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Article

Agency and Time 
Representation in English  
and Dutch Speakers

Annemijn C. Loermans1,2, Björn B. de Koning3,  
and Lydia Krabbendam2 

Abstract
Research reveals that the ego- and time-moving representations, two divergent 
ways to talk and think about time, are psychologically meaningful: They are, for 
example, linked to agency. This research has, however, mainly been correlational 
in nature and only been conducted amongst English speakers, even though cross-
linguistic differences are readily observed in research on time representation. 
The present research addresses these limitations. In the first study, we explore 
the causal relation amongst English speakers and show that feelings of personal 
agency lead to the adoption of the ego-moving representation. In the second and 
third study, we replicate the first study and conduct a correlational study amongst 
Dutch speakers. We find no proof for a similar relation between agency and time 
representation amongst Dutch speakers. In discussing the findings, the role language 
plays in shaping preferences is considered as well as the methodological issues that 
need to be addressed by future research.

Keywords
time representation, agency, ego-moving, time-moving, cross-linguistic differences

Dwelling on past events and anticipating hypothetical future events are prominent 
activities of the human mind (Spronken, Holland, Figner, & Dijksterhuis, 2016). 
When talking about such events to others, people heavily rely on spatial terms to 
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get their message across: We say a meeting was short, that a deadline is approach-
ing, that we are ahead of our time, and that we are leaving bad days behind, and 
looking forward towards a bright future. Research on understanding the representa-
tion of time has shown that this way of talking about time is reflective of the way 
time is cognitively represented (Boroditsky, 2001; Casasanto & Boroditsky, 2008; 
Casasanto, Fotakopoulou, & Boroditsky, 2010; Lai & Boroditsky, 2013). As time 
cannot be experienced directly through the senses, people rely on spatial metaphors 
to understand and talk about time (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

A considerable amount of research has focused on contrasting two spatial meta-
phors, two specific ways of representing time spatially: the ego- and the time-
moving representation (Boroditsky & Ramscar, 2002; Duffy & Feist, 2014; Lakoff 
& Johnson, 1980; McGlone & Harding, 1998; McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Richmond, 
Wilson, & Zinken, 2012). In the ego-moving representation, people see themselves 
moving through a temporal landscape, approaching future events whilst leaving 
past events behind. In contrast, in the time-moving representation, future temporal 
events approach and pass a stationary ego, as they change from events in the future 
to events in the past. Do these different ways of thinking and talking about time 
reveal anything about the way people feel and act towards the past and future events 
they so often think and talk about? The current research addresses this by investi-
gating whether feelings of personal agency, the amount of control one perceives 
over life events, affects our representation of time. Specifically, we tested whether 
personal agency leads to the adoption of the ego-moving representation, where the 
person is the agentic entity moving towards future temporal events, and whether 
lack of personal agency leads to the adoption of the time-moving representation, 
where the person is stationary, being approached by future temporal events.

The idea that agency and time representation might be linked in such a way is 
corroborated by various studies. Indirect support for the link between agency and 
time representation, for example, comes from the work by McGlone and Pfiester 
(2009) and Ruscher (2011). Building on research linking agency to positive affect 
through an approach motivation (Higgins, 1997; Krieglmeyer, Deutsch, de Houwer, 
& de Raedt, 2010; Margolies & Crawford, 2008), they point out the inherent differ-
ences in the way that agency is assigned in ego- and time-moving expressions 
(McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Ruscher, 2011). Agency is often inexplicitly communi-
cated through certain linguistic constructions with greater agency assigned to gram-
matical subjects than to objects (Henley, Miller, & Beazley, 1995; McGlone & 
Pfiester, 2009; Ruscher, 2011; van Dijk, 1988; see also, Fausey & Boroditsky, 
2010, 2011). In ego-moving expressions, the grammatical subject features the per-
son (e.g., We passed the deadline) whilst in time-moving expressions the person is 
usually in the object role with the grammatical subject role featuring the temporal 
event (e.g., The deadline passed us).

McGlone and Pfiester (2009) analysed English corpora and found that when 
describing positive events, people more often employed ego-moving expressions 
than time-moving expressions; when describing negative events, people more often 
employed time-moving expressions than ego-moving expressions. In follow-up 
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studies, they found similar results when eliciting narratives about either positive or 
negative events from participants and when asking participants to indicate the 
affective orientation of someone described in a vignette using either ego- or time-
moving expressions (McGlone & Pfiester, 2009). Ruscher’s (2011) findings extend 
this by showing a relation between time representation and affective forecasting: 
Participants who read a vignette about a grieving mother after being primed with an 
ego-moving representation, estimated shorter grieving periods and provided agen-
tic comments about a return to daily routines (as opposed to comments about the 
passive passage of negative affect), compared with participants who received a 
time-moving prime.

The link between the ego-moving representation and an approach motivation 
(and by extension thus agency) is further corroborated by findings of Hauser, 
Carter, and Meier (2009) who showed that anger, which is an approach emotion, 
is linked to an ego-moving representation. In addition, Duffy and Feist (2014) 
found that students, compared to professional administrators, were more likely to 
adopt an ego-moving representation. They explained their findings as being due 
to the different relation these two populations have with time: Where students are 
generally in control of structuring their time, administrators are controlled by 
time, in the sense that their days are more structured by external demands (Duffy 
& Feist, 2014).

More direct support for the hypothesized relation between agency and time rep-
resentation is found in a recent study by Richmond et al. (2012). They report that 
happiness, higher levels of personal agency, and a future orientation were posi-
tively related to an ego-moving representation (Richmond et al., 2012). Depression, 
anxiety, lower levels of agency, a fatalistic and hedonistic time orientation, were, in 
turn, related to a time-moving representation (Richmond et al., 2012).

In the study most relevant to the current study, Richmond et al. (2012) measured 
personal agency using the Behavioral Identification Form (Vallacher & Wegner, 
1989). The Behavioral Identification Form provides participants with 25 behav-
iours or actions (e.g., taking a test) and asks them to choose between two descrip-
tions that identify the actions at different levels. One description focuses on the 
motives and meaning of the behaviour (e.g., showing one’s knowledge) where the 
other description focuses on the details and methods (e.g., answering questions; 
Vallacher & Wegner, 1985, 1989). According to Vallacher and Wegner (1989; see 
also Richmond et al., 2012) agentic individuals incorporate the motives and mean-
ing in their actions whereas those with lower levels of personal agency will focus 
on the details and methods. The results of the study showed that participants who 
adopted an ego-moving representation, as opposed to a time-moving representa-
tion, scored higher on the Behavior Identification Form (Richmond et al., 2012).

In the first study reported in the current research, we build on this correlational 
research and extend it by manipulating agency amongst participants to test whether 
feelings of personal agency lead to the adoption of an ego-moving representation as 
opposed to a time-moving representation. In doing so, we take a first step in inves-
tigating the possible causal mechanism underlying this relation.
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Another aim of the current study was to extend prior research on agency and 
time representation by investigating the relation between the two amongst a non-
English-speaking sample. Namely, all the above studies providing indirect and 
direct support for the relation between agency and time representation have 
exclusively been conducted amongst English-speaking participants. Yet a vast 
body of research shows that time representation is heavily influenced by linguis-
tic and/or cultural factors (Bender, Beller, & Bennardo, 2010; Boroditsky, 
Fuhrman, & McCormick, 2011; Dahl, 1995; Fuhrman & Boroditsky, 2010; Lai & 
Boroditsky, 2013; Moore, 2011; Núñez & Sweetser, 2006; Rothe-Wulf, Beller, & 
Bender, 2015; see Bender & Beller, 2014, for a discussion). Specifically, in rela-
tion to the ego- and time-moving representation, researchers have found that 
speakers of other languages, like Malagasy, Mandarin, German, and Swedish, 
have a strong preference for one representation over the other: Malagasy, 
Mandarin, and German speakers all seem to prefer the time-moving representa-
tion while Swedish speakers seem to prefer the ego-moving representation 
(Bender et al., 2010; Dahl, 1995; Lai & Boroditsky, 2013; Rothe-Wulf et al., 
2015). This strong preference for one representation over the other cannot be 
observed among English speakers: Studies generally report that about half of the 
English-speaking participants use an ego-moving representation whereas the 
other half uses a time-moving representation (Lai & Boroditsky, 2013; Richmond 
et al., 2012; Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015).

If language indeed plays such a vital role in shaping our time representation, the 
question of whether previous documented relations between time representation 
and psychological constructs such as agency amongst speakers of English general-
ize to other languages becomes pertinent. The second and third study reported in 
this research address this question by investigating the relation between agency and 
time representation amongst non-English-speaking participants. Study 2 replicates 
our first experimental study and manipulates agency between participants in a 
Dutch-speaking sample. Study 3 more closely follows Richmond et al.’s (2012) 
study design in taking a nonexperimental approach to investigate whether the adop-
tion of either the ego- or time-moving representation is related to increased and 
decreased feelings of personal agency in speakers of Dutch, respectively.

Although research on time representation amongst Dutch speakers is almost 
nonexistent, Dutch speakers are well suited to examine the relation between agency 
and time representation on, as both representations can be employed to talk about 
temporal events: Like in English, in Dutch one can say that the deadline is approach-
ing (de deadline nadert) or that we are approaching the deadline (wij naderen de 
deadline). Moreover, previous research has indicated that the ambiguous time ques-
tion, a question used almost exclusively by researchers to gauge the ego-moving 
and time-moving representation, is ambiguous to speakers of Dutch (Elvevåg, 
Helsen, De Hert, Sweers, & Storms, 2011). This allows us to test the relation 
between agency and the ego- and time-moving representation amongst a different 
population using the same measures as used in prior studies with English-speaking 
participants.



Loermans et al. 357

Study 1

Study 1 manipulates feelings of personal agency between English-speaking partici-
pants to test the causal relation between agency and time representation. This study 
thus extends previous studies using a correlational approach, which, for example, 
used the Behavior Identification Form as proxy measures for agency (McGlone & 
Pfiester, 2009; Richmond et al., 2012). We follow previous studies in using time 
representation questions to gauge the ego- and time-moving representation (Lai & 
Boroditsky, 2013; Margolies & Crawford, 2008; McGlone & Harding, 1998; 
Richmond et al., 2012) and hypothesize that feelings of personal agency, compared 
to lack of personal agency, lead to the adoption of an ego-moving representation 
when answering these questions.

Method

Participants and Design. A total of 164 participants (74 males; 90 females) with an 
average age of 36.32 years (SDage = 11.73), recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk, took part in the study. We only accepted “Turkers” who were located in the 
United States and with an 85% or higher approval rate to ensure high-quality par-
ticipants in our sample. Most participants (75.6%) identified as having European 
American heritage. We only included the 159 participants (97%) who indicated 
English as their mother tongue for the analyses. One participant was removed from 
the analyses because he or she provided nonsensical answers, leaving us with a 
sample of 158 participants. On average, participants took about 20 minutes to com-
plete the entire study and were given monetary compensation in exchange for their 
participation. They were randomly assigned to either the high personal agency or 
low personal agency condition.

Materials and Procedure. An explanation of the procedure was given before partici-
pants were asked to indicate their willingness to participate. To manipulate agency 
between participants we used Fisher and Johnston’s (1996) autobiographical recall 
task. Participants in the high personal agency condition were asked to recall and 
describe three situations in which they were in control; participants in the low per-
sonal agency condition were asked to recall and describe three situations in which 
they had not been in control. This recall task was effectively used by Fisher and 
Johnston (1996) to manipulate perceived control and also by Ottley, Crouser, Ziem-
kiewicz, and Chang (2015) in their online study using participants recruited via 
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.

Directly after the agency manipulation we gauged time representation using two 
measures. The first measure consisted of two ambiguous time questions: Next week 
Wednesday’s meeting has been moved forward 2 days. What day is the meeting now 
that it has been rescheduled? and Tomorrow’s 12:00 p.m. (noon) meeting has been 
moved forward 2 hours. What time is the meeting now that it has been rescheduled? 
(Lai & Boroditsky, 2013; Margolies & Crawford, 2008; McGlone & Harding, 1998; 
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Richmond et al., 2012). If participants rely on an ego-moving time representation, see 
themselves as moving forward, moving a meeting forward would denote moving it to 
a later point in time, in the direction of the movement, thus from Wednesday to Friday 
or from 12:00 pm to 02:00 pm If, however, participants take a time-moving time rep-
resentation, see temporal events as approaching them and sweeping past them, moving 
a meeting forward would denote moving to an earlier point in time, in the direction of 
the movement, thus, from Wednesday to Monday or from 12:00 pm to 10:00 am We 
randomized the order of the two ambiguous time questions.

The second measure consisted of a question that asked participants to choose 
between an ego-moving statement (I am approaching the meeting) and a time-moving 
statement (The meeting is approaching me; Hauser et al., 2009; Margolies & Crawford, 
2008; Richmond et al., 2012). Participants were asked to pick the statement that best 
expressed how they felt. The order in which the two statements were presented was 
randomized across participants.

After the time representation measure, participants filled in questions unrelated to 
the purpose of this study. They filled in demographic information before being 
debriefed and thanked for their participation.1

Results

We first looked at the descriptions participants provided in response to Fisher and 
Johnston’s (1996) autobiographical recall task. Within the high personal agency con-
dition, participants typically provided a description of achieving a personal or profes-
sional goal through deliberate action on their part or of a period in their lives during 
which they had felt they were in control of the future. For example, in the high per-
sonal agency condition, one participant described achieving the weight loss that he or 
she desired: When I lost 15 pounds using weight watchers. It is something that I really 
wanted to do and I achieved that goal. Another participant described the period during 
which he or she was a quarterback:

I felt in control when I was younger playing quarterback for my football team. I 
called the plays, I always had the ball, and I was the decision maker. Of course, all of 
the blame could be placed on me as well so it was a give and take situation. I liked 
his position and I cannot say any bad things about being a quarterback of a football 
team. I felt that I had a lot of control in these situations and I was proud of myself. 
When I did wrong I needed to own up to my misjudgments. When I did well people 
[praised] me.

In the low personal agency condition, participants typically provided a description 
of a situation in which some event outside of their control had happened and affected 
them in some way or a situation in which the outcome of something was outside of 
their control. For example, in the low personal agency condition, one participant 
described a situation in which their car broke down:
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My car [would not] start and I had no idea how to get it started. I didn’t think it was the 
battery because the battery hadn’t been giving me trouble in the past. The car had plenty 
of gas in it as it had a full tank. I called my insurance agent to see if [they] could send 
someone out to fix the car but they could only send a tow truck. I called multiple friends 
and no one had a clue on why the car wouldn’t start. A friend eventually came over and 
used jumper cables on it and it started it up just fine.

We then looked at the responses that participants gave to the time representation 
questions. With regard to the ambiguous time questions, 10 participants provided 
inconsistent answers (an ego-moving answer to one ambiguous time question and a 
time-moving answer to the other ambiguous time question) or incorrect answers (e.g., 
Saturday). As it was not clear which representation these 10 participants used, they 
were excluded from further analyses. One participant specifically commented on the 
ambiguous nature of the time questions and was also excluded from the analyses. Of 
the remaining 147 participants, the majority of participants (60.5%) provided an ego-
moving consistent answer (Friday and 02:00 pm) in response to both ambiguous time 
questions, whilst a minority (39.5%) provided a time-moving consistent answer 
(Monday and 10:00 am). With regard to Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement 
question, the majority of participants (62.6%) chose the ego-moving statement (I am 
approaching the meeting) whilst a minority (37.4%) chose the time-moving statement 
(The meeting is approaching). A chi-square analysis indicated that answers to the 
ambiguous time questions and Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question 
were not significantly related, χ2(1, N = 147) = 1.324, p = .296 (please note that for 
all analyses in this article, the chi-square value reported is the exact value and the 
associated p value reported is two-sided).

We examined the effect of agency on the two ambiguous time questions using a 
chi-square analysis. In line with our expectations, this chi-square analysis revealed 
that participants in the high personal agency condition, compared to participants in the 
low personal agency condition, were significantly more likely to provide an ego-mov-
ing consistent answer than a time-moving consistent answer, χ2(1, N = 147) = 5.249, 
p = .028 (see Table 1).

We then analysed the responses participants gave to Margolies and Crawford’s 
(2008) statement question. A chi-square analysis revealed a nonsignificant effect 
of agency on the statement chosen: Participants in the high personal agency condi-
tion, compared to participants in the low personal agency condition, were not 

Table 1. Number of Ego- and Time-Moving Responses to the Ambiguous Time Questions 
in the High and Low Personal Agency Conditions.

Ambiguous time questions

Condition Ego-moving Time-moving

High personal agency 54 24
Low personal agency 35 34
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significantly more likely to choose the ego-moving statement (I am approaching 
the meeting) over the time-moving statement (The meeting is approaching),  
χ2(1, N = 147) = 0.556, p = .497 (see Table 2).

Following Dienes’s (2014) recommendations, we performed Bayesian analyses 
in order to report Bayes factors. We tested the effect of agency on the ambiguous 
time question and  Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question using the 
statistical software JASP. Bayesian contingency tables tests showed that in regard to 
the ambiguous time question, the BF10 was 2.69, indicating that the data we observed 
were 2.69 more likely under the alternative hypothesis than the null hypothesis; with 
regard to Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question, the BF01 was 3.62, 
indicating that the data we observed were 3.62 more likely under the null hypothesis 
than the alternative hypothesis.

Discussion

In Study 1, feelings of personal agency led to the adoption of an ego-moving represen-
tation as opposed to a time-moving representation, as measured by the ambiguous 
time question. Even though our Bayesian analyses indicate our data only provide 
“anecdotal” evidence in favor for an effect of agency on the ambiguous time questions 
(Jeffreys, 1961; Lee & Wagenmakers, 2014), it does corroborate previous correla-
tional findings (McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Richmond et al., 2012).

Interestingly, proof for such a relation was not found when measuring time repre-
sentation with Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question. Richmond et al. 
(2012) did find that answers to Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question 
were related to agency, as measured by the Behavior Identification Form. A possible 
explanation for the discrepancy between the two measures and the way they relate to 
agency might be found when looking at Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) own 
research and the research by Hauser et al. (2009). They found that their independent 
variables, event valence and anger, also affected the ambiguous time questions and 
the statement question differently (Hauser et al., 2009; Margolies & Crawford, 2008). 
In discussing their findings, both suggest that it might be due to the fact that having 
an enthusiasm- or anger-invoking event might counteract the tendency to move it 
towards a later point in time, as both are approach-related emotions. As alternative 
explanation, Margolies and Crawford (2008) also propose that the statement question 
might be conceptually distinct from the ambiguous time questions and instead might 

Table 2. Number of Participants Who Chose the Ego- and Time-Moving Statements in the 
High and Low Personal Agency Conditions.

Margolies and Crawford’s statement question

Condition Ego-moving Time-moving

High personal agency 51 27
Low personal agency 41 28
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tap into “one’s conceptualization of an event in space, regardless of time” (Margolies 
& Crawford, 2008, p. 1405). As we used the original formulation of the ambiguous 
time questions and relied on a neutral event instead of a “valenced” event as was done 
by Hauser et al. (2009) and Margolies and Crawford (2008), our results—the fact that 
the two measures did not correlate significantly—support this later interpretation.

This is also, to some extent, supported by results of Richmond et al. (2012) who 
found that the relation between the two questions was just above significance level and 
found discrepancies between the two measures and how they were related to other 
constructs and effected by their emotion-inducing conditions. Moreover, the ambigu-
ous time questions and Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question place 
very different demands on the participants: Where the ambiguous time questions asks 
them to provide an intuitive answer about an event being rescheduled to a certain day, 
Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question forces participants to make a 
very conscious decision between the ego- and time-moving representation. As partici-
pants are usually unaware of these two time representations, they might not feel 
strongly about either one. Future research should carefully consider this and determine 
the extent to which these two measures tap into the same construct and, in case they do 
tap into something slightly different, investigate the extent to which the construct 
gauged by Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question is related to agency 
(and other constructs).

Study 2

As language has been found to affect time representation (Bender et al., 2010; Dahl, 
1995; Lai & Boroditsky, 2013; Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015), we wanted to see whether the 
relation found in Study 1 could also be observed amongst speakers of a different lan-
guage. Ergo, we replicated Study 1 amongst Dutch participants. It should be pointed 
out here that we recruited participants from the Netherlands; the Dutch spoken by our 
participants is thus Netherlandic Dutch, which is different from, for example, the 
Dutch spoken in Belgium (Colleman, 2010; van Halteren & Oostdijk, 2018; 
Vandekerckhove, 2005; Yselinck & Colleman, 2016). Even though we have no evi-
dence to suggest that time representation amongst Netherlandic Dutch participants is 
different from time representation amongst other Dutch-speaking participants (e.g., 
Belgian Dutch participants) the results and conclusions reported here are limited to 
Netherlandic Dutch (although see Loermans and Milfont, 2018, for time representa-
tion amongst English speakers from New Zealand that suggests that the distribution in 
responses might be somewhat different from the distribution typically observed 
amongst English speakers in the United States or the United Kingdom).

As mentioned before, a Dutch-speaking sample was used because previous research 
suggests that both the ego-moving and time-moving representation are used by Dutch 
speakers and that the ambiguous time question is in fact ambiguous to them as indi-
cated by an occurrence of both ego-moving and time-moving responses (Elvevåg 
et al., 2011). Nonetheless, two pilot studies were conducted to further explore time 
representation and their measurement in Dutch participants. In a first pilot study, we 
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investigated the effect of spatial priming on time representation questions.2 In the sec-
ond pilot study, we investigated the effect of the language in which the time represen-
tation questions were formulated (Dutch vs. English) on the answers to the time 
representation questions.3

Method

Participants and Design. A total of 172 university students (48 males; 74 females) with 
an average age of 20.57 years (SDage = 4.89) participated in this study, which was 
conducted in the behavioural lab of the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. The majority of 
participants (82.8%) identified as having Dutch heritage. Only the 99 participants 
(81.1%) who indicated Dutch as their (sole) mother tongue were retained for analyses. 
An additional two participants were excluded from the analyses, as they did not com-
plete the autobiographical recall task used to induce either high or low personal 
agency. Participants, on average, took about 20 minutes to complete the entire study 
and were awarded partial course credits or monetary compensation in exchange for 
their participation. They were randomly assigned to either the high personal agency or 
low personal agency condition.

Materials and Procedure. The materials and procedure were identical to the materials 
and procedure of Study 1 with two exceptions: (a) all materials were translated to 
Dutch and (b) participants completed the study in the lab as opposed to completing it 
online. The Dutch formulation of the time representations questions can be found in 
the appendix.

Results

We then looked at the responses that participants gave to the time representation ques-
tions. In regard to the ambiguous time questions, six participants (6.2%) provided 
inconsistent answers (an ego-moving answer to one ambiguous time question and a 
time-moving answer to the other ambiguous time question) or incorrect answers (e.g., 
Saturday). As it is not clear which representation these six participants used, they were 
excluded from further analyses. One participant (1%) specifically commented on the 
ambiguous nature of the time questions and was also excluded from the analyses. A 
minority of participants (13.4%) provided an ego-moving consistent answer (Friday 
or 02:00 pm) in response to both ambiguous time questions, whilst a majority (79.4%) 
provided a time-moving consistent answer (Monday or 10:00 am). With regard to  
Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question, a slight minority (43.3%) chose 
the ego-moving statement (I am approaching the meeting), whilst a slight majority 
(56.7%) chose the time-moving statement (The meeting is approaching). A chi-square 
analysis revealed that answers to the ambiguous time questions and Margolies and 
Crawford’s (2008) statement question were not significantly related, χ2(1, N = 90) = 
0.147, p = .770.
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We examined the effect of agency on the two ambiguous time questions using a 
chi-square analysis. This chi-square analysis revealed that participants in the high 
personal agency condition, compared to participants in the low personal agency con-
dition, were more likely to provide a time-moving consistent answer than an ego-
moving consistent answer, although this effect was just above conventional 
significance level, χ2(1, N = 90) = 3.781, p = .071 (see Table 3).

We then analysed the responses to Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement 
question. A chi-square analysis revealed a nonsignificant effect of agency on the state-
ment chosen: Participants in the high personal agency condition, compared to partici-
pants in the low personal agency condition, were not significantly more likely to 
choose the ego-moving statement (I am approaching the meeting) over the time-mov-
ing statement (The meeting is approaching), χ2(1, N = 90) = 0.326, p = .670 (see 
Table 4).

Again, we ran Bayesian analyses in order to report Bayes factors using the statisti-
cal software JASP. Bayesian contingency tables tests showed that in regard to the 
ambiguous time questions, the BF10 was 1.14, indicating that the data we observed 
were 1.14 more likely under the alternative hypothesis than the null hypothesis; in 
regard to Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question, the BF01 was 10.45, 
indicating that the data were 10.45 more likely under the null hypothesis than the alter-
native hypothesis.

Discussion

Study 2 showed that amongst Dutch participants, feelings of personal agency do not 
lead to the adoption of an ego-moving representation as opposed to a time-moving 

Table 3. Number of Ego- and Time-Moving Responses to the Ambiguous Time Questions 
in the High and Low Personal Agency Conditions.

Ambiguous time questions

Condition Ego-moving Time-moving

High personal agency 4 46
Low personal agency 9 31

Table 4. Number of Participants Who Chose the Ego- and Time-Moving Statements in the 
High and Low Personal Agency Conditions.

Margolies and Crawford’s statement question

Condition Ego-moving Time-moving

High personal agency 23 27
Low personal agency 16 24
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representation when time representation is gauged by the ambiguous time question. 
Rather, the results showed a nonsignificant effect in the opposite direction suggesting 
that for Dutch participants, feelings of personal agency, may even lead to the adoption 
of a time-moving representation. The Bayes factor indicates, however, that we should 
be careful in favoring the interpretation that feelings of personal agency lead to the 
adoption of a time-moving representation amongst Dutch participants, seeing how our 
data are almost as likely under the null than the alternative hypothesis. In addition, we 
found no proof for a relation between agency and time representation when measuring 
time representation using Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question. Like 
in Study 1, we did not find that the two measures were significantly related in a Dutch 
sample either, again suggesting that these measures might tap into somewhat different 
constructs (Margolies & Crawford, 2008).

Our findings regarding the ambiguous time question stand in contrast to our own 
findings from Study 1 and previous correlational findings on the relation between 
agency and time representation (McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Richmond et al., 2012). 
They thereby seem to suggest that the relation between agency and time representation 
might be linguistically or culturally idiosyncratic. When considering the possible rea-
sons for this idiosyncrasy it is of interest to note that, when looking at the distribution 
of answers in response to the time questions, our data suggest a preference for the 
time-moving representation amongst (Netherlandic) Dutch-speaking participants. 
This preference is particularly pronounced when only taking into consideration the 
answers in response to the ambiguous time questions. Is it perhaps possible that the 
preference for one representation over the other within a speech community affects the 
way it relates to constructs like agency?

Based on the findings of the previous two studies this question cannot be answered. 
Although our finding regarding the (Netherlandic) Dutch preference for the time-mov-
ing representation obviously diverges from the findings of Elvevåg et al. (2011)—who 
observed a more equal distribution of ego-moving and time-moving answers in response 
to the ambiguous time question when using verplaatst as a translation of moving—their 
study involved a small, partially clinical, sample of (Belgian) Dutch-speaking partici-
pants. Moreover, in Study 2 and in Elvevåg et al.’s (2011) study a manipulation of some 
sort preceded the ambiguous time questions. In our study we manipulated agency 
before asking about time representation whereas Elvevåg et al. (2011) replicated 
McGlone and Harding’s (1998) second study and presented participants with ambigu-
ous time questions after being primed with either the ego-moving or time-moving rep-
resentation through the presentation of unambiguous sentences. This makes it more 
difficult to make definitive claims about the Dutch preference for either one of the time 
representations at this point as gauged by the ambiguous time questions. We therefore 
decided to follow up with another study, amongst Dutch participants, wherein we sim-
ply measured agency and time representation, enabling us to examine the occurrence of 
time representation amongst Dutch participants as well as its relation to agency.
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Study 3

In Study 3, we examined the relation between agency and time representation by 
more closely following Richmond et al.’s (2012) research design and taking advan-
tage of the fact that individuals differ in terms of the degree that they think they 
control their own lives. Using a nonexperimental design does not only make our 
study more comparable to previous studies examining the relation between agency 
and time representation, it also provides a more unbiased indication of which time 
representation (Netherlandic) Dutch participants adopt when being asked an ambig-
uous time question.

Method

Participants. A total of 213 university students (95 males; 118 females) with an aver-
age age of 20.30 years (SDage = 3.45) participated in this study conducted in the 
behavioural lab of the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. The majority of participants 
(77.8%) identified as having Dutch heritage only. Because of a technical error, partici-
pants’ mother tongue was not recorded, we therefore decided to look to heritage as a 
proxy for mother tongue and only retain participants who identified as having Dutch 
heritage only (N = 164). Participants, on average, took about 21 minutes to complete 
the study and were awarded partial course credits or monetary compensation in 
exchange for their participation.

Materials and Procedure. On arrival in the lab, participants were given an explanation 
about the study before being asked to sign the informed consent form. Participants 
completed the entire study in a private cubicle on the computer. Our measures were 
included as part of a larger test battery.

To gauge agency, participants completed the Levenson’s Locus of Control 
questionnaire (Levenson, 1972, 1973; Presson, Clark, & Benassi, 2001). This 
questionnaire taps into individual differences regarding the amount of control one 
perceives over one’s own life, is widely used in research, and has been validated 
across several studies (Abdallah, 1989; Brosschot, Gebhardt, & Godaert, 1994; 
Kennedy, Lynch, & Schwab, 1998; Kourmousi, Xythali, & Koutras, 2015; 
Roddenberry & Kenk, 2007). The questionnaire consists of 24 items belonging to 
three subscales: internal (e.g., “I can pretty much determine what will happen in 
my life”), powerful others (e.g., “I feel like what happens in my life is mostly 
determined by other people”), and chance (e.g., “To a great extent my life is con-
trolled by accidental happenings”). Items are rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale 
(1 = completely disagree and 6 = completely agree). We used the Dutch version 
translated and validated by Brosschot, Gebhardt, and Godaert (1994). Subscale 
scores were computed by averaging over items.

To gauge time representation, we used one of the ambiguous time questions also 
used in Studies 1 and 2: Next week’s Wednesday meeting was moved forward by two 
days. On which day is the meeting now?
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Participants filled in demographic information before being debriefed and thanked 
for their participation.

Results

We first looked at the responses that participants gave to the ambiguous time ques-
tion. A minority of participants (23.8%) provided an ego-moving consistent answer 
(Friday) in response to the ambiguous time question, whilst a majority (73.8%) 
provided a time-moving consistent answer (Monday). Four participants (2.4%) 
provided incorrect answers (e.g., Saturday) and were excluded from further 
analyses.

Following Richmond et al. (2012), we conducted a series of t tests to examine 
whether participant’s answers to the ambiguous time question were related to agency 
as gauged by the Levenson’s Locus of Control questionnaire. As can be observed in 
Table 5, participants with an ego-moving representation did not score significantly 
higher on the internal locus of control dimension, and not significantly lower on the 
powerful others and chance dimensions.

We ran the same t tests using the statistical software JASP in order to report 
Bayes factors. As can be observed in Table 5, all BF01 values indicate that the data 
we observed were more likely under the null hypothesis than the alternative hypoth-
esis, although it should be noted that in regard to the internal locus of control 
dimension, the BF01 does not reach the threshold of 3 and our data thus only provide 
“anecdotal” evidence in support of the null hypothesis (Jeffreys, 1961; Lee & 
Wagenmakers, 2014).

In light of the increasing emphasis placed on replication efforts (Pashler & Harris, 
2012; Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012) and to add to the validity of our findings, we 
conducted a replication of this study with a few minor modifications. The results con-
firm the results obtained in Studies 2 and 3 in suggesting that amongst Dutch partici-
pants a high level of personal agency does not lead to the adoption of an ego-moving 
representation.4 

Table 5. t-Test Analyses of the Ambiguous Time Question and Levenson’s Locus of Control 
Questionnaire.

Ambiguous time question

 Ego-moving Time-moving  

Dimension M SD M SD t p BF01

Internal 4.53 .54 4.43 .48 −1.13a .259 2.86
Powerful others 2.84 .68 2.91 .59 .574a .567 4.40
Chance 2.94 .59 3.06 .61 1.07a .286 3.05

Note. aDegrees of freedom (df) = 158.
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Discussion

In Study 3, we found no proof that feelings of personal agency are related to the ego-
moving representation amongst Dutch participants. This is in line with our findings 
from Study 2 but diverges from Richmond et al.’s (2012) findings obtained amongst 
English-speaking participants. In addition, the distribution of responses to the ambigu-
ous time question in Study 3 mirrors the distribution of responses to the ambiguous 
time question in Study 2, and clearly suggests a (Netherlandic) Dutch preference for 
the time-moving representation. Such a clear preference for one representation over 
the other in non-English-speaking participants parallels other research (Bender et al., 
2010; Dahl, 1995; Lai & Boroditsky, 2013; Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015). Of particular 
interest in this regard is the study by Rothe-Wulf et al. (2015) which compared speak-
ers of Swedish, German, and English, all languages closely related to Dutch. They 
report a Swedish preference for the ego-moving representation and a German prefer-
ence for the time-moving representation, as measured by the ambiguous time ques-
tions (Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015). English speakers, like in other studies, were not found 
to have a clear preference for either the ego- or time-moving representation (Rothe-
Wulf et al., 2015). Given that Rothe-Wulf et al. (2015) convincingly argued that the 
verbs used are all equally “underspecified” (p. 935), it is highly unlikely that differ-
ences between English and other languages emerge out of the different meanings of 
the verb being used.3 Rather it reveals the implicitly agreed-upon time representation 
adopted by the speakers of the language (Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015).

Similarly, our Dutch translation of the ambiguous time question does not render the 
question unambiguous, that is, direction is not specified in the naar voren verplaatst 
formulation. This is also supported by the fact a small proportion of participants did 
choose the ego-moving interpretation. The fact that opposite preferences are found in 
closely related languages such as Swedish and German (and Dutch) highlights that 
convention amongst speakers of the speech community in using a certain time repre-
sentation is arbitrary—in the sense that it is not passed along jointly from the common 
ancestral language to these daughter languages (Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015)—but never-
theless a powerful driver in shaping time representation. Our findings extend this, as 
they suggest that convention amongst speakers may affect the way time representa-
tions are related to constructs such as agency, with relations between time representa-
tion and agency perhaps only being possible if convention provides the possibility of 
adopting either the ego-moving or time-moving representation. The data from our first 
pilot study also support this assertion as the data indicate that spatial primes do not 
affect responses to the ambiguous time questions as robustly as has been previously 
reported for English participants.2

General Discussion

The present research investigated the relation between agency and time representation 
amongst English and Dutch speakers. Specifically, in both groups of speakers we 
tested whether feelings of personal agency lead to the adoption of an 
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ego-moving representation, as opposed to a time-moving representation. Additionally, 
we investigated whether Dutch participants naturally adopting an ego-moving repre-
sentation, as opposed to a time-moving representation, reported higher personal 
agency. Our results paint a heterogeneous picture: Where inducing feelings of personal 
agency does lead to the adoption of an ego-moving representation in English partici-
pants (Study 1), almost the opposite pattern was observed amongst speakers of Dutch 
(Study 2). Moreover, no proof for a correlational relation between the ego-moving 
representation and high personal agency could be found in speakers of Dutch (Study 
3). Our findings contribute to the literature in two ways.

First, our research moves beyond previous correlational research on agency and 
time representation (McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Richmond et al., 2012) by using an 
experimental design in which we manipulated agency between participants. Our 
findings from this experimental work provide a first insight into how agency and 
time representation might be causally related. Future research can build on this, for 
example, by investigating whether the reverse relation—so whether the adoption of 
an ego-moving/time-moving also increases/decreases feelings of personal agency—
also holds. This is plausible considering that reciprocal relations have also been 
found between other psychological constructs such as anger and time representation 
(Hauser et al., 2009). Such a causal link between agency and time representation 
might be of interest to either advertisers or clinicians who may want to affect feel-
ings of personal agency in people.

Second, by investigating the relation between agency and time representation in a 
Dutch population, by manipulating agency and measuring it directly, we accentuate 
the possible role language plays in shaping cognition, a contested notion investigated 
extensively (especially in research on time representation) by linguists and psycholo-
gists alike (Au, 1983; Boroditsky, 2001; Boroditsky et al., 2011; Casasanto, 2008; 
Fausey & Boroditsky, 2010, 2011; Fausey, Long, Inamori, & Boroditsky, 2010; 
Guiora, Beit-Hallahmi, Fried, & Yoder, 1982; January & Kako, 2007; Lai & Boroditsky, 
2013; Majid, Bowerman, Kita, Haun, & Levinson, 2004). More specifically, the find-
ings of Studies 2 and 3 seem to suggest that amongst Dutch speakers there is no rela-
tion between the ego-moving representation and personal agency, and conversely 
between the time-moving representation and lack of personal agency. The marginally 
significant finding in Study 2 even suggests a relation in the opposite direction.

This is consequential considering that the relation between agency and time repre-
sentation in English speakers has been conjectured on inherent differences between 
the ego-moving and time-moving representation that hold true for Dutch speakers as 
well. Namely, in the ego-moving representations the ego is the moving, agentic entity, 
typically taking the subject role in linguistic constructions (e.g., We approach the 
deadline/Wij naderen de deadline), which gets assigned greater agency in both Dutch 
and English (Henley et al., 1995; McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Ruscher, 2011; van Dijk, 
1988; see also, Fausey & Boroditsky, 2010, 2011). Conversely, in the time-moving 
representation, the ego is the stationary nonagentic entity, typically being omitted or 
taking the object role in linguistic constructions (e.g., The deadline is approaching 
[us]/De deadline nadert [ons]).
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Evidently, cultural and/or linguistic differences do not only directly influence the 
use of the ego-moving and time-moving representation to think and talk about time, as 
was shown in previous research (Bender et al., 2010; Dahl, 1995; Lai & Boroditsky, 
2013; Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015) but affect the way these time representations are related 
to agency as well. Future research will need to determine whether this also extends to 
other psychological constructs implicated in time representation, such as valence, our 
emotional experience, and duration estimations (Boltz & Yum, 2010; Glicksohn & 
Ron-Avni, 1997; Hauser et al., 2009; McGlone & Pfiester, 2009; Richmond et al., 
2012; Ruscher, 2011).

It should be noted that our study is not the first to implicate cultural and/or linguis-
tic differences as (possible) explanation for our findings regarding time representation 
and some other variable. For example, Loermans and Milfont (2018) found that a 
previously reported relation between the ego-moving representation and a future tem-
poral orientation (Richmond et al., 2012) could not be replicated amongst participants 
from New Zealand. Moreover, de la Fuente, Santiago, Roman, Dumitrache, and 
Casasanto (2014) showed that a culture’s temporal orientation affects whether its con-
stituents place the future to the front or to the back of ego. In their research, they fol-
lowed up their cross-cultural comparison with an actual manipulation of temporal 
orientation allowing them to convincingly pinpoint differences related to temporal 
orientation as the cultural difference driving the time representation (de la Fuente 
et al., 2014). Similarly, a large body of research has implicated writing direction as the 
factor that determines whether time is construed as flowing from left-to-right or from 
right-to-left (Bergen & Chen Lau, 2012; Casasanto & Bottini, 2014; Fuhrman & 
Boroditsky, 2010; Tversky, Kugelmass, & Winter, 1991).

With the current data, we are not able to say anything conclusive about what lin-
guistic and/or cultural differences might drive our observed differences in the way 
that agency and time representation are related in English and Dutch participants. 
Nevertheless, our data do suggest that (Netherlandic) Dutch participants might pre-
fer a time-moving representation, whilst English participants have no strong prefer-
ence for either. This makes convention/preference regarding the ego- or time-moving 
representation within a speech community a possible promising candidate for future 
research to investigate.

Regarding the observed frequencies of ego- and time-moving representations 
amongst Dutch participants, it should be noted that we found inconsistent results 
across the ambiguous time questions and Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement 
question in Study 2. Whilst the ambiguous time question seemed to suggest a strong 
preference for the time-moving representation over the ego-moving representation, 
Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question seemed to suggest no such strong 
preference. Moreover, in both Studies 1 and 2 the two measures did not correlate. 
Although the absence of a correlation between the two measures amongst English 
participants goes against earlier findings by Richmond et al. (2012) who found a mar-
ginally significant relation between the Wednesday ambiguous time question and 
Margolies and Crawford’s (2008) statement question, it favors Margolies and 
Crawford’s (2008) interpretation that their statement question does not exactly gauge 
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the ego- and time-moving representation like the ambiguous questions do (but rather 
measures something slightly different).

In any case, research looking towards cultural and/or linguistic differences regard-
ing use of the ego-moving and time-moving representation, as possible driver behind 
other effects, would benefit from combining the commonly employed ambiguous time 
questions with additional measures. Employing additional measures, like linguistic 
analyses of corpora, will provide more conclusive answers on the different conven-
tions in adopting one or the other representation across different speech communities 
(see McGlone & Pfiester, 2009, for an example and Lai & Boroditsky, 2013, regarding 
preferences for the ego-moving and time-moving representation in Mandarin). Future 
research will hopefully also shed light on how these (unconscious) preferences for 
either the ego- or time-moving representation developed so differently in opposing 
directions in such closely related languages (see, Rothe-Wulf et al., 2015, for a com-
parison of English, Swedish, and German).

In conclusion, our study sheds light on the causal role agency plays in determining 
whether English speakers construe time using the ego-moving or time-moving repre-
sentation. It also brings to the fore questions regarding the generalizability of this 
relation, as proof for this relation was not found amongst Dutch participants. In dis-
cussing these results, the role convention might play in favoring certain time represen-
tations over others, thereby not allowing them to be differentially linked to other 
constructs such as agency in ways that reveal the inherent differences between the 
ego- and time-moving representations, is considered. In doing so, we hope this research 
serves as a valuable impetus for future research examining cross-linguistic variation in 
time representation and broader issues regarding the interplay between language, cog-
nition, emotions, and behaviour.

Appendix

Dutch Formulations of the Time Representation Questions

The time representation questions were translated to Dutch by the authors and are 
given below. We used naar voren verplaatst as a translation for moved forward in 
the ambiguous time questions (Questions 1 and 2) instead of, for example, verv-
roegd or teruggeschoven, not only because it is the most direct translation but also 
because Elvevåg, Helsen, De Hert, Sweers, and Storms (2011) found that this for-
mulation “made” the question ambiguous in Dutch, as evidenced by both ego- and 
time-moving answers in response to the ambiguous time question using this 
formulation:

1.  De vergadering van morgen 12 uur is twee uur naar voren verplaatst. Hoe laat 
begint de vergadering nu?

(Tomorrow’s 12 ‘o clock meeting has been moved forward by two hours. What time will 
the meeting start now that it has been rescheduled?)
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2.  De vergadering van volgende week woensdag is twee dagen naar voren verp-
laatst. Op welke dag vindt de vergadering nu plaats?

(Next week Wednesday’s meeting was moved forward by two days. What day is the 
meeting now that it has been rescheduled?)

3. Welke uitdrukking beschrijft het beste hoe je je voelt?
(a) Ik nader de vergadering.
(b) De vergadering nadert mij.

(Which statement best expresses how you feel? a) I approach the meeting. b) The meeting 
is approaching me.)
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Notes

1. Data associated with this article can be accessed at https://osf.io/u4w9t/
2. The first pilot study replicated the first study by Boroditsky and Ramscar (2002) amongst 

Dutch-speaking participants. Participants answered a time representation question after 
receiving either an ego-moving spatial prime or a time-moving spatial prime. A significant 
effect of the spatial prime in the expected direction was observed on two of the time repre-
sentation questions. On request, the authors can provide the full details and more informa-
tion on the results of this pilot study.

3. In the second pilot study, Dutch-native speakers answered one of the three time repre-
sentation questions also used in Studies 1 and 2 in either Dutch or English (see Lai & 
Boroditsky, 2013, for a similar study using Mandarin–English bilinguals). A significant 

https://osf.io/u4w9t/
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effect of language was observed across the three questions. When asked in English, par-
ticipants were more likely to provide an ego-moving consistent answer than when asked 
in Dutch. On request, the authors can provide the full details and more information on the 
results of this pilot study.

4. On request, the authors can provide the full details of the replication study. 

References

Abdallah, T. M. (1989). Self-esteem and locus of control of college men in Saudi Arabia. 
Psychological Reports, 65, 1323-1326. doi:10.2466/pr0.1989.65.3f.1323

Au, T. K. F. (1983). Chinese and English counterfactuals: The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis revis-
ited. Cognition, 15, 155-187. doi:10.1016/0010-0277(83)90038-0

Bender, A., & Beller, S. (2014). Mapping spatial frames of reference onto time: A review of 
theoretical accounts and empirical findings. Cognition, 132, 342-382. doi:10.1016/j.cogni-
tion.2014.03.016

Bender, A., Beller, S., & Bennardo, G. (2010). Temporal frames of reference: Conceptual anal-
ysis and empirical evidence from German, English, Mandarin Chinese and Tongan. Journal 
of Cognition and Culture, 10, 283-307. doi:10.1163/156853710X531195

Bergen, B. K., & Chen Lau, C. T. T. (2012). Writing direction affects how people map space 
onto time. Frontiers in Psychology, 3, 1-5. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00109

Boltz, M. G., & Yum, Y. N. (2010). Temporal concepts and predicted duration judgments. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 895-904. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.002

Boroditsky, L. (2001). Does language shape thought? Mandarin and English speakers’ concep-
tions of time. Cognitive Psychology, 22, 1-22. doi:10.1006/cogp.2001.0748

Boroditsky, L., Fuhrman, O., & McCormick, K. (2011). Do English and Mandarin speakers 
think about time differently? Cognition, 118, 123-129. doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2010.09.010

Boroditsky, L., & Ramscar, M. (2002). The roles of body and mind in abstract thought. 
Psychological Science, 13, 185-189. doi:10.1111/1467-9280.00434

Brosschot, J. F., Gebhardt, W. A., & Godaert, G. L. (1994). Internal, powerful others and chance 
locus of control: Relationships with personality, coping, stress and health. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 16, 839-852.

Casasanto, D. (2008). Who’s afraid of the big bad Whorf? Crosslinguistic differences in 
temporal language and thought. Language Learning, 58, 63-79. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
9922.2008.00462.x

Casasanto, D., & Boroditsky, L. (2008). Time in the mind: Using space to think about time. 
Cognition, 106, 579-593. doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2007.03.004

Casasanto, D., & Bottini, R. (2014). Mirror reading can reverse the flow of time. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: General, 143, 473-479. doi:10.1037/a0033297

Casasanto, D., Fotakopoulou, O., & Boroditsky, L. (2010). Space and time in the child’s mind: 
Evidence for a cross-dimensional asymmetry. Cognitive Science, 34, 387-405. doi:10.1111/
j.1551-6709.2010.01094.x

Colleman, T. (2010). Lectal variation in constructional semantics: Benefactive ditransitives in 
Dutch. In D. Geeraerts, G. Kristiansen & Y. Peirsman (Eds.), Advances in cognitive socio-
linguistics (pp. 191-221). Berlin, Germany: De Gruyter.

Dahl, O. (1995). When the future comes from behind: Malagasy and other time concepts and 
some consequences for communication. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 
19, 197-209.



Loermans et al. 373

de la Fuente, J., Santiago, J., Roman, A., Dumitrache, C., & Casasanto, D. (2014). When you 
think about it, your past is in front of you: How culture shapes spatial conceptions of time. 
Psychological Science, 25, 1682-1690. doi:10.1177/0956797614534695

Dienes, Z. (2014). Using Bayes to get the most out of non-significant results. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 5, 1-17. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00781

Duffy, S. E., & Feist, M. I. (2014). Individual differences in the interpretation of ambiguous 
statements about time. Cognitive Linguistics, 25, 29-54. doi:10.1515/cog-2013-0030

Elvevåg, B., Helsen, K., De Hert, M., Sweers, K., & Storms, G. (2011). Metaphor interpretation 
and use: A window into semantics in schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research, 133, 205-
211. doi:10.1016/j.schres.2011.07.009

Fausey, C. M., & Boroditsky, L. (2010). Subtle linguistic cues influence perceived blame 
and financial liability. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 17, 644-650. doi:10.3758/
PBR.17.5.644

Fausey, C. M., & Boroditsky, L. (2011). Who dunnit? Cross-linguistic differences in eye- 
witness memory. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 18, 150-157. doi:10.3758/s13423-
010-0021-5

Fausey, C. M., Long, B. L., Inamori, A., & Boroditsky, L. (2010). Constructing agency: The 
role of language. Frontiers in Psychology, 1, 1-11. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00162

Fisher, K., & Johnston, M. (1996). Experimental manipulation of perceived control and its effect 
on disability. Psychology and Health, 11, 657-669. doi:10.1080/08870449608404995

Fuhrman, O., & Boroditsky, L. (2010). Cross-cultural differences in mental representations 
of time: Evidence from an implicit nonlinguistic task. Cognitive Science, 34, 1430-1451. 
doi:10.1111/j.1551-6709.2010.01105.x

Glicksohn, J., & Ron-Avni, R. (1997). The relationship between preference for temporal 
conceptions and time estimation. European Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 9, 1-15. 
doi:10.1080/713752540

Guiora, A. Z., Beit-Hallahmi, B., Fried, R., & Yoder, C. (1982). Language environment and 
gender identity attainment. Language Learning, 32, 289-304.

Hauser, D. J., Carter, M. S., & Meier, B. P. (2009). Mellow Monday and furious Friday: The 
approach-related link between anger and time representation. Cognition and Emotion, 23, 
1166-1180. doi:10.1080/02699930802358424

Henley, N. M., Miller, M., & Beazley, J. A. (1995). Syntax, semantics, and sexual vio-
lence: Agency and the passive voice. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 
14, 60-84.

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52, 1280-1300. 
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199765829.001.0001

January, D., & Kako, E. (2007). Re-evaluating evidence for linguistic relativity: Reply to 
Boroditsky (2001). Cognition, 104, 417-426. doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2006.07.008

Jeffreys, H. (1961). Theory of probability. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
Kennedy, B. L., Lynch, G. V., & Schwab, J. J. (1998). Assessment of Locus of Control 

in patients with anxiety and depressive disorders. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 54, 
509-515.

Kourmousi, N., Xythali, V., & Koutras, V. (2015). Reliability and validity of the multidimen-
sional locus of control IPC Scale in a sample of 3668 Greek educators. Social Sciences, 4, 
1067-1078. doi:10.3390/socsci4041067

Krieglmeyer, R., Deutsch, R., de Houwer, J., & de Raedt, R. (2010). Being moved: Valence 
activates approach-avoidance behavior independently of evaluation and approach-avoid-
ance intentions. Psychological Science, 21, 607-613. doi:10.1177/0956797610365131



374 Journal of Language and Social Psychology 38(3)

Lai, V. T., & Boroditsky, L. (2013). The immediate and chronic influence of spatio-temporal 
metaphors on the mental representations of time in English, Mandarin, and Mandarin-
English speakers. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, 1-10. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00142

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1980). Metaphors we live by. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press.

Lee, M. D., & Wagenmakers, E.-J. (2014). Bayesian cognitive modeling. Cambridge, England: 
Cambridge University Press.

Levenson, H. (1972). Distinctions within the concept of internal-external control: Development 
of a new scale. Proceedings of the Annual Convention of the American Psychological 
Association, 7, 261-262.

Levenson, H. (1973). Multidimensional locus of control in psychiatric patients. Journal of 
Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 41, 397-404. doi:10.1037/h0035357

Loermans, A. C., & Milfont, T. L. (2018). Time after time: A short-term longitudinal examina-
tion of the ego- and time-moving representations. Journal of Research in Personality, 74, 
1-5. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2017.12.002

Majid, A., Bowerman, M., Kita, S., Haun, D. B. M., & Levinson, S. C. (2004). Can language 
restructure cognition? The case for space. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 8, 108-114. 
doi:10.1016/j.tics.2004.01.003

Margolies, S. O., & Crawford, L. E. (2008). Event valence and spatial metaphors of time. 
Cognition and Emotion, 22, 1401-1414. doi:10.1080/02699930701810335

McGlone, M. S., & Harding, J. L. (1998). Back (or forward?) to the future: The role of perspec-
tive in temporal language comprehension. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, 
Memory, and Cognition, 24, 1211-1223. doi:10.1037/0278-7393.24.5.1211

McGlone, M. S., & Pfiester, R. A. (2009). Does time fly when you’re having fun, or do you? 
Affect, agency, and embodiment in temporal communication. Journal of Language and 
Social Psychology, 28, 3-31. doi:10.1177/0261927X08325744

Moore, K. E. (2011). Ego-perspective and field-based frames of reference: Temporal mean-
ings of front in Japanese, Wolof, and Aymara. Journal of Pragmatics, 43, 759-776. 
doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2010.07.003

Núñez, R. E., & Sweetser, E. (2006). With the future behind them: Convergent evidence from 
Aymara language and gesture in the crosslinguistic comparison of spatial construals of 
time. Cognitive Science, 30, 401-450. doi:10.1207/s15516709cog0000_62

Ottley, A., Crouser, R. J., Ziemkiewicz, C., & Chang, R. (2015). Manipulating and control-
ling for personality effects on visualization tasks. Information Visualization, 14, 223-233. 
doi:10.1177/1473871613513227

Pashler, H., & Harris, C. R. (2012). Is the replicability crisis overblown? Three arguments exam-
ined. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7, 531-536. doi:10.1177/1745691612463401

Pashler, H., & Wagenmakers, E. J. (2012). Editors’ introduction to the special section on rep-
licability in psychological science: A crisis of confidence? Perspectives on Psychological 
Science, 7, 528-530. doi:10.1177/1745691612465253

Presson, P. K., Clark, S. C., & Benassi, V. A. (2001). The Levenson locus of control 
scales: Confirmatory factor analyses and evaluation. Physical Therapy, 25, 93-104. 
doi:10.1177/017084068800900203

Richmond, J., Wilson, C. J., & Zinken, J. (2012). A feeling for the future: How does agency in 
time metaphors relate to feelings? European Journal of Social Psychology, 42, 813-823. 
doi:10.1002/ejsp.1906

Roddenberry, A., & Kent, K. (2010). Locus of control and self-efficacy: Potential mediators 
of stress, illness, and utilization of health services in college students. Child Psychiatry & 
Human Development, 41, 353-70.



Loermans et al. 375

Rothe-Wulf, A., Beller, S., & Bender, A. (2015). Temporal frames of reference in three 
Germanic languages: Individual consistency, interindividual consensus, and cross-linguis-
tic variability. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 68, 917-939. doi:10.1080/1
7470218.2014.970205

Ruscher, J. B. (2011). Moving forward: The effect of spatiotemporal metaphors on perceptions 
about grief. Social Psychology, 42, 225-230. doi:10.1027/1864-9335/a000066

Spronken, M., Holland, R. W., Figner, B., & Dijksterhuis, A. (2016). Temporal focus, tem-
poral distance, and mind-wandering valence: Results from an experience sampling and 
an experimental study. Consciousness and Cognition, 41, 104-118. doi:10.1016/j.con-
cog.2016.02.004

Tversky, B., Kugelmass, S., & Winter, A. (1991). Cross-cultural and developmental 
trends in graphic productions. Cognitive Psychology, 23, 515-557. doi:10.1016/0010-
0285(91)90005-9

Vallacher, R. R., & Wegner, D. M. (1985). A theory of action identification. Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Vallacher, R. R., & Wegner, D. M. (1989). Levels of personal agency: Individual variation 
in action identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 660-671. 
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.660

van Dijk, T. A. (1988). News as discourse. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
van Halteren, H., & Oostdijk, N. (2018). Identification of differences between Dutch language 

varieties with the VarDial2018 Dutch-Flemish subtitle data. In M. Zampieri, P. Nakov, N. 
Ljubešić, J. Tiedmann, S. Malmasi & A. Ali (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fifth Workshop on 
NLP for Similar Languages, Varieties & Dialects (pp. 199-209). Santa Fe, NM: Association 
for Computational Linguistics.

Vandekerckhove, R. (2005). Belgian Dutch versus Netherlandic Dutch: New patterns of diver-
gence? On pronouns of address and diminutives. Multilingua, 24, 379-397. doi:10.1515/
mult.2005.24.4.379

Yselinck, E. G., & Colleman, T. (2016). Je dood vervelen of je te pletter amuseren? Het inten-
siverende gebruik van de pseudo-reflexieve resultatiefconstructie in hedendaags Belgisch 
en Nederlands Nederlands [To bore yourself to death or to burst with joy? The intensifying 
use of the fake reflexive resultative construction in present-day Belgian and Netherlandic 
Dutch]. Handelingen: Koninglijke Zuid-Nederlandse Maatschappij Voor Taal- & 
Letterkunde & Geschiedenis, 69, 103-136.

Author Biographies

Annemijn C. Loermans completed her PhD at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and is cur-
rently working as a postdoctoral researcher in the Management Department at ESSEC Business 
School. Her research is at the intersection of culture, language, cognition, motivation, and iden-
tity and focuses on the representation of time and future (work) selves.

Björn B. de Koning is an assistant professor in the Erasmus School of Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, Department of Psychology, Education, and Child Studies at Erasmus University 
Rotterdam. The main goal of his research is to investigate how children and adults construct 
mental representations during learning and in what ways they can best be supported during this 
process.

Lydia Krabbendam is a full professor in the Department of Clinical, Neuro- and Developmental 
Psychology at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and a member of the Institute of Brain and 
Behavior Amsterdam. Her research focuses on the interaction between social environment and 
the development of social cognition.


