To formally analyze the linguistic content of narratives beyond word frequency-based
analyses, we used structural topic modeling (STM), an unsupervised machine learning
technique to extract topics from participants’ narratives (Yeung et al., 2024). Compared to
other related techniques, such as latent Dirichlet allocation, structural topic modeling allows
researchers to estimate condition effects (Roberts et al., 2014). We used STM to determine
the extent to which topics are similar or different across the two conditions. We applied a
standard language preprocessing pipeline, including tokenization, lowercasing, stop word
removal, lemmatization, vocabulary pruning (excluding words that appeared in less than 10%
of the documents of the corpus), as well as number and punctuation removal.
Model Selection

We selected the number of topics to be identified when using structural topic
modeling a priori (i.e., between 2 and 10), following Roberts et al. (2014). To select the
appropriate number of topics that best capture the themes present in the corpus, we simulated
and extracted model parameters for 2 to 10 topics. To determine the best fitting model, we
looked for models with high semantic coherence (i.e., degree to which words of a topic co-
occur), high exclusivity (i.e., “degree to which words are specific to few topics versus general
to many topics”), high variational lower bound (i.e., an approximation of the models’ log-
likelihood), high held-out likelihood (i.e., the probability of words to appear when removed
from the document), and low residual values.
Topic Prevalence

The model with five topics satisfied local maxima for semantic coherence,
exclusivity, variational lower bound, and held-out likelihood, as well as local minima for
residual values (Figure S2). We then examined whether topic prevalence changed as a

function of nostalgic versus ordinary place condition (Table S8, Figure S3). Topic 1
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prevalence (“Grey landscapes/city’’) was higher in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.24,

SD = 0.37) than in the nostalgic place condition (M = 0.14, SD = 0.28), B=0.09, p =.004, d

= .31. Topic 2 prevalence (“Grey landscapes/suburb”) did not significantly differ across

conditions, B =-0.01, p = .68, d = .05. Topic 3 prevalence (“Grey landscapes/college’) was

higher in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.19, SD = 0.33) than in the nostalgic place

condition (M = 0.21, SD=0.35),B=0.17, p=.017, d = .29. Topic 4 prevalence (“Blue

landscapes/beach”) was higher in the nostalgic place condition (M = 0.33, SD = 0.38) than in

the ordinary place condition (M = 0.14, SD =0.28), B=0.17, p <.001, d = .58. Topic 5

prevalence (“Mixed landscapes/home™) did not significantly differ across conditions, B =

0.01,p=.61,d = .05.

Table S8

Topics with Researcher-Assigned Labels and Most Representative Word in Study 2.

Topic Researcher- Top ten most Top ten words with Topic
Number assigned label representative words the highest prevalence
(FREX scores) probability (%)
1 Grey one, street, city, usual, place, one, city, like, 1.9%
landscapes/city like, building, road feel, street, house
2 Grey lot, area, place, town, lot, area, place, town, 2%
landscapes/suburb  feel, school, live feel, school, live
3 Grey location, university, place, location, feel, 1.8%
landscapes/college  geography, feature, make, think, house,
college, highway, time
within
4 Blue time, place, family, each, fun, family, 2.4%
landscapes/beach beach, memory, think, every, summer, fish,
feel swim
5 Mixed place, make, feel, beautiful, peaceful, 1.9%
landscapes/home think, home, beautiful, surrounding, relaxing,

people

make, home, fall




value

PLACE NOSTALGIA

Figure S2

21

The Five Metrics Used to Determine Candidate Structural Topic Models with the 5-Topic

Model Highlighted as Vertical Lines in Study 2. The X-axis Represents the Number of Topics.
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Figure S3

Effects of Condition on Topic Proportion for Topics 1-5 in Study 2.
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Topic 3: Grey landscapes/college

Nostalgic Place

Ordinary Place

We re-coded the self-reported landscapes of nostalgic and ordinary places as per their

parent categories: blue, green, grey (Seresinhe et al., 2015). We allocated each landscape

category to one of the three parent category as per Table S8.

Table S9

Allocation of Landscape Categories to the Three Parent Categories in Study 2

Landscape category Parent category
Oceanside Blue
Seaside Blue
Lakeside Blue
Riverside Blue
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Urban area
Park
Garden
Agricultural area
Forest
Mountain
Grassland
Wetland
Shrub
Snow
Desert

Grey

Green
Green
Grey

Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green

23
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STUDY 3

Detailed Methods and Instructions
We used the same detailed methods and instructions as in Study 2.
Additional Measures

Place Nostalgia Questions

We asked five questions pertaining to place nostalgia: (1) felt place nostalgia, (2)
frequency of bringing the location to mind, (3) place meaning, (4) social nostalgia, (5)
psychological closeness (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal). Participants in the nostalgic place
condition (M = 3.95, SD = 0.68) expressed higher levels of place nostalgia than those in the
ordinary place condition (M = 3.27, SD = 1.13), #327.13) = 7.36, p < .001, d = .74.

Narrative-Based Analyses

Linguistic Characteristics of Place Nostalgia

To understand the linguistic content of place nostalgia, we used five LIWC-derived
scores of (1) positive affect, (2) negative affect, (3) social processes, (4) time, (5) space.
Participants in the nostalgic place condition used more words pertaining to positive affect and
less words denoting negative affect compared to the ordinary place condition. Similarly,
participants in the nostalgic place condition used more words pertaining to social processes
compared to the ordinary place condition.

Time-related words were more frequent in the nostalgic place descriptions compared
to the ordinary place descriptions (Table S10). This pattern was not further mirrored by the
self-reported time spent at the location, #392.33) =-0.60, p = .549, d = .06. In a similar vein,
we observed a lower frequency of space-related words in the nostalgic (vs. ordinary) place
condition. Nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places were construed in more abstract and less concrete

terms, suggesting that nostalgia involves an abstract level of construal (Stephan et al., 2012).
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Table S10
Means (Standard Deviations), Significance Tests and Effect Sizes of Language-Derived Scores as a

Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 3

Dependent variable Nostalgic Ordinary t-test df Cohen’s d
place place
Dictionary nostalgia 0.17 (0.09) 0.13 (0.09) 4.42%** 396.74 0.44
Positive affect 4.31(2.94) 2.87 (2.55) 34.20%** 372.84 0.53
Negative affect 0.60 (1.05) 0.83 (1.30) 4.30%* 380.66 0.20
Social processes 5.24 (3.62) 3.82 (3.06) 17.79%%* 387.34 0.42
Time 5.54 (3.17) 3.91 (2.77) 28.95%** 390.88 0.54
Space 11.55(3.75) 13.43(4.49)  20.55%** 385.74 0.45
Word count 79.86 (32.62) 80.57 (35.68) 0.21 394.86 0.02

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

Geographic Descriptions of Place Nostalgia
We applied the same approach as in Studies 1 and 2 to explore the occurrences of
geographical words used in the narratives. Participants used words related to blue landscapes

99 ¢

(e.g., “beach,” “ocean,” “water”’) more frequently to describe nostalgic than ordinary places.

Conversely participants used words pertaining to human-made landscapes (e.g., “town,”

29 <6

“city,” “store”) most frequently when describing ordinary places (Table S11). Overall,
nostalgic (vs. ordinary) places were described as located in blue landscapes, whereas ordinary
(vs. nostalgic) as located in urban landscapes. We provide in Table S12 the words

participants used most frequently in their narratives.
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Table S11
Most Frequently Used Words to Describe Geographic Characteristics of Places as a
Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 3
Nostalgic place Ordinary place
Word Frequency Raw Word Frequency = Raw
rank frequency rank frequency
Landscape 1 47 Town 1 98
Beach 2 41 Landscape 2 57
Park 2 41 City 3 55
School 2 41 Park 4 44
Located 3 34 Trees 5 42
City 4 33 Store 6 40
Home 4 33 Road 7 31
House 4 33 School 7 31
Trees 5 31 Home 8 29
Town 6 30 House 9 24
Neighborhood 7 23 Houses 10 24
Ocean 7 23 Shopping 11 22
Mountains 8 22 Location 12 21
Water 9 21 Neighborhood 12 21
Island 10 18 Restaurants 13 19
World 10 18 Street 14 18
Lake 11 16 Suburban 14 18
Road 11 16 Flat 14 16
River 12 14 Mall 14 16
College 14 14 Stores 15 14
Note. Frequency ranks are relative to the frequency of words pertaining to geographic
characteristics.
Table S12

List of Top 100 Most Frequent Word as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Study 3

Nostalgic Place Ordinary Place
Rank Word n Rank Word n
1 feel 109 1 feel 114
2 makes 97 2 makes 98
3 time 87 3 town 76
4 family 65 4 thinking 66
5 lot 59 S people 64
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thinking
memories
beautiful
landscape
remember
friends
beach
park
school
surrounding
nostalgic
happy
located
people
childhood
city

home
house
spent
summer
trees

fun

times
town
child

life

lived

nice
neighborhood
ocean
mountains
surrounded
water

love

play

55
52
48
47
46
44
41
41
41

35
34
34
34
33
33
33
33
33
32
31
30
30
30
28
26
25
25

23
22
21
21
20

landscape
city

lot
ordinary
time

park

trees
located
store
nostalgic
surrounding
memories
road
school
live

home
surrounded
happy
house
houses
grew

nice
typical
food

life
nearby
shopping
family
location
neighborhood
spent
childhood
lots
remember

special

57
55
53
49
48
44
42
41
40
39

33
31
31

27
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27
27
28
28
28
28
28
29
30
30
30
30
30
31
31
32
32
32
32
32
33
33
33
33
33
34
34
34
34
34
35
35
35
35

day
visit
walk
brings
grew
island
playing
world
smell
days
lake
lots
road
warm
favorite
growing
kid
loved
parents
river
sad

air
college
houses
miss
night
buildings
feeling
location
reminds
shops
amazing
field
food

green

19
19
19
18
18
18
18
18

27
27
27
27
28
28
29
29
29
29
29
29
30
31
31
31
31
31
31
32
32
32
32
32
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
33
33

33

restaurants
brings
street
suburban
close
lived

flat
friends
mall
middle
pretty
walking
air

busy

day
normal
stores
summer
times
college
grocery
hills
quiet
streets
bit
buildings
center
empty
grass
green
main
mountains
rural
sense

valley

18
18
18
17
17
16
16
16
16
16
16
15
14
14
14
14
14
14
13
13
13
13
13
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12

28
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35
35
35
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
36
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

live
restaurant
street

bit
california
cool

front
grandparents
hill

parks
peace
pool

rides
vacation
visiting
walking
beaches
garden
grass
middle
restaurants
safe

sand
spend

vacations

33
33
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

visit
water
beach
building
businesses
cars
downtown
fields
highway
kid

land
beautiful
country
drive
enjoy
feelings
feels
living
miles
miss
north
ohio
parents
past

restaurant

12
12
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

29
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Structural Topic Modeling
To formally analyze the linguistic content of narratives beyond word frequency-based
analyses, we used STM, with the same preprocessing pipeline and model selection strategy as
in Study 2.
Topic Prevalence
The model with six topics satisfied local maxima for semantic coherence, exclusivity,
variational lower bound, and held-out likelihood, as well as local minima for residual values

(Figure S4).

Figure S4
The Five Metrics Used to Determine Candidate Structural Topic Models with the 6-Topic

Model Highlighted as Vertical Lines in Study 3. The X-axis Represents the Number of Topics.
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We examined whether topic prevalence changed as a function of nostalgic versus
ordinary place condition (Table S13, Figure S5). Topic 1 prevalence (“Green
landscapes/nature”) did not significantly differ across conditions, B =0.05, p =.064, d = .21.
Topic 2 prevalence (“Grey landscapes/school”) did not significantly differ across conditions,
B=0.01,p=.78,d = .05. Topic 3 prevalence (“Grey landscapes/suburb”) did not
significantly differ across conditions, B=0.13, p =.33,d = .11. Topic 4 prevalence (“Blue
landscapes/beach”) was higher in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.22, SD = 0.34) than in
the ordinary place condition (M = 0.09, SD =0.22), B=0.13, p <.001, d = .48. Topic 5
prevalence (“Grey landscapes/town”) was higher in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.21,
SD = 0.33) than in the nostalgic place condition (M = 0.09, SD =0.22), B=0.12, p <.001, d
= .46. Topic 6 prevalence (“Blue landscapes/beach’) was higher in the nostalgic place
condition (M = 0.3, SD = 0.34) than in the ordinary place condition (M = 0.07, SD =0.2), B

=0.22, p <.001, d = .83.

Table S13

Topics with Researcher-Assigned Labels and Most Representative Word in Study 2.

Topic Researcher- Topmost Top words with the Topic
Number assigned label representative words highest probability prevalence
(FREX scores) (%)
1 Green park, place, walk, can, amish, nature, cliff, 1.9%
landscapes/nature beautiful, nature, across, walk, spence,
home waterfall
2 Grey place, think, lot, make, school, well, lot, 2%
landscapes/school feel, school, house neighborhood, house,

happiness, bring

3 Grey feel, place, make, like, grandparent, feel, look, 1.8%
landscapes/suburb  think, can, area like, suburban, mall,
almost



Topic Proportion

Effects of Condition on Topic Proportion for Topics 1-6 in Study 3.

Effect of Condition on Topics 1-6
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4 Grey place, city, area, city, business, need, 2.4%
landscapes/stores people, lot, like, store  groceries, boredom,

store, mall
5 Grey town, small, place, town, small, never, 1.9%
landscapes/town peopl, feel, live, everyone, nothing, far,
location community
6 Blue beach, remember, time, remember, beach,
landscapes/beach vacation, island, child, place, family, back,
fun, ride summer
Figure S5

Topic 3: Mixed landscapes/childhood

Nostalgic Place Ordinary Place

Topic 6: Blue landscapes/beach

Nostalgic Place Ordinary Place
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Examples of Nostalgic and Ordinary Place Narratives

To illustrate the discrepancy in place descriptions as a function of place nostalgia

condition, we included in Table S14 example narratives.

Table S14

List of Top 100 Most Frequent Word as a Function of Place Nostalgia in Studies 2 and 3

Nostalgic place condition

Ordinary place condition

Study 2 “It's a campsite along the beach in Key “The place does not evoke any feelings.
Largo FL that I used to go to every It's an ordinary parking lot close to where
summer as a kid. The ground of the 1 grew up. We used to park our car there
campsite is literally the beach sand and at  when my parents had to buy stuff from the
high tide the water from the ocean would  shopping centre nearby. The parking lot
come all the way up to the edge of the was always cold and pretty empty. Not a
campsite then at low tide it would go out lot of people used it. It was close to a bar
so far it felt like miles. When the tide was  that I've been to once or twice but I have
out all of the holes in the limestone wound  no important memories around it.”
be filled with little water pools and my
older brother and I would go and catch
animals in then. It makes me remember a
time when my family seemed perfect, my
parents were still superheroes and my
brother was my best friend.”

Study 3 “There is a beautiful Inn that rests on a “The place is visually nondescript. There

rocky cliff in Maine. The city is Ogunquit
and the bed and breakfast style Victorian
home overlooks the ocean. The rooms are
quaint, warm and welcoming. There is a

walking trail that goes along the cliff with

are some nearby farm fields, little to no
elevation change, and an abundance of
suburban style big box stores, wide roads
and highways with many lanes, and a lack

of pedestrian or "human scale” activity.
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benches that you can sit on to enjoy the Most of the residents in this area are

view of the ocean. It is a little bit of a walk  overweight. There is a mix of incomes and
to get down to the gorgeous beach, but it races, but the overall environment in this
is worth every step. You can stroll along area is quite unpleasant. 1 feel a slight

the shops that line the beachfront and get  sense of nostalgia when thinking about
kites to fly, ice cream cones or any number  this area, because this is where my

of other touristy things. You really feel like  grandparents used to live. However, it
you are away from the world in this place. — mostly brings feelings of boredom to

’

1t is a beautiful place.’ mind.”




PLACE NOSTALGIA 35

References

Boateng, G. O., Neilands, T. B., Frongillo, E. A., Melgar-Quifionez, H. R., & Young, S. L. (2018).
Best practices for developing and validating scales for health, social, and behavioral research:
A primer. Frontiers in Public Health, 6, Article 149.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2018.00149

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,
33(4), 728—742. https://doi.org/10.1177/10.1002/jcpy.1359

Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. (2005). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Practical Assessment, Research,
and Evaluation, 10(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.7275/jyj1-4868

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann Jr, W. B. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-Five
personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37(6), 504-528.
https://doi.org/10.1037/t10342-000

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

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Juhl, J., & Biskas, M. (2022). Nostalgia: An impactful social emotion. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 49, Article 101545. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101545

Pennebaker, J. W., Boyd, R. L., Jordan, K., & Blackburn, K. (2015). The development and
psychometric properties of LIWC2015. Austin, TX: University of Texas at Austin.

Roberts, M. E., Stewart, B. M., Tingley, D., Lucas, C., Leder-Luis, J., Gadarian, S. K., ... & Rand, D.
G. (2014). Structural topic models for open-ended survey responses. American journal of
political science, 58(4), 1064-1082. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12103

Routledge, C., Arndt, J., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Hart, C. M., Juhl, J., Vingerhoets, A. J., &

Schlotz, W. (2011). The past makes the present meaningful: Nostalgia as an existential



PLACE NOSTALGIA 36

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

Seresinhe, C. 1., 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

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

Van Tilburg, W. A. P, Bruder, M., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., & Goritz, A. S. (2019). An
appraisal profile of nostalgia. Emotion, 19(1), 21-36. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000417

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

Velicer, W. F. (1976). Determining the number of components from the matrix of partial
correlations. Psychometrika, 41, 321-327. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02293557

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

Yeung, R. C., Danckert, J., Van Tilburg, W. A., & Fernandes, M. A. (2024). Disentangling boredom
from depression using the phenomenology and content of involuntary autobiographical

memories. Scientific Reports, 14(1), 2106.



	STUDY 1
	Detailed Instructions
	Nostalgic Place Narrative Instructions

	Additional Measures
	Place Nostalgia Questions
	Childhood Location

	Narrative-Based Analyses
	Linguistic Characteristics of Place Nostalgia


	STUDY 2
	Detailed Methods and Instructions
	Google Maps Embedding
	Nostalgic Place Condition Map Instructions
	Ordinary Place Condition Map Instructions
	Nostalgic Place Condition Narrative Instructions
	Ordinary Place Condition Narrative Instructions

	Additional Measures
	Place Nostalgia Questions

	Narrative-Based Analyses
	Structural Topic Modeling
	Re-Coding of Landscape Categories

	STUDY 3
	Detailed Methods and Instructions
	Additional Measures
	Place Nostalgia Questions

	Narrative-Based Analyses
	Structural Topic Modeling
	Examples of Nostalgic and Ordinary Place Narratives


