
Self and Identity, 2017
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2017.1330222

Being oneself through time: Bases of self-continuity across  
55 cultures*

Maja Beckera§  , Vivian L. Vignolesb, Ellinor Oweb, Matthew J. Easterbrookb  ,  
Rupert Brownb, Peter B. Smithb, Sami Abuhamdehc, Boris Cendales Ayalad,  
Ragna B. Garðarsdóttire, Ana Torresf, Leoncio Caminof, Michael Harris Bondg,  
George Nizharadzeh, Benjamin Amponsahi, Inge Schweiger Galloj, Paula Prieto Gilj, 
Raquel Lorente Clemaresj, Gabriella Camparaj, Agustín Espinosak, Masaki Yukil,  
Xiao Zhangm, Jianxin Zhangn, Martina Zinkengo, Juan A. Villamarp, Ersin Kusdilq, 
Selinay Çağlarr, Camillo Regalias, Claudia Manzis, Maria Brambillas,  
David Bourguignont, Bettina Mölleru, Márta Fülöpv, Ma. Elizabeth J. Macapagalw,  
Tom Pyszczynskix, Phatthanakit Chobthamkity, Nicolay Gauselz, Pelin Kesebiraa, 
Ginette Hermanab, Marie Courtoisab, Charles Harbac, Baland Jalalad,  
Alexander Tatarkoae, Said Aldhafriaf, Robert Kreuzbauerag, Silvia H. Kollerah¶,  
Kassahun Habtamu Mekonnenai, Ronald Fischeraj, Taciano L. Milfontaj,  
Sabrina E. Des Rosiersak, Jas Laile Jaafaral, Mariana Martinam, Peter Bagumaan,  
Shaobo Lvao, Seth J. Schwartzap, Alin Gavreliucaq, Immo Fritschear, Roberto Gonzálezas, 
Nicolas Didieras, Diego Carrascoas and Siugmin Layas‡

aCLLE, Université de Toulouse, CNRS, UT2J, Toulouse, France; bSchool of Psychology, University of Sussex, 
Brighton, UK; cDepartment of Psychology, Istanbul Şehir University, Istanbul, Turkey; dDepartment of 
Psychology, Universidad de Los Andes, Bogota, Colombia; eDepartment of Psychology, University of Iceland, 
Reykjavik, Iceland; fDepartment of Psychology, Federal University of Paraíba, João Pessoa, Brazil; gFaculty 
of Business, Department of Management and Marketing, Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Kowloon, 
China; hDepartment of Social Sciences, Free University of Tbilisi, Tbilisi, Georgia; iDepartment of Psychology, 
University of Ghana, Legon, Ghana; jDepartamento de Psicología Social, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 
Madrid, Spain; kDepartment of Psychology, Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú, Lima, Peru; lDepartment 
of Behavioral Science, Center for Experimental Research in Social Sciences, Hokkaido University, Sapporo, 
Japan; mGraduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University, Osaka, Japan; nInstitute of Psychology, 
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China; oDepartment of Guidance Counselling, University of Buea, Buea, 
Cameroon; pDepartment of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL, USA; 
qDepartment of Psychology, Uludag University, Bursa, Turkey; rDepartment of Psychology, Ankara University, 
Ankara, Turkey; sDepartment of Psychology, Catholic University of Milan, Milan, Italy; tEquipe PErSEUs (EA 
7312), Lorraine University, Nancy, France; uInstitute of Psychology, Friedrich-Schiller-Universität Jena, Jena, 
Germany; vInstitute of Cognitive Neuroscience and Psychology, Hungarian Academy of Sciences and Eötvös 
Loránd University, Budapest, Hungary; wDepartment of Psychology, Ateneo de Manila University, Quezon 
City, Philippines; xDepartment of Psychology, University of Colorado at Colorado Springs, Colorado Springs, 
CO, USA; yFaculty of Liberal Arts, Division of Psychology, Department of Psychology, Library Science, and 
Geography, Thammasat University, Bangkok, Thailand; zDepartment of Psychosocial Health, University of 
Agder, Kristiansand, Norway; aaCenter for Healthy Minds, University of Wisconsin–Madison, Madison, WI, USA; 
abPsychological Sciences Research Institute, Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium; 
acDepartment of Psychology, American University of Beirut, Beirut, Lebanon; adDepartment of Psychiatry, 

© 2017 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group

CONTACT  Maja Becker    mbecker@univ-tlse2.fr
*Study materials and data have been deposited with the UK Data Service (Vignoles & Brown, 2016).
§CLLE, Université de Toulouse, CNRS, UT2J, Toulouse, France.
¶Department of Psychology, North-West University, Optentia, South Africa.
‡Department of Psychology, Royal Holloway University of London, London, UK.

 T he supplemental data for this article is available online at https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2017.1330222.

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1187-1699
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9353-5957
mailto: mbecker@univ-tlse2.fr
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2017.1330222
http://www.tandfonline.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15298868.2017.1330222&domain=pdf


2   ﻿ M. BECKER ET AL.

University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK; aeDepartment of Psychology, National Research University “Higher 
School of Economics”, Moscow, Russia; afDepartment of Psychology, Sultan Qaboos University, Muscat, Oman; 
agSurrey Business School, University of Surrey, Guildford, UK; ahDepartment of Psychology, Universidade 
Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, Brazil; aiSchool of Psychology, University of Addis Ababa, Addis 
Ababa, Ethiopia; ajCentre for Applied Cross-Cultural Research, School of Psychology, Victoria University of 
Wellington, Wellington, New Zealand; akDepartment of Psychology, Barry University, Miami Shores, FL, USA; 
alDepartment of Educational Psychology and Counseling, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia; 
amDepartment of Human Sciences, University of Namibia, Windhoek, Namibia; anDepartment of Educational, 
Social and Organizational Psychology, Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda; aoDepartment of Psychology, 
North China University of Science and Technology, Tangshan, China; apDepartment of Epidemiology and Public 
Health, Leonard M. Miller School of Medicine, University of Miami, Coral Gables, FL, USA; aqDepartment of 
Psychology, West University of Timisoara, Timisoara, Romania; arInstitute of Psychology, University of Leipzig, 
Leipzig, Germany; asSchool of Psychology, Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile, Santiago, Chile

ABSTRACT
Self-continuity – the sense that one’s past, present, and future 
are meaningfully connected – is considered a defining feature of 
personal identity. However, bases of self-continuity may depend on 
cultural beliefs about personhood. In multilevel analyses of data from 
7287 adults from 55 cultural groups in 33 nations, we tested a new 
tripartite theoretical model of bases of self-continuity. As expected, 
perceptions of stability, sense of narrative, and associative links 
to one’s past each contributed to predicting the extent to which 
people derived a sense of self-continuity from different aspects of 
their identities. Ways of constructing self-continuity were moderated 
by cultural and individual differences in mutable (vs. immutable) 
personhood beliefs – the belief that human attributes are malleable. 
Individuals with lower mutability beliefs based self-continuity more 
on stability; members of cultures where mutability beliefs were higher 
based self-continuity more on narrative. Bases of self-continuity 
were also moderated by cultural variation in contextualized (vs. 
decontextualized) personhood beliefs, indicating a link to cultural 
individualism-collectivism. Our results illustrate the cultural flexibility 
of the motive for self-continuity.

Self-continuity can be defined as the sense that past, present, and future time-slices of one’s 
identity are meaningfully connected. Philosophers (Taylor, 1989; Wiggins, 2001), as well as 
both classic (Erikson, 1968; James, 1892) and contemporary (Chandler, Lalonde, Sokol, & 
Hallett, 2003; Vignoles, Sani, Easterbrook, & Cvetkovska, 2017) psychologists, portray self- 
continuity as a defining feature of personal identity. Both personal and societal functioning 
arguably depend on people’s forming identities that are seen to persist over time – not just 
from past to present but also into the future. Without self-continuity, people could not learn 
from experience, be held accountable for their past actions, make plans for their future, nor 
cooperate with others in the present to secure future benefits.

During the life-course, however, people experience physical, psychological and social 
changes, and neither past nor future selves can be directly experienced in the present. Hence, 
people’s sense of being the same person through time is not a given, but must be actively 
constructed – and both individuals and cultural groups may prioritize different bases of 
self-continuity within identity construction (Chandler et al., 2003). In the current paper, we 
examine the role of cultural and personal beliefs about personhood in moderating the ways 
in which people construct their personal sense of self-continuity.
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Self-continuity and its bases

Motivated Identity Construction Theory (Vignoles, 2011) portrays self-continuity as a core 
identity motive. The theory states that people strive to construct and maintain a sense of 
self-continuity, and that succeeding in this task may have important implications for personal 
and societal well-being. Studies have shown evidence that individuals strive to achieve and 
maintain a sense of self-continuity (Sedikides, Wildschut, Routledge, & Arndt, 2015; Shrauger, 
1975; Troll & Skaff, 1997; Vignoles, Regalia, Manzi, Golledge, & Scabini, 2006; Vignoles, Manzi, 
Regalia, Jemmolo, & Scabini, 2008), and that deficits or threats to self-continuity are associ-
ated with negative personal and societal outcomes, including low self-esteem, dissociation, 
negative intergroup attitudes, and suicidality (Ball & Chandler, 1989; Lampinen, Odegard, & 
Leding, 2004; Rosenberg, 1986; Smeekes & Verkuyten, 2015).

People may construct a sense of self-continuity in different ways. Focusing on past-to-
present continuity, Chandler and colleagues (2003) proposed and found that “continuity 
warrants” – the reasons that people gave when asked explicitly to justify their self-continuity – 
could be classified into two different “streams,” which they called “essentialist” and “narrativ-
ist.” Essentialist strategies involved emphasizing stability of the self over time, by either 
trivializing, or denying, change (see also Ross, 1989). Chandler et al. related these strategies 
to the belief that a person has an underlying and fixed essence, a “true nature.” However, 
they proposed that individuals can construct their sense of self-continuity alternatively 
through developing narratives that account for change. Through narratives, people can con-
nect different parts of their past and tell the story of how they became who they are in the 
present, adopting narrative devices such as causal progressions and turning points to make 
sense of change and instability within a single storyline (see also Hammack, 2008; McAdams, 
2011; McLean, Pasupathi, & Pals, 2007).

Both stability and narrative might be used to form reasoned arguments for one’s self-con-
tinuity. However, people may also bolster their sense of self-continuity on a more implicit 
and intuitive level, without engaging in explicit reasoning. Sedikides et al. (2015) showed 
that feelings of nostalgia for one’s past can increase self-continuity, and that people may 
compensate for discontinuities by using nostalgia to restore self-continuity. Research has 
also suggested that people use cherished possessions to bolster self-continuity, especially 
during major life-transitions (Habermas & Paha, 2002; Kroger & Adair, 2008). Without resorting 
to explicit reasoning about stability or storylines, people seemingly can derive a sense of 
self-continuity from thoughts, feelings, actions or objects that remind them of, or make them 
feel close to, their past selves. Hence, Vignoles et al. (2017) proposed a third basis for self-con-
tinuity, beyond stability and narrative: associative links to one’s past. They argued that a single 
basis, or any combination of the three, could be used to achieve a sense of self-continuity. 
Theoretically, the three bases might contradict each other (e.g., a story of how one has 
changed contradicts the belief that one has been stable) and they might substitute for each 
other (e.g., attachment to an object that reminds one of one’s childhood might compensate 
for catastrophic change or for a broken narrative). Use of the three bases would depend on 
their contextual availability as well as individuals’ beliefs and cognitive styles.

All three bases may underlie experiences of self-continuity not just from past to present 
but also into the future. Attributes that have remained stable in the past – especially if linked 
to belief in an unchanging essence – may be projected onto the future self. Significant 
self-narratives will often extend beyond the present, encompassing future goals or expec-
tations. Objects or memories that make people feel close to their past self are likely to be 
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cherished and preserved into the future. Indeed, there is evidence that past-to-present and 
present-to-future continuity are positively correlated (Sokol & Eisenheim, 2016). Although 
individuals may differ in levels of past-, present- or future-orientation (Zimbardo & Boyd, 
1999), neurological and clinical studies reveal substantial overlap between the neural sub-
strates of memory and imagining the future (El Haj, Antoine, & Kapogiannis, 2015; Schacter 
et al., 2012), and patterns of past and future self-continuity show similar trends over the 
life-span (Rutt & Löckenhoff, 2016). Moreover, experimentally induced nostalgia for one’s 
past fosters greater optimism for one’s future (Cheung et al., 1993), whereas a lack of past-
to-present self-continuity is associated with suicidality – implying an ultimate level of dis-
regard for one’s future self (Ball & Chandler, 1989; Sokol & Eisenheim, 2016).

Constructing self-continuity across cultures

Motivated Identity Construction Theory emphasizes that identity motives can be satisfied 
in different ways across cultures, depending on the context of prevailing beliefs, values 
and practices (Becker et al., 2012, 2014; Vignoles, 2011). We consider here whether there 
are cross-cultural differences in how self-continuity is achieved. Chandler et al. (2003) com-
pared how European-heritage and First Nations Canadian adolescents constructed a sense 
of self-continuity. They found that these two cultural groups tended to privilege essentialist 
or narrativist strategies, respectively, illustrating that people living in different socio-cultural 
contexts may emphasize different bases of self-continuity. However, conclusions are limited 
by the bicultural nature of the comparison. Two cultural groups may differ on any number 
of dimensions, and one cannot establish which cultural dimension is responsible for an 
observed difference unless one studies a wide sample of cultural groups (Becker et al., 
2012).

We theorized that constructions of self-continuity should be grounded in beliefs, or 
implicit theories, about personhood (after Chandler et al., 2003; Ross, 1989). Personhood 
beliefs refer to people’s understandings of what it is to be a person, or what it is that defines 
human beings (see Church et al., 2003; Dweck, 2000; Haslam, Bastian, & Bissett, 2004; 
Norenzayan, Choi, & Nisbett, 2002; Owe et al., 2013). Among these beliefs, mutable (vs. 
immutable) personhood beliefs appear especially relevant to the construction of a sense of 
self-continuity: This dimension opposes an incremental or dynamic theory, which sees per-
sons as malleable and able to change over time, with an entity or fixed theory, the belief 
that human beings are stable and immutable entities who cannot change even when they 
try (Dweck, 2000). Indeed, in Chandler and colleagues’ (2003) studies, participants privileging 
an essentialist strategy were more likely to believe in an immutable view of personhood, 
whereas participants favoring a narrativist strategy endorsed a more mutable view. We thus 
expected that mutability beliefs – the belief that human attributes are malleable and able 
to change – would moderate which bases of self-continuity are used by members of a given 
cultural group. Although few studies have investigated cross-cultural variations of mutable 
(vs. immutable) personhood beliefs, some findings suggest that they are less endorsed in 
Latin American and East-Asian than in North American cultures (Chiu, Dweck, Tong, & Fu, 
1997; Church et al., 2003, 2005; but see also Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997; Kashima et al., 2005; 
Norenzayan et al., 2002). Notably, when cultural differences in mutability beliefs are found, 
these do not seem to map onto variation in the commonly studied cultural dimension of 
individualism-collectivism (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1995).
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We contrasted mutability beliefs with a second dimension of personhood beliefs: con-
textualized (vs. decontextualized) personhood beliefs (Owe et al., 2013). This dimension opposes 
a contextualized view of personhood – the belief that contextual information, such as one’s 
family, place of origin, social position and group memberships, is important for understand-
ing a person – with a decontextualized view of personhood – the belief that individuals can 
be understood in their own terms, without reference to contextual information. Thus, where 
mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs focus on the individual in relation to time, 
contextualized (vs. decontetxualized) personhood beliefs focus on the individual in relation 
to others. Unlike mutability beliefs, contextualism beliefs are viewed as a facet of cultural 
individualism-collectivism, and they are closely related to other indicators of this dimension 
(Owe et al., 2013; Vignoles et al., 2016). Since Chandler et al. (2003) claimed that the strategies 
used to construct a sense of self-continuity are based on mutability beliefs, not on individ-
ualism-collectivism, we were interested to compare mutability beliefs and contextualism 
beliefs as potential moderators of the bases of self-continuity.

Motivated Identity Construction Theory predicts that bases of identity motive satisfaction 
will depend not simply on an individual’s personal endorsement of relevant beliefs or values, 
but on the prevailing beliefs and values within their cultural environment (Vignoles, 2011). 
Constructing an identity is not a lone enterprise, and identity claims must be recognized – 
although not necessarily accepted – by others in order to be believable (Swann & Bosson, 
2008; Vignoles, in press). Hence, the personhood beliefs of surrounding others may be as 
important as the individual’s own personhood beliefs in determining what constitutes a 
viable sense of self-continuity. Researching two other identity motives, Becker et al. (2012, 
2014) found that bases of both self-esteem and distinctiveness were moderated mainly by 
culture-level variation in relevant beliefs and values, rather than by individual-level variation 
on the same dimensions. Hence, we were interested to test here to what extent bases of 
self-continuity would be moderated by individuals’ personal beliefs about personhood and/
or by the prevailing cultural climate of such beliefs.

Research aims and hypotheses

In a major extension of previous research, we conducted a large-scale, cross-cultural study 
aiming to test a culturally contextualized model of self-continuity among adult members 
of a highly diverse set of 55 cultural groups. Our study included semi-literate as well as 
educated participants recruited from rural as well as urban communities across 33 developed 
and developing nations spanning all inhabited continents.

Rather than focus on self-reported individual differences in the construction of self-con-
tinuity, we modeled this as a within-person process that might be moderated by cultural 
and/or individual differences in personhood beliefs. Correspondingly, we used a within-per-
son methodology to measure the strength of association of self-continuity with each of the 
three bases (illustrated in Figure 1). Each participant listed freely several aspects of his/her 
identity (e.g., “woman,” “musician,” “ambitious”), then rated each identity aspect (1) for the 
extent to which it provided a sense of self-continuity, and (2) for each of the three bases of 
self-continuity, i.e., stability, narrative, and associative links to one’s past. Ratings of stability, 
narrative, and associative links were used to predict within-person variation in the self-
continuity ratings. Thus, rather than ask people directly on what they based their sense of 
self-continuity (cf., Chandler et al., 2003), we measured these bases indirectly through 



6   ﻿ M. BECKER ET AL.

statistical patterns in their data (Becker et al., 2012, 2014). A notable advantage of this tech-
nique is that, by focusing on within-person variance (i.e., analyzing patterns in responses 
from each individual to a series of questions), the results are insulated from several common 
sources of methodological bias in cross-cultural research, including the reference-group 
effect (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002) and acquiescent response styles (Smith, 
2004). Such potential effects should not confound our within-person analyses, as they will 
be stable for an individual across his or her ratings of different identity aspects.

Moreover, our study was designed to test whether cultural and/or personal mutability 
beliefs would moderate the degree to which individuals used stability, narrative, or associ-
ative links to one’s past in their construction of a sense of self-continuity. Using multilevel 
analyses, we were able to evaluate (1) to what extent living in a specific cultural context (i.e., 
cultural beliefs) predicted differences in the strategies that people use; and (2) to what extent 
personally endorsing specific beliefs predicted such differences. Thus, across cultures, we 
expected that the degree to which people used each of these strategies would vary depend-
ing on cultural and/or personally endorsed mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs.

Figure 1. Illustrative examples of identity aspects and their ratings from one Ghanaian and one British 
participant.
Notes: Here, Participant A (left) shows a strong positive correlation between the extent to which an aspect of identity is 
perceived as stable and unchanging (top) and the sense of self-continuity provided by that aspect. A weaker correlation 
appears between the extent to which his identity aspects make him think of his life as a story (bottom) and the sense of self-
continuity. This indicates that the sense of self-continuity of Participant A is based more on stability, and less on narrative. 
Participant B (right) shows a very different profile and seems to base his sense of self-continuity more on narrative, and less 
on stability.
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Based on the theorizing of Chandler et al. (2003), we hypothesized:
H1: On average, participants would derive a sense of self-continuity from aspects of their iden-
tity that made them see themselves as stable (H1a). This tendency would be stronger among 
members of cultural groups with lower mutability beliefs (H1b) and/or among participants with 
lower personal endorsement of mutability beliefs (H1c).

H2: On average, participants would derive a sense of self-continuity from aspects of their identity 
that made them think of their lives as a narrative (H2a). This tendency would be stronger among 
members of cultural groups with higher mutability beliefs (H2b) and/or among participants with 
higher personal endorsement of mutability beliefs (H2c).

Based on the theorizing of Vignoles et al. (2017), we hypothesized:
H3: On average, participants would derive a sense of self-continuity from aspects of their iden-
tity that provided associative links to their past (H3a). This tendency would be moderated by 
cultural group differences in mutability beliefs (H3b) and/or by participants’ personal endorsement 
of mutability beliefs (H3c).

Note that hypotheses H3b and H3c are two-tailed and exploratory, since we had no a 
priori basis to predict how, if at all, the importance of associative links to the past might be 
related to mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs. We included these hypotheses for 
completeness and for consistency with H1 and H2. To assess the specificity of the hypothe-
sized effects of mutability beliefs, we also tested in parallel for potential moderating effects 
of contextualized (vs. decontextualized) personhood beliefs (Owe et al., 2013), about which 
we made no specific predictions.

Method

Participants and procedure

We included measures in a large multinational study into culture and identity processes (see 
also Owe et al., 2013, Study 2; Vignoles & Brown, 2011, Study 2; Vignoles et al., 2016, Study 
2). Various means were used to recruit convenience samples of adults in different locations, 
including a snowballing technique among the researchers’ social networks, through com-
munity groups and nongovernmental organizations, and with the help of university students 
who collected data from their relatives.

We thus sampled and distinguished between diverse cultural groups within each nation. 
A total of 7287 adults from 55 cultural groups in 33 nations participated in the study. The 
mean age of the overall sample was 35.27 years, and 57% of participants were female. 
Additional descriptive data, including sample size, gender, and age distribution for each 
sample are provided in the online supplement. Sample sizes in our analyses differ slightly 
because of missing data on the variables included in the models.

Measures

Collaborators translated the questionnaire from English into the main language of each 
country (see online supplement). Bilinguals unfamiliar with the research topic and hypoth-
eses provided independent back-translations. Ambiguities and inconsistencies were iden-
tified and resolved by discussion, and the translations adjusted.
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Generation of identity aspects
First, we asked participants to generate freely eight answers to the question, “Who are you?” 
(hereafter, identity aspects), using an adapted version of the Twenty Statements Test (Kuhn 
& McPartland, 1954). This task was at the beginning, so that responses would be constrained 
as little as possible by theoretical expectations or demand characteristics. It was printed on 
a page that folded out to the side of the questionnaire, so that participants could see their 
identity aspects when rating them subsequently.

Researchers have sometimes criticized the Twenty Statements Test for priming an indi-
vidualized, decontextualized, introspective “self,” arguably closer to Western than to other 
cultural conceptions of selfhood (see Smith, Fischer, Vignoles, & Bond, 2013). Based on dis-
cussions with our international collaborators, we produced a culturally de-centered version 
of this task, rewording the original question, “Who am I?” into “Who are you?” and developing 
a revised set of instructions (see Becker et al., 2012, for a similar version):

In the numbered spaces below, please write down 8 things about yourself. You can write your 
answers as they occur to you without worrying about the order, but together they should sum-
marize the image you have of who you are. You can write anything you think describes you well. 
Your answers might include social groups or categories you belong to, personal relationships 
with others, as well as characteristics of yourself as an individual. Some may be things that 
other people know about, others may be your private thoughts about yourself. Some things 
you may see as relatively important, and others less so. Some may be things you are relatively 
happy about, and others less so.

Common answers indeed included individual characteristics (e.g., “intelligent,” “shy”), social 
roles and interpersonal relationships (e.g., “friend,” “pupil”), and social categories (e.g., “girl,” 
“Hungarian”).

Ratings of identity aspects
Participants subsequently rated each of their freely generated identity aspects on various 
dimensions. Each dimension was presented as a question at the top of a new page, with a 
block of 11-point scales (0 = not at all; 10 = extremely) positioned underneath to line up with 
the identity aspects. One question measured the association of each identity aspect with a 
general sense of self-continuity (“To what extent does each of these things make you feel that 
your past, present, and future are connected?”).

After some intervening measures, we included items reflecting the three hypothesized 
bases of self-continuity: stability (“To what extent is each of these things stable and unchang-
ing?”), narrative (“How much does each of these things make you think of your life as a 
story?”), and associative links to one’s past (“How much does each of these things remind you 
of your past?”). To avoid carry-over effects, these three items were separated from the 
self-continuity item by several pages of intervening measures and were interspersed among 
several other rating questions, related to another identity motive (distinctiveness).

Mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs
A scale developed by Levy, Stroessner, and Dweck (1998; with items reworded by Bastian & 
Haslam, 2006) was used to measure mutability beliefs. We used six balanced items from the 
scale, including, for example, “You can always substantially change the kind of person you 
are” and “The kind of person you are is something very basic about you and it can’t be 
changed very much” (reversed). Participants rated their level of agreement with each state-
ment on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). We 
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calculated mean individual scores (i.e., personal endorsement) and mean for each cultural 
group (i.e., cultural beliefs) to include as moderators in our analyses (overall M = 3.12; 
SD = 1.01). Both individual (overall α = .73) and cultural level (α = .85) reliabilities were good. 
The mutability belief scores by cultural group can be found in the online supplement.

Contextualized (vs. decontextualized) personhood beliefs
This scale, developed by Owe et al. (2013), taps into the beliefs about personhood that are 
thought to underlie cultural collectivism. It measures beliefs about the importance (vs. unim-
portance) of social and contextual attributes in defining a person. The scale consists of six 
balanced items, including, for example, “To understand a person well, it is essential to know 
about his/her family” and “One can understand a person well without knowing about the 
place he/she comes from” (reversed). Participants rated their level of agreement with each 
statement on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). We 
calculated mean individual scores (i.e., personal endorsement) and mean for each cultural 
group (i.e., cultural beliefs) to include as moderators in our analyses (overall M = 3.40; 
SD = 1.02). Both individual (overall α = .75) and cultural level (α = .89) reliabilities were good. 
The contextualism belief scores by cultural group can be found in the online supplement.

Demographic information
Participants indicated their age, gender, country of birth, nationality, and several other demo-
graphic characteristics.

Analytical approach

Given the nested data structure, we tested predictions of within-person variance in sense 
of self-continuity using multilevel regression analysis (Hox, 2002). Level 1 units were identity 
aspects (N = 54,352), with individuals as Level 2 units (N = 6915), cultural groups as Level 3 
units (N = 55), and nations as Level 4 units (N = 33). At Level 1, we modeled regression coef-
ficients for within-person predictors of the self-continuity ratings (stability, narrative, and 
associative links). These predictors were centered around participant means, so that the 
within-person effects we were interested in were not confounded with between-person 
covariance (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). At Level 2, we modeled regression coefficients for 
individual difference variables (personal beliefs, age, and gender). We included gender and 
age to control for differences in the composition of our samples, but had no theoretical basis 
for predicting differences based on these variables. At Level 3, we modeled regression coef-
ficients were for culture-level variables (cultural beliefs). Continuous variables at Levels 2 
and 3 were centered around their grand means, and a contrast code was used for gender 
(female = −1, male = 1). We used grand-mean centering rather than group-mean centering 
at Level 2 in order to control for the potential confounding influence of aggregated individ-
ual-level moderations when testing culture-level moderations at Level 3 (Firebaugh, 1980; 
Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). We included no predictors at Level 4, but we modeled an error 
term at this level of analysis to account for the clustering of cultural groups within nations. 
Analyses were conducted in MLwiN 2.35 (Rasbash, Browne, Healy, Cameron, & Charlton, 
2015), using maximum likelihood estimation with convergence criterion of .000001.

The study included measures of two different types of personhood beliefs: mutability 
beliefs and contextualism beliefs. These two measures showed near-zero correlations at the 
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cultural level (r[53] = .03, p = .836) and at the individual level (r[7231] = −.06, p < .001), thus 
confirming their discriminant validity.

Results

We computed a series of multilevel regression models predicting self-continuity ratings 
using the three hypothesized bases of self-continuity: stability, narrative, and associative 
links. Descriptives and correlations for these variables are presented in Table 1. Regression 
model parameters are shown in Table 2. We conducted analyses in two steps. First, we exam-
ined within-person relationships between the three bases of self-continuity and the general 
sense of self-continuity. Model 1 included just these three ratings as Level 1 predictors. 
Supporting H1a to H3a, all three bases of self-continuity were significant predictors of the 
self-continuity ratings and had small-to-medium size effects (Betas from .20 to .26, ps < .001). 
On average, participants tended to derive greater sense of self-continuity from those of their 
identity aspects that made them see themselves as stable, view their lives as a story, and 
that reminded them of their past. This model accounted for an estimated 24.04% of with-
in-person variance in self-continuity.

We added cross-level interaction effects to see whether the weight of self-continuity on 
each of the three bases was significantly moderated by personal and/or cultural beliefs about 
personhood (Model 2). We entered scores of individual-level mutable (vs. immutable) and 
contextualized (vs. decontextualized) personhood beliefs as Level 2 moderators, and cul-
ture-level mutable (vs. immutable) and contextualized (vs. decontextualized) personhood 
beliefs as Level 3 moderators, of the Level 1 regression weights on the three bases of self-con-
tinuity. Following Aiken and West (1991), we included the underlying main effects alongside 
these theoretically important interaction effects. We also controlled for age and gender of 
participants as main effects and moderators on Level 2. Compared to Model 1, this model 
provided a significant improvement in fit, χ2(24) = 197.15, p < .001.

Crucially, significant cross-level interaction effects involving mutability beliefs showed a 
pattern supporting our predictions (see Table 2). Although it did not vary significantly with 
cultural mutability beliefs (H1b), stability was a stronger predictor of self-continuity among 
participants endorsing lower mutability beliefs (H1c: B = −.02, p < .001). Narrative was a 
stronger predictor in cultures where people on average endorsed higher mutability beliefs 
(H2b: B = .07, p < .001), although it did not vary by personal endorsement of mutability (H2c). 
Contrary to our exploratory hypotheses H3b and H3c, the extent to which participants 
derived a sense of self-continuity from aspects of their identity that reminded them of their 
past was not moderated significantly by personal nor by cultural mutability beliefs.1

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations between ratings of identity aspects 
(listwise N = 54,352) for self-continuity, stability, narrative, and associative links.

Notes: Values below diagonal use raw ratings, and values above diagonal use participant mean-centered values. All coeffi-
cients are significant at p < .001.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Self-continuity 7.36 2.61 – .39 .44 .47
2. Stability 7.63 2.43 .37 – .27 .30
3. Narrative 6.57 2.94 .41 .27 – .43
4. Associative links 6.73 2.94 .40 .27 .37 –
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Table 2. Estimated parameters of multilevel regression predicting self-continuity ratings.

Notes: Gender was contrast coded as female = −1, male = 1; age was in units of 10 years. Values of β were derived from 
B weights by multiplying by the standard deviation of the predictor and dividing by the standard deviation of the out-
come (Hox, 2002); because between-participant variance was excluded from level 1 predictors by within-participant 
centering, we used within-participant standard deviations for the outcome and level 1 predictors in level 1 main effects 
and cross-level interaction effects; for main effects at level 2 and 3, we used between-participant and between-culture 
standard deviations respectively; for cross-level interactions, we multiplied by the standard deviation of both interacting 
predictors at their respective levels of analysis.

 

Model 1 Model 2

B SE p β B SE p β
Within-participants main effects (Level 

1: N = 54,352 identity aspects)
               

Stability [H1a] .239 .004 <.001 .227 .238 .005 <.001 .226
Narrative [H2a] .269 .004 <.001 .260 .270 .005 <.001 .260
Associative links to one’s past [H3a] .186 .004 <.001 .197 .187 .004 <.001 .198
Individual-level main effects (Level 2: 

N = 6915 individuals)
               

Personal mutability beliefs         −.016 .023 .472 −.009
Personal contextualism beliefs         .030 .022 .180 .017
Age         .075 .018 <.001 .055
Gender         −.101 .022 <.001 −.027
Culture-level main effects (Level 3: 

N = 55 cultural groups)
               

Cultural mutability beliefs         .006 .190 .976 .004
Cultural contextualism beliefs         .580 .210 .006 .366
Individual-level moderators of 

within-participants slopes
               

Personal mutability beliefs × stability 
[H1b]

        −.018 .005 <.001 −.017

Personal mutability beliefs × narrative 
[H2b]

        .003 .004 .529 −.003

Personal mutability beliefs × associative 
links to one’s past [H3b]

        −.005 .004 .211 −.005

Personal contextualism 
beliefs × stability

        −.009 .004 .050 −.009

Personal contextualism 
beliefs × narrative

        .003 .004 .535 .003

Personal contextualism beliefs × associ-
ative links to one’s past

        −.007 .004 .084 −.007

Age × stability         .012 .004 .001 .015
Age × narrative         .017 .004 <.001 .022
Age × associative links to one’s past         −.003 .003 .237 −.004
Gender × stability         −.013 .005 .003 −.006
Gender × narrative         −.013 .005 .004 −.006
Gender × associative links to one’s past         .008 .004 .039 .004
Culture-level moderators of within-par-

ticipants slopes
               

Cultural mutability beliefs × stability 
[H1c]

        .006 .013 .617 .002

Cultural mutability beliefs × narrative 
[H2c]

        .070 .013 <.001 .024

Cultural mutability beliefs × associative 
links to one’s past [H3c]

        −.007 .012 .569 −.003

Cultural contextualism 
beliefs × stability

        .036 .014 .009 .012

Cultural contextualism 
beliefs × narrative

        −.054 .014 <.001 −.018

Cultural contextualism beliefs × associ-
ative links to one’s past

        .040 .013 .002 .014

Residual variance                
Within-participant level 3.013 .020 <.001   3.003 .020 <.001  
Individual level 2.741 .053 <.001   2.724 .053 <.001  
Culture level .085 .033 .011   .055 .024 .024  
National level .152 .059 .010   .158 .054 .004  
Deviance   228,785     228,588  
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As discussed by McClelland and Judd (1993), it is notoriously difficult to detect mod-
eration effects in correlational studies, and even substantively important interactions may 
account for seemingly trivial amounts of variance. To help readers evaluate the substantive 
importance of the effects we found, we have estimated the magnitude of the Level 1 
effects at upper- and lower-bound values of the mutability belief dimension. We estimated 
simple slopes of the regression of self-continuity on the three bases at extreme values (2 
SD below and above the mean) of personal endorsement of mutability (1.10; 5.14), and 
at minimum (2.45) and maximum (3.82) values of cultural mutability. As shown in Figure 2, 
the effect of stability was somewhat stronger among individuals with lower mutability 
beliefs (B = .27, p < .001), compared to those with higher mutability beliefs (B = .20, 
p < .001). In contrast, the effect of narrative was stronger in cultures with the highest 
mutability beliefs (B = .32, p < .001), compared to those with the lowest mutability beliefs 
(B = .22, p < .001).

We also found evidence of moderation by personal and cultural contextualism beliefs. 
Stability was a stronger predictor of self-continuity in cultures with higher contextualism 
beliefs (B = .04, p = .009), but a weaker predictor among individuals with higher personal 
endorsement of contextualism beliefs (B = −.01, p = .050). Narrative was a stronger predictor 
of self-continuity in cultures with lower contextualism beliefs (B = −.05, p < .001), whereas 
associative links was a stronger predictor of self-continuity in cultures with higher contex-
tualism beliefs (B = .04, p = .002).

We estimated simple slopes of the regression of self-continuity on the three bases at 
extreme values (2 SD below and above the mean) of personal endorsement of contextualism 
(1.36; 5.44), and at minimum (2.79) and maximum (4.49) values of cultural contextualism. 
As shown in Figure 3, the effect of stability was somewhat stronger in cultures with the 
highest contextualism beliefs (B = .28, p < .001), compared to those with the lowest contex-
tualism beliefs (B = .22, p < .001), but somewhat weaker among individuals with higher con-
textualism beliefs (B = .22, p < .001), compared to those with lower contextualism beliefs 
(B = .26, p < .001). The effect of narrative was somewhat weaker in cultures with the highest 
contextualism beliefs (B = .21, p < .001), compared to those with the lowest contextualism 
beliefs (B = .30, p < .001). In contrast, the effect of associative links was somewhat stronger 
in cultures with the highest contextualism beliefs (B = .23, p < .001), compared to those with 
the lowest contextualism beliefs (B = .16, p < .001).

Figure 2. Stability, narrative, and associative links as predictors of sense of self-continuity, depending on 
personal endorsement of mutability beliefs (Panel A) and on cultural mutability beliefs (Panel B).
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Discussion

Patterns in the responses of adult participants from 55 cultural groups in 33 nations, sup-
ported theoretical predictions that seeing oneself as stable, thinking of one’s life as a story 
(Chandler et al., 2003), and experiencing associative links to one’s past (Vignoles et al., 2017) 
would be alternative ways of constructing a sense of self-continuity. All three bases signifi-
cantly predicted the extent to which participants viewed aspects of their identities as con-
necting their past, present and future (H1a to H3a). Moreover, across the sampled range of 
the moderators in our analyses, the effects of all three bases remained significant. This is a 
first empirical demonstration of how each of the three bases uniquely and robustly predicts 
within-person variation in the sense of self-continuity.

Our second goal was to test whether and how these bases of self-continuity would vary 
with individual and cultural differences in personhood beliefs. Supporting Chandler and 
colleagues’ (2003) predictions, mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs moderated how 
self-continuity was constructed. Individuals with lower mutability beliefs tended to base 
their sense of self-continuity more on stability (H1b), whereas members of cultures with 
higher mutability beliefs tended to base their sense of self-continuity more on narrative 
(H2c). These findings extend previous support for Motivated Identity Construction Theory 
regarding the cultural flexibility of identity motives (Becker et al., 2012, 2014).

Notably, these two predicted moderation effects were found at different levels of analysis – 
individual or cultural. Our results showed that participants’ use of stability varied with per-
sonally endorsed mutability beliefs (while controlling for culture-level differences): Individuals 
who believed more strongly that people cannot change tended to derive a sense of self-con-
tinuity especially from those of their identity aspects that they perceived as more stable. In 
contrast, participants’ use of narrative varied with culturally normative mutability beliefs (i.e., 
the average beliefs within a cultural group, while controlling for individual-level differences): 
Members of cultural groups in which it was believed more strongly on average that people 
can change tended to derive a sense of self-continuity more from those of their identity 
aspects that made them think of their lives as a story.

These moderation effects at different levels of analysis require different levels of expla-
nation, consistent with viewing identities as constructed through a complex interplay of 
psychological processes and sociocultural practices (Vignoles, in press). Basing one’s self- 
continuity on stability seemingly depends on intrapsychic processes, since the association 
of self-continuity with stability is stronger to the extent that the individual holds a 

Figure 3. Stability, narrative, and associative links as predictors of sense of self-continuity, depending 
on personal endorsement of contextualism beliefs (Panel A) and on cultural contextualism beliefs (Panel B).
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correspondingly immutable view of personhood, regardless of the beliefs that prevail in her 
cultural context. In contrast, basing one’s self-continuity on narrative seemingly depends to 
a greater extent on cultural practices, since this association is stronger to the extent that the 
individual’s cultural group holds a correspondingly mutable view of personhood, regardless 
of the individual’s own personhood beliefs. Constructing narratives is a profoundly social 
process – stories have to be told, and thus shared, before they can be internalized (Gergen 
& Gergen, 1988). Hence, it would be the sociocultural practice of “storytelling,” rather than 
an intrapsychic process, that allows people to derive self-continuity from parts of themselves 
that make them think of their lives as stories (Hammack, 2008).

Contextualism beliefs also moderated the ways in which self-continuity was con-
structed. These moderations, mainly situated at the cultural level, showed that members 
of groups with a more contextualized view of personhood associated self-continuity more 
strongly with stability and associative links to one’s past, whereas members of groups with 
a more decontextualized view of personhood associated self-continuity more strongly 
with narrative.2 These findings were not predicted a priori, and they would benefit from 
replication. Nonetheless, one possible – albeit speculative – interpretation focuses on 
individualism-collectivism, the cultural dimension of which contextualism beliefs are one 
facet (Owe et al., 2013; Vignoles et al., 2016). Individualist societies have been associated 
with higher residential mobility (Oishi & Kisling, 2009), relational mobility (Yuki & Schug, 
2012), divorce rates (Lester, 1995), and arguably mid-life career changes (Sullivan & Arthur, 
2006). Thus, one’s place of residence, core personal relationships, and occupation – all of 
which are likely to be major sources of day-to-day continuity for many people – tend to 
be more changeable over the long term in individualist societies (where decontextualized 
personhood beliefs prevail) than in collectivist societies (where contextualized person-
hood beliefs prevail). Perhaps, then, the changeability of these important domains of 
identity may somewhat reduce the viability of basing one’s sense of self-continuity on 
stability over the long term, whereas it would make the need for a personal narrative more 
pressing.

We should note several limitations of the current study. First, our findings are based on 
cross-sectional data, and so we cannot be certain about causal directions. Longitudinal and 
experimental research would help to untangle the underlying causal relationships. Second, 
our focus on identity aspects as discrete units of analysis means that our dependent variable 
potentially does not provide a full account of self-continuity. Indeed, one important part of 
establishing self-continuity may be the forming of a coherent sense of self that ties together 
different identity aspects, rather than applying to each of them separately. Third, our focus 
on associative links to the past as a source of self-continuity may have missed the potential 
value for self-continuity of associative links to one’s expected future – for example, through 
identifying with objects that symbolize cherished life goals or aspirations. Fourth, our unpre-
dicted findings of how contextualism beliefs moderated the use of bases of self-continuity, 
and the speculative interpretations that we offer here, require replicating and testing in 
future research. Last, we have focused here on predicting individual and cultural differences 
in the tendency to rely on each of the three bases. An interesting direction for future research 
would be to investigate how these bases are dynamically related: For example, if their sense 
of stability is undermined through life events or experimental interventions, then people 
may turn to narrative or to associative links in order to restore self-continuity (Sedikides  
et al., 2015).
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To conclude, the current study demonstrates the importance of attending to the multi-
faceted nature of self-continuity. This can be based on seeing oneself as stable or on creating 
a narrative (as theorized by Chandler et al., 2003), which rely on explicit reasoning. However, 
it can also be based on experiencing associative links to one’s past (as theorized by Vignoles 
et al., 2017), where self-continuity is felt at a more implicit level. Finally, cultural context 
should be taken into account when investigating people’s strivings for self-continuity, as 
these may express themselves in different ways depending on individual, but also cultural 
beliefs about personhood. Understanding better the diverse and flexible ways that individ-
uals can use to construct a sense of self-continuity, as well as the individual and cultural 
factors predicting their use, will help researchers to understand and practitioners to ame-
liorate the negative personal and social consequences that can occur when self-continuity 
strivings are frustrated or go awry (Ball & Chandler, 1989; Lampinen et al., 2004; Rosenberg, 
1986; Smeekes & Verkuyten, 2015).

Notes

1. � Similar estimates for the moderation effects of mutable (vs. immutable) personhood beliefs 
were found in a model without controls for contextualism beliefs, gender and age.

2. � This pattern of findings would not offer an alternative explanation of the differences observed 
by Chandler et al. (2003) between First Nations and European-heritage Canadians, where the 
former relied more on narrative and the latter on stability. Here, stability was a stronger basis 
for continuity not only in cultural groups with more contextualized personhood beliefs, but also 
among individuals with more decontextualized personhood beliefs. Although it is intriguing 
to find opposing effects at two different levels of analysis, the individual-level moderation 
especially should not be over-interpreted, considering that it only very narrowly reached 
statistical significance at the conventional .05 level.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This work was conducted by members of the Culture and Identity Research Network, supported by a 
grant from the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC, UK) to Vivian Vignoles and Rupert Brown 
[grant number RES-062-23-1300] and an ESRC doctoral studentship [grant number ES/G015074/1] to 
Ellinor Owe. The work in Chile was supported by Fondo Nacional de Desarrollo Científico y Tecnológico 
[grant number FONDECYT/1161371], the Center for Intercultural and Indigenous Research (CIIR) [grant 
number FONDAP/15110006] and the Centre for Social Conflict and Cohesion Studies [grant number 
FONDAP/15130009], allocated to Roberto González.

ORCID

Maja Becker   http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1187-1699
Matthew J. Easterbrook   http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9353-5957

http://orcid.org
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1187-1699
http://orcid.org
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9353-5957


16   ﻿ M. BECKER ET AL.

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ball, L., & Chandler, M. (1989). Identity formation in suicidal and nonsuicidal youth: The role of self-
continuity. Development and Psychopathology, 1, 257. doi:10.1017/S0954579400000444

Bastian, B., & Haslam, N. (2006). Psychological essentialism and stereotype endorsement. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 228–235. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.003

Becker, M., Vignoles, V. L., Owe, E., Brown, R., Smith, P. B., Easterbrook, M., … Yamakoğlu, N. (2012). Culture 
and the distinctiveness motive: Constructing identity in individualistic and collectivistic contexts. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 833–855. doi:10.1037/a0026853

Becker, M., Vignoles, V. L., Owe, E., Easterbrook, M. J., Brown, R., Smith, P. B., … Koller, S. H. (2014). Cultural 
bases for self-evaluation: Seeing oneself positively in different cultural contexts. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 40, 657–675. doi:10.1177/0146167214522836

Chandler, M. J., Lalonde, C. E., Sokol, B., & Hallett, D. (2003). Personal persistence, identity development, 
and suicide: A study of native and non-native North American adolescents. Monographs of the Society 
for Research in Child Development, 68(2, Serial No. 273), 1–156.

Cheung, W. -Y., Wildschut, T., Sedikides, C., Hepper, E. G., Arndt, J., & Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M. (2013). Back 
to the future: Nostalgia increases optimism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39, 1484–1496. 
doi:10.1177/0146167213499187

Chiu, C., Dweck, C. S., Tong, J. Y., & Fu, J. H. (1997). Implicit theories and conceptions of morality. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 923–940. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.73.5.923

Chiu, C., Hong, Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionism and implicit theories of personality. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 19–30. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.19

Church, A. T., Katigbak, M. S., Ortiz, F. A., del Prado, A. M., Vargas Flores, J. de J., & Ibáñez Reyes, J., … 
Cabrera, H. F. (2005). Investigating implicit trait theories across cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 36, 476–496. doi:10.1177/0022022105275963

Church, A. T., Ortiz, F. A., Katigbak, M. S., Avdeyeva, T. V., Emerson, A. M., Vargas Flores, J. de J., & Ibáñez 
Reyes, J. (2003). Measuring individual and cultural differences in implicit trait theories. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 332–347. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.332

Dweck, C. S. (2000). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development. Philadelphia, 
PA: Psychology Press.

El Haj, M., Antoine, P., & Kapogiannis, D. (2015). Similarity between remembering the past and imagining 
the future in Alzheimer’s disease: Implication of episodic memory. Neuropsychologia, 66, 119–125. 
doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.11.015

Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. London: Faber & Faber.
Firebaugh, G. (1980). Groups as contexts and frog ponds. In K. H. Roberts & L. Burstein (Eds.), Issues in 

aggregation (pp. 43–52). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Gergen, K. J., & Gergen, M. M. (1988). Narrative and the self as relationship. Advances in Experimental 

Social Psychology, 21, 17–56.
Habermas, T., & Paha, C. (2002). Souvenirs and other personal objects: Reminding of past events and 

significant others in the transition to university. In J. D. Webster & B. K. Haight (Eds.), Critical advances 
in reminiscence work (pp. 123–138). New York, NY: Springer.

Hammack, P. L. (2008). Narrative and the cultural psychology of identity. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 12, 222–247. doi:10.1177/1088868308316892

Haslam, N., Bastian, B., & Bissett, M. (2004). Essentialist beliefs about personality and their implications. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1661–1673. doi:10.1177/0146167204271182

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Peng, K., & Greenholtz, J. (2002). What’s wrong with cross-cultural comparisons 
of subjective Likert scales?: The reference-group effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
82, 903–918. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.903

Hofmann, D. A., & Gavin, M. B. (1998). Centering decisions in hierarchical linear models: Implications for 
research in organizations. Journal of Management, 24, 623–641. doi:10.1177/014920639802400504

Hofstede, G. H. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International studies of work-related values. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400000444
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026853
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214522836
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213499187
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.5.923
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275963
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868308316892
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.903
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639802400504


SELF AND IDENTITY﻿    17

Hox, J. J. (2002). Multilevel analysis techniques and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
James, W. (1892). Psychology: Briefer course. London: Macmillan & Co.
Kashima, Y., Kashima, E., Chiu, C.-Y., Farsides, T., Gelfand, M., Hong, Y.-Y., … Yzerbyt, V. (2005). Culture, 

essentialism, and agency: Are individuals universally believed to be more real entities than groups? 
European Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 147–169. doi:10.1002/ejsp.237

Kroger, J., & Adair, V. (2008). Symbolic meanings of valued personal objects in identity transitions of 
late adulthood. Identity, 8, 5–24. doi:10.1080/15283480701787251

Kuhn, M. H., & McPartland, T. S. (1954). An empirical investigation of self-attitudes. American Sociological 
Review, 19, 68–76. doi:10.2307/2088175

Lampinen, J. M., Odegard, T. N., & Leding, J. K. (2004). Diachronic disunity. In D. R. Beike, J. M. Lampinen, 
& D. A. Behrend (Eds.), The self and memory (pp. 227–253). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Lester, D. (1995). Individualism and divorce. Psychological Reports, 76, 258–258. doi:10.2466/
pr0.1995.76.1.258

Levy, S. R., Stroessner, S. J., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Stereotype formation and endorsement: The role 
of implicit theories. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1421–1436. doi:10.1037/0022-
3514.74.6.1421

McAdams, D. P. (2011). Narrative identity. In S. J. Schwartz, K. Luyckx, & V. L. Vignoles (Eds.), Handbook 
of identity theory and research (pp. 99–115). New York, NY: Springer.

McClelland, G. H., & Judd, C. M. (1993). Statistical difficulties of detecting interactions and moderator 
effects. Psychological Bulletin, 114, 376. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.114.2.376

McLean, K. C., Pasupathi, M., & Pals, J. L. (2007). Selves creating stories creating selves: A 
process model of self-development. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11, 262–278. 
doi:10.1177/1088868307301034

Norenzayan, A., Choi, I., & Nisbett, R. E. (2002). Cultural similarities and differences in social inference: 
Evidence from behavioral predictions and lay theories of behavior. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 28, 109–120. doi:10.1177/0146167202281010

Oishi, S., & Kisling, J. (2009). The mutual constitution of residential mobility and individualism. In R. 
S. Wyer, C.-y. Chiu, & Y.-y. Hong (Eds.), Understanding culture: Theory, research, and application (pp. 
223–238). New York, NY: Taylor & Francis.

Owe, E., Vignoles, V. L., Becker, M., Brown, R., Smith, P. B., Lee, S. W. S., … Jalal, B. (2013). Contextualism 
as an important facet of individualism-collectivism: Personhood beliefs across 37 national groups. 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 44, 24–45. doi:10.1177/0022022111430255

Rasbash, J., Browne, W. J., Healy, M., Cameron, B., & Charlton, C. (2015). MLwiN (Version 2.35). Bristol: 
Centre for Multilevel Modelling, University of Bristol.

Rosenberg, M. (1986). Conceiving the self (2nd ed.). Malabar, FL: Krieger.
Ross, M. (1989). Relation of implicit theories to the construction of personal histories. Psychological 

Review, 96, 341–357. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.96.2.341
Rutt, J. L., & Löckenhoff, C. E. (2016). From past to future: Temporal self-continuity across the life span. 

Psychology and Aging, 31, 631–639. doi:10.1037/pag0000090
Schacter, D. L., Addis, D. R., Hassabis, D., Martin, V. C., Spreng, R. N., & Szpunar, K. K. (2012). The 

future of memory: Remembering, imagining, and the brain. Neuron, 76, 677–694. doi:10.1016/j.
neuron.2012.11.001

Sedikides, C., Wildschut, T., Routledge, C., & Arndt, J. (2015). Nostalgia counteracts self-discontinuity 
and restores self-continuity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 52–61. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2073

Shrauger, J. S. (1975). Responses to evaluation as a function of initial self-perceptions. Psychological 
Bulletin, 82, 581–596. doi:10.1037/h0076791

Smeekes, A., & Verkuyten, M. (2015). The presence of the past: Identity continuity and group dynamics. 
European Review of Social Psychology, 26, 162–202. doi:10.1080/10463283.2015.1112653

Smith, P. B. (2004). Acquiescent response bias as an aspect of cultural communication style. Journal of 
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35, 50–61. doi:10.1177/0022022103260380

Smith, P. B., Fischer, R., Vignoles, V. L., & Bond, M. H. (2013). Understanding social psychology across 
cultures: Engaging with others in a changing world. London: Sage.

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.237
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283480701787251
https://doi.org/10.2307/2088175
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.76.1.258
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.76.1.258
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1421
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1421
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.114.2.376
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307301034
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202281010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111430255
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.2.341
https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2073
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076791
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2015.1112653
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103260380


18   ﻿ M. BECKER ET AL.

Sokol, Y., & Eisenheim, E. (2016). The relationship between continuous identity disturbances, negative 
mood, and suicidal ideation. The Primary Care Companion For CNS Disorders, 18(1), doi:10.4088/
PCC.15m01824

Sullivan, S. E., & Arthur, M. B. (2006). The evolution of the boundaryless career concept: Examining 
physical and psychological mobility. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 69, 19–29. doi:10.1016/j.
jvb.2005.09.001

Swann, W. B. J., & Bosson, J. K. (2008). Identity negotiation: A theory of self and social interaction. In  
O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality psychology: Theory and research 
(3rd ed., pp. 448–471). New York, NY: Guildford.

Taylor, C. (1989). Sources of the self: The making of the modern identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Troll, L. E., & Skaff, M. M. (1997). Perceived continuity of self in very old age. Psychology and Aging, 12, 

162–169. doi:10.1037/0882-7974.12.1.162
Vignoles, V. L. (2011). Identity motives. In S. J. Schwartz, K. Luyckx, & V. L. Vignoles (Eds.), Handbook of 

identity theory and research (pp. 403–432). New York, NY: Springer.
Vignoles, V. L. (in press). Identity: Personal AND social. In K. Deaux & M. Snyder (Eds.), Oxford handbook 

of personality and social psychology (2nd ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Vignoles, V. L., & Brown, R. (2011). Motivated identity construction in cultural context. In ESRC End of 

Award Report, RES-062-23-1300. Swindon: ESRC.
Vignoles, V. L., & Brown, R. (2016). Motivated identity construction in cultural context, 2008–2011 (2nd 

ed.). [data collection]. UK Data Service. SN: 6877. doi:10.5255/UKDA-SN-6877-2
Vignoles, V. L., Manzi, C., Regalia, C., Jemmolo, S., & Scabini, E. (2008). Identity motives underlying 

desired and feared possible future selves. Journal of Personality, 76, 1165–1200. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
6494.2008.00518.x

Vignoles, V. L., Owe, E., Becker, M., Smith, P. B., Easterbrook, M. J., Brown, R., … Bond, M. H. (2016). Beyond 
the ‘east–west’ dichotomy: Global variation in cultural models of selfhood. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology: General, 145, 966–1000. doi:10.1037/xge0000175

Vignoles, V. L., Regalia, C., Manzi, C., Golledge, J., & Scabini, E. (2006). Beyond self-esteem: Influence of 
multiple motives on identity construction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 308–333. 
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.90.2.308

Vignoles, V. L., Sani, F., Easterbrook, M. J., & Cvetkovska, S. (2017). The motive for self-continuity: Connecting 
past, present and future identities. University of Sussex. Manuscript in preparation.

Wiggins, D. (2001). Sameness and substance renewed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Yuki, M., & Schug, J. (2012). Relational mobility: A socioecological approach to personal relationships. 

In O. Gillath, G. Adams, & A. Kunkel (Eds.), Relationship science: Integrating evolutionary, neuroscience, 
and sociocultural approaches (pp. 137–151). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1037/13489-007

Zimbardo, P. G., & Boyd, J. N. (1999). Putting time in perspective: A valid, reliable individual-differences 
metric. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 1271–1288.

https://doi.org/10.4088/PCC.15m01824
https://doi.org/10.4088/PCC.15m01824
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.12.1.162
https://doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-6877-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2008.00518.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2008.00518.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000175
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.2.308
https://doi.org/10.1037/13489-007



