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A key assumption in collective memory research is that group members are particularly inclined to preserve
history that reinforces the ingroup’s positive identity. Yet, this assumption lacks solid empirical support, as
research has rarely measured the identity-protective potential of historical events considered important to
remember. Theoretically, this support is essential because group members may engage with history for
reasons other than benefiting their ingroup. We complement existing literature by systematically testing the
identity-protective tenet using a bottom-up approach. After sampling a broad set of historical events, we
assessed the identity-relevant characteristics attributed to the events and examined how these characteristics
relate to group members’ willingness to remember them. Across a preregistered study conducted in seven
different national contexts (N = 2,045 participants; N = 7,665 ratings of 360 unique events), we found that
events viewed as involving the ingroup in an agentic manner were considered important to remember in
most countries. At the same time, we observed notable cross-national variation in the willingness to preserve
events in which the ingroup caused positive consequences, behaved morally, or experienced threats, with a
stronger tendency to remember ingroup-favoring history in less individualistic or less globally connected
countries. We discuss how these findings bridge a crucial empirical gap by demonstrating that identity
protection likely represents only one component of collective remembrance, whose importance appears to

vary considerably across countries.
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Humanity often wonders which history will be remembered in the
future. Harry S. Truman stated that “the Marshall Plan will go down
in history as one of America’s greatest contributions to the peace
of the world” (Truman, 1965, p. 113). In his landmark “I have a
dream” speech, King (1963) said that the March on Washington
“will go down in history as the greatest demonstration for freedom in

the history of our nation” (para. 1). But were they right? The current
research aims to understand which historical events group members
want to remember collectively. Moving beyond existing studies, we
present a bottom-up approach that focuses on the characteristics of
events considered important to preserve across seven countries from
six continents.
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Identity Interests and Collective Remembrance

Members of social groups are not just passive keepers of the past.
Instead, collective remembrance is an active process of “inventing,
reinventing, and reconstructing” the past (Wertsch & Roediger,
2008, p. 320). This process of (re)forming history is often guided
by a specific interest: developing and defending collective identity.
Favorable historical memories provide crucial sources of meaning
and intergenerational achievement (Paez & Liu, 2011). In their
pursuit of a positive self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), group
members may therefore use the past to create flattering images of the
group. Emphasizing this functional role of historical memory, many
researchers have described collective remembrance as a purposeful
process, serving the identity interests of a group (J. Assmann, 2008;
Bar-Tal, 2014; Halbwachs, 1992; Liu & Hilton, 2005; Manier &
Hirst, 2008; Paez et al., 1997).

Evidently, some events are less suitable for fulfilling identity goals
than others. Particularly when the past threatens positive collective
identity, group members may employ strategies to reconstruct their
history in a favorable manner, such as moralizing, rationalizing,
and legitimizing the past (Bilewicz, 2016; Leidner et al., 2010; Wohl
et al., 2006). One of the most widely used strategies, however, is
arguably simple: not dealing with the past. By choosing to emphasize
certain aspects of history but downplaying others, groups can selectively
highlight their accomplishments while silencing “unwanted histories”
(Kazarovytska & Imhoff, 2024; Klar & Bilewicz, 2017). Examples of
omitting confrontation with negative pasts include Japan’s limited
dealing with its war crimes (Liu & Atsumi, 2008), the Netherlands’
sparse engagement with its colonial crimes (Bijl, 2018), and the con-
strained discourse on crimes against Indigenous Americans in the
United States (Davis-Delano et al., 2021).

The Need to Study Identity Interests and
Collective Remembrance

The assumption that group members are unwilling to collectively
remember events that harm their identity interests is one of the most
prominent notions in collective memory research. Baumeister and
Hastings (1997) argued that group members systematically avoid
confronting identity-threatening events to “provide a good foundation
for a positive collective self-image” (p. 280). Similarly, Bar-Tal (2014)
asserted that collective remembrance is “biased, selective, and dis-
torted” (p. 5.4) in ways that meet group-based needs, such as those for
a “positive identity” (p. 5.14). Also, Klar and Bilewicz (2017) pro-
posed that to defend their identity, group members can become
motivated “lay censors” (p. 342), silencing noncompliant historical
accounts. However, although it is widely assumed that group members
selectively preserve history that serves their positive identity, this
assumption has rarely been put to empirical test. Despite its theoretical
appeal, we argue that it is necessary to examine this idea across
different contexts.

First, existing research calls into question the pursuit of solely
positive ingroup memory, revealing that group members often
remember highly negative events, particularly collective traumas.
Such experiences of victimization pose massive threats to the group’s
identity, existence, and power (Vollhardt, 2012). Nevertheless, mem-
ories of victimization experiences can be adaptive. They help identify
danger, promote meaning-making, and provide sources of morality and
self-verification—alongside the enormous threats these memories carry

(Hirschberger, 2018; Liu et al., 1999). Similarly, negative experiences of
defeat can become a meaningful part of national memories, reaffirming
claims of justice and upholding a sense of nationhood even beyond
territorial borders (see, e.g., young Argentines memory of the
Malvinas War; Muller et al., 2024). These perspectives suggest that
collective remembrance can be guided by motives other than the
construction of a positive group identity.

Second, several perspectives, albeit less dominant in the litera-
ture, challenge an identity-based view on collective remembrance
in principle. Licata and Mercy (2015) emphasized that collective
memories fulfill not only identity needs but also the epistemic need
for understanding the past. Similarly, Liu (2022) reasoned that col-
lective remembrance functions as an anchoring mechanism, making
the world comprehensible. Pennebaker and Banasik (1997) further
contend that collective memories help explain social changes relevant
to the present. However, understanding the world today (e.g., terri-
torial borders, political systems) requires confronting both past glories
and negative experiences. Although an identity-oriented view would
predict the silencing of such unpleasant aspects of history, the desire
to thoroughly understand the past suggests an alternative pattern: a
willingness to address history, even at the expense of positive group
identity.

Finally, the role of ingroup positivity in collective remembrance
has seldom been systematically studied across multiple countries.
Yet, Hirst et al. (2018) argue that both history and the way groups
remember it are deeply socially embedded, with communities em-
ploying specific schemas to interpret their past. For instance, Russia’s
self-creation as a defender against vicious forces shapes the country’s
remembrance of the Napoleonic Wars, World War I, and World War
II, and will likely also guide what history group members consider
important to preserve (Hirst et al., 2018). Such master narratives
governing remembrance (Hammack, 2011) differ from country to
country. Therefore, if we want to understand principles of identity
management in remembrance, we must test them across different
countries.

A Bottom-Up Approach

We propose a bottom-up approach that has not yet been used in
collective memory research for studying the role of identity-pro-
tective interests in collective remembrance. The identity-motivated
view allows us to make precise predictions about what history group
members may want to preserve in order to maintain a favorable
self-perception. However, rather than predicting the events group
members seek to remember, we use identity-protective theorizing to
predict the characteristics of events that make them seem worth
preserving. Thus, we explicate the fundamental functionalist per-
spective (Halbwachs, 1925/1992) that collective remembrance is less
concerned with historical incidents themselves and more concerned
with their function.

The first event characteristic that we can expect to be linked to the
willingness to collectively remember the past is ingroup involve-
ment (see also Liu et al., 2005). Only if the group has a connection to
the past—be it as agent or recipient—can it inform the group’s present-
day self-perceptions. The second basic prediction is that group members
prefer to remember ingroup history with positive valence. The identity-
motivated account posits that history serves a group’s positive self-
perception. As such, group members should be inclined to remember
positive (rather than negative) history, especially when the ingroup was
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involved—a self-serving preference, prevalent also in autobiographical
memory (Schacter et al., 2024).

The specific form of this positive involvement entails further
characteristics. A key aspect of collective self-definitions is morality.
Even more than competence or sociability, morality drives favorable
ingroup perceptions, leading to the hypothesis of a “primacy of
morality” in social evaluations (Brambilla et al., 2021; Leach et al.,
2007). Consequently, we predicted that group members are partic-
ularly motivated to preserve history that depicts them in a moral light.

Crucially, a positive collective identity involves not only being
part of amoral group but also a distinctive group that makes a specific
contribution to the world (Brewer, 1991; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008).
Hence, group members are likely motivated to remember history
that emphasizes their agency in the course of events. Indeed, group
members tend to overestimate their ingroups’ contribution to broader
national or world history (Putnam et al., 2018; Roediger et al., 2019;
Zaromb et al., 2018). Arguably, such overestimations may reflect not
only cognitive biases but also a desire to see the group have an impact
and fulfill a historical mission (Klar & Bilewicz, 2017). However,
this desire may be tempered when agency is associated with immoral
actions, calling the group’s positive meaning into question. Last,
more recent history involving the ingroup may be prioritized, as it is
more directly linked to present-day identity aspects (Liu et al., 2009).

In summary, we hypothesized that group members prefer to col-
lectively remember history that involves their ingroup, particularly
when it is characterized by high positivity and low negativity (i.e.,
interaction of involvement and valence). Additionally, we expected
that ingroup morality, ingroup agency, and the display of agency in
morally praiseworthy actions (i.e., interaction of morality and agency)
would be related to higher willingness to remember. Finally, people
may be more inclined to remember the recent past in which their
ingroup was involved (i.e., interaction of involvement and recency).
These features can highlight the ingroup’s positive historical signif-
icance. Accordingly, it may be these characteristics that are crucial for
participants’ willingness to remember.

By shifting attention to the perceived characteristics of events, we
adopt a novel approach to studying willingness to remember. Previous
research has typically measured group members’ willingness to engage
with selected events, usually involving intergroup violence (e.g.,
Allpress et al., 2014; Hanke et al., 2013; Kazarovytska & Imhoff, 2024;
Sahdra & Ross, 2007), thus constraining our ability to draw broader
conclusions about other events. Other research in specific national
contexts (e.g., the United States; Schuman & Scott, 1989; Yamashiro &
Roediger, 2019), historical contexts (e.g., World War II; Roediger et al.,
2019), or across national and historical contexts (Brasil & Cabecinhas,
2017; Liu et al., 2005; Pennebaker et al., 2006) has examined which
events group members consider relevant in human history. However,
despite covering a wide range of events, these studies allow for only
limited empirical conclusions about the shared characteristics of the
event group members want to collectively remember.

The question of what group members want to remember cannot be
readily answered by what is considered relevant in human history.
This is because the latter pertains to knowledge, whereas the former
pertains to preference, which can diverge. For example, despite broad
consensus on the historical significance of the Nazi past (Papendick
et al., 2020), large parts of German society are reluctant to engage
with this past (Hagemann & Nathanson, 2015). Similarly, identifying
the characteristics of historical events that group members seek to

preserve involves more than merely listing those events, because such
listings do not provide an empirical basis for understanding the
meaning that group members attribute to the events. Although we can
theorize about the meaning of the events, without measuring it among
group members, the question of what characterizes the events that
group members prefer to preserve remains empirically unresolved.

Measuring the characteristics attributed to events seems partic-
ularly critical, as group members may assign vastly different meanings
to the same event. For instance, some White Americans may view
slavery as a wrongful ingroup past, but others may not (Domby, 2020),
whereas Black Americans may see it as a painful legacy of victimization.
These different views can result in markedly diverging willingness to
remember the same event. Conversely, similar characteristics—such as
agency—may be attributed to different events, like promoting minority
rights or fighting an oppressive regime, resulting in a converging
willingness to remember distinct events. At the event level, these patterns
may appear as disputes over which history to remember (Roediger,
2021). Potentially, however, they may not reflect controversy over the
type of history to preserve but rather differing views on which history
constitutes that type. Thus, if we want to uncover general identity-
motivated patterns, we need to make events comparable in their essential
meaning across and within different groups. By focusing on their
attributed characteristics, we seek to address this issue.

Present Research

We systematically tested the prominent assumption that the will-
ingness to collectively remember historical events is related to the
capacity of these events to highlight a positive group identity. Thus,
following Gergen’s (1978) call for theory development, we examined
the empirical substance of a theoretical idea that is “taken for granted”
(p. 1346). As such, our findings can be generative for collective
memory research in two ways: If we consistently observe a pattern
congruent with identity-motivated reasoning, our results provide
empirical support for a well-known, yet rarely tested, theoretical tenet.
If, however, our results show limited or cross-contextually inconsistent
support for identity protection, they critically challenge existing
theorizing and advocate for a more nuanced understanding of col-
lective remembrance as an identity-motivated project.

Following identity-motivated theorizing, we derived a set of
hypotheses concerning various identity-relevant characteristics
(Table 1). We tested these hypotheses across seven national samples,
several of which are underrepresented in collective memory research.
We used a two-step procedure. In a prestudy, we asked participants
from each country (total N = 1,050) to name events they consider
important for their national and world history. Striving for a repre-
sentative stimulus sample (Brunswik, 1955), in a second step, we
presented the 80 most frequently mentioned events (total N = 360
unique events across countries) to another sample from each country
(total N =2,045). Using a stimuli-within-block design (Westfall et al.,
2014), participants then rated a subsample of these events according
to the characteristics described above (total N = 7,665 ratings). These
ratings were entered as predictors of the willingness to remember in
the main study. Since we observed notable cross-contextual variation,
we complemented our preregistered analyses by exploring interac-
tions with country-level variables and top-down influences that might
help situate the observed variation.
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Table 1
Summary of Hypotheses
Hypothesis Prediction

H1 Perceived ingroup involvement is positively related to the
willingness to collectively remember.

H2 Perceived positivity is positively related to the willingness
to collectively remember, especially when the ingroup
was involved (i.e., interaction of positivity and
involvement).

H3 Perceived negativity is negatively related to the willingness
to collectively remember, especially when the ingroup
was involved (i.e., interaction of negativity and
involvement).

H4 Perceived ingroup morality is positively related to the
willingness to collectively remember.

H5 Perceived ingroup agency is positively related to the
willingness to collectively remember.

H6 The relationship between ingroup agency and the
willingness to collectively remember is tempered by low
ingroup morality (i.e., interaction of agency and
morality).

H7 Recency is positively related to the willingness to

collectively remember, especially when the ingroup was
involved (i.e., interaction of recency and involvement).

Note. Some of these hypotheses deviate in their formulation from the
hypotheses that we initially preregistered. First, H2, H3, and H7 were
originally formulated as main effect hypotheses without explicitly
considering the interaction with ingroup involvement. However, we
recognized that including ingroup involvement provides a more critical
test of identity-motivated reasoning than only examining the associations
of valence and recency with the willingness to collectively remember.
Notably, the current, reformulated hypotheses were not consistently
empirically supported. Second, regarding H3, we initially preregistered
that negativity would positively correlate with the willingness to
collectively remember (i.e., the opposite of the current hypothesis). The
reasoning behind this hypothesis was that negative events can help groups
determine their position in the world (Liu et al., 1999). Yet, in writing this
article, we realized that this rationale does not logically align with our
identity-protective (i.e., identity-positive) theorizing, but rather with
research on collective trauma, suggesting precisely an interest in
remembering ingroup threat as an element of collective self-definition
(e.g., Hirschberger, 2018). Since our conclusions do not critically rely on
the significance of single hypotheses, but rather on a broader pattern of
results, we decided to revise this hypothesis to be more consistent with our
main theoretical reasoning. However, we return to the point of self-
verification and collective trauma in our general discussion. A detailed
summary of these deviations from the preregistrations is also provided in
additional online material A (https://osf.io/3w6ap/).

Present Research Contexts

We recruited participants from seven countries across six con-
tinents. We began our research in the United States, a country marked
by colonial settlement, intergroup transgression like the genocide of
Indigenous Americans or the transatlantic slave trade, and major
conflicts such as the Civil Rights Movement and the Vietnam War.
As Yamashiro and Roediger (2019) note, U.S. collective memory is
influenced by the narrative of exceptionalism—a belief in the unique
mission to promote liberty and democracy. At the same time, the
United States faces declining support for democracy (Claassen &
Magalhaes, 2023) and growing political polarization, which is also
evident in intensive debates over memory, critical race theory, and
historical injustice (Benjamin et al., 2020). The tensions between
identity-affirming narratives and contested historical representations

make the United States an intriguing context for examining identity-
protective remembrance desires.

Australia and Germany are known for a more self-critical approach to
history. Key events in Australia’s history include British colonization
and the establishment of the Commonwealth. The colonization had
detrimental consequences for Indigenous populations, including mass
violence and the forced removal of children, known as the Stolen
Generations. Recent political efforts now strive for land restitution and
apologies, emphasizing multiculturalism as a central aspect of the
country’s identity (but see Barta, 2008, on the silencing of the geno-
cide). Germany’s recent past is shaped by World War II, the Holocaust,
and reunification. After prolonged silence, the Nazi crimes today take
center stage in German memory politics (A. Assmann, 2003), with
public repentance forming a main aspect of national identity (but see
Jikeli, 2020, on the lack of in-depth engagement with the past). This
strong emphasis on historical responsibility, though largely focused
on the Holocaust in Germany (Rothberg, 2022), raises the question of
whether countries such as Australia and Germany may show a more
self-critical collective remembrance pattern.

While the United States, Australia, and Germany are large powers
with salient transgression histories, Iceland is a small state largely
underrepresented in collective memory research. Historical milestones
include the development of a fishing-based economy, the 2008 financial
crisis, and natural disasters like volcanic eruptions. Politically, Iceland
experienced long periods of foreign rule, culminating in its indepen-
dence in 1944. Independence brought not only self-governance but also
modemization (Hermannsson, 2005), contributing to Iceland’s status as
an economically successful country. Notably, the independence struggle
is nationally represented as everlasting, with the striving for sovereignty
deeply embedded in the national self-image (Bergmann, 2014). This
makes Iceland a compelling context for studying identity-relevant
collective memory desires (Halfdanarson, 2000).

All countries included thus far belong to the global West. Expanding
this focus, we examined collective remembrance desires in a non-
Western country known for its diversity: India. The Indian context
is marked by a history of wars, oppressive institutions such as the
caste system, colonization, and postindependence modernization.
Since independence, India has undergone economic liberalization and
political changes, shaping a national identity that increasingly focuses
on becoming a powerful global voice (Singh, 2014). However, as a
country of vast cultural and religious diversity, national self-under-
standing is debated through various interpretations of the past, such
as the “unity in diversity,” emphasizing India’s history of pluralism,
or “majoritarianism along religious lines,” highlighting community
conflicts (Balagopalan, 2009; Gottlob, 2007; Ray & Singh, 2015).
These divergent historical reconstructions raise the question of what
remembrance patterns prevail in this context.

Each country included has undergone major sociopolitical change.
Chile’s recent transition from democracy to dictatorship and back
represents a particularly profound sociopolitical transformation. Key
events in Chile’s history include Spanish colonization, independence
struggles, and the 1973 coup that led to a military dictatorship marked
by widespread human rights abuses. After the return to democracy,
Chile achieved substantial economic growth and sociopolitical
progress. However, debates over social justice and historical re-
presentations keep shaping political discourse and national identity
(Garret6n, 2019). Although official narratives emphasize economic
success and democratic stability, they are deeply contested by alter-
native accounts centered on historical trauma, memory of dictatorship,
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Indigenous rights, and persistent social inequality (Badilla & Aguilera,
2021). This ongoing negotiation of the country’s history and identity
makes Chile a striking context for studying collective remembrance
desires.

Finally, we examined willingness to remember in Kenya—a
country that has been described as standing “at a crossroads in the
reconstruction of its historical memory” (Coombes et al., 2014,
p- 1). Kenya’s recent history is marked by independence in 1963,
the development of multiparty democracy, and regional conflicts.
Although Kenya is considered a stable country in the region, it
continues to face ethnic tensions, transnational terrorism, and youth
unemployment. These issues have led to massive protests in 2024
(Kamau, 2021; Kiprono, 2024). Given these challenges, political
narratives often cast a vision of an optimistic future, pleading with
people not to look at the past (Shanguhyia, 2022; Wandibba, 2023).
The crossroads of collective remembrance thus involve navigating
between calls to forget colonial or ethnic conflicts and efforts to build
inclusive collective narratives that acknowledge the past (Nyamweno,
2024). In light of this ongoing juncture, testing whether the idea that
collective remembrance protects group identity applies in Kenya offers
a critical test of this theory.

Transparency and Openness

We report all studies run within this project and how we deter-
mined our sample size, all data exclusions (if any), all manipulations,
and all measures in the studies, and we follow Journal Article
Reporting Standards (Appelbaum et al., 2018). Data, analysis codes,
research materials, and additional online material are available on
our Open Science Framework (OSF) project page accessible at
https://osf.io/3wb6ap/ (Kazarovytska et al., 2025). Preregistrations
are available for all national contexts: United States (https://osf.io/
nfp86/), Australia (https://osf.io/ru3h2/), Germany (https://osf.io/
a5cj2/), Iceland (https://osf.io/rt5b3/), India (https://osf.io/n2wgk/),
Chile (https://osf.io/ub329/), and Kenya (https://osf.io/x5tjp/). We used
ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2025) to assist with text revision and language
editing. All contents were reviewed and verified by the authors.
The project received approval from the Ethics Committee of the
Psychological Institute at Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz.

Method
Prestudy: Stimulus Generation

In all countries, we first generated a large sample of historical
events. The methodological setup was identical in all seven national
contexts. We recruited N = 150 participants from each country (total
N = 1,050 across countries; see Table 2 for details on sample
characteristics) and asked them to name up to 10 events from their
country’s history and up to 10 events from world history they
consider important, with a minimum requirement of five events per
category. Consistent with Liu et al. (2005, 2009), we chose a time
frame of 1,000 years to prevent an overrepresentation of religious
figures.' The questions read as follows:

Please imagine you were going to give a lecture on the history of
[country]. Which 5-10 most important events in [country’s] history
would you choose for it? Please limit yourself to events that do not go
back more than 1000 years.

Now imagine that you were going to give a lecture on world history.
Which 5-10 most important events in world history would you choose
for it? Please, again, limit yourself to events that do not go back more
than 1000 years.

Striving for a broad, representative stimulus sample (Brunswik, 1955),
we then selected the 40 most frequently named national events and the
40 most frequently named world events in each country, eliminating
any duplicates. The first 10 events in each category are listed in Table 3.
A full overview of all events (total N = 360 unique historical
events across different countries) is provided on our OSF project page.
The final set of 80 events per country (i.e., 40 events from national
history and 40 events from world history) was then used as the stimulus
material in the main study.

Main Study
Participants

Following the stimulus generation, we asked new samples of
participants from each country to rate a selection of the events gen-
erated in the prestudy on the specified characteristics (see Table 1). As
preregistered, in all countries, we excluded participants who indicated
that they clicked at random or who failed one or more of the attention
checks (e.g., “please tick five”). Further, as preregistered, we kept
ratings only from participants who had at least a basic knowledge
of the event in question in order to avoid random noise. Specifically,
if participants indicated that they had never heard of an event (i.e.,
participants did not know about a historical event presented to them) or
had heard of an event but were unsure about what happened during
the event, we excluded their responses for that event from the analysis.
For an overview of the sample characteristics in the main study,
see Table 2.

Considerations on Statistical Power

In the main study, participants from each country rated five
randomly sampled events from the full set of 80 events per country.
Thus, we employed a stimuli-within-block design (Westfall et al.,
2014) wherein each participant is randomly assigned to a subsample
of the full stimulus sample. This approach allowed us to maintain
reasonable completion times while still including a large set of
individual stimuli. The latter is essential to avoid biased estimates
(Fiedler, 2011) and enable generalization of results (Brunswik,
1955). The statistical power in a stimuli-within-block design, which
is an extension of the stimuli-within-conditions design, depends on
both the number of participants and stimuli. Specifically, based on
simulations for the stimuli-within-conditions design by Westfall et al.
(2014), our sample (about 300 participants) and stimuli number
(80 stimuli) provided about 80% power to detect small to medium
effect sizes of Cohen’s d = 0.30-0.40, roughly corresponding to
standardized regression coefficients of about 0.15-0.20 in models
with one predictor (Ruscio, 2008). However, since simulations
necessarily require making assumptions about variance compo-
nents, which can be complicated for mixed models (as used in this

" The only exception to this procedure occurred in Iceland, where we
extended the historical period of relevance from 1,000 to 1,200 years. This
extension was made to include some particularly important national events in
Iceland, such as the founding of Alpingi, one of the world’s oldest surviving
parliaments, in 930.


https://osf.io/3w6ap/
https://osf.io/3w6ap/
https://osf.io/nfp86/
https://osf.io/nfp86/
https://osf.io/ru3h2/
https://osf.io/a5cj2/
https://osf.io/a5cj2/
https://osf.io/rt5b3/
https://osf.io/n2wgk/
https://osf.io/ub329/
https://osf.io/x5tjp/
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8 KAZAROVYTSKA ET AL.

research, where stimuli were treated as a random factor; Judd et al.,
2012) due to multiple sources of variance (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998),
our power considerations can only be considered approximate.

Confirmatory Measures

Our main goal was to examine whether identity-favoring char-
acteristics of historical events relate to the willingness to collectively
remember these events. To this end, participants rated each randomly
selected event according to the characteristics rooted in identity-
protective reasoning. We presented the events to each participant in
randomized order. The study materials were translated and back-
translated from English into German, Icelandic, and Spanish for the
research conducted in Germany, Iceland, and Chile, with the final
versions available on our OSF project page.

Ingroup Involvement. To evaluate the involvement of the
ingroup, participants responded to the item: “In [event], the [members
of national ingroup] were, from my perspective ...,” with the response
options 1 (predominantly originators of the events), 2 (predominantly
recipients of the events, while the causes lay predominantly with
other actors), and 3 (predominantly uninvolved: neither causing nor
affected). However, many events involve not only different national
groups but also distinct social groups within the same nation. For
example, the 2020 U.S. Presidential Election involved different social
groups in the United States, such as Republicans and Democrats.
Therefore, for each event, participants also indicated whether the event
primarily involved different social groups within their country (yes/no).
If so, we asked them to indicate the role that the group they most
identify with, rather than the national ingroup as a whole, played in
the event.

Positivity and Negativity. We measured the perceived positive
valence of the historical event in question using two items. The first
item evaluated the event itself: “How positive was what happened
during [event] from your point of view?” The second item assessed
the event’s consequences: ‘““The consequences of [event] were mostly ...”
Responses ranged from 1 (not positive at all) to 7 (very positive). As
preregistered, we analyzed these items separately to capture nuanced
differences between the event’s genuine valence and its consequences.
The rationale for this nuanced measure was that some events can be seen
as negative in themselves, while their consequences can be seen as
positive. For example, a war of liberation may be regarded as a negative
event (i.e., war), while its consequences (i.e., liberation) are considered
positive. Negative valence was measured in a similar way, with “neg-
ative” substituted for “positive.” Again, both items were treated as distinct
measures.

Ingroup Morality. Perceived ingroup morality in the event was
assessed with the item: “In [event], [national ingroup members] (or
the group I most identify with) behaved, from my perspective ...”
Scale anchors ranged from 1 (very immorally) to 7 (very morally).
Participants were reminded that for predominantly domestic events
involving various social groups within their country, they should
specify the role of the group with which they most identify. They also
had the option to indicate that their national ingroup or the group they
most identify with was not involved in the event at all.

Ingroup Agency. Perceived agency of the ingroup was mea-
sured using two items. The first item captured the ingroup’s power in
the event: “In [event], from my point of view, the [members of
national ingroup] (or the group I most identify with) had ...,” with
scale anchors ranging from 1 (no power at all) to 7 (very much

power). The second item measured the ingroup’s responsibility: “In
your opinion, how great was the responsibility of the [members of
national ingroup] (or the group I most identify with) for the course of
[event]?” with scale anchors ranging from 1 (not responsible at all) to
7 (completely responsible). Again, participants were instructed to
focus on the group they most identify with and could indicate if their
ingroup was involved. As preregistered, the two agency items were
analyzed separately to provide nuanced insights into their association
with the willingness to remember them.

Recency. Two independent coders, blind to the hypotheses,
determined the recency of the historical events by specifying their
end year whenever a clear end date could be assigned (an overview
of all recency codings is available on our OSF project page).?

Willingness to Collectively Remember (Outcome). Our main
variable of interest was participants’ willingness to preserve a given
event in collective memory. We measured this construct using seven
items adapted from Kazarovytska and Imhoff’s (2024) historical
closure scale. The scale captures the extent to which participants
view engaging in remembrance as socially important and want to
maintain an event’s presence in collective consciousness. Items include,
for example, “We as a society should not have to deal so much with
[event] these days,” and “Society remembers [event] more than I think it
should” (both reverse-coded, such that agreement indicates lower
willingness to remember). As shown in Kazarovytska and Imhoff’s
validation studies, this measure correlates negatively with reparation
intentions (r = —.41 to —.76) and willingness to visit a museum related
to the respective event (r = —.41 to —.69) and even predicts participants’
readiness to incur personal costs to avoid confrontation with the event.
To further map the aspect of cultural representation and transmission,
we added two items that address the intention of passing down
memories to future generations: “It is important for our society to deal
with [event] in the school curriculum” and “It is important for our
society to carry the memory of [event] in films and documentaries.”
Participants rated all items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We combined the responses
into a composite score of willingness to remember. Table 2 displays the
reliabilities for each country.

Exploratory Measures

In addition to the main characteristics outlined, several other event
features may shed light on identity-protective interests in collective
remembrance. Specifically, we included symbolic and realistic threats
as well as subjective temporal recency as supplemental characteristics
for exploratory purposes.

Symbolic and Realistic Ingroup Threat. According to the
identity-protective perspective, group members may be reluctant to
remember history that impairs their positive identity. To substantiate
this assumption, we assessed whether the event is perceived as
posing a threat to the ingroup’s values or identity (symbolic ingroup
threat) or to the ingroup’s power and well-being (realistic ingroup
threat; Stephan et al., 1998). Symbolic ingroup threat was measured

2 We preregistered a method of determining the recency of an event, which
was to subtract the event’s end year from the year of data collection.
However, this procedure would result in a temporal distance measure, with
higher values indicating more distant events. For the sake of simplicity, we
decided to use the actual year the event ended as a measure of recency, with
higher values indicating greater temporal proximity (see additional online
material A at https://osf.io/3w6ap/).


https://osf.io/3w6ap/
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with two items, including “The [event] poses a threat to the norms
and values of [members of national ingroup] or the group I most
identify with.” Realistic ingroup threat was measured with two
further items, for example, “The [event] poses a threat to the political
and economic power of [members of national ingroup] or the group I
most identify with.” Scale anchors ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to
7 (strongly disagree).

Subjective Recency. Events perceived as more recent may be
considered more relevant for understanding current ingroup identity
and thus more important to preserve. However, subjective per-
ceptions of recency can differ from objective measures (Wilson &
Ross, 2003). Peetz et al. (2010) showed that perceived temporal
distance can serve as an identity-protective mechanism, where
threatening events are seen as more distant and favorable events are
perceived as more recent. To gain a more nuanced understanding
of recency effects, we explored whether willingness to collectively
remember correlates with subjective recency. We assessed sub-
jective recency with one item adapted from Peetz et al.: “Time can
be experienced in different ways. Sometimes a point in the past can
feel very far away, and other times an identical point in the past can
be experienced as almost like yesterday. Please indicate on the slider
attached below how far back in time you perceive [event] to be,”
anchored from 1 (feels very recent) to 100 (feels very distant;
reverse-coded).

For exploratory purposes, we further included several additional
measures. We asked participants to rate the importance of each event
for world history using one item: “In your opinion, how important is
[event] for the course of world history?” ranging from 1 (not important at
all) to 7 (very important). To assess personal significance of remem-
brance, participants responded to two items: “For me personally, it is
important to keep the memory of [event] alive” and “Preserving the
memory of [event] is very meaningful to me,” anchored from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We measured national identification
using three items from the centrality scale by Leach et al. (2008) and
included four items from the collective narcissism scale by Golec de
Zavala et al. (2009). We further captured perceived collective continuity
using three items by Sani et al. (2007) and perpetual ingroup victimhood
orientation using three items by Schori-Eyal et al. (2017). All these scales
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Finally, par-
ticipants rated the perceived presence of each event in politics and media

with one item each: “In your opinion, how much attention does [event]
receive in [politics/media] in [country]?” anchored from 1 (no attention
at all) to 7 (very much attention).

Results

We analyzed our data by means of linear mixed models (LMMs)
using the R packages lme4 (Bates et al., 2015) and ImerTest (Kuznetsova
et al., 2017). We conducted separate models for each (sub)hypothesis,
entering the event characteristics as predictor variables and willingness to
collectively remember as the outcome variable. All models treated the
events (i.e., stimuli) as a random factor (Judd et al., 2012), specifying
random intercepts and random slopes for events. We centered contin-
uous characteristics around their grand means prior to analysis, and
we dummy-coded ingroup role, treating “uninvolved” as the reference
category. For reasons of parsimony, in models that include interaction
terms, we present only the results that are critical for testing our
hypotheses. Full models for each country, including also the main effects
in interaction analyses, are available in additional online material B
through additional online material H (https://osf.io/3w6ap/). To ease
decomposition of explained variance, we report R* marginal (m) as a
measure of variance explained by fixed effects (i.e., variance explained
by characteristics) and R? conditional (c) as a measure of variance
explained by the full model, including fixed effects and random effects
(i.e., variance explained by events; Nakagawa et al., 2017).

Given that results on ingroup morality and ingroup agency are not
informative if participants do not consider their ingroup involved,
we kept only those ratings where the ingroup was considered involved.
Similarly, because recency effects can only be meaningfully examined
for events with a clearly defined end date, the corresponding analyses
were based on ratings of events that met this criterion. The respective
N’s of event ratings per country for each of these subsets are presented
in Table 2.

Correlations

Descriptive statistics for each event are reported in additional
online material B through additional online material H (https://osf
.10/3wbap/). We also inspected the multilevel intercorrelations of
the characteristics across countries (Table 4). Event positivity was

Table 4
Multilevel Correlations Across Countries
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Positivity event —
2. Positivity consequences J6FEE —
3. Negativity event —6TFFE _ 60*H* —
4. Negativity consequences — SR g 657 —
5. Ingroup morality 35HEE 34EEE L _pgiEE gk —
6. Ingroup agency: Power 2175 JOFRE o gk .04* —
7. Ingroup agency: Responsibility 20 20FFE 3R gtk .04 58HHE
8. Recency —10%%F  — pg*** 1ERE A0 02 -.01 —.01 —
9. Symbolic ingroup threat —20%FE g3k 2478 23FEE 01 04 06*** —
10. Realistic ingroup threat — 1 TEEE 20HHE 20FFE - 09FFE 01 03 .06™F*  geTHE —
11. Subjective recency -.03 -.03 .02 .01 -01 .02 03 07FF*  ogFFE  ogFH*E

Note. To integrate all continuous variables, we calculated correlations based on ratings involving the ingroup with a specific end date. The correlations for
each country, revealing country-specific nuances, are provided in additional online material B through additional online material D (https://osf.io/3w6ap/).
3k sk

p < .05. p < .001.


https://osf.io/3w6ap/
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positively correlated with ingroup morality and agency but nega-
tively related to ingroup threat. Event negativity showed the reverse
pattern. Recency was negatively associated with positive valence
and positively correlated with negative valence, suggesting that
more recent events were generally perceived as less favorable.
Subjective recency, in turn, was not correlated with any of the other
characteristics, except for recency as well as symbolic and realistic
ingroup threat. This finding deviates from the assumption that threat-
ening events are shifted away in time (Peetz et al., 2010). However, it
aligns with research showing that the present is often perceived as more
negative or threatening than the past (Mastroianni & Gilbert, 2023;
Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019). For the interpretation of our analyses,
the latter results imply that a preference for remembering subjectively
more recent history may not be considered as echoing identity-pro-
tective reasoning.

Confirmatory Analyses

The intraclass correlation coefficients ranged from .11 to .26
across countries and models, suggesting that the inclusion of ran-
dom effects was appropriate.

HI: Ingroup Involvement

We predicted that perceived ingroup involvement would be posi-
tively related to willingness to remember. Supporting this hypothesis,

Figure 1
H1 Findings Across Countries

participants across all countries endorsed remembering events in
which their ingroup was involved, whether as cause or recipient. Iceland
was the only country where participants only preferred remembering
events in which their ingroup was the recipient and the causes lay
predominantly with other actors. Conversely, participants in Germany
and Kenya showed interest only in events where their ingroup was
the cause but not a recipient (Figure 1). Overall, these findings still
indicate a broadly consistent pattern of participants’ willingness to
engage with ingroup-related history, though preferred roles varied by
country.

H2-H3: Interactions Between Event Valence and
Ingroup Involvement

We expected identity interests to manifest in a tendency to
remember positive ingroup history and avoid negative events caused
or experienced by the ingroup. Deviating from this prediction,
participants in the United States, Iceland, India, and Chile endorsed
preserving positive events or events with positive consequences,
regardless of the ingroup’s role. This suggests a general preference
for positive history, beyond identity concerns. In contrast, German
participants were generally more willing to remember negative
events and those with negative consequences (Figure 2).

Still, underscoring the identity-motivated account, these general
preferences were qualified by ingroup involvement in several countries.
Supporting H2a and H3a, German participants were less inclined to

H1 - Ingroup Involvement: Cause and Recipient

Country ] Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance
u.s. —_— 0.38[0.19, 0.57]**, R, =.02, R* = .21
Australia — 0.34[0.16, 0.51**, Rz =.02, R*,=.25
Germany o 0.33[0.15, 0.51]*, Rz =.02, R?,=.22
Icelanda n—*—-—« 0.23[-0.05,0.50],  R?, =.03, R*, = .24
India? — 0.19[0.00, 0.37]*,  R2,,=.01, R?, = .11
Chile2 — 0.33[0.19, 0.48]*, Rz_=.02, R?,=.15
Kenya? — 0.28[0.11, 0.46]*, R?, =.01, R?%;=.18
:
u.s. i —E— 0.25[0.06,045],  R2, =.02, Rz, = .21
Australia i —_— 0.20[0.05,0.36]",  Re, =.02, R%, = .25
Germany — 0.11[-0.07,0.28], R?,=.02, R?,=.22
Icelanda —— 0.43[0.20, 0.66]**, R, =.03, R*, = .24
Indiaa —— 0.19[0.02,0.36]*,  R2,,=.01, R?, = .11
T - 0.23[0.11,0.35]*, Re, =.02, Re, = .15
Kenya? ﬁ—.—| 0.13[-0.02,0.28], R?,=.01,R?,=.18
1.0 0.5 ofo 05 1.0 Cause [ Recipient

Note. We report standardized estimates and their 95% Cls from linear mixed models. CI = confidence interval. See the online

article for the color version of this figure.

4 These models failed to converge. Therefore, as preregistered, we report the results of the models including only random

intercepts for events.
*p<.05. ®p<.0l. F*p<.001.



CHARACTERISTICS OF HISTORY 11

Figure 2
H2-H3 Findings Across Countries

H2a - Positivity Event, Positivity Event*Cause, Positivity Event*Recipient H2b - Positivity Consequences, Positivity Consequences*Cause,
Positivity Consequences*Recipient

Country ' Estimate [95% Cl], Explained variance
! Country ' Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance
us. — 0.24[0.05,0.42]", Re, =.08, R, =.38 }
' usa s 0.25[0.12, 0.37]™, R? = .06, R2, = .21
Australia® ——— 0.05[-0.06,0.16],  Re,=.02, R*.=.24 .
i Australia® —— 002[:0.09,013],  Re, = .02, R?,= 24
Germany —_— -0.09[-0.28,0.09), R, =.03, R%=.38 !
' Germany — 0.10[0.27,0.06], R, =.02, R% = .33
Iceland? — 0.22[0.03,0.42]", R, =.08, R%=.28 '
' Iceland _—— 0.18[-0.07,0.44],  R?, = .13, R% = 40
India® —— 0.19[0.05,0.33], R, =.04, R?. = .13 }
' India ——— 0.21[0.04,0.38]",  Re, =.06, R?,= .23
Chile Lo 0.26[0.16,0.35]", Re, =.10, R% =.28 1
' I m= 5 e Chile2 Lo 0.23[0.12,0.33], R, =.08, R%, = .20
Kenya ——t 0.13 [-0.02, 0.28] 2= = ‘
Y | b ' I R =08 R = 29 Kenya —t—t 0.03[-0.10,0.15], Rz, =.09, R%, = .27
4 [
1 1
us. . g - 2 = |
il 0.09:0.09,0.28],  Rey, =.08, R’ = .38 us=a — 0.03-0.18,012], Re, =.06, Rt = 21
N . 0,05 [- 2 = =
Australia —=— 0.05[-0.20,010],  Reyy =.02, e = .24 Australia® — 0.07[0.22,008], Re,=.02, R, = 24
i
Germany e — 0.16[-0.02,0.33], R, =.03, R%=.38 Germany ' = 014002030,  Re, =.02, R =33
. lesland? I — 0.25[-0.01,051, ey =.08, R = .28 Iceland H— 049[0.18,0.801", e, = .13, R%, = 40
= " ' i
o India? i 0.10[-0.09,0.29],  Rey=.04, R% = .13 India ——— 0.12[-0.08,0.32],  R?,=.06, R?, = .23
8 Chile —— 0.11[-0.05,0.27],  Re,=.10, R%.=.28 Chilea — 0.11(-0.03,0.24],  R?, = .08, K%, = 20
5} Kenya —— 0.21[0.01,0.40]", R, =.08, R%=.29 Kenya o— 031[0.13,048]", Re, = .09, R, = 27
g : i
< ] ;
% us. —— -0.14[-0.34,0.05], R, =.08, R =.38 usa — -0.14[-0.29,0.00], R%, =.06, R?, = .21
2 Australia® —— -0.03[-0.16,0.10], R?, =.02, R% = .24 Australia? —— -0.04[-0.17,0.10], R, =.02, R% = .24
=) ; . 1
s Germany ol 0.27[0.10, 0.44],  R?, = .03, R =.38 Germany —— 0.16[0.00,0.33],  Re, =.02, R, = .33
£ Iceland? ——— -0.22[-0.43, 0.00]", R =.08, R%=.28 Iceland — 0.17[-0.41,0.08], Re, = .13, R%, = 40
Q ' 1
2 India® — -0.12[-0.29,0.05), R, =.04, R? = .13 India — 0.14[0.32,0.04], R, =.06, R = .23
] Chile + 0.01[0.14,0.13], R, =.10, R%, = 28 Chile? - 0.02[-0.13,0.10],  R%, =.08, R%= .20
= i
Kenya i 0.13[-0.06,031], R, =.08, R, =.29 Kenya ol 029[0.13, 0441, Re =.09, Ry = .27
' - 1
1.0 0.5 0.0 05 1.0 Cause [l Recipient 1.0 05 0.0 05 1.0 Cause [l Recipient
H3a - Negativity Event, Negativity Event*Cause, Negativity Event*Recipient H3b - Negativity Consequences, Negativity Consequences*Cause,
Negativity Consequences*Recipient
Country ' Estimate [95% Cl], Explained variance
H Country ' Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance
us. —— 0.15[-0.35,0.05], R =.05, R%=.36 !
X ' us.a — 0.15[-0.27, -0.03], Re,=.04, R?,=.18
o0 Australia ] 0.01[-0.14,017], Rz, =.01, R%.=.39 ) '
i Australia —_— 0.01[-0.13,0.45],  Re=.02, R?,=.33
Germany? " 0.18[0.07,0.28]%, Re, =.04, %= .20 '
B= ] Germany? - 0.47[0.07,0.26]",  Re, =.04, R?, = .20
= Iceland —_— -0.31[-0.55, 0.07]", Rz, =.09, R%=.35 '
- : Iceland —_—— 0.10[-0.35,0.15],  Re,=.09, R?, = .34
S India —— -0.18[-0.36, -0.01]", R = .05, R% =.22 ) :
3 ' India? —= 0.06-0.20,0.08], R?,=.05 R, =.14
Chile? —_ -0.13[-0.22, -0.03]", Rz, = .04, R*, = 16 |
2 ! f I P i Chile? = 0.1 [-0.20, -0.02], Re,, =.03, R, = 15
= Kenya — -0.07 [-0.23, 0.10) 20 = = [
< ¥ ] £0.23,010]  Repy = 04, Reg =24 Kenya ——— 0.05[-0.08,0.19],  R%, =.03, R, = .22
2 : ‘
2 : ?
us. — -0.04 [ = =
o : 0.04[-0.22,0.15],  Re, =.05, % = .36 Uss ,_;_‘ 002[:0.12,016],  Re, =.04, R, = 18
':J Australia >—‘ﬁ 0.00[-0.18,017),  Re =.01, R, = .39 Australia ] 0.05[-0.14,024],  Re,=.02, R% = 33
k= Germany? >——:-‘ -008[:0.21,005), Ry, =.04, Re = 20 Germany? —l -0.08[-0.21,0.04], e, =.04, R = 20
= j
=] leetang - -0.06[-0.35,024],  Rip =.09, R = .35 Iceland —_— -0.38[-0.68, 0.08]", Re,=.08, Re = 34
India —a— -0.07[-0.28,0.14],  Rey, =.05, R, = .22 India? —— -0.26 0.4, 0.08]"*, Re, = .05, R, = .14
' I
Chile? —= -0.10[-0.24,0.04], Rz, =.04, R*. = .16 Chilea ——— -0.03[-0.16,0.1],  Re, =.03, k%= 15
Kenya —E -0.22[-0.42, 0.02]", Re=.04, R%.=.24 Kenya — 0.27 [-0.46, -0.09]", R?, = .03, R, = .22
' 1
: 1
us. >_._< 0.07 [-0.12,0.25),  R?;, = .05, R%=.36 usa — 0.06[-0.09,0.20], R, =.04, R*.=.18
h
Australia —i— -0.04[-0.19,0.12],  R?,=.01, R%. = .39 Australia s 0.03[-0.13,0.19],  R?, =.02, R?,= .33
Germany? —_— -0.25[-0.39, 0.1, R? =.04, R?. = .20 Germany? —E— » -0.23-0.37, -0.09]", R?, = .04, R?, = .20
'
Iceland o 0.32[0.08,0.56]",  R?;,=.09, R% = .35 Iceland —_—— 0.10[-0.16,0.36],  R?, =.09, R%, = .34
j
India —i— 0.02[-0.17,022],  Re, =.05 R =.22 India® —E— 0.02[-0.19,0.15], Rz, =.05, Re, = .14
Chile? »—‘.—< 0.03[-0.09,0.15], Rz =.04, R%=.16 Chile2 - 0.08[-0.04,0.19],  R?=.03, R =.15
Kenya — -0.06[-0.24,0.12], Rz, =.04, R?, = .24 Kenya —E— -0.17[-0.32, -0.01]%, R?, =.03, R?, = .22
4 1
-1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 Cause [l Recipient 10 05 00 05 10 Cause ] Recipient

Note. We report standardized estimates and their 95% ClIs from linear mixed models. The upper plot per hypothesis presents the main effect, whereas the two
lower plots display interaction effects with ingroup roles as cause and recipient. CI = confidence intervals. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
? These models failed to converge. Therefore, as preregistered, we report the results of the models including only random intercepts for events.
*p<.05. *p<.0l. Fp< 001

remember negative history involving the ingroup as a recipient but participants favored upholding positive events or events with positive
favored positive history that impacted their group. Thus, their general consequences caused by their ingroup, while Icelandic, Indian, and
openness to negative history was tempered when the ingroup was on the Kenyan participants tended to avoid engagement with negative history
receiving end. Further supporting H2b and H3b, Icelandic and Kenyan caused by the ingroup or history with negative consequences caused
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by the ingroup. Similar to Germans, Kenyan participants also endorsed
confronting the positive (but not the negative) past in which the ingroup
was the recipient. Unexpectedly, and contrary to H2a and H3a, Icelandic
participants showed the opposite tendency: They wanted to remember
negative events that the ingroup experienced as recipients (for plots
of significant interactions, see additional online material D, additional
online material E, and additional online material H at https://osf.io/
3wo6ap/). There were no significant interactions between ingroup
role and event valence in the United States, Chile, and Australia.
Overall, we thus found support for H2a—H3b in four countries,
though the patterns of results were not uniform across countries.

H4-H6: Ingroup Morality, Ingroup Agency, and
Their Interaction

Supporting H4, participants in the United States, Iceland, India,
Chile, and Kenya preferred to remember events in which their
ingroup acted morally (Figure 3). Australia and Germany were the
only countries that deviated from this pattern, showing no significant
link between ingroup morality and willingness to remember.
Consistent with H5a and H5b, participants in the United States,
Australia, Germany, India, Chile, and Kenya supported remem-
bering events that reflected ingroup agency, whether expressed in
power during the event or responsibility for the course of events.
Iceland was the only exception, showing no significant relationship
between ingroup agency and willingness to remember. This devi-
ation may reflect that historical agency is less decisive for national
self-understanding in this smaller country.

Following identity-protective reasoning, we further hypothesized that
the willingness to remember ingroup agentic events would decrease
when the ingroup acted immorally. Thus, we expected participants to
avoid remembering agentic acts with negative moral implications for the
ingroup (H6a and H6b). Indeed, participants in India were less willing to
remember events in which their ingroup held power but acted immorally
(H6a). However, in Germany, Iceland, Chile, and Kenya, ingroup
morality did not amplify the relationship between ingroup agency and
the willingness to collectively remember (Figure 4). Strikingly, parti-
cipants in the United States and Australia even showed the opposite
pattern: they were more willing to collectively remember instances
of ingroup power (and responsibility in Australia) for immoral acts
(for plots of significant interactions, see additional online material B,
additional online material C, and additional online material F at https://
osf.io/3wbap/).

H7: Recency and the Interaction Between Recency and
Ingroup Involvement

Last, we expected recency to positively correlate with willingness to
remember, particularly for events involving the ingroup. As shown in
Figure 5, recency was linked to remembrance in the United States,
Australia, and Germany, but not in Iceland, India, Chile, or Kenya.
However, contrary to H7, recent events involving the ingroup were not
more strongly endorsed for collective remembrance in any country.

Exploration: Ingroup Threat and Subjective Recency

To further investigate identity-related patterns, we explored
whether people were less willing to remember events that threatened
their group. In line with the identity-protective tendencies found

in the confirmatory analyses, participants in all countries, except
Australia and Germany, were less willing to remember events
perceived as threatening their group’s values and identity (symbolic
threat) or its power and well-being (realistic threat; Figure 6).
Additionally, participants in all countries endorsed remembering
subjectively recent history. However, correlational analyses revealed
that this tendency is unlikely to reflect identity protection. Events
subjectively perceived as more recent were not seen as favorable to
the ingroup but rather as threatening. Thus, although participants
were willing to remember events they perceived as more recent, they
did not view these events as more favorable to their group (cf. Peetz
et al., 2010), leaving the precise meaning of this finding unclear.
Opverall, we found support for some of our hypotheses across several
national contexts, but mixed evidence for others. The key results are
summarized in Table 5. Together, the results suggest a cross-national
gradient, with support for the expected identity-protective tendencies
being more pronounced in some contexts and largely absent in others. In
Australia, we found limited evidence of an identity-protective account.
Participants endorsed remembering ingroup-related history emphasiz-
ing power and responsibility, but they did not show further tendencies
that aligned with identity-motivated theorizing. On the contrary, par-
ticipants were even more willing to remember the immoral history their
ingroup had agency over. Germany showed a slightly stronger identity-
protective pattern, as participants supported remembering ingroup-
related and agentic history while also preferring positive over negative
events involving the ingroup as a recipient. In the United States, identity-
protective patterns were more evident as participants favored remem-
bering ingroup-related events involving ingroup agency and morality
but avoided threatening history. However, they still endorsed
remembering immoral acts involving agency. Chile showed a
similar pattern, except for this last tendency. In Iceland, the pattern
also partly aligned with identity-protective expectations: participants
favored moral and positive ingroup-caused history and rejected
threatening events. Uniquely, they also supported remembering
negative events that harmed their ingroup but showed no emphasis
on agentic history. Finally, participants in Kenya and India endorsed
remembering ingroup-related, agentic, moral, and positive ingroup-
caused (only Kenya) history but avoided ingroup-caused negative or
threatening events. In India, participants further favored remem-
bering morally positive episodes involving ingroup agency.

Exploration: Considerations on Construct Validity and
Robustness Analyses

Our reasoning assumes that the willingness to collectively remember
is conceptually distinct from the historical relevance attributed to the
past. To test the validity of this assumption, we assessed the perceived
importance of events for world history and the personal significance of
preserving their memory. If historical importance fully explained the
variance in willingness to remember, it would challenge the idea that
these constructs are distinct. If, however, personal importance accounted
for substantial variance, it would suggest that willingness to collectively
remember reflects individual considerations beyond historical signifi-
cance. Supporting the latter, historical relevance accounted for only
limited variance (unique semipartial R* = .00—.08 across countries),
whereas personal relevance accounted for a substantial portion (unique
semipartial R = .17-46) of the total variance explained by both
predictors (marginal R* = .32—.54; see additional online material I at
https://ost.io/3wbap/ for details).
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Figure 3
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H4-H5 Findings Across Countries

Country
u.s.
Australia
Germany
Iceland
India
Chile

Kenya

Country
u.s.
Australia@
Germany
Iceland
India
Chile?

Kenya

Country
u.s.
Australia
Germany
Iceland
India
Chile

Kenya

-1.0

H4 - Ingroup Morality

H

-0.5 0.0 0.5

H5a - Ingroup Agency: Power

-0.5 0.0 0.5

-0.5 0.0 0.5

1.0

Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance

0.19[0.11, 0.27]***,
0.06 [-0.05, 0.17],

-0.02[-0.12, 0.08],

0.19[0.08, 0.30]***,
0.22[0.14, 0.30]**,
0.15[0.08, 0.21]***,
0.21[0.13, 0.29]**,

R, = .04, R2, = 21
Re,, =.00, R?, = .35
Ry, = .00, R2, = .25
R, = .04, R2 = .26
R?,, =.05, R?, = 17
R, =.02, R2, = .15
Ry, = .05, R2, = .21

Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance

0.10 [0.04, 0.16]**,
0.21[0.14, 0.28]***,
0.20[0.13, 0.27]***,
0.03 [-0.08, 0.14],

0.12[0.04, 0.21]*,
0.08 [0.02, 0.14],

0.12[0.05, 0.19]**,

Rz, =.01, R%;= .15
R?,, = .04, R?, = 29
R, = .04, R?, = 24
R, = .00, R, = .21
R, =.02, R?, = .15
Rz, =.01, R, = .13

Rz, =.02, R?, = A7

Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance

0.13[0.05, 0.22]**,
0.13[0.04, 0.22]**,
0.22[0.15, 0.30]***,
0.05[-0.06, 0.15],
0.19[0.09, 0.29]***,
0.15[0.07, 0.22]***,
0.20[0.13, 0.27]***,

R, =.02, Re, = .19
R, =.02, R?, = .28
Ry, = .05, R?, = .23
Ry, = .00, R2, = .20
Re,, = .04, R?, = .20
R, =.02, Re, = .17

R, =.04, R?, = .18

Note. We report standardized estimates and their 95% ClIs from linear mixed models. CI = confidence intervals. See the online
article for the color version of this figure.
? These models failed to converge. Therefore, as preregistered, we report the results of the models, including only random
intercepts for events.

*p < .05.

p < 01,

EEE <001,
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Figure 4
H6 Findings Across Countries

H6a - Ingroup Morality*Power

Country ! Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance
us. — -0.06 [-0.13, -0.01], R?, =.04, R?, = .25
Australia@ i i -0.12[-0.18, -0.06]**,R?, = .06, R?, = .28
Germany® - -0.04[-0.10,0.01],  Rey =.05, R, = .22
loeland i 0.06[-0.04,047),  Re, = 04, R, = 27
India ._._. 0.09[0.02,0.16]**, R2, =.07, R?%, = .22
Chile —— -0.01[-0.07,0.05], Rz, =.02, R?,=.18
Kenya? 'i—-—' 0.04[-0.02,0.09], R, =.05 R, =.17
|
|
1.0 -0.5 0.0 1.0
H6b - Ingroup Morality*Responsibility
Country i Estimate [95% CI], Explained variance
us. i -0.07 [-0.13,-0.00], Rz =.04, R? = .25
Australia® — ' -0.10[-0.16, -0.04]**, R2,, = .03, R?, = .26
Germany? '—~4 -0.05[-0.10,0.01], R, =.06, R? = .22
Iceland H_._. 0.05[-0.03,0.14],  R?, =.05 R* = .25
India@ ri—-—| 0.05[-0.02,0.11], R?, =.06, R?, = .15
Chile ot -0.04 [-0.09,0.02], Rz, =.04, R?, = .20
Kenya? l—i-- 0.02[-0.04,0.07], R2,=.07, R%, = .17
|
|
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 1.0

Note. We report standardized estimates and their 95% Cls from linear mixed models. CI = confidence intervals. See the online

article for the color version of this figure.

?These models failed to converge. Therefore, as preregistered, we report the results of the models, including only random

intercepts for events.
*p <05 *p<.0l. ¥*p< .00l

To substantiate our findings, we ran several robustness analyses.
First, given the lower reliability of our measure of willingness to
remember in non-Western countries, we reanalyzed all hypotheses
using a shortened four-item scale that achieved high reliability (o >
.83) and metric invariance across countries (additional online material
J at https://osf.io/3w6ap/). Second, as transmission intentions may be
aparticularly critical indicator of remembrance desires, we reanalyzed
our hypotheses using only the two items addressing this aspect (i.e.,
dealing with events in schools and films/documentaries; additional
online material K at https://osf.io/3w6ap/). Third, as ongoing events
(e.g., climate change) may be rated less sensibly on the remembrance
scale, we ran analyses excluding these events (additional online
material L at https://osf.io/3w6ap/). Last, we ran analyses excluding
responses to events tied to Indigenous history in Australia and Nazi
history in Germany (i.e., hallmark cases of ingroup harmdoing whose
remembrance might be highly normatively prescribed; additional
online material C and additional online material D at https://osf.io/

3woap/). Despite revealing some nuances, none of these analyses
changed the general pattern of results and interpretation.

Our confirmatory analysis used separate LMMs for each charac-
teristic. To examine their combined explanatory power, we ran models
including all characteristics. In most countries, morality and agency
remained most important (i.e., significant), with characteristics ex-
plaining about one-third to one-half of the variance (additional online
material M at https://osf.io/3wb6ap/). An internal random-effects meta-
analysis further provided converging evidence of the most robust
associations but also revealed significant heterogeneity, underscoring
cross-contextual variation (additional online material N at https://osf.io/
3wbap/).

Finally, we tested whether individual differences (e.g., in national
identification) moderated the links between characteristics and
willingness to remember. Interaction analyses partly supported the
idea that individuals more invested in preserving a positive ingroup
image placed greater emphasis on remembering events that
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Figure 5
H?7 Findings Across Countries
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whereas the two lower plots display interaction effects with ingroup roles as cause and recipient. CI = confidence intervals. See

the online article for the color version of this figure.
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supported that image (additional online material O at https://osf.io/
3wo6ap/).

Exploration: Individualism and Global Connectedness in
the Willingness to Remember

Overall, we found that collective remembrance desires are self-
servingly colored in that some identity-favoring event character-
istics were related to the willingness to remember these events in
several countries. Yet, we also observed marked cross-contextual
variation, with some countries exhibiting a more pronounced

identity-protective pattern (e.g., India) than others (e.g., Australia).
This raises the question of whether broader country-level factors may
help situate these differences. We explored this in non-pre-registered
post hoc analyses.

Individualism

One major difference between countries that may affect their col-
lective remembrance desires is culture—"a system of symbols (what is
represented), beliefs (what is considered true), values (what is con-
sidered important), norms (what is considered standard), and practices
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Figure 6
Exploratory Findings Across Countries
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(what is performed) shared among a collection of interconnected in-
dividuals” (Lu et al., 2023, p. 365). As Schwartz et al. (2005) state,
“Individuals everywhere rely on culture to sustain their perception
of the past” (p. 268). Likewise, Bresc6é and Wagoner (2015) argue
that culture creates a powerful framework that shapes collective
remembrance. We propose that in individualistic cultures, where
people experience greater freedom from traditional constraints, people
may also feel less attached to ingroup history. Indeed, Schwartz et al.
show that individualistic cultures entail a weaker sense of continuity
with previous generations. By contrast, in less individualistic cultures,
people feel more connected to past generations and their (mis)deeds.
Such historical identification may amplify motivation to protect not
only the present ingroup’s reputation but also that of past generations
(Doosje et al., 1998). Hence, we explored whether identity-protective
patterns were stronger in less individualistic countries.

To capture individualism as freedom from traditional social con-
straints, we used country-level scores from the World Values Survey
(Minkov & Kaasa, 2022), which reflect acceptance of nontraditional
individual rights (i.e., abortion, divorce, homosexuality; Table 6). Using
the metric-invariant short scale, we tested interactions between country-
level individualism scores (Level 2 predictors) and event characteristics
(Level 1 predictors) in LMMs with random intercepts for events.
Indeed, as country-level individualism increased, the link between event
characteristics and willingness to remember weakened, with partici-
pants in more individualistic countries being less inclined to remember
events that were positive and caused by the ingroup (H2a), f = —.06,
95% CI [-0.12, —0.01], p = .040, had positive consequences caused by
the ingroup (H2b), p = —.07, 95% CI [-0.13, —0.01], p = .021,
reflected ingroup morality (H4), p = —.08, 95% CI [-0.10, —0.05], p <
.001, and involved the ingroup having power (H6a), § = —.03, 95% CI
[-0.06, —0.01], p = .002, or responsibility over moral outcomes (H6b),
B = —.03, 95% CI [-0.05, —0.01], p = .017. Thus, in countries with
weaker ties to traditional constraints (and arguably to the group’s past),
people showed less support for remembering ingroup-affirming history.
Additional online material P (https://osf.io/3wbap/) gives a full over-
view of the analysis strategy, results, and robustness analyses.

Global Connectedness

While a moderating role of individualism seems theoretically
compelling, it does not fully account for cases like Iceland. Despite its
high individualism, Iceland’s remembrance pattern resembled those
of less individualistic countries like India and Kenya. As collective
memory interests are likely shaped by multiple factors, we considered

Table 6
Country-Level Individualism and Global Connectedness Scores

Global connectedness
(Gygli et al., 2019)

Individualism (Minkov &
Kaasa, 2022)

Order Country Score Country Score
1 Iceland 119 Germany 86.72
2 Germany 102 Australia 76.56
3 Australia 83 United States 76.36
4 United States 33 Chile 68.95
5 Chile -8 Iceland 61.49
6 India —-101 India 60.42
7 Kenya -177 Kenya 48.21

Note. Higher values indicate higher individualism/connectedness.

a second moderator: a country’s economic, political, and social global
connectedness (i.e., globalization). Globally well-integrated countries
like Germany and Australia enjoy established international standing
and partnerships. Nations like India, in turn, are actively seeking
to enhance their global influence and leadership (Narlikar, 2007;
Sachdeva, 2022; Singh, 2014). Small states like Iceland, though not
pursuing great-power status, also strive for leadership in specific
areas (e.g., renewable energy), thereby ensuring their voice is heard
internationally (Thorhallsson, 2009). For such countries seeking to
strengthen their global position, reputation is a key concern, as it can
determine their access to international partnership (Szwajca, 2017).
Therefore, people in globally less connected countries may be
particularly interested in drawing attention to their country’s past
achievements and positive contributions.

To examine the role of global connectedness in willingness to
remember, we used the de facto Konjunkturforschungsstelle
Globalisation Index (Dreher, 2006; Gygli et al., 2019). This index
quantifies a country’s level of global integration across economic,
political, and social dimensions (Table 6). Interaction analyses
between country-level globalization scores (Level 2 predictors) and
event characteristics (Level 1 predictors; LMMs with the metric-
invariant short scale and random intercepts for events) revealed that
participants from globally connected countries were less inclined
to preserve events that were positive and caused by the ingroup (H2a),
f = —-.07, 95% CI [-0.13, —0.01], p = .022, had positive con-
sequences caused by the ingroup (H2b), f = —.09, 95% CI [-0.15,
—0.03], p = .002, highlighted ingroup morality (H4), f = —.08, 95%
CI [-0.10, —0.05], p < .001, as well as events where the ingroup had
power (H6a), p = —.04, 95% CI [-0.06, —0.02], p < .001, or
responsibility (H6b), p = —.03, 95% CI[-0.05, —0.01], p = .003, over
moral outcomes. Conversely, they were more willing to remember
negative consequences caused by the ingroup (H3a), f = .07, 95% CI
[0.01, 0.12], p = .021. Overall, people in more globally connected
countries thus showed reduced support for remembering identity-
affirming aspects of history (for full results and robustness analyses,
see additional online material P at https:/osf.io/3w6ap/).?

Exploration: Top-Down Influences on
Willingness to Remember

Our explorations resonate with the idea that broader cultural and
political contexts can shape what types of events people want to
remember. Another powerful force in collective remembrance is the
top-down influence of authorities such as governments, media, and
civil society organizations. These powerful institutions often shape
historical narratives, mobilize them for political purposes, or even
legally enforce them (Khlevniuk & Noordenbos, 2025; Kirkwood,
2019; Konczal, 2021; Olick, 1999; Prager, 2001). Accordingly,
what group members choose to remember may be reflective of the
history authorities seek to preserve. Such top-down influences could
operate in two ways: First, top-down efforts may guide group members’
willingness to remember more clearly than event characteristics (i.e., the
link between event characteristics and the willingness to remember

3 We also tested the role of alternative indices, such as tightness-looseness,
Schwartz’s cultural values, and the Democracy Index. However, individu-
alism and globalization appeared to be the most theoretically compelling
factors and aligned most clearly with our results (additional online material P
at https://osf.io/3w6ap/).
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diminishes once controlling for top-down influences). Second, top-
down efforts may make events with certain characteristics more
appealing to remember (i.e., the link between characteristics and the
willingness to remember becomes stronger for events receiving high
top-down attention). We explored both possibilities using two measures
of top-down influence: expert ratings of institutional preservation efforts
and coding of events’ presence in history school curricula.

For the expert ratings, we recruited N = 30 participants per country
(except in Iceland, where snowball sampling yielded N = 19), all
holding or pursuing a university degree in history and/or education.
Participants then rated the attention that each of the 80 country events
receives in monuments, school curricula, and films or documentaries,
as well as the efforts invested by governmental and powerful non-
governmental institutions in preserving the memory of the events, using
a scale from 1 (no effort/attention at all) to 7 (a lot of effort/attention;
ratings were combined into a single score of top-down influences). For
curricula coding, we examined national history school curricula from
Grade 8 through the highest grade (Grade 12 or 13) and coded for each
event whether it was 1 (included), 0.5 (possibly included; used when
the broader topic was mentioned, but the presence of the specific event
was unclear), or O (not included). Details on the rating and coding
procedures, as well as correlations with other study variables, are given
in additional online material Q (https://osf.io/3w6ap/).

To test whether top-down influences outweigh the role of event
characteristics (Level 1 predictors) in participants’ willingness to
remember, we ran control analyses, adding either expert ratings or
school coding as Level 2 predictors to the confirmatory analyses.
Except in India, where the link between willingness to remember and
ingroup involvement became nonsignificant, all significant relation-
ships from the confirmatory analyses remained stable in all countries.
Next, we explored cross-level interactions to assess whether top-down
influences moderated the link between event characteristics and
willingness to remember. Institutional preservation efforts affected
only a small subset of remembrance patterns in only a few contexts.
Opverall, top-down influences thus could not clearly situate the iden-
tified cross-country differences in identity-protective remembering (see
additional online material D at https://osf.io/3w6ap/ for details).

Discussion

Substantial research agrees that interest in upholding a positive
group identity guides collective remembrance (e.g., Bar-Tal, 2014;
Baumeister & Hastings, 1997; Bilewicz, 2016; Wertsch & Roediger,
2008). Yet, whether the choice of the past that group members want
to remember is actually linked to the identity-protective potential of
that past has not been systematically investigated. Complying with
Gergen’s (1978) call for generative theory building, we tested the
empirical basis of the identity-protective tenet across a broad range
of events and seven countries.

We found that identity concerns matter for the willingness to col-
lectively remember history. However, the extent to which they matter
varies across countries. Some countries displayed limited identity-
protective patterns (i.e., Australia, Germany). Participants showed a
preference for remembering history involving the ingroup and por-
traying the ingroup as agentic, but other characteristics barely mattered.
In other countries, we observed stronger identity-favoring tendencies
(i.e., United States, Iceland, India, Chile, Kenya). Beyond remembering
history involving the ingroup and emphasizing the ingroup’s agency
(except in Iceland), participants in these countries also preferred to

preserve history that highlights ingroup morality while resisting history
that poses a threat to the ingroup. Additionally, in line with identity-
protective theorizing, participants in some of those countries also
endorsed remembering positive history caused by the ingroup but were
reluctant to remember negative events caused by the ingroup (i.e.,
Iceland, India, Kenya). Taken together, although our results provide an
empirical foundation for the role of several identity-relevant char-
acteristics in collective remembrance desires, they also reveal mean-
ingful deviations from and country-specific variation in the identity-
protective pattern.

Theoretical Implications

Research indicates that groups can largely differ in what past they
favor remembering. A common explanation for such “memory wars”
(Roediger, 2021, p. 1398) is that the same event is interpreted
differently, for example, in terms of how positive it is for the ingroup
and thus how appealing it is to remember. Our methodological
approach, which operates on the level of event characteristics, reveals
that different memory interests go beyond different interpretations of
events. Instead, group members from different countries funda-
mentally diverge in their willingness to remember history favorable
to the ingroup.

These results have important implications for our understanding of
collective remembrance. Our research not only uncovers detailed cross-
contextual differences but also offers starting points for understanding
these differences within the broader scope of cultural and political
variation. Our explorations suggest that participants from countries less
concerned with collective reputation displayed a less identity-protective
remembrance pattern. We also found that willingness to remember
varied with a country’s global standing: Participants from politically and
economically well-connected countries showed less identity-protective
tendencies. Arguably, people from internationally highly established
states may feel less need to assert national achievements than those
seeking global recognition (Szwajca, 2017). This reasoning also aligns
with Hart’s (2014) theory of psychological defensiveness, which posits
that social inclusion and potency (often reflected in economic security)
can mitigate self-defensiveness.

Top-down efforts by governmental and powerful nongovernmental
institutions to preserve the memory of events, in turn, affected only
a small subset of remembrance patterns in a few specific contexts.
These findings suggest that individuals’ remembrance preferences may
diverge from institutional priorities. In fact, literature shows that people
can resist official memory accounts and even develop parallel forms
of collective memory (e.g., Olick, 1999; Schwartz et al., 2005).

Despite identifying and situating several contextual differences,
there was still variation between and within countries that we could
not readily empirically inform. This reflects the need for the inclusion
of additional theoretical perspectives. One crucial perspective is that
the lack of a clear link between event characteristics and willingness
to remember may not be interpreted as an absence of identity-
protective motives. Crocker and Wolfe (2001) argue that positive
self-perceptions are based on different domains, or contingencies, on
which people stake their self-esteem. These contingencies differ
between people. Similarly, there may also be differences between
countries in the contingencies they hold and within countries in the
relevance they place on certain contingencies compared to others.
For example, in Kenya, causing negative events and consequences
were both related to lower willingness to remember, whereas in
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India and Iceland, only causing negative consequences showed this
link. This might suggest that long-term consequences are a more
identity-relevant contingency in India and Iceland, whereas Kenya’s
self-understanding may depend on both immediate event valence and
outcome valence. Considered through this lens, our findings may be
interpreted not mainly as a record of differences in identity-protective
motives, but in the contingencies on which social identity protection
is built.

Yet, what appears as cross-country variation in identity-protective
motives on the surface does not preclude the possibility that most
countries still strive for ingroup-positive memory, albeit in a more
complex way than initially expected. Taking up the example of
morality, although research shows that morality is generally relevant
for a positive ingroup (Brambilla et al., 2021; Leach et al., 2007),
the understanding of what is considered moral differs substantially
between societies (Graham et al., 2016). Ironically, a sense of
morality can even be achieved through a loop of immorality. For
example, Germans can derive distinct identity benefits from con-
fronting their dark past, thereby demonstrating their moral growth
(Forchtner, 2014; Kazarovytska et al., 2022; Lienen & Cohrs, 2021).
This implies that group members in some countries may not nec-
essarily strive to demonstrate moral consistency by proving that they
have always acted morally. Instead, they may seek to show moral
growth by overcoming an immoral past (see also Klein & O’Brien,
2017; Obradovi¢ & Bowe, 2021). The latter perspective aligns with
research on the importance of redemption (“bad things turn good™)
in life narrations (McAdams et al., 2001). The central implication of
this reasoning is that even though the pattern of results in countries
like Australia or Germany may appear less identity-motivated, it
may still resonate with group members’ more complex identity
interests—such as showing moral growth rather than consistency.

Another important implication of the absence of a purely identity-
protective pattern is that identity interests may be only one com-
ponent of collective remembrance desires. Our results also point
to explanations largely independent of identity functions. For
instance, in several countries (i.e., United States, Iceland, India,
Chile), we observed a general preference for remembering positive
history, irrespective of ingroup involvement. Rather than suggesting an
ingroup-defensive response, this aligns with mood regulation models,
suggesting that people seek positive memories as part of mood repair
(Josephson et al., 1996). Likewise, in collective memory, people
may be motivated to highlight positive aspects of broader human
history as a source of optimism or a way of interpreting perceived social
decline (Mastroianni & Gilbert, 2023; Sedikides & Wildschut, 2019;
Yamashiro & Roediger, 2019).

Our results also speak to the study of collective memories of
trauma. Although research suggests that group members tend to
remember victimization experiences as part of their self-verification
(Hirschberger, 2018; Liu et al., 1999), we observed a preference for
remembering negative events experienced only in Iceland, where
colonial trauma appears central to national identity (Bergmann,
2017). One explanation is that participants may reinterpret trau-
matic experiences as heroic acts, emphasizing agency (Meyers,
2011). Alternatively, not all negative experiences may seem worth
remembering—some may be tied to transformative events crucial
to the group’s self-concept, but others may not offer politically
meaningful interpretations and thus be forgotten (Hearty & Hearty,
2024). In both cases, our findings highlight the complex and
conditional nature of remembering collective trauma.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Although we sampled a broad range of events (Brunswik, 1955),
they reflect what participants suggested for a history lecture (see
Liu et al., 2005, 2009, for a similar approach). Since people may
tailor content to different audiences (Echterhoff et al., 2008), future
studies should test the robustness of our findings using alternative
framings. For instance, upcoming research could ask participants to
list events they wish to pass on to future generations.

However, while a participant-based approach avoids researcher-
induced selection bias, it remains inherently susceptible to other
biases. First, the event space is tied to events present in participants’
minds. Truly forgotten events, absent from any representation,
cannot be included. Second, and crucially, participants may omit
events they prefer not to confront. For example, the Herero and
Nama genocide was not mentioned in Germany. As Lienen et al.
(2025) note, it remains unclear whether Germans’ reduced attention
to this crime reflects authentic lack of knowledge in view of low
public visibility of the event or identity-protective motives. Future
studies could explicitly introduce historically relevant yet less
visible events to participants to broaden the event sample.
Alternatively, similar to social evaluation studies using fictional
alien scenarios to reduce bias from preexisting knowledge (Woitzel
& Alves, 2024), upcoming research could construct events that carry
certain characteristics to test whether the present findings hold
beyond participants’ mentions.

Our findings are also limited to the specific characteristics we
measured. We focused on characteristics arguably important in social
evaluations (Brewer, 1991; Leach et al., 2007) and found evidence for
their relevance in certain countries. However, collective remem-
brance is often more complex, with groups preserving events outside
the positive framework, such as defeats (e.g., Muller et al., 2024).
Likewise, our findings point to the theoretical relevance of factors
other than identity protection in understanding collective remem-
brance desire. Future research should therefore examine alternative
sources of variance, encompassing both more complex identity
constructions (e.g., moral growth) and motives beyond identity in-
terests, such as the past’s function in shaping the collective emotional
climate of a country (e.g., Josephson et al., 1996), its relevance to
understanding the present (Licata & Mercy, 2015), or its role in
broader narratives of justice and legitimacy. Addressing the latter
may further require examining how people perceive larger narratives
that connect multiple events (Wertsch, 2008). For example, single
events (e.g., defeats) may be viewed negatively, while the over-
arching narrative (e.g., national rebirth after fall; Koller, 2008) may
be seen as meaningful and worth remembering.

Finally, the scope of this research is limited by the specific
historical conditions in which it was conducted. Many phenomena
studied in (social) psychology fluctuate over time (Gergen, 1973).
This may be especially true for collective remembrance. New
hallmark events occur continuously (e.g., pandemics, wars). As
new events emerge, new narratives and identity needs may come
to the fore (Bar-Tal, 2014). For example, a nation may require
completely different narratives in times of war than in times of
peace (Bilewicz & Liu, 2020). A promising avenue for future
research would be to test whether our results can be replicated over
time. Particularly, longitudinal studies that regularly reassess the
current findings could reveal how major national or international
events influence the observed patterns.
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Conclusion

History cannot be invented completely anew, but reality sets limits
on the reinterpretation of “unwanted” pasts (Klar & Bilewicz, 2017).
Declaring historical episodes that are incompatible with a positive
collective identity unimportant to remember can provide a solution
to this dilemma. Applying a functionalist bottom-up approach that
allowed us to critically revisit identity-protective theorizing in col-
lective remembrance, we found that group members indeed choose
to preserve history that portrays their ingroup in a positive light.
However, identity motives appear to be only one piece of the puzzle,
with marked variation across countries—highlighting the social
embeddedness of collective memory phenomena.

References

Allpress, J. A., Brown, R., Giner-Sorolla, R., Deonna, J. A., & Teroni, F.
(2014). Two faces of group-based shame: Moral shame and image shame
differentially predict positive and negative orientations to ingroup
wrongdoing. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(10), 1270—
1284. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214540724

Appelbaum, M., Cooper, H., Kline, R. B., Mayo-Wilson, E., Nezu, A. M., &
Rao, S. M. (2018). Journal article reporting standards for quantitative
research in psychology: The APA Publications and Communications Board
task force report. American Psychologist, 73(1), 3-25. https://doi.org/10
.1037/amp0000191

Assmann, A. (2003). Personliche Erinnerung und kollektives Gedichtnis in
Deutschland nach 1945 [Personal memory and collective memory in Germany
after 1945]. In H. Erler (Ed.), Erinnern und Verstehen: Der Violkermord an den
Juden im politischen Geddichtnis der Deutschen [Remembering and under-
standing: The genocide of the Jews in the political memory of the Germans]
(pp. 126-139). Campus Verlag.

Assmann, J. (2008). Communicative and cultural memories. In A. Erll & A.
Niinning (Eds.), Cultural memory studies: An international and inter-
disciplinary handbook (pp. 109-118). De Gruyter.

Badilla, M., & Aguilera, C. (2021). The 2019-2020 Chilean anti-neoliberal
uprising: A catalyst for decolonial de-monumentalization. Memory Studies,
14(6), 1226-1240. https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980211054305

Balagopalan, S. (2009). ‘Unity in diversity’: Social cohesion and the ped-
agogical project of the Indian state. In M. Nkomo & S. Vandeyar (Eds.),
Thinking diversity, building cohesion: A transnational dialogue (pp. 133—
150). Unisa Press.

Barta, T. (2008). Sorry, and not sorry, in Australia: How the apology to the
stolen generations buried a history of genocide. Journal of Genocide
Research, 10(2), 201-214. https://doi.org/10.1080/14623520802065438

Bar-Tal, D. (2014). Collective memory as social representations. Papers on
Social Representations, 23, 5.1-5.26.

Bates, D., Michler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear
mixed-effects models using Ime4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1),
1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Baumeister, R. F., & Hastings, S. (1997). Distortions of collective memory:
How groups flatter and deceive themselves. In J. W. Pennebaker, D. Paez,
& B. Rimé (Eds.), Collective memory of political events: Social psy-
chological perspectives (pp. 277-293). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427

Benjamin, A., Block, R., Jr., Clemons, J., Laird, C., & Wamble, J. (2020). Set
in stone? Predicting confederate monument removal. Political Science &
Politics, 53(2), 237-242. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519002026

Bergmann, E. (2014). Iceland: A postimperial sovereignty project. Cooperation
and Conflict, 49(1), 33-54. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836713514152

Bergmann, E. (2017). Iceland: Ever-lasting independence struggle. In E.
Bergmann (Ed.), Nordic nationalism and right-wing populist politics:

Imperial relationships and national sentiments (pp. 93—124). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-56703-1

Bijl, P. (2018). Colonial memory and forgetting in the Netherlands and
Indonesia. In B. Luttikhuis & A. D. Moses (Eds.), Colonial counterin-
surgency and mass violence (pp. 261-281). Routledge. https://doi.org/10
4324/9781315767345

Bilewicz, M. (2016). The dark side of emotion regulation: Historical
defensiveness as an obstacle in reconciliation. Psychological Inquiry,
27(2), 89-95. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1162130

Bilewicz, M., & Liu, J. (2020). Collective victimhood as a form of adap-
tation. In J. R. Vollhardt (Ed.), The social psychology of collective vic-
timhood (pp. 120-140). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
080/9780190875190.003.0006

Brambilla, M., Sacchi, S., Rusconi, P., & Goodwin, G. P. (2021). The
primacy of morality in impression development: Theory, research, and
future directions. In B. Gawronski (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 64, pp. 187-262). Elsevier Academic Press. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001

Brasil, J. A., & Cabecinhas, R. (2017). Social representations of Latin
American history and (post) colonial relations in Brazil, Chile and Mexico.
Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 5(2), 537-557. https://doi.org/
10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701

Brescé, 1., & Wagoner, B. (2015). Context in the cultural psychology of
remembering: Illustrated with a case study of conflict in national memory.
In C. Stone & L. Bietti, (Eds.), Contextualizing human memory (pp. 69—
85). Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315815398

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: On being the same and different at the
same time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(5), 475-482.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001

Brunswik, E. (1955). Representative design and probabilistic theory in a
functional psychology. Psychological Review, 62(3), 193-217. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/h0047470

Claassen, C., & Magalhées, P. C. (2023). Public support for democracy in the
United States has declined generationally. Public Opinion Quarterly,
87(3), 719=732. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfad039

Coombes, A. E., Hughes, L., & Munene, K. (2014). Managing heritage,
making peace: History, identity and memory in contemporary Kenya. 1.B.
Tauris.

Crocker, J., & Wolfe, C. T. (2001). Contingencies of self-worth.
Psychological Review, 108(3), 593—623. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
295X.108.3.593

Davis-Delano, L. R., Folsom, J. J., McLaurin, V., Eason, A. E., & Fryberg,
S. A. (2021). Representations of Native Americans in US culture? A case
of omissions and commissions. The Social Science Journal, 59(1), 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2021.1975086

Domby, A. H. (2020). The false cause: Fraud, fabrication, and white supremacy
in Confederate memory. University of Virginia Press.

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N. R., Spears, R., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1998).
Guilty by association: When one’s group has a negative history. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 872—886. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872

Dreher, A. (2006). Does globalization affect growth? Evidence from a new
index of globalization. Applied Economics, 38(10), 1091-1110. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/00036840500392078

Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E. T., Kopietz, R., & Groll, S. (2008). How com-
munication goals determine when audience tuning biases memory. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 137(1), 3-21. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3

Fiedler, K. (2011). Voodoo correlations are everywhere—Not only in
neuroscience. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(2), 163-171.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611400237

Forchtner, B. (2014). Rhetorics of judge-penitence: Claiming moral supe-
riority through admissions of past wrongdoing. Memory Studies, 7(4),
409-424. https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698013511978


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214540724
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214540724
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000191
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000191
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980211054305
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980211054305
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623520802065438
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623520802065438
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519002026
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519002026
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836713514152
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836713514152
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-56703-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-56703-1
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315767345
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315767345
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1162130
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1162130
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1162130
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1162130
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190875190.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190875190.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190875190.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190875190.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190875190.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2021.03.001
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i2.701
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315815398
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315815398
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047470
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047470
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047470
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfad039
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfad039
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2021.1975086
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2021.1975086
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2021.1975086
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2021.1975086
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036840500392078
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036840500392078
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036840500392078
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611400237
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611400237
https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698013511978
https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698013511978

gies, are reserved.

ar technolo

Al training, and simil

a mining,

All rights, including for text and dat

22 KAZAROVYTSKA ET AL.

Garretén, M. A. (2019). The Chilean political process. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429309519

Gergen, K. J. (1973). Social psychology as history. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 26(2), 309-320. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034436

Gergen, K. J. (1978). Toward generative theory. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 36(11), 1344-1360. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.36.11.1344

Golec de Zavala, A., Cichocka, A., Eidelson, R., & Jayawickreme, N.
(2009). Collective narcissism and its social consequences. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 97(6), 1074—1096. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0016904

Gottlob, M. (2007). India’s unity in diversity as a question of historical
perspective. Economic and Political Weekly, 42(9), 779-789. https://www
jstor.org/stable/4419309

Graham, J., Meindl, P., Beall, E., Johnson, K. M., & Zhang, L. (2016). Cultural
differences in moral judgment and behavior, across and within societies.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 8, 125-130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.co
psyc.2015.09.007

Gygli, S., Haelg, F., Potraftke, N., & Sturm, J. E. (2019). The KOF glob-
alisation index—revisited. The Review of International Organizations, 14,
543-574. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09344-2

Hagemann, S., & Nathanson, R. (2015). Germany and Israel today: United
by the past, divided by the present? Bertelsmann Stiftung. https://www
.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/publications/publication/did/germany-and-
israel-today

Halbwachs, M. (1992). On collective memory. University of Chicago Press.
(Original work published 1925)

Hélfdanarson, G. (2000). Pingvellir: An Icelandic “lieu de memoire”. History
& Memory, 12(1), 4-29. https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4

Hammack, P. L. (2011). Narrative and the politics of meaning. Narrative
Inquiry, 21(2), 311-318. https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham

Hanke, K., Liu, J. H., Hilton, D. J., Bilewicz, M., Garber, 1., Huang, L.-L.,
Gastardo-Conaco, C., & Wang, F. (2013). When the past haunts the
present: Intergroup forgiveness and historical closure in post World War 11
societies in Asia and in Europe. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 37(3), 287-301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003

Hart, J. (2014). Toward an integrative theory of psychological defense.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(1), 19-39. https://doi.org/10
.1177/1745691613506018

Hearty, M., & Hearty, K. (2024). Naming and framing victims: Identity,
‘usable’ victimhood, and the spectral turn in transitional justice.
International Review of Victimology, 30(1), 70-88. https://doi.org/10
.1177/02697580231181143

Hermannsson, B. (2005). Understanding nationalism: Studies in Icelandic
nationalism 1800-2000 [Doctoral thesis]. Stockholm University, Sweden.

Hirschberger, G. (2018). Collective trauma and the social construction of
meaning. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article 1441. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2018.01441

Hirst, W., Yamashiro, J. K., & Coman, A. (2018). Collective memory from a
psychological perspective. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 22(5), 438-451.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010

Jikeli, G. (2020). A model for coming to terms with the past? Holocaust
remembrance and Antisemitism in Germany since 1945. Israel Journal
of Foreign Affairs, 14(3), 427-446. https://doi.org/10.1080/23739770
.2020.1859247

Josephson, B. R., Singer, J. A., & Salovey, P. (1996). Mood regulation
and memory: Repairing sad moods with happy memories. Cognition and
Emotion, 10(4), 437-444. https://doi.org/10.1080/026999396380222

Judd, C. M., Westfall, J., & Kenny, D. A. (2012). Treating stimuli as a
random factor in social psychology: A new and comprehensive solution to
apervasive but largely ignored problem. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 103(1), 54-69. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028347

Kamau, J. W. (2021). Is counter-terrorism counterproductive? A case study
of Kenya’s response to terrorism, 1998-2020. South African Journal of

International Affairs, 28(2), 203-231. https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461
.2021.1924252

Kazarovytska, F., Arnadéttir, K., D’Ottone, S. A., Halabi, S., Clarke, E. J.R.,
Sharma, S., Heidrich, V., & Imhoff, R. (2025). Do people across the world
want to remember positive ingroup histories? https://doi.org/10.17605/
OSF.IO/3W6AP

Kazarovytska, F., & Imhoff, R. (2024). Three fish at one hook? Future-oriented,
reconciliatory, and defensive claims for historical closure as expressions of
the same defensive desire. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
50(3), 351-370. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221124674

Kazarovytska, F., Kretzschmar, M., Lamberty, P., Rees, J., Knausenberger,
J., & Imhoff, R. (2022). From moral disaster to moral entitlement—the
impact of success in dealing with a perpetrator past on perceived ingroup
morality and claims for historical closure. Journal of Social and Political
Psychology, 10(1), 48-71. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.8337

Khlevniuk, D., & Noordenbos, B. (2025). The temporality of memory politics:
An analysis of Russian state media narratives on the war in Ukraine. The
British Journal of Sociology, 76(2), 390-406. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
4446.13171

King, M. L., Jr. (1963). I have a dream [Speech transcript]. American
Rhetoric. https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm

Kiprono, Z. M. C. (2024). Breaking the cycle: Corruption, ethnic politics,
and the crisis of political trust in Kenya from the 2017-2022 elections to
Gen Z protests (2024) [Unpublished manuscript].

Kirkwood, S. (2019). History in the service of politics: Constructing narratives
of history during the European Refugee “Crisis”. Political Psychology,
40(2), 297-313. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12511

Klar, Y., & Bilewicz, M. (2017). From socially motivated lay historians to lay
censors: Epistemic conformity and defensive group identification. Memory
Studies, 10(3), 334-346. https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698017701616

Klein, N., & O’Brien, E. (2017). The power and limits of personal change:
When a bad past does (and does not) inspire in the present. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 113(2), 210-229. https://doi.org/10
.1037/pspa0000088

Koller, C (2008). Defeat and foreign rule as a narrative of national rebirth—
The German memory of the Napoleonic period in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. In J. Macleod (Ed.), Defeat and memory: Cultural
histories of military defeat in the modern era (pp. 35-40). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230582798_3

Konczal, K. (2021). Mnemonic populism: The polish holocaust law and its
afterlife. European Review, 29(4), 457-469. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S$1062798720000502

Kreft, 1., & de Leeuw, J. (1998). Introducing multilevel modeling. Sage
Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849209366

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. B. (2017). ImerTest
package: Tests in linear mixed effects models. Journal of Statistical
Software, 82(13), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The
importance of morality (vs. competence and sociability) in the positive
evaluation of in-groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
93(2), 234-249. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234

Leach, C. W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L. W., Pennekamp,
S. F., Doosje, B., Ouwerkerk, J. W., & Spears, R. (2008). Group-level self-
definition and self-investment: A hierarchical (multicomponent) model of
in-group identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
95(1), 144-165. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144

Leidner, B., Castano, E., Zaiser, E., & Giner-Sorolla, R. (2010). Ingroup
glorification, moral disengagement, and justice in the context of collective
violence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(8), 1115-1129.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210376391

Licata, L., & Mercy, A. (2015). Social psychology of collective memory. In
J. D. Wright (Ed.), International encyclopedia of the social & behavioral
sciences (pp. 2223-2227). Elsevier Academic Press. https://doi.org/10
.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.24046-4


https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429309519
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429309519
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034436
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034436
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1344
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016904
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016904
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4419309
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4419309
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4419309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09344-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09344-2
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/publications/publication/did/germany-and-israel-today
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/publications/publication/did/germany-and-israel-today
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/publications/publication/did/germany-and-israel-today
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/publications/publication/did/germany-and-israel-today
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.2979/his.2000.12.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham
https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham
https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham
https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham
https://doi.org/10.1075/ni.21.2.09ham
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613506018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613506018
https://doi.org/10.1177/02697580231181143
https://doi.org/10.1177/02697580231181143
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01441
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01441
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01441
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01441
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01441
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/23739770.2020.1859247
https://doi.org/10.1080/23739770.2020.1859247
https://doi.org/10.1080/23739770.2020.1859247
https://doi.org/10.1080/23739770.2020.1859247
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999396380222
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999396380222
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028347
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028347
https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461.2021.1924252
https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461.2021.1924252
https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461.2021.1924252
https://doi.org/10.1080/10220461.2021.1924252
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3W6AP
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3W6AP
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3W6AP
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/3W6AP
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221124674
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221124674
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.8337
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.8337
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.8337
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.13171
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.13171
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.13171
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.13171
https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm
https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm
https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm
https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12511
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12511
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12511
https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698017701616
https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698017701616
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000088
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000088
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230582798_3
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230582798_3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798720000502
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798720000502
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798720000502
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849209366
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849209366
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210376391
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210376391
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.24046-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.24046-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.24046-4

gies, are reserved.

ar technolo

Al training, and simil

o

All rights, including for text and datz

CHARACTERISTICS OF HISTORY 23

Lienen, C. S., & Cohrs, J. C. (2021). Redefining the meaning of negative
history in times of sociopolitical change: A social creativity approach.
Political Psychology, 42(6), 941-956. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12725

Lienen, C. S., Eckerle, F., & Cohrs, J. C. (2025). How do members of a
perpetrator group negotiate multiple past ingroup transgressions? A
German case study. Memory Studies, 18(1), 198-217. https://doi.org/10
.1177/17506980241247269

Liu, J. H. (2022). Collective remembering and the making of political
culture. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/978110898
5093.015

Liu, J. H., & Atsumi, T. (2008). Historical conflict and resolution between
Japan and China: Developing and applying a narrative theory of history
and identity. In T. Sugiman, K. J. Gergen, W. Wagner, & Y. Yamada
(Eds.), Meaning in action: Constructions, narratives, and representations
(pp. 327-343). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-4-431-74680-5_19

Liu, J. H., Goldstein-Hawes, R., Hilton, D., Huang, L.-L., Gastardo-Conaco,
C., Dresler-Hawke, E., Pittolo, F., Hong, Y.-Y., Ward, C., Abraham, S.,
Kashima, Y., Kashima, E., Ohashi, M. M., Yuki, M., & Hidaka, Y. (2005).
Social representations of events and people in world history across 12
cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36(2), 171-191. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272900

Liu, J. H., & Hilton, D. J. (2005). How the past weighs on the present: Social
representations of history and their role in identity politics. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 44(4), 537-556. https://doi.org/10.1348/
014466605X27162

Liu, J. H., Paez, D., Slawuta, P., Cabecinhas, R., Techio, E., Kokdemir, D.,
Sen, R., Vincze, O., Muluk, H., Wang, F., & Zlobina, A. (2009).
Representing world history in the 21st century: The impact of 9/11, the
Iraq war, and the nation-state on dynamics of collective remembering.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40(4), 667-692. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0022022109335557

Liu, J. H., Wilson, M. S., McClure, J., & Higgins, T. R. (1999). Social identity and
the perception of history: Cultural representations of Aotearoa/New Zealand.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 29(8), 1021-1047. https://doi.org/10
.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8<1021:: AID-EJSP975>3.0.CO;2-4

Lu, J. G., Benet-Martinez, V., & Wang, L. C. (2023). A socioecological-
genetic framework of culture and personality: Their roots, trends, and
interplay. Annual Review of Psychology, 74, 363-390. https://doi.org/10
.1146/annurev-psych-032420-032631

Manier, D., & Hirst, W. (2008). A cognitive taxonomy of collective memories.
In A. Erll & A. Niinning (Eds.), Cultural memory studies: An international
and interdisciplinary handbook (pp. 253-262). De Gruyter.

Mastroianni, A. M., & Gilbert, D. T. (2023). The illusion of moral decline.
Nature, 618, 782-789. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06137-x

McAdams, D. P., Reynolds, J., Lewis, M., Patten, A. H., & Bowman, P. J.
(2001). When bad things turn good and good things turn bad: Sequences
of redemption and contamination in life narrative and their relation
to psychosocial adaptation in midlife adults and in students. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(4), 474—485. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167201274008

Meyers, D. T. (2011). Two victim paradigms and the problem of
“impure” victims. Humanity: An International Journal of Human
Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, 2(2), 255-275. https://
doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018

Minkov, M., & Kaasa, A. (2022). Do dimensions of culture exist objectively?
A validation of the revised Minkov—Hofstede model of culture with World
Values Survey items and scores for 102 countries. Journal of International
Management, 28(4), Article 100971. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman
.2022.100971

Muller, F., Bermejo, F., Koppel, J., & Hirst, W. (2024). Remembering the
Malvinas/Falklands War: National, generational, and ideological differ-
ences. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 13(4), 533—
542. https://doi.org/10.1037/mac0000152

Nakagawa, S., Johnson, P. C., & Schielzeth, H. (2017). The coefficient of
determination R* and intra-class correlation coefficient from generalized
linear mixed-effects models revisited and expanded. Journal of the Royal
Society Interface, 14(134), Article 20170213. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif
.2017.0213

Narlikar, A. (2007). All that glitters is not gold: India’s rise to power.
Third World Quarterly, 28(5), 983-996. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01436590701371702

Nyamweno, B. (2024). Not set in stone: An assessment of the impacts of
ethnicity on statehood and social cohesion in Kenya, 1963-2022.
International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science, 8(2),
1431-1444. https://doi.org/10.47772/1JRISS.2024.802100

Obradovi¢, S., & Bowe, M. (2021). The nation in context: How intergroup
relations shape the discursive construction of identity continuity and
discontinuity. British Journal of Social Psychology, 60(2), 490-508.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12413

Olick, J. K. (1999). Collective memory: The two cultures. Sociological
Theory, 17(3), 333-348. https://doi.org/10.1111/0735-2751.00083

OpenAl. (2025). ChatGPT (GPT-5.1) [Large language model]. https://chat
.openai.com/

Paez, D. R., Basabe, N., & Gonzalez, J. L. (1997). Social processes and
collective memory: A cross-cultural approach to remembering political
events. In J. W. Pennebaker, D. Paez, & B. Rimé (Eds.), Collective memory
of political events: Social psychological perspectives (pp. 147-174).
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427

Paez, D. R., & Liu, J. H.-F. (2011). Collective memory of conflicts. In D.
Bar-Tal (Ed.), Intergroup conflicts and their resolution: A social psy-
chological perspective (pp. 105-124). Psychology Press. https://doi.org/
10.4324/9780203834091

Papendick, M., Rees, J., Wischle, F., & Zick, A. (2020). Multidimensionaler
Erinnerungsmonitor (MEMO) 11I/2020 [Multidimensional memory mon-
itor MEMO 111/2020]. Forschungsbericht IKG.

Peetz, J., Gunn, G. R., & Wilson, A. E. (2010). Crimes of the past: Defensive
temporal distancing in the face of past in-group wrongdoing. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(5), 598-611. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167210364850

Pennebaker, J. W., & Banasik, B. L. (1997). On the creation and maintenance
of collective memories: History as social psychology. In J. W. Pennebaker,
D. Paez, & B. Rimé (Eds.), Collective memory of political events: Social
psychological perspectives (pp. 3—19). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427

Pennebaker, J. W., Paez, D., & Deschamps, J. C. (2006). The social psy-
chology of history: Defining the most important events of the last 10, 100,
and 1000 years. Psicologia Politica, 32, 15-32.

Prager, J. (2001). Psychology of collective memory. In N. J. Smelser & P. B.
Baltes (Eds.), International encyclopedia of the social & behavioral
sciences (pp. 2223-2227). Elsevier Academic Press.

Putnam, A. L., Ross, M. Q., Soter, L. K., & Roediger, H. L., III. (2018).
Collective narcissism: Americans exaggerate the role of their home state in
appraising U.S. History. Psychological Science, 29(9), 1414-1422.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618772504

Ray, S., & Singh, J. K. (2015). Unity in diversity: Search for common Indian
national identity. IOSR Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 20(7),
9-16. https://de.scribd.com/document/504985615/Unity-in-Diversity

Roediger, H. L., III. (2021). Three facets of collective memory. American
Psychologist, 76(9), 1388-1400. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000938

Roediger, H. L., III, Abel, M., Umanath, S., Shaffer, R. A., Fairfield, B.,
Takahashi, M., & Wertsch, J. V. (2019). Competing national memories of
World War II. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America, 116(34), 16678—16686. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1907992116

Rothberg, M. (2022). Lived multidirectionality: “Historikerstreit 2.0”” and the
politics of Holocaust memory. Memory Studies, 15(6), 1316-1329. https://
doi.org/10.1177/17506980221133511


https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12725
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12725
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12725
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980241247269
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980241247269
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108985093.015
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108985093.015
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108985093.015
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108985093.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-4-431-74680-5_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-4-431-74680-5_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-4-431-74680-5_19
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272900
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272900
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272900
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X27162
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X27162
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X27162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022109335557
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022109335557
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1021::AID-EJSP975%3E3.0.CO;2-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1021::AID-EJSP975%3E3.0.CO;2-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1021::AID-EJSP975%3E3.0.CO;2-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1021::AID-EJSP975%3E3.0.CO;2-4
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-032420-032631
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-032420-032631
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06137-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06137-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201274008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201274008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201274008
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2022.100971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2022.100971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2022.100971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2022.100971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2022.100971
https://doi.org/10.1037/mac0000152
https://doi.org/10.1037/mac0000152
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0213
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0213
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0213
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0213
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590701371702
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590701371702
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590701371702
https://doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS.2024.802100
https://doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS.2024.802100
https://doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS.2024.802100
https://doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS.2024.802100
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12413
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12413
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12413
https://doi.org/10.1111/0735-2751.00083
https://doi.org/10.1111/0735-2751.00083
https://doi.org/10.1111/0735-2751.00083
https://chat.openai.com/
https://chat.openai.com/
https://chat.openai.com/
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203834091
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203834091
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203834091
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210364850
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210364850
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210364850
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774427
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618772504
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618772504
https://de.scribd.com/document/504985615/Unity-in-Diversity
https://de.scribd.com/document/504985615/Unity-in-Diversity
https://de.scribd.com/document/504985615/Unity-in-Diversity
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000938
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000938
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907992116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907992116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907992116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907992116
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980221133511
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980221133511
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980221133511

and similar technologies, are reserved.

o

Al trainin

a mining,

0

All rights, including for text and dat

24 KAZAROVYTSKA ET AL.

Ruscio, J. (2008). A probability-based measure of effect size: Robustness to
base rates and other factors. Psychological Methods, 13(1), 19-30. https://
doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19

Sachdeva, G. (2022). India as the voice of the Global South in G20, 2023.
Indian Foreign Affairs Journal, 17(3/4), 133—145. https://www jstor.org/
stable/48772505

Sahdra, B., & Ross, M. (2007). Group identification and historical memory.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(3), 384-395. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296103

Sani, F., Bowe, M., Herrera, M., Manna, C., Cossa, T., Miao, X., & Zhou, Y.
(2007). Perceived collective continuity: Seeing groups as entities that
move through time. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37(6), 1118—
1134. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.430

Schacter, D. L., Greene, C. M., & Murphy, G. (2024). Bias and constructive
processes in a self-memory system. Memory, 32(6), 656—665. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568

Schori-Eyal, N., Klar, Y., Roccas, S., & McNeill, A. (2017). The shadows of
the past: Effects of historical group trauma on current intergroup conflicts.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(4), 538-554. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689063

Schuman, H., & Scott, J. (1989). Generations and collective memories.
American Sociological Review, 54(3), 359-381. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2095611

Schwartz, B., Fukuoka, K., & Takita-Ishii, S. (2005). Collective memory:
Why culture matters. In M. D. Jacobs & N. W. Hanrahan (Eds.), The
Blackwell companion to the sociology of culture (pp. 253-271). Blackwell
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470996744.ch17

Sedikides, C., & Wildschut, T. (2019). The sociality of personal and col-
lective nostalgia. European Review of Social Psychology, 30(1), 123-173.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098

Shanguhyia, M. S. (2022). Squatters, access to land, and production of
national narratives in post-colonial Kenya. Canadian Journal of African
Studies/Revue Canadienne Des études Africaines, 56(3), 563-587. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396

Shnabel, N., & Nadler, A. (2008). A needs-based model of reconciliation:
Satisfying the differential emotional needs of victim and perpetrator as a
key to promoting reconciliation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 94(1), 116-132. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116

Singh, S. (2014). From a sub-continental power to an Asia-Pacific player:
India’s changing identity. India Review, 13(3), 187-211. https://doi.org/10
.1080/14736489.2014.937266

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., Martinez, C. M., Schwarzwald, J., & Tur-Kaspa,
M. (1998). Prejudice toward immigrants to Spain and Israel: An integrated
threat theory analysis. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(4), 559—
576. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294004

Szwajca, D. (2017). The importance of reputation of a country in the process
of building its competitive advantage on the global market. Zeszyty
Naukowe Wyzszej Szkoty Finansow i Prawa w Bielsku-Biatej, (1), 99-114.
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7

Tajtel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). An integrative theory of intergroup
conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of
intergroup relations (pp. 33—47). Brooks-Cole.

Thorhallsson, B. (2009). Can small states choose their own size? The case of a
Nordic state-Iceland. In A. F. Cooper & T. M. Shaw (Eds.), The
Diplomacies of small states: Between vulnerability and resilience (pp. 119—
142). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230246911_7

Truman, H. S. (1965). Years of trial and hope 19461952, memoirs volume
II. New American Library.

Vollhardt, J. R. (2012). Collective victimization. In L. R. Tropp (Ed.),
The Oxford handbook of intergroup conflict (pp. 136—157). Oxford
University Press.

Wandibba, S. (2023). Power narratives and political campaigns in Kenya.
Journal of Language, Technology & Entrepreneurship in Africa, 14(1),
48-57.

Wertsch, J. V. (2008). Collective memory and narrative templates. Social
Research: An International Quarterly, 75(1), 133—156. https://doi.org/10
.1353/s0r.2008.0051

Wertsch, J. V., & Roediger, H. L., I (2008). Collective memory:
Conceptual foundations and theoretical approaches. Memory, 16(3), 318—
326. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210701801434

Westfall, J., Kenny, D. A., & Judd, C. M. (2014). Statistical power and
optimal design in experiments in which samples of participants respond to
samples of stimuli. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 143(5),
2020-2045. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000014

Wilson, A. E., & Ross, M. (2003). The identity function of autobiographical
memory: Time is on our side. Memory, 11(2), 137-149. https://doi.org/10
.1080/741938210

Wohl, M. J. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Klar, Y. (2006). Collective guilt:
Emotional reactions when one’s group has done wrong or been wronged.
European Review of Social Psychology, 17, 1-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10463280600574815

Woitzel, J., & Alves, H. (2024). The formation of negative attitudes toward
novel groups. Psychological Science, 35(6), 613-622. https://doi.org/10
.1177/09567976241239932

Yamashiro, J. K., & Roediger, H. L., III (2019). How we have fallen: Implicit
trajectories in collective temporal thought. Memory, 27(8), 1158-1166.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2019.1635161

Zaromb, F. M., Liu, J. H., Paez, D., Hanke, K., Putnam, A. L., &
Roediger, H. L., IIT (2018). We made history: Citizens of 35 countries
overestimate their nation’s role in world history. Journal of Applied
Research in Memory and Cognition, 7(4), 521-528. https://doi.org/10
.1037/h0101827

Received November 7, 2024
Revision received November 21, 2025
Accepted November 24, 2025 =


https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://www.jstor.org/stable/48772505
https://www.jstor.org/stable/48772505
https://www.jstor.org/stable/48772505
https://www.jstor.org/stable/48772505
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296103
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296103
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296103
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.430
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.430
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.430
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2023.2232568
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689063
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689063
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689063
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095611
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095611
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095611
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470996744.ch17
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470996744.ch17
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470996744.ch17
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1630098
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2021.1982396
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1080/14736489.2014.937266
https://doi.org/10.1080/14736489.2014.937266
https://doi.org/10.1080/14736489.2014.937266
https://doi.org/10.1080/14736489.2014.937266
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294004
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7
https://doi.org/10.19192/wsfip.sj1.2017.7
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230246911_7
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230246911_7
https://doi.org/10.1353/sor.2008.0051
https://doi.org/10.1353/sor.2008.0051
https://doi.org/10.1353/sor.2008.0051
https://doi.org/10.1353/sor.2008.0051
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210701801434
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210701801434
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000014
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000014
https://doi.org/10.1080/741938210
https://doi.org/10.1080/741938210
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280600574815
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280600574815
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280600574815
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976241239932
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976241239932
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2019.1635161
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2019.1635161
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2019.1635161
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2019.1635161
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0101827
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0101827

