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The self, like consciousness and inteHigence, is a problematic topic within
personality and social psychology. We all share the intuition that each of us has
sell and (hay each of us s conagious or intelligent; but it has not been casy 1w
articiate just what the seif (or consciousness or intcHigehoe) is o what 3 does,
In this essay we seck o Skotch <ut a preliminaey theory of the seif viewed fom
the perspestive of copnitive sockal psychology. We begin with Allport's assertion
(1961, p. 137) that “the buman mind i5 sble 1o rogand sell a3 ae ohjoct in nuch
the same way bat i regards ohjeots in the outer worlil. ™ Accordingly, we delne
the seif as one’s monts] sepresemtation of oresell, o dilferent in prirciple from
menial spresentations (hat a person has conceraing other ideas, objects, and
events and their akiributcs and impiications. In othér words, the seif s a concepl,
rot untike ather concepts, tat s stored ip memory a5 2 knowlcdge stuctire, mot
unlike othier knewledge strictures. This ides is oot so new: Others also have had
the same intubion (Bower, 1981 Greenwald, 1981 Keenan & Bailicr, {980,
Kuiper & Derry, 1981; Mancuso & Ceely, 1980: Madus & Sentis, 1982 Mark-
us & Smith, 1981). However, we atiempt to go fintlier than prior investipators in
integrating the liteniturc on the self-concept swith rescarch on memory and cate-
garzation, as represented by Andemson’s (1976) ACT mode] of semury and
Smith and Medin's (1981) view of concepls a5 prototypes of examplats. In this
wiy we are able Lo paint a pictere of whal the s2ii fooks Hke and expmine the
ramifications of a particular st of theoretical commitments. Our coverage s
highty scleclive: To perform onr task adequately would require the spaoc of 2
monagraph-—and, we sospect, sbout 1 decade's worth of rescarch. For over-
views of ofher toplcs, o5 woll as different perspoctives on material covered here,
we roler the reader o other vohames (Buss, 1980; Gorgen, 1974 Lynch, Morem-
Hebeison, & Gergen, 1981: Swis, 1982; Wegaer & Valtacher, 1988).

L Cognitive ard Social Processes in Personality

The fremework: for iy discossion is provided by an emerging theery of
persemabty {Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1982; Kildstrom & Cantor, 1982) 1hat has Hs
10015 in (ke work of Lewin (1935), Kelly {1955), Misched (1968, 1973, and
Bandura (1977). In this approach, the psychology of personality is conceived as
a general psychology, in which our knowledge of biclogical, copnilive, social,
andl developmental procusses ks syntheskied into a comprehensive view of the
wily that people sitempt o understand, respond to, and change the physicsl and
sacial world in which they Hve. Like all theories of personality, il beping with the
svgrydny observarion of wide individual differences in behavior and experionse,
thought and aciion. Unlike mahy established (hoorias, howsver, it alse Inkes
sccount of the spparent £acl thal haman thaught and sction is qulte oxible and
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sespamsive lo change in buth the intrapsychic and intompersonat contex! in which
H 1akes place, Ritier than offering & tanoncmy of people in terms of sume setof
stable categorics or dimensions, of for that matter a iaxenomy of sHuaGons, the
theary glaces primary cmphasis on the goneral processes out of which haman
ndividuality ks construcied. These general processes aré buth cognitive and
gocial in nature,

The Sendamental fact of human existence is hihan inteigencs: ot enor-
moud capacity (o wnderstind oumsclves and the workd around s, and our abitity
1o communicate izl eaderstanding @ oflers trouph fngoeage, Our REpUIHEE 1D
cvemts are larpely determined by the msanbags thaf we give 10 them, o the
aptions we pereeive 10 be available, and 1 the amicipated outcomes of bath
ety and pofions, We are sl sooial aninmbis AT of our Moughl and ootion
takes place in the comtext, explich or Implicit, of other people. Therefore U
follows that Whe most inporant mental processes imphcried in pemonality are
those involved in sockad oognition: mepa) représentaions of the self, other
people, and Gw sivations in which inferpirsonal inferactions fake place e
procedures iy which we cobsimact and feconstrucl our impressions and expeti-
coces ahd make evehiniions, atribulions, apd sther judgoncats of people and
gvehty In e soctal world; and fie olfects of socks] cognition on sock behavior,

This is not 1o deny & role for biological processes i persoaaling, Adter adl,
humtan inteHigence is a product of cur phylogenetic kerilage-—houph # should
he suid, conteary 0 the sugpestion of the suoichiologistg, thal our bivlegical
CRPACHY 0 genoils now kaowledge and hnsnall il 1o the wext genesation ks
crabled cultural evolution o outsitip biclogicat evolution {o.g., Gonid, 1951},
Some individea) differonces in lomperament - sebbvity dovel and response imdn-
sily, for examplo-ane observable mmodiately afior bizth and may wfics! e
imdividual's genetic and Liccheinicat endowment, However, it is impoitsnt o
remember that genotypes represont only potenthd, and that the phonatyps &5
shapid by environmenid) Mactors immmediatedy alter binb the program for shaping
personalily passes fromt (he geres &nd hormones 1o the environment {e.g., Mon-
ey & Ehrhardi, 1972).

Although this copnitive-secial approach 1o persanality schnowledzes the
offocts of the social context on human thought and 2clon, B s aot a Torm of
divgeised siletionism. People are in pant creplures of their social environment,
10 be surs, bug they are cqually oreators of that envirooment. Alhough situationat
demands shape and constrain copnitinn, omotion, and SUHON N vasous ways,
peapte ure capsbls of acting homuviorally and copnitively 10 transforay the siia-
gong impinging on them, This fact is of almos? dmpontance hecause, after afl,
people respond not to situations i 1o mental repreteatarions of stesions. Their
respenses cannot be understosd without refosence 10 the way they consiail
PerecpLions, Recomsiruch mumorkss, aorive at judgoients, make prodictions, s
choase among availairde options. The intéraction botwocn a person and the sitea-
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tion is cogritively modiated and is bost characiarized as welprocal delerminism,
Ablbiougts this {mptics miteal inffeence and a poweral role for the cnvironment,
in the final analysis, the Idakce of power favors copnitive coptrol aver environ.
mental control. The sockal comext can coorce hehavior, but # has less impact
when it comes to the way people think, As long ax peaple have access to
informmion they eae M.

il The ScifvConcept e a System of Sociel Concepts

The selll i3 2 concepl #bout oneself, and as such, it #% port of (he individoal's
argaiized sysiem of contepls conceming s or et social and physical world.
Again, this concoptual system is the foundation of cognition, As Bruner has
noted, every sot of perception is an act of cateporization, Some calegories can bt
delined by enbmeration—Ihat 5, by proparing sn exhaustive list of 3l the
nstances of o calepary fe.g., the lelters of the alphabet} or by finding 2 mile that
genertes all the instanocs {2.8., the intepers in the mathematical system). More
commonly, however, calegortes aze defined by atributes—he perceptual, func-
tonal, and relational features shared by mentbers of the category (c.g., animal
specics, oot and kinship), A great deal of atiention has bien devoled to the
question of just fiow clusters of attributes combine to dofine 3 category (soc
reviows by Rosch & Lioyd, 1978 Smith & Medin, 1981} According o the
classical wew ainibeted to Anstolle and smployed in much early mscarch oo
concept formalion {¢.g., Brencr, Gooduow, & Aushn, 195G Hul, 19201, a
carcepl iv 4 summany description of an eatire <ass of objocts of events, Hs
alibiites are singly necessary {he., every Ialance possesses overy defining
feakre) and jointly sufficient (f.e., every ohieet or ovent that possorses oll the
defintng lentures is on instance of dhe concem) 1o Lefine the category, and il is
located b a hicrarchical system cheraclerized By perfect nesting (e, within any
particular branch of the hicrarchy, afl the defining Teaterts of superordingic
categories are elso defining features of subordinote cuiepories), Fhis all-or-none
armangemment of featores means that category membors arc quite homogoreaus
zrd that there are sharp boundaries betwecn the various calegories,

Althaugh such a definition may be sativTaciory when il comes to defintng
proper sets and cerfain artificin] categories, a number of problems arise when it s
ermployed with respect o natwral Categories {Willgenstein, 1953). Smith and
Medin {(1981) summarize a variely of conceptual snd empiricat objectlans, aol
one of which is suflickent alone 1o destroy {he classicat view, bpt when tahen
tagether make for quite a devanlning package. For example, it is often whclear
how 1o categdrize some gbjents, and it has proved quite dilficult 1o specky the
necessary sad sullicient features that ostensibly define many naturat catogories.
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Moreover, peopie find some instisces to be beiler represestatives of 4 concept
than others. These warkations i poresived typicality are relaied o the distoba.
lign, 2cross categery members, of nendefining fontures. Finally, there &5 gocd
avidence thel people base their category judgments on these nondelining fea-
tires, rather than on atiboles tha! arc necessary anmd sufficient to define 2
catepary, These findings soem to lead to the concingion that maneref categoties at
teast wre organized alung fimcy that are differcml from the classical view of
CORCEPE ShMCiUre,

A more recent development is the proforype wew {Rosch, 1975), which in
e ciely [oms argucd that the featives of the summary descriptions are ooty
probabitisticatly associnted with cutogory semborship. Accordingly, no feature
is singly neoessary akd no set of featurey jointly suflicient 10 defime & concept,
Also. the hicrarchical system is charscterized by inperfect nesting: Within any
paricutar breach the subsers do rot possess all e fonleres of supersets. Wb
carrclated rather than defining alintbutes, catepory sember can be quite hetero-
feneous, and there are no sharp doundurics between contrasting catepories,
Perhaps the most impontamt impheation of be prototype view is it inslances
cam vary in typicality, meaning that some are betier reprosoniatives of the catogo-
vy than others. Such categorics are represented by a prololype Inslance, contrete
or abstrt, that contalns many featires st are comelated with category mem-
bership and few features that am: corrclated with membership in contrasting
caicgaries. in detenntiing fosture ovorlap, particilar altention ks paid to cential
featurcy, which show high correlations, rather then to periplens) ones, whose
comedalions an ke, '

Srith and Medin (1981) bave proposed a thisd fFonmulation, the axemplar
view, which holds that citegorics are represented by several typical examples
ratircr than by a single absiract summary. Thes, cateporizalion involves matching
a lest item do cach of many focal instances, rather than to any single best
example; i there ks a good match between the Hom and eny of these Focat
instances, the itew b5 Inbeled as & member of the category, In zorus! practics, an
exenrplar can be cither a specilic nstance ur a subordinate calegory. The poinl is
merely Wl there may be ro single sununary reprosentaion of a coegory 2t any
fevel. Pethaps the Dest ovidoree favoring (ks view is that poople oflen do soom
ke mzke wse of mulliplo exemplats when they nssign objeets lo categories. This
viewgpomnt, however, ke refatively rew and as rol yot boeen systemastically ex-
ploted. (For yet a founh allemative, sot Koll, 1979.3

Althouph the exemplar approach has not yet been apphicd 1o the probitem of
social categorization, the protolype approach has. bn e series of studics, Cantor
{Cantor, 1990; Cuntor & Mischel, 197%; Cantor, Mische!, & Schwarty, 1982;
Camor; Smith, French, & Mezzich, 1980) bay shown (hat both intnitive and
profussional paychologists ulliow the prototype view of social categorization,
recogniziag {for example} that there are a0 sharp boundaries delween cxlraverss
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and introverts and thal some individuals are mone typical extraverts thin othors,
Perchags the most telling documentation of this poinl invalves the categories of
prychupathology {Cantor or ., 19803, In tbe past, the dispnostic miles appeancd
to gsstine that e varkous mentlad Bincsses were proper sets defined by ucossany
and sufficicnt featuret (cortainly muny critictsms of thoee rales assamed that (his
war 507, bt data collected by Camtor of af. Indicae thal prychistriss actually
consiree {heke categones 46 fumey sois reprosented by prototypes and actually
perform 2 feature-matching process when assigning real cases © cnicgores.
Thess findings strongly support \he preposition hat other persan categories are
alse popreseated by prototypes amd thi eatepory judgments opontle slong proba-
bifistic, feptune-matching Hincs,

Dneself is a person i the individeals sociad world, and 5o B seems paltrn
0 canclude that the seif-concept is embedded in his or hor avorall Berarchical
orpaization of person congepty, Just where ip such a hierarchy the seif-voncept
fies, however, i3 a difficoll question. From ong poist of view, onesel i5 & highly
speoific instence and =0 would seem to belong &1 the mowt subordinate lovel of a
categarical xysten, along with other specific individuals of the person's acguain-
tance. hvagine, i you will, & hicrarchical struchire, such as tht depicted in Fig,
L, condainipg such superordinate concepls and conITASES A5 DerSUN-ORADETSOR
gt good-brd porson (Rosenberg, 996 a1 the very top, vanous troad catepo-
ries of good and bad poople (Norman, 1963) and subtypes of these (Conter &
Mfschel, 1870} arrayed in the middle, snd oncself and othery srmenged along the
bottom as specific Instances of these. From another point of view, e sell-
corcepl 15 Rcated ot an oxtremely superondinate level. Among the cerliost dis-
tinctiohs aequired by the developing infant 32 that of seiC-not seif (Flavell, 19773
ard we soit other people inle social calogorics more readily than we classify
oursclves (Misbett, Capute, Lepant, & Marzcck, 1973}, These considerations
suggest at ke sell-conoept might stand along in the hiemrchion] system, wilh
ofl he vswal sorirl catégories branching out snder the superordingte cancepl
“ether'”, as in Fig, 2.

In any ¢vent, the scil-concept, @6 & concepl, s ropresemed by o protolype
consisting of some et of conlral and peripheral fortures. The guestion is, pro-
tolype of what? Prototypes, whether teprosented as featve 5015 {Rosch, 1975) or
as points in mullidivensional space {Keumbang?, 1978; Posner & Koule, 1908;
Reed, 1972}, are semmarics of 2 multitude of specific instances: whereas there
arg bots of exlraveried people in the world, there is only ome of cach of us. 3 there
is 2 sel-prototype, them it st be abstructed from observations of oursebves i
specific sitvationsd contexts, This snppests thal thore might be & whols Merrehy
of selves (rather than & single, unitary seif}, pathered togother at various leveis of
thstraction: for example, he self alons vorsus with people: with acqupintances
versus sirangers, with famity versus frionds vorsas coworkers, wilh mother ver-
sus father versus spouse; and =0 on, yielding a structire along the Hnes of Fig. 3.



REPREJUNTATIONS OF TIME B0

TP T
xiravarked <
Cimir Jobar

Agreerbly
Faclel Actlviet
SOUURY frn Canscidntlnu <
Redlglous Paudime
Emgtienatly
Finis

farron of {he Arke

--'""‘""'."‘."'."'.
Lot ed Artig)

Anatemic
Porstn
intrarerfed
Divogrocoige
bt
E:Edﬁ ¥ 11respantlide

hobie
Eionally e
""-n_““““““““

iFnginhle -
Crimlngl medmaon

g e of
Tip. 4. A Rhoatohical strwctude of fonferlapcifle self-conoopts,

SELF
Laa
Tony
Juify
—= flald
Hozet
Dowid
Ed
A LI T
Fit}




) JCHM . EHUSTHOM AND HANCY CANTOR

ALLF

"R Ty
Extrgrerind -f"‘"i
Comic Jokad

fgrarabia

Socwel Aetivinl
Soelaity ;
Pargah Ened Conngianllaar -"’M\f )
Aallgious fevches

Tralipnnity
Flahle

Foleom ot tha Al

s SOPRIL i D4R
n"""‘r"'.'"‘
Cattrrad qgv’;ﬁn-un
b

e b mic
Gther

introve ted

Ditogreestia

Sipd

’I’ .,
Bod mmaueuaa EEAL YT 0 R

Phlsl
Emgtioanity M...ﬂ" healy I
Lo 1%

L1l m‘“""‘"hcriminm .

Ungatkarag
Fig- 2. e el ax n ukltary comimpd on & sepstate Simnch within 3 hitmrchical strcture of
perens,




REPRESUNTATIONS GF Tt SELF 9

e

£RLF Gther

With Glhbra RaDaD

HU.J.II!'IMQAWN‘
\\\\\
//ﬁlr\ Telends LR
[1] M.

/y\ﬁihlr Foihar
Witk Bhats nma

Fig, b The self m s istnned wihin 3 Reruechical srucmire of persahs {afer Coblor &
descleel, (DT,

Euch of hese seives would be represented by a prototypical self-incontext,
abstracted from mulliple ohservations within similar sitzations, Given the ¢xem-
plar view, of course, there may be ko single, unitary, stporordingie, summary
solf-concept 4t alf—only a sob of goeguat typicel solves,

If thepe is & conceplual Merarchy of sehves, analofous to the conceplual
Wierorchics Sound in meniel representatians of oiber people {Cantor & Mischel,
19793, is thore some devel within the systom that i profomed for self-definition
apd self-descriplion? Within the domain of ratirad objects, for example, Rosch
ard hor colleagues {Rosch, Monvis, Gray, Johasen, & Boyus-Brehin, 1976
fourd that simuli werg categorined most readily gt some ermadizte fovel (6.3,
chair} compated o the very sharact superordinate (e.yr., feriure) of vary con-
crele subdadinate {o.g., kitchen chair} lovels. When consensus! pratelypes
cach level were construcied, Rosch of of, found that the prototypes at these levels
differed in torms of Lot dokhness {the number of features apsndiated with eatcgo-
ry membersbip) and differemtistion {he number of features shared with aber
native categotics within the same fmanch of (be bierarchy). This intermediaie
level, which Rosch ef al. called busic, appears to oplimize both sichness abd
dilfercmiation. Ierestingly, children leam the names of basie levels Tirst dunng
the course of vocabulary scquisition, aml those remes are preferred whan people
are asked to name cregory insftahcey, Cintor {e.g., Cantor & Mischel, 197%;
Canzor of @l., 1982) has provided evigence for a biwie love) of social CAERNE
fion that, Ik naturl-ohica categorization (Murphy, 1982; Murphy d Smith,
1082), maximizes distinctivenass, 11 romains to be seen whether such a basic
el can be found in 8 Bierarchy of seives.
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I, How Many Selves Have We?

The vicw of the self-cancept s & concept may help resolve 2 long-standing
dispuis mtcng rrsonality psycholagists, rs to wheier the sclf is to be constrond
a3 wnttary or frapmentary (Epstein, 19733 Many thearists have concatved of the
pedll a5 a vnilary struclune reprcsenting the core of porsomalily . Janes {18900 was
an early proponent of this view, He distingwished between the self as fnower,
closely identifted with the self-referential rature of conscioysnoess, and e self oy
objoct of what is kneven, Whereas lames distinguished among three aspocts of the
self-ag-gbject—rhe mmeriol Self. comsisting of e individeat's body, Tamily
welatkomshipr, and possessions; the socief self. representing (he wndividual as she
of Be s viewed by othem, and the spivitead self, comprising his or bor omotions
and drives—these wore nol so much different scives 2t they were aspocls of a
single conception of oneself, forming a cohtront unity. A similar unitary concept
is apparent in the work of Snygpp and Combs {19499, who considencd the sell 1o
cansist of those characterstics of a person Mat were stable rather than change-
sbie, andd Rogers {1951), who included in the sedf those characteristics of a
persoh over which she or he is aware and bes conirol. Perhaps the most thorough
description of the unitary self comes fram Allport ($955), who defined ihe
preprinm {an alleraalive name for the scil-concept) as those aspects of porson-
ality that the person him- or heeself regands a5 contral 1o his or her own person-
dlity. For Allpon, all of these facels are woves info a single, wnifiod sonse of
aneself—a scnse that transtends particular comtexts and is gond far all places and
o tiemes,

Cker psychologists, working within & more sociclogical tadition, have
argund that we scem o have many sefves rather shan g single, wnitary, monolithic
sell-concept. James { BN himsedl, of course, argued for & multiplicity of sucial
stives. An early exrmple of thiz paint of view is Cooley (19023, who initialy
defined e scll a8 consisling of whatover attributes were assockated with first-
person pronpuns, Cooley held 1hat the individer! percoives hise- or horendf
largely the way others do--the ““looking-glass scif."* From this point of view,
ach persoly possesses as many Selves as there are significant others in his or her
eocial coviroment. A similar fotion was sugpested by Mesd (3974), whe ar
Bried that 2 persen hos a3 many selves a3 there are sockal rofes For Bint or hor te
phay. Of course, Mead understood thal some Seckal roles are nel coatral 1o e
persom; these selves arc, correspondingly, nol 5o important, Pethaps the most
thorough analysis of the scif-concept from the fragmentary point of view has
beeh provided by Sarbin (1932}, Anticipating Iarer developmeonts in cognitive
social psychology. he argued that seciat behavier wias organized arovnd various
cogaitive stmeinres, including the sel-structure, The scifistmotare consists of
wo substructiees, somatic and social. For Sathin, cach of e possosses & number
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of “empirical selves’ corresponding to the different social roles that we ure
calied on 1o play. Sarbin goés on W conneot this feagmentiry view of the self
with Ihe unitary view by posteting “'pure ¢go’” a8 @ cross section of here
different enpirical selves. Gergen (1971 drew upon these Rotiahs In bis wegy-
ment that we possess muliple selves coresponding (0 our mulliple social
identificalions.

Greenwatd { 1952) has argucd for & division of personpdity into four sysiems:
bixty, verbat, seil, and socka). These systems do not pecessarily form » coherenl
piil: For cxample, ey may have different somees of knowledge avellable 1o
them, or they mey serve quile diffarent adaptive functions. Accordiagly, they
midy On otcasion appear o conflict, reanliing in a discrepancy between verbal
wod nonverkal commuiication, aititedes and behavior, cogaiton and sototion,
and 5o forth, Whereas Gregnwald raises the possibitity of e ponunity of the
person, however, it is not clear whether hio i willing lo entertain the possibility
of the nonumity whhin the sell or any oher subsystem.

This issue 35 of more than acedemic interest beeause & number of syndromes
of psychopathology appest o involve the fragmentition of the self into cocuist-
ing, but ot copsistent, selves. Consider, for example, Blealer's (191 1729500
clastic description of schizophrenia as crtailing a spikt botween cognition, cona-
tiow, and emolion. Bleulor observed that despite superficial dilferetces in symp-
watclogy, all schizophirenics seemedd to shart 3 Jack of intornal consistency
netwéen thoughts, motives, and affecis, A patient might pigple when told of the
death of his mother or dercribe @ severe pain i an objcctive, detached manner,
More 1o the point, perhaps, it is a fascinating set of Qisorders of memury thal are
labeled functions) boeause they do Aot soom 20 be agsocianed with any patholag:
ical chanpe in the funclioning of the central nervous system: fupue snd multipl
personsiity (for reviews seo Kikistcom, 1984; Nemiah, 1979, 1984),

The Case of Anzel Bourne

As reporeed by James (1890}, Ansel Boumne began e os a devout Baplist,
bt lter bz dife: became an athedst, [n middle age he was suddenly stoack deaf,
mute, thd Mind--apparently n religions conversion expirience, because he be-
came an iinerant preacher soun afler he eeovered, Bventually he sorled down
and became & carpenter. Shortly after oponing his business, he withdrew money
From bits bank account 10 pay same Dills and promptly disdppeared from Grecne,
Rhode istand. He ewoke are moming 2 monihs later n Norristown, Pennsylve-
nia, 1o lind that he had been living Where for the previows O wobks 33 2 $iore-
kecper. He had no memory for the events of the past 2 months, however nor had
he spoken of his provious Hfe while in Norristowa. Under hypnesis, Boume was
abie 10 reeount the events of the 2 lost months with considersble accurscy,
however, none of this malerial wes aocessible 1o hibm in the normal waking state.
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& number of similar cases have beon deseribed Dy twany authors (For 2
review seo Kilidsirow, 1964}, The chiaracteriptic features of firgue are an ampcsia
that covers the vicling's entire personal history, restiting in a loss of identity and
of acoess to relovant clues by which the individeal conld reldeve o reconstnect
his o het identbty, aml mlocation or wandering, which gives the syndrome its
neme. Mevertheless, the person's genersl fund of informetion and repsrinire of
cogrilive and behavioral skills ix not affected. The viclim suddonly awakens o
hits or ier oHiginad dentity or (o 2o awareness 1hat she or be does not know who
she of he 35, The fugne, which essentially consisis of an amnesia for af) that went
before the epmsode, onds with an aminesia for the events of the fughe,

The Misscs Beauckamp

As described by Prrce {1906}, Miss Brawchamp {prongutced Beocham)
was 3 comsclentions, lard-working, and proud coliege student Trom a pood
Tamily (B-1}. She prezonted horsclf for lreatoaoit of sevrasthenia, and Prince, b5
was Iiis usual practics, attemped & curc by means of hyprosis. In the coarse of
treximent, he discovered that when hyprotized, Miss Beaschamp became 2 more
intense version of her nomoal waking seif (B-E). However, ot one paint dudng
the Ircatment she mandfesied a dramatic change in personallly: She boeame very
childlike and fin-loving, with no sense of adult responsibitity; and she exprossod
& passionste dishike for her usual intellectual and roligious setivities (B-HI). Later
ob i treakment, yel another aspeet of Miss Beauchamp appearcd: In addition 1o
distiking cultursl, inlellociual, and religions affairs, she now manifested a quick
temiper sad irnitabifity {B-1V). Investigations showed that these dilferent pallerns
of persoasiity were manifested owside of the clinical conrex? as well. Ordinartly
this state of effaks would not be pantfowlarty remackable, cxoepl thal these
patterms of personality wete separsied by an ammesic barricr. The Miss Beau-
champ who preseried hersel! for trealment sppoared w know nothing sbout her
activiies whea she war in hor childiike or Trehable siate, B3R, when nter
viewad, appeared 10 have no memory for she retivities of B-1 ar B-IV; and B-IV
et o 2cquaintance with 8- or B-13. B-11 had access 10 the memories of B,
bl B-1 showed o complete amnesia for the eventy and expericnces that transpired
during hypnosis. The asymmetrical pattern of amnesia produced complex pat-
terns of control over action in which, for cxample, the chifdtike Miss Beavchamp
would play pranks on the ofber two. On vecations, Prikce comresponded with
ench of the three major porsonalities on vicunly a dally basis.

Many other cases of mullipl: personatity bave been roponed in the leratyre
{for a review see Kiklsirom, 1984}, Toylor and Martin {1948) have deseribed a
atmber of features that may serve to distinguish the akemete peronalities,
inchnding: general quakily, propriety of Sehavior, peader identily or sexual otfen-
Iakion, age. local anesihesias o parnlyses, and lanpuage or quality of specch.
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Enterastingly, they found ro clerr pattemn of “'sormality” or “'pathology® i the
personalitics—ofen the less frequenlly appearing personaditics, for example, were
botier adivsted Man e more frequently epeearing ones, By far the nmos! ¢ases in
the fiessature involve only two o thise personalities, separated by » peftern of
symaedricat or asymmetrical anmosia and marked by alicralions in contral pvee
bohavior,

These coses have cleat implications for theoties concemed with conscious,
subconscious, and unconstious thougly aml action (Hilgawl, 1977; Kikkstrom,
$084; Memish, 197U, In the prosent conleat, however, they are Interesting
chiclly botawss they Som 10 represcnt extremne cases of the frapmentation of
seilhond, Probably most of us present different sides of ourselves in dilforom
comexts, depondbng on e demands of e siivation, our personal goals and
intcniions, and 4o forth, For the present B repvaing 10 be seen wheller various
configrations of personality charsctetistics are sufficiently dilferem froms each
other i congtitie different selves in any meaningful sense, 17 hey do, (his will
not means it thove is oo stable cote (0 personality. From (e protolype view, the
stparate camioxlual selves are subordinale coleporios or instances, uniicd by &
stperordingie prototype. Even if the prototype view should prove 10 be wrong, #
would not follow that these selves roprosen unrelated sxempriars, For most of us,
our copentazl selves are geited by a continuolsly mmning auwtohingeaphical
record; Just 45 wo awaken kn the morntag knowing that we s (he same porson
wiio went {0 steep the night before, we are awars of the attivities of our ditferem
relves. When aur spomse seif is activited, we can sl remember what we did in
ot ¢ollepe-profissor self or our jogper solf and~-cgually impontint-—we arg
sware of having shifted from one 1o the siher and of why, I the Nl analysis,
owr personal histories provide for the continuily that i5 the essence of stlfhood
{Hilgard, 194%; Jamus, 1490},

V. The Sell-Concept in a System of Soelaf Monory

The sellcorcopt s 1 ments] representation of a particudar pevsoi—anesttf—
and 25 such is pat of the individuat's wider knowledge conceming objocts and
vorls jn s o her social workd, This seciad krowledge, in luim, constinules p
portion of the individual's cntive memery systern. This syslom stores siractrd
and organized roprokehiations of knowledpe ard Forms the cogritive basis of
perceplion, memory, hought, and zotion. In order o vaderitand (he struciere of
the seifconoept and its infhunos on sopnition and action, il {5 nRecesslry o
understand how concoplual information is represented within the momory system,

Mzstie and Cagdston (1988Y have offercd an importanl overview of the
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system Tor social memery within e framework of a generic mubtislore mode] of
the mind (e.g.. Bowsr, 1975). Following \hoir amgustents, we find it uscfod 1o
madrlain 1wo somewhal independent dislinctions within the memary system!
betwsen declarative and procedurs] kaowledge {Winoprad, 1975} znd balwoan
episodiv and seimantic memory {Tulving, 1972). Declarative knowledge is (ac-
toat knowledge concorming Whe nature of the phyfical and social world: what
words, nembers, and other symbels mean, what aitributes objects posscss, where
atd when cotindn events happenad, and the fike. Procedoeal kagwledge is know!-
edge of how 1o manimiate and ransform declaraties knowledge: mathomaticat
aperations; rufes of syntax, infercnce, and judgment; and steategies for acquir-
ing, storleg, and sHeving mmerics, moter skilts, and the like, Epirodic mes-
¥y is memoty for personal experiences: Such momories inclede features deserib-
ing (he spatial and temporal context in which events occutsed and are embedded
i ore's personal suteblographical reaord, Somantic memory, by conlrast, may
e thought of as the porson's menta! lexicon, consisting of categorical iedforma-
thon stored without reforence to the context in which it has boen acquired and
vsed, Sempntic memony sonlakns workd knowiedge in addiion to fexical knowd.
vdge, which is why some theorlsts {e.g.. Hustie & Cafdston, 1920} prefer the
tetvt peneric memoery. Hovmann (15982} has provided o ¢omeiss hiztoricsl sumtna-
v of e development of the cpisndic—semantic distinction in momory thal
argues for a thivd formn of long-term memory-—.skill memory—that is roughly
edogons 1o procedural knowledge. This mxoromic struclure s conplicated
somewhat by the sdditional concnpt of metememory (Flavell & Wellman, 1976}
of knowledge sbout memory: one's awarchess of what facts are availsble in
sorage (even iT they are not hmmediately stoessibled and whal procedures are
available for cneoding new facls, reirfeving odd ones, and performing other
cognitive tasks.

From a cogmitive point of view, the strectural foalures of personabity may be
Henlified with that dubsel of the individurl's declarative knowledpe thet is reie-
vint fo social interaction: it includes both scrmantic end episedic momory. The
sermantic aspect includes the individual's implicil (heories of personality, cate-
gorical lmowledge concerning prnerabized types of peoplc and social sitwatlons,
deseriplions of historica! events, zrd detaifed ropresentations of both the soll amd
pasticular other persons, Episadic memory inchudes the individon)'s record of
personal experiehces, embedded in a context of personal space and thme; it 2leo
inchudes e Individual's memory Tor the actions and expericnces of ather people,
insofar as they knvolve the person him- o hersedf, In other words, the stucture of
personality is tantamount do the individual's store of knowledge concerning the
individial's understanding of Wm- or hersell, significant other people, and the
world in which they Hve. This is the knowicdge by which individunis understand
what rmnspires in thelr socizt world and pian their responses secordingly, As-
suming that poople are presented with & stendard sthmuts sitation, individual
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differences in social bohavior are cavsed by individual dilferences in declarative
rocial knowledaé,

Theargtically, a declarstive memoty may be charasterized as a bundle of
fentures desoribing an object o evenl and the context ih which I was pereeived
{Tulving & Walking, J9TS) previsely which leatires are ¢ncoded depends on 2
nopber Of lactors, including the amount of stlention devoted o each sspeot of
the stimrlus, what srseen aspects are infermd on the basts of prior krowiedge,
the way in which cach fedtere i rocoded during perceptual and postporoeptual
pricessing, and the like (Dower, 1967, 1872), Such a memory 5 somumonly
represented graphically o3 a st of nodes representing concepts that are intercon-
nected by divected pathways thal reprerent prodicate refatiohships belween them,
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as in the ACT system of Andorson (Andeson, 1976, 1981a, 19818 Anderson &
Bower, ¥973), Both episodic and semantic memories can b toproscniod in this
forrriat,

Frgare 4, which bas been adapted lrom Bower and Gilligan {1979, shows a
small portion of & {fictional} subject’s mental representation of hor own person-
ality, In \kis propositionnt network, she deseribey horself as Nving i Ypsilanti,
5 & morner, as Bking Stravinsky, and as a kind person (semantic memories). St
ateo Is meorded as having helped an old man doross the Srect on Monday, having
given & derslict some spare change on Tuesday, and having setumed a lost wallst
to s awaer on Wedaeslay (cpisodic momeries). Felping old men and derslhcts
are aotk Sesortbed ae kind, and retarning & watlel is honesl, Note thal there is 5
direck ik between the self and the adioctive dind, bt a0t between soif and
Fanest. In cilier wonds, kind is part of dhe sell-concept because \he person can
readily acoess thal information about herselfl bt Foress i5 a descriplor thet can
only be gencrated by inforonce, plier retricving information sbowt specific Tife
apisodes, Further distinclions among directly finked auributes moy 8¢ repre-
sented by the strenglh of the associative pathweiy. The mare contral the feature i
to the sell-coneept, the stronger will be the fink between solf and attribute. Both
kimef aned homext s0c socially destmble adjectves, and so—if asked—this subjoct
woutd be abfe to describe horssll es pood, but this is apparerty nol Ihe way she
sruzlly thinks about herself. Other people, aod the individoal's mlationships
with theny, iy akso be divectly associated with the self-concepl. Given this
analysis, it seeins fikely thint the self-concept has more propositional information
associated with #, opisodic and semantic, than aay other conccpt in memaory.

Fre the: same way, the dysamic features of personality may be identified with
the subsct of the indlvidunls procedursl kaowledgs that puides (he orpanization
and transformation Of secial information and e mansformation of social cogni-
tion g interpersonal bobavior, These procedures include the interactional skills
{hat the tndividial employs in the course of social exchange, self-prescatational
strafegies, schpts for social nteraction, preferred steatcgies of focasing on differ-
it sources of social information, the relos (algerithms snd Bourstics} by which
people form impressions of thewmselves and others and make other social Judg-
ments, and the processe involved in oncoding and relricving sociat and porsonal
information. In other wakds, this procedur knowledge reprosonts the riles by
which the individusl makes inferonces sbout missing information, fonmulates
prediclions abou! the fulwre, 2nd generatos and tests plans for responding 1o
curren! and antleipzted events. Again, plven & standsrd stimulns, individus)
differences in fesponse will be a product of individual dilferenices in the pro-
wedural knvwledge brought 1o tear on thie shuation. Procedurel kaowlodge <
be represedted in much the same way as declzrative knowledge—at & set of
nodes representing goals, conditions, and clions that can be fiken to aclicve tho
goals il the conditions lave been mel. Yhe nodes are intercunnectod by dirocted
paiways o fomm a production system {Anderson, 19763
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Fig, 3. A portion of the solf 2s 3 ik in a simphifef actwork of proceduesd memotios, [+15;
T Thep, Svfid B ndicws divoot Intrompoitive moress to e produtlion sysied [metakanwhedied,
brobem Binek dnntente o siech poooss,

Figtre 5 shows a smalt portion of our fistional subject's procedural knowi-
edge. One propositional network indicates that her evaluation of another BTE0R'S
kkability is given by the weighted average of bis or her dosionbie and undesizabic
¢hargeteristics; another Indicetes that when the individua) finds hersell a7 a pasty,
she showld siay just as long a5 it takes to consume ot glass of Chabliz and then
g0 home; x thind indicales thal in order to et another person o like her, sho
should conlorn 10 s or her expectations. Note that the party and Nkaahihy
pricuction systems are dicectly Heked with her sell-corcep! node, whereas the
weighted-nversging mile 15 nol (it 35, of course, Hnked indirectiy, but we do rot
have reum fo show these connections). This demonyirates ope way 13 think aboul
metacogaition: Cur sabiect i quile aware of how she behaves &t psriics ard has
crcotled this foature 25 pant of her seif-convept; the is nel mware that she ses a
weighteduaveraging e 1o form global knpressions of other people. She iight
be abrle 10 fighwe this vbt and incorporate this new knowledge (rbout ker knowls
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cdge} into ber self-concepl. Nisbetl and Wson (39775 have argued that smnch of
the individual's procedursl social kuowledpe is of this nonconscious type. which
is cutside of meponable awarencss, .

A good example of consciously accessible procedural knowiedge nwy be
Foumd in the self-proscmlation srattgics discussed by Golfaran {1959} and fones
{fones 1964 Jones & Fitlman, 198, Strategic sell-preseniation, or impresston
management, involves debiberstely avempting 1o shape another person’s view of
us. The purpese may 3 o gain gower over that person in some specific social
interaction of simply 0 inculcate 3n finpressicn that is congrucnd with the agter's
own seif-concept, Jones and Pitman have discessed a nromber of such strategies,
including ingratintion, intimidstion, seif-promulion, cxemplification, and sup-
plication. For example, people seem 1o krow intnitively that ey can croste an
image of likeabllity through conformity, other-crharcement, Tavor dofng, and
even self-enbancemen? (Jones & Wortiman, 1071 They also seem to know
inmritively that one can be 100 good to be true and thel (e simtegy witl be mos!
successiul if it is omployed subtly and without excess. Jones and Pilimann role a
number of factors that will defermtne whether the tndividual will engage i such
stretegic behmvior and if so, precisely which form the impression masagement
will lake, Among these are opporlunilies, resources, incentives, the sitbeclive
protaability of sucesss, and the appropriatencss of the behavior withia & particular
tareraction soiting, In the present context, perhaps the most intoresting of these
copstrings is legilimacy: whosher the sarticiar impression belng constructed is
consistent with the ackor’s scil-convepl. When thore ks congrience, oy suggest
that the perfonmance wilt be more convincing. Thus, decliralive kaowiedge
{one’s impression of oneself) seoms 10 have an dmpact on Be use of procedural
knowledps {improssion-managemen! siralogics) o croate on impression of
onescll 0 gthers, When these impressions are consistent with the acmors own
sellcancepl, we may speak of guthemie self-presentation. On ofher pecriions,
wa may delibernsely stempt 1o shaps another’s Empresstons of us by ways that are
quite divergent from e way we view ourseives, in onder fo pain the advarings in
some specific socinl interaction: In s case, sirafegic seif-proscniation would
seen o be A more approprizte label. Jomes and Pinman (1932) bave deseribed
tame of the Tactoes that determabne whether soff-prosentation will be steatenie or
agthentic. For cxample, under conditions of high tesk-involvemen or emo-
tionality, people may be mare lkely o reveal their true selves'” —to behave in
aceordance with their sell-concept.

Even when scif-presentation is initislly incongroent with the selfconcept,
the possibitity remaing that people may actuslly come G seé themsthves in torms
of the mpressions that they are Wying to ctonte. Despite the 2ctor-ohsorver
gifference in cavsal sttetbwlions (Fonos & Mizhen, 19710, the lemfamental st
witution error (Jokes & Davis, 1965. Ross, 1977) appeant 1o alfec! seif-percep-
#on ay well 28 the porception of other penple {foniés, 1979 Watson, 19823, Thes,
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through dissonance reduction {Festinger, 1957) or self-perception {Bom, 1967,
1972}, praple may come o infor an stiribste of themsclves that was ot prCReRT
before. In this crse, what started out a5 strategic sell-presemation may s indo
authontic seif-presentation. Darley and Fozio {1930) have reviewed evidence for
& sigilar change in self-description, i a0t sei-concepl, arising as part of Ihe
sequence of \he seif-fulfilling prophecy {Rotenthal & Rubin, 1978 Sayder,
19813, The conditions under which these ramslfomations oocur, ¥ inderd they
do, @nd those wedder which the changes are maintained are unkaown at present.
Periaps its deliberate, intentional guality fades into e background as strategic
behavior becomes routinized, so that (he behavior comes 1o be seen s paturat.
& behavior is accompanied by awareness of sirklegic gaals, or of siepional
consiraings, vty be discouniod and declared irselevan! b she self.concept. If
these goals or constridnts can b intomalized, however, the rew alirfhine may
very well become pant of the sell-concept and be consisiersty displayed. Finally,
Beswers {973, 1973) has shown that when people ane snaware of the sihationsl
contiol of their behavior, 5 when § takes the form of a posthypnotic supgestion
covered by smnesin (Hillstrom, 1984, Kiklsirom & Bvans, 1979), the behavior
may persist even #iter he continpencies have been removed,

Although e foawre-dist discussions of concep! slmclure are wseful in
showing what kinds of informiion are swred i memory as pan of the soif
concept, models such ax ACT are usefid in showing how this information is
wirieved lrom moemory when it is required, Basically, ACT holds that each
feature of 2 memory probe, when pemehved, aetivates its corrsspondlng concopt
sle in momory. Activation then sprepds cut from cach of these sodes along
associalive pathways. When a namber of sctivated pathvnys inlorseot, the come.
spimding proposition {or pontion thermof) is compared with e specifications of
(ke guery, and il there §5 a pood match, the Hem comospending 1o the proposilion
is reteipved, The spread of activation 35 determined by Iwo principat factors: the
sirength of the associalive link belweon concepts and the sunber of propositions]
iinks camanating from a paricular corcept node, I the associative link 15 strong,
activation spreads more rapidly. i there are many associalive links leading from
A conctpt, aclivation will sproad more slowly because it bas 10 be distributed
amerp many patineays. The inkedorence among swch sssodiative inks is \he
theorelicnl oxplanation for (he fah effect, in which it 1akes fonger to recognize
senténces as having heen studied when a particular consept implicoted in this
sentence has been associatod with many dilferent propositions, This imterference
offect has been documented a aumber of times {(Anderson, 1981 Smith, 1981
trd i a primary reasoh for taking propositional notwork theoties such as ACT
seriously s modcls of momory,

Whereas a sember of investigatons have conceptiailzed the $ei ax 2 pode in
& propositional network (... Bower & Gilligan, 1979 Markus & Sentis, (980,
Rogers (1981} bas emtered an ohjection. He points w the common finding that
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decisions concerning the self—such s whether an adiective like howess is soi-
deseriptive-—an: made more ragidly than comuspomding docisians regarding
vther poople, H, as stems Jikely to be e case, more joformution i assooiated
with the seil-concept than with any ather node In the system of socicl memory,
the Ton effect would seem 10 prodict procisydy the opposite—decisions ahout the
seif shondd whe Jonger \Ban decisions abowl other people, sboat whom much Joss
ts likely to be known, Seith ond s colleaghes (Senith, Adams, & Schorr, 1978
see also Reder & Andorson, 1989) tave peinted o a stmilsr paradey within the
domain of rccopnition memory, and their resolution may be applicable 0
Rogers' obfeclion as well, For Smith ef ol the notion that more we learn abou &
concent, the more isterforence we suffer sboms 10 compadict our imuilions that
we are beller able to answer questions abowl Wpkes of which wo arc mipre
krowledgeable. Smith {1981 bhas Seseribed a number of ways thal (s knowl-
cdpe can be orgenized in ovlor to roduce the mbmber of proposhional links
emanating from o given conoept, For cxample, the information can be divided
bnto vartous supererdinate celegorics; they can be infeprated By some common
theme; or propositions that are perfoctly comelated oan be represented together.
{n any cvend, the not offect iz o redece the number of propositional links fanning
ofl’ any given conceptual sode—reducing assoviative interlforence and speeding
five spréad of sotivation dwoughout e neiwork, Switth (1931 has shown that &
hierarchically crganizod proposilional nobwork with five levels and five apdes
por lovel coukd hodd 3225 differen propasitions while having a minkmal negative
efleet on the speed with wivich aetvation spreads Uwoughow! (he nobwork. I e
seliconcep is the richest node in the memory network, # 15 alie likely to be the
best arganized ane, That the ahsence of 2 fan cffoc? doos ol appear to he oritical
Tor the idex that the seif is o memory structurg grganized along the fines described
in the ACT modet.

Y. Assessment of the Seil-Concept

The seil-concent, as r comeept, may be conslrued a2 a e of featleres tht ane
characlenisiic of the porson and also distinguish hiny or herself from other indi-
viduals, Wit sort of features &re represcateil in the seil-concept? Hihe research
reviewsd by Wylle (7974, 1979 is laken aF seprosentative, most investigators
uppcar 0 think thit the seifconcet s mostly o do with sell-estegm—with the
petson’s global asscrment of hhm- or horeell as good or bad, happy o sad,
competent of fnadequate, Hiked or yaliked, and su forth, However, the analysis of
the seif-concept a5 a node in social memory indicates thal it may be linked with a
wide varicly of other noder and propositions vepresenting narrower fosturss of
personality, specilic events, sociad skills and strategics, and evan other people.
This bas certainly proved to be the case for concopts concerning other people.
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For example, Cantor and Mischel {1979) found that the fealures associated with
concepls corcerniag represuntative broad classes of poople inclided information
conceming physical appearance, Mmoterial possessions, SocioCCOROmIC TAILS,
erd specific behaviors, a5 wel a8 dispesitions of varions fevels of gencrality,
Thus, it seems appropriaie 10 cast & broxder pet in assexshng the sell-concept in
order 15 produce a more complete listing of #s contents (Kikdstrom & Masby,
1960},

Unfortumately, most lochnigues that have buen developed to nassss e soif-

coneepl are rerctive i that they ask e individual 1o rate hin- of hersedf on a sct

_of dimensions chosen by the investigator. For exemple, Carl Rogers (19513
cmployed & G-sort tochnique In which the subject sorted 100 broad self-reforons
Statementls iife categories representing different Jovals of self-deseriptiveness.
Typically. these gistributions were forced 1o eonform o a aommat distritiion, T
B. Rogers (1977} employed a simitar technique in which sublocts rafod 1 sel of
adjectives on 4 | -9 scale of sell-descriptiventss, although (ose self-ratings did
not aeed o conform o any perticelar distribution sef a priori. Although such
technigues are convenienl, it s urelbar whother such taltrgs capture 2li that is
importaat in the self-concepl—il the trm s 1o refor 10 the way the individnat
construes him- or hersell. There t5 sometines & tremendous difforenee betwoen
#n individual's willinganss 4o desoribe him- or herself in a particular way and an
individual's actual thinking of him- or horsedf in Ot way, The propostional
theory of memory (Anderson, 1980) indicates why this is so, The self-concept
Aode 38 connecied direetly to a number of other Rodes, but indirectly —ough
sl ather nodes—1io overy other rode In the memory system. For this feason, an
individual is able to relriove a preat dead of information abowt him- or BerseHo—
tcoed, everything that ks acepssible in memory: bt vo consider all of a person's
knowledgo to be part of his- or hor seif-concept surcly distonts the meaning of the
construct beyond a1l recogrition. It might be better 1o restrict the festercs of the
self-¢onuept 1o those nodes that are more of less directly linked 1o the node that
represests (he sell. Bt how 1o Bnd them?

Markus {1977) recognized this problem. Like Rogers (1977), she employed
sefl-ratings on & 3¢t of experimenter-determined dimensions 1o assess [he seif
concepd; but she also reguired that the subjects rate ench torm both for its selfs
descriptiveness and for ils fmpertance to his or her olvn set-concept. Markus
defined poeple a3 schemaiic in e purticular domain i they considerzd an atlribute
1o be extremely sell-descriptive {or exiremely nondeseriplive) and if they consits
¢red the atirituite o be extremely mporiant to their scll-concept. o the same
way, individuals were defined as aschemaric in a domain 1T the attrilnie wis
rafedl s onty moderstely deseriptive and walmporiant to their sell-eancept. The
use of fhe imporance rating i 2y Impoviant advance Docause it gets us closer
peopic’s wohnl sell-cancepts. I ibe Tinal amalysis, # ty be uselul to disen-
snple descriptivenasy (ram importance, since some moderstcly dosoriptive nl-
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Hibwles may, sone the leas, bo guite imporiant in specifying e sell-concept.
Medkas's {3977} instnemon can be easily modified to provide independent az-
seusmienty of deseriptiveness and huportance.

Even so, the tecimigque sl ashs the subiect to whe the experimenter’s
categoties 10 describe hie- or herself, "This will wot be o problem i1 the dimen-
sions employed in the assessment can be defined whh a high degroe of consensus
between investigator ahd subjoct, b & e chse with Markuy's {1979 work,
{{owever, this problom may also be solved by emplaying fret-resstmse ap-
proachis 9 e assessment of the sell-concept, in which individuals doreribe
themmsebves i thelr own wards, Far enample, Jones (Jores, Sumsenig, & Haley,
1M} pave subjocrs 20 minwtes to list seif-descriptive words and phrases, which
were then coded tpio 97 crtegoties and sulmitted to mubtidimensional scaling.
This scating solution yielded four broad dimensions, which were held W be the
central features of (he sull-coneopt: evalvation; impulsivencss—inhilition: jtero-
yped musculinbly-fomininity; apd communalily with others, Alhough this ap-
prozch aliowed individuals 12 speak for themsplvus in thoir own wonds, 38 15 st
limited by its nitimale reliskee on investigatordefined coding catoporics. The
effect of these, of course, i W tanskate the sublect's zeil-definkion into the
inverigalor's constcti-—agoin iptroducing the poisibHity that (he individual's
sedlconcept will be distorted. Thus the principsl advantage of he frec-rosponse
sechpiquo—that # roprosenls the person's own view of him- or herself—fus
boon sacrificed o the convenience of sppregated data anadysiz. 7f any aspect of
persoitalily deserves Miogmphic assessment, bowsver, it s e sellvonvep,
Accardingly, seme muthod of assessment i needed that will proserve indi-
vidwils” characionizations of themselves, while 81 the same Hme permiblling in-
vestigators to derive geneesd principlos converning the structure and funcion of
e seilconcepl,

In an exlengive ling of repearch, MeGiire and s colleapies (e.p., MoGuin
& MeGuite, 1981, 1952) have taboen jus) such an approach w the analysiz of Noe-
response self-descriptions. Thoy have ermployed (e {rec-rospunse 1215 o assess
bath the general solf condepd {Le., "Tel me about yoursel™') and plysical i.c.,
“Poseribe what you ook fike'") aspects of the seif-concep!l, In thele firs! study,
these tests wene administered o a group fo 252 sivth-pruders, and the responses
were subjected to @ content aralysis. This conlent analysts s fess o tmenslation
than il iz n categorization of responses, thus stayiag iy close to the rubiets’
own words, The following distdbation of categorics was alwained: habinml
acrivitkes fhobbicy, sporls, skills), 24%,; significant others, 20%; atitides, in-
terests, opes, and preferences, 17%: schoot states, 13%, demographic informa-
tion, 12%: sel-evaluntion, 79 physicat chamererisrics, 5%; and miscollaneous,
{%. By this ovideave, the seil-voncopr containg much mure {han scif-cricom
information, Indeed, 8 i3 exwemely rich and varied, consigting of behaviors as
wel ap rals and reprosesting the individeal's selmionships with other poople.
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MeGuire's approach asks subjocts o desoribe themselves in the abstact,
without sny reftrence (0 the coext jn widch they observe themselves. Howey.
¢r, eonstderation of the stmcture of netora categonier hag led us fo propose that
mosl individuals have several soll-coneepts associated with differemt sosisl con-
ety and organized gither 85 subordinale citegories under a superortinaic pro-
tolype of a5 cxcmplers. One approach fo the ossessment of these contexioal
sedves would be 10 ask suebjects o Indicaic how they percelve thenwseives in
variows secial shustions, The danger with this approach bs that the silustions
sefected by {he fnvestigator may aol be particwlardy redevant 40 (he individual
subjecl, again introdicing the possibiliy that the subject’s self-concept will bo
disiorted by the assessment process, Wikt s necdud s an idiegrinhic approach
thit will aBow (he subject 1o select borh Bte sHuations and the atlibutes for sell-
description.

An impartakt step fowards such an approach bas beon aken by Pervin
(1976}, who hat adapted Roscrberg's (1976) welmigue for assessing (he porsun-
al constracts eotployed by individuats dn impression formation. Rosenbozrg asked
his subjects 1o Har af] the different peaple whom they enconnter in their lives, and
then chicited froe deseriptions of cach, Porvin (1976) asked Ris swbjocts o 1ist all
the Jifforent shuarions hp they encounter, defining a situation in e of &
specific location, fime, aclivities, and interaciion partners, Then they were asked
1o dogeribe eath sitontion, as welk ay their own foekings and behaviors in each,
Those responses were then coflaed by computer, and the Subjects made A final
rating of the zpplicabilily of cach desgriptor 1o cach situation. Thiz resvitad ina
Siation ¥ Descriptor mawix for cach individaal sublect that then can be sub-
jeeted o varous mobidimentionzt aabyics o mvenl felors o clusters of
$Hupiony,

Patvin (V9T6) ariginay offered bis prodedune 45 & lechnigue for the asdess-
ient of person-by-sitedtion interactions. {y research in progress, Kiblsieom has
adapted the procedien: for the assoesment of comext-speeilic seil-concepes. Briel-
Iy, subjccts el all the sHustons s ey cacountes In (ke ordinary course of
everyday Jiving and then froety describe themseives in cach of these sithaiions.
These responses st then collated, red 5 computnr presents cvery combination of
Fitwarion and sclf-description 1o the subject for a linal rating. These rafings are
then wsed 1o gonerats & sioilarity matrin for the shoations, and cluster anslysis is
employed 1o reveat 2 hierarchy of coptext-specilic sulves,

Anderson's (3976) ACT mnle] of momiry suggests oo ways in which e
apsesiment of the self-condept sy b2 improved. Recalt that in the ACT system
{or any other achwork moded of memory, for example) the nebwork is ontered by
activating one of more sodes relaicd fo informution supphivd by some query,
Activation then spresds 10 oiber podes, with the fatency of activalion inversely
proportional o the number of propositional tinks that must be traversod. The
responses of subiects (0 Mee-descriplion procodures of the sont employed by
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MoGuire {McGaire & MoGuire, 1982) and Pervin {1976} nuy e conmipred a3
the products of fust such a process, Obvicusly, given chiough tine & subiict could
list the gntire contents of dccessiale memmory in mesponse io the simple query,
“Drescribe yoursel [ hut fow of these responses would be approprinely eansid-
eted 10 be fundures of his o Ber sell-concept, Bvin with thise constminis more
closety conforming to ke conditions of the typical experiment, however, sub-
Joets may st stribses fhat e aot closehy related to (heir sell-concepis simply
becase they Rave the apponunity o do se. This situation may be casily cor-
rected By placing vory sovers Gme constrabnts on subjects, a3 MoGuire does.
Alernatively, the vestipator may alliw sibiiects w generate kems feoely, bul to
titke spew orfor lnto comsideration. Presumably, thode ems sppearing eardics! in
the subject’s list of seil-deveriptions are more closely linked to e scif-concep
fhan hose apptaring later.

En a simiar manner, teaction ding may Gffer & way o bapoove e validily
of reactive menitres of the seil-concem. The problen with roective mentures is
that subjects amy afliomn charactoristics comained in standard personality ques-
tionnaires or adjective checkfists, even {hough these atribes do not reprovent
the way in which the subject thinks about him- or howell, However, reaction-
fitpd measures may heip distinghish botween those nitributes that are centrad 10
the seHfconcept and dhose thal are nol. Conskder a typical reactive soli-aisess.
ment in which the subjoct mas! reie bim- or Derscll on a dimension such as
“eubured”. ACT sugpests that such o self-apprsisal would bepin by activating
two nedes In the memury system—aone for “sell™ and one for “cultured*,
Allerpatively, the person must aolivale nodes represeting  protolypicadiy
ovltured acts and episodes from s or her own awteliographicat memory. In
cither gage, activation wauld spread o from both nodes; and if the two path-
ways imersected, the subjoct would ghve an sifirmative msspomse, Obviensly,
feibres that are more closely associated with the seificoncept will yeild fusler
response Jaloncics.

Sime datn alrerdy oxlsis on this point. For exminple, a numbor of nvestips-
tors have found an inverted U nilating scif-descriptiveness to rexclion time for
both persunality adjectives (Kuiper & Dorry, 198); Rogers, 1981) and attitudinad
statements (Jiedd & Holik, 19800 The wsefulness of reaction Gme in assessing
e self-concept is most choorly domunsitated in soine experimems by Morkus
and Ber collewmicr, For example, Madhus (19777 classilied sulsects as soll
schematic or aschemutic for the atribute of indopendence {or dependonce),
viclding three groups: self-schematic for independence, sclf-suhematic for de-
pendence, #hd aschematic for this dimension. Later, these same subjocts rated o
larger set of adjcctives, including & sumber of Homs conceplually roluted 1o
idependence and dopondence, on & dichotomous seale of sclf-desoriptiveress.
Not surprisingly, subjects who were self-schematic for independence rated more
independent adjectives a5 self-descriptive; nd those who were sell-sehematic for
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dependence rated more dependent ndjectives in this way. However, independent
adiectives were also endorsed At substantial rates by subjeis previeusly chassi-
fied 25 self-schemintic for dopendence, ard many subiecls classified as sell-
schematic for independeree endorsed dependent ot os self-descriptive. The
response Inoncy datz was more revealing, Sclf-schomatics for independence
showed shoner latencics whon rating themselves on indepondont mther than
dupendent adicctivies; shmbarly, soll-schomatics for dependencéd showed shorter
latencies whon rating themselves on dependon! rather than intlependen! adice-
Hves, Suldeots whe were aschematic for his dimension showed no difference in
sosponse fatencies for independent and dopendem ftoms, Stmilar fndings have
been oblrined in the domain of gendor-role oricaation (Makus, Crans, Bern-
stein, & SHudi, 1982). Subjocts way say many things about themselves for 2
variely of repsons. Shorter response latencies seem to indicate that the subicel
nceds lexs time to find a tcdson——porhaps becoause that particalsr footre s
alrcady closely aisotiated with the scif-concepl.

VE  Acguisition of the Scll-Coneepl

From 4 cognitive point of view, fhe declarative and procedural knowledge
involved in social cognition develaps in the 3ame menper as the other desharative
ard procedural aspects of the cognitive systen: In other words, they e larpely
termed. To be swre, work in perceptus] and lisgaistic development indicates thal
cortidn rudimontary knowledge struciares arc innate; and some rokcarct with
infants suggests Mt conain socinl-coppilive processes, such as thost fvolved
i face perception and recopnition, are included in Mis catugory. Moreover, the
elear develapmental trends that bave been found on such sockal-cognitive lasks
as impression formation and causal altribution may reflect the genera] course of
cogaitive development, a8 children acquire both 4 Jurger data base and Ihe
wogailive capacity W integraae kirge amownts of information {for roviews seq
fluble & Rholes, 1981 Sorher, 1984, in press). However, jusl as children
amploy innate lnguistic simetures 1o acquire whidever language they arc immer-
sed i, se 1o the vast bubk of the child’s specific declamtlve and procedural
social knowledge must be acguired through sotiad loaming that iohes place
within a partictier fmnilial and socioculturn] framework,

Favell {1977} hax summarized a number of 2rpects of he develupmont of
the self-concept. He notes that ane of the eatliest tasks of psychological develop-
el ix for de child to distinguish Bim- or hersel! from othors—a poal thal is
probably not zocomplished umil carly childhood. During inluncy, however,
children do seem to dovelop an awateness of their bodies, a3 indicated by
secognbinn of their own mimor images {Amsterdam, 1972 ree alse Gallup,



0 OUEM 1, KIHISTROM AND NARCY CANTOR

1977). Among the first sigas of conscrvasion is the child's sense that he or she
remaing the seme person despite the physical changes associsted with growth and
maleeation, Just as ohers (e, Kalper & Derry, 19815 Markus 8 Smitl, 1981
rave noted an association bohween sell-perception and (he pereoption of other
peopke, so Flavell (39773 aoles an associadion between the development of seil
sad wher-perception, Por example, desediptions of both self and others show
age-telated incrombes in richnoss, differenttation, and the use of #6it terms.
McGuire and McGuire (19521 have traced the development of the “*social®’ (a5
appostd 10 the physical” "y self In o stadly invalving children in grades 1, 3, 7,
angd 11, The sebjeers each deseribed temselves omlly for 3 minstes, and the
resuliing tape seordings were transcrthed and coded. They found that 35  child
matres, othet people occupy & dminithing propovtion of the features givon in 2
sell-description and that references o speefic other people are replaced by
refercnces 10 general catogories of prople. Moteover, an Incrossing propomion of
sighificant others come from ouwside she family: for example, teachers rather
thun parehts, Mends and schoolmates rober than siblings. These age weady, in
lars, are theorstically related to the child's developing antonemy, so that bis or
ker seil-conoepl i5 Jess and fosy tied o bis o het relationships with other people,
How are festunes encoded a5 part of the gell-concept? MoGaire and s
collougues (e.g.. MoGuire & MeGuirg, 1981} have strongly sipued that one
tends fo erowbe those foatures of oneselt (and others, for that matterd that are
wnusukl in some way. Although this distinctiveness postdate wins derbved prin-
cipally frony perceptunl theory (McGuire of af., 1979, it is consistent with ik
Hitgrature on categorization and miemory processing, For axample, Cantor {Can-
tor, 1980; Cantor & Mischel, 1979), foliowing Rosch {1978}, hax azzund that
PEFEOR CORCEPTs ard reprasented i A hivrurchy of protolypes. Lach of the pro-
tolypes consisls of a number of leatrres correlnted with catepory membership,
but sy corrclmed with memberslip in contrasting o1 altornative categories. in
other words, e features possessed by the catepory profotype bave sue walidity
becauge (hey perve both 10 identily instances of the category and keep the cotoge-
ry relntively distiner from olber calégories. As another example, lostie {1081}
hizs shown thet memory encoding processes selectively Tavor thuse aspocts of 2
slimubus that are Surprsiog of athorwise inconsistent with one’s goncra) impros-
sion. I we can extend this schenmatic prirciphe to the problens of perceplion wnd
memery of the seif, hen it follows hat ndividuals will terd to encode those
alribites of thomselves thay make them stand ont in their social contoxts,
Evkdence Jrom stulivs of the spontpeous sell-conoept appears 1o favor
MeGuirg's {McGuire & MoGuire, 19820 distinciiveness postulate. in i sorics of
shndics, antributes spontancously senerated by sobjects {ustatly chiltdren) have
boen comparcd 10 the distrilaition of these same atribuies whthin the individuat's
veference group, The gencrad finding is that atiribates are tior Jikely to appear in
the seil-condept when the individoal gecuples mikorily status with respoct o
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hem. For example, schoolchikiren are more fikcly to siention their age if they
are ptypleally young or okd compared 1o thelr ¢lassmales; 1o menlion (R Birth-
placy il they sre nel native to the ity or country o which they are curenily
residing: to montion ket shd cyc color, weight, and heipht it they sre statistically
abnoral in these respoots {MeGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1970) 2nd o include
gender as part of the sclf-concept if the respondent’s sex is thu minerity it s or
her classronm (McGulre & Padawer-Singer, 1976) or jo his or her houschuld
{icCiire, MoGulre & Winton, 1979). Sintstrals are more likely (o menlion
handedness than dexsrals (McGuire & MoGuire, 1950) a2nd mdividuais who
wear cyepiasses ate more Hely 10 menlion this fact if vory few {os opposed to
selatively many) of thelr classmates atse bave comected vision (MeGuire &
McGuire, 1981). Biack and Hispanic childsen are mere jikely to mention their
cihnic identification than white childron, and such descriptions are aiore Hkely
when the child’s cthnke group is a weak (x5 opposed 0 strong) minority in his or
fer classroom and when (ke school s cibnically heterngeneous (MeGulbre,
McGuire, Chitd & Fujfoka, 1978}, Not all of these effects have buon consistenly
ohtwined-—eompar: MoCuite and Padawer-Siager {1976) and MoCuire and
MeGuire {1981) on age and height, for example—bat overal] the hypothesis has
fared rather well, susiaining some subtie predictions (McCivire of afl., 1978}

Agatn, the resulls arc in ige with what we would expect, given (he struchure
of tie 5e)f a5 & concep! and 25 2 node in a memory system. The self does ot
contain an whorganized, exitnustive fist of featurcs and auributes. Rather, it &
sedective, emphasizing featros that are charmctorstic of the self bt sot of olher
peopic. This line of rescarch nceds 1o he investigated with respoct 10 mentsl as
well as demographic and physical attributes. 1t foliows from the distinctiveress
hypothesis that those altikdes, traits, hehaviors, and significant ofhers Ui are
encoded a5 parl of Ui seif-convept will alio be relutively distinctive, Testing this
asprel of the lrypothesis, Rowever, ore immidiately encounters some problems.
Birgl, McGuire (McGuire & McGuire, 1982) was able w0 enploy objective
measures of such aticibutes as birthplece, age, gonder, ard race. Bul how are
honesty, profeminisn, acting in & shy manscr at pattics, and being Trendly with
Jot o be measred objctively? Perhaps, for ese types of losts, the dis-
finctivencss hypothesis bas o be stated o erms of percefend distinctiveness,
rather than aotaa! distingtivencss. Of course, in the Sngl soabysis it s perecived
distinetiveness that maticts, gven i the crre of atirfbutes thal are £aRy to mousune
abjectively.

This proposed cxtension of the distinctiveness hypothesis raises he whofe
guestion of the relationship botwoen seif-perception and the perception of ather
peoplt, In fact, the seif-concept appenrs 1o affect the perception of mhers B a
variety of ways {for revicws see Kuiper & Dopry, 1981, Markus & Smith, 1961},
For example, Shraaper and Paderspn {1974) foom] thal those catepories thal
foptured prominentdy in their subjects’ dencriptions of other people were alro
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raded ax highty seif-descriptive. Simitanly, Rows (Ross, 1977; Ross, Groen, &
House, 1%77) has observed @ “‘false consensus™ offect, wherby individuals
gppear ko believe (hat ather people share their aftitudes and experiences, These
findings are reininiscont of the psychoanalytic concepl of projeciion, excepi That
profoctive waribuion is nod resiicled to undesimble qualities. Moreover, ax
Holmes {1968, 1978} has pointed out, the projective altnhosion of ukdoritable
yuaiities is as commonly directed 1o desirable a5 well a5 1o undesitable targets
and docs ot lead 16 more Tavorable evaduation of these guatitics or any other
kind of sircys reduction. Such findings, however, appeat o confliet with
McGuire's research that indicates that the seif-concept favors alribues thet
digtinguish self from others, By this reasoning, individiads should perecive other
people &5 different from themseives, In fact, Urere i some evidonoe that favors
this point of view as wel {e.g., Nisholt, Borgidn, Crandadl, & Recd, 197G
Civen this state of the ovidence, Markes and Smith (1981) were only able 10
conciude [hal “overall, the porson-porcepticon revcarch has unambigeously dem-
onstrated only that seil-velevant gualities . . . can figure in e description of
others, 1 has no! sucoveded e specifying the aature, the direction, or {he ow-
come of the influence of the seil-structure on perceiving others™ (p, 237),

A distinction between seif-concepl and seli-description may kol b b beselve:
this ambiguity. Perbaps, we perceive oursclves as different from others with
respect 1o those slinthates thal formm o sell-concept; when it comes 1o atlributes
that ane merely sell-deveriptive, howover, we may percaive curselves as simikir
to ather poople. This hypothesis bears some simiarity (o the assimilalion—con-
irast model of social judpment proposed by Shenf and Boviard {1961) and 1o the
matinn that ont’s sell-appratsal provides a benchmark for the perosplion of others
i domaing that ave Bighly self-refevant (Berkowilz, $1960%. Aong these Hnes,
Markus and her colleagues have cotlested evidence that subiects with seil-sche-
math in domans such as independence and mascudinity 3¢ mor: soasitive 1o these
characleristics when displayed by other people, compared 1o those who are
wscheinatic in these domains (for a review see Markus & Smith, 19813, Similar-
by, Kuiper aml his colleagues (c.g.. Kulper & Dervy, 1981} have suggosted that
stbijocts make faster judpments of others with respect 1o attributes that form part
of thetr selfconcept, as compared to brrelevent alributes. Mos! recently, Fong
and Markus (1982) have found thar incividuals with seil-schemata Tor cxlraver
sion or introversion seelt more solforelivanmt information fi.c., about 4 target’s
own cxiaversion o inroversion) than aschemalics and #re more confident in
rating the larpel on exiraversion-infroversion than on other dimensions,

According to the cognilive view of porsomabity (Cantor & Kilisizom, 1987,
perserality chunge ooours whenever the individual sequires now deciarative and
procedural social knowledge or beging 10 make different cholces AMENE oplion
that are siroady availsbic, Whereas our crphesis on the potential for cognilive
and behavigrat change opens us up fo the charge that we (hink thet peeple ane
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infinktcly malicable, we ourscives profer to be thought of s mediorisls. Agein,
exeept in iolatitarian ervirmmonts, the posstbillly of comrsive cliange i limind
by the availabifity of a wide tanpe of shternatives from which (he individual can
froely choose, Morg 10 the peint, perhaps, is fhe possitility that all this eaiphasiz
on fexibilly ord change b 1o fhe indbvideal withow sy slable core of
gersonality—in olber wards, without a self. This is pot the case. Tastond, (he
intividual's solf-concep! provides for continuily amids! change. through the
retnrd of aobiogimhical memony; and chunge may be Bmbed . hose direc.
tians that are conproeat with the individead's overall sellconcent.

YEE B the Soif Unigue?

S0 far we have disousscd the sell 65 a concept and a8 2 ntreledie strveters,
a5 if ghesell were fust another porson represented in socid momory . The question
patyrally arites 35 o whether g mental representations of oneself differ in some
way {rom one's sepresentations of otker people. From o stractural point of view,
we think the mpswer 18 cloarly no The self-concept is organized wlong the same
lines a5 contepls ropréseating others, From a functionad puint of view, however,
the REswCT 15 N0 §0 cleac, A nember of special propertics bave been atiriluied (o
e seil, with respest 1o the way in which # 35 fovelved it social information
prodessing.

In 2 soviow of ta llierature on the role of the ol in memory, Greenwald
{1981, pp, 2232243 found evidence for three reinted effects:

{, Material that ix actively generated by the learner is more casily roeadled
than materzl passively recoived (the self-goncration effeciy.

2. Mauterial (a5 encoded with reforence 10 the self is more sastly recalled
than 15 material otherwise encoded {Ihe seff-referance gffect).

3. Materks] associated whh 2 persisting \ack 5 more crsify rocalied than is
macrs! assoctted with p eomploted task (e gro-invpfecaenr gffe).

O these, the selfveferchon (or egoconivic perspective) effect has been the
objee! of considorabic study {Jur reviews see Keenan & Baillet, 198(; Kuiper &
Derry, 1981, Rogers, $981). The carliest experiments in this series involved
cenvertionid procedires employed in the study of vorbal learuing, exeept for the
sthubus materisde, For exemple, Rogers {1977, Experbment 3} presemted sub-
jects with 60 porsohalily questionnaire Hems written sither i e fest or thing
person. Hall the subjocts in cach group wers timply asked to stady the itemns; the
renRing subicots wete asked to decide # the ftem was Sell-deseriptive. On e
subsequent recapmtion st consisting of the 60 targots and 60 leres, memory
was better for the fioms wrtten i the frst persom {he., fower misres and fower
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fatse alaems); \his was especially the <use for suhjects whe had made a soff-
referent decision &t the time of encoding, A subsequent study of incidental
memory prerented {rait adjoctives under various orlenting conditions, following
the “depth of provessing” patadigm; ilems for which seil-referent decisions
were mede were bolier recognized Han itoms associated with orthographic,
phonemic, or semantic decisions {Rogers, Huiper, & Kitker, 19773 An experi-
ment by Klein and Kihlstrom {1984) coupled the depth-of-processing provedure
with the hyperminesia procedure of Brlelyi fo.p., Bndelvi & Becker, 194: Bt
delyi & Kleinbard, 1978), Thoir subjects studied 2 livl of 64 Imit adjootves {half
sociaily desirable and half undesirsble) under onkographic, phonemic, semantic,
and sell-referent oricaiing conditions, and shen they were surprised with  lest of
free recall. Inhiial recadl was highest for tems studied under the selfreferent
condition. Then the subjects were given two fanlier recult 1rials, separated by 7.
misute ihink™" intervals wilh no Jurther opportunby (© stedy e Roms. Rocall
improved significantly over the trials, but only for items Stadicd in the te¥-
reforent condition. A subséguent replication by Mross and Kiblstrom {19543 has
coafirmed these fndings.

The ffoct of self-refesence on momory con also be ston fn another type of
erpeniment that employs idiographically constructed sois of stimulus matorials,
For example, Perry (Pecry, 1979; cited in Rogers, 1981) gathered sefl-ratings on
a farge 5t of adinetives and then consirseted for exch subicet 2 individuatized
wordhist conststing of adjectives varying in degree of self-deseriptiveness, Fol-
fowing a stidy tiwd under conditions of intehtional feaming, free recall was
faund to be best for those Hems that were judged 1o be highty self-descriptive. A
simHar experiment by Rogers, Rogers, ard Kuiper {1978 explored recopnition
memory. The sublects rated thomseives on 8 5ot of 834 ailjectives and Iater studied
hatf of these {deawn from all lovels of scl-desoriptivencss). Memory teshing
showed 50 cffeet of soif-deseriplivencss on correct recognition; however, there
was significantly more fatse secopnbtion of unstudied items judged eartier 1o bo
tighly sell-descriplive, compared 1o false recognition of Rondesoriptive tenms,
Bower and Giiligan (1979) lound 4 equivalent self-reforence offect, whether or
net the item wa judged in an episodic memory task Gn which the subject was
asked 0 recalt & specific porsonal experienee in which she or he manifested the
chasiclenistic) or in & semantic memory task {the subject had to dotermine
whether the jlem was sell-descriptive).

However, it is not ot alf clesr thar his effect & unique to (e sclf. For
example, memory i also enhanced if Mo orienting tavk involves deciding
whether the Irit adjective is descriptive of some other person whe is fansitiar fo
the subjcel. For example, Bower and Giltipae {1979) found that viemory for trait
aljectives was aite enhanced if 1Bey weore judged with rospect to the subject's
mother, bot not il they were judged with sespoct 10 Walter Cronkite. Shmdarly,
Kuiper and Rogers (1974} found that selireferent adjectives were bottor recatied
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than adiectives ratel catly da the ferm with tespect 1 0 fourse insiniclor, who
was then an ynkaown guantily {Expoeriment B}, bet not {ater in the torm when the
subjects were presumably hotier aoguninted with el fargel, Reenan and Baillo
{19800 camparcd 1he elfects of mbing adiectives with respect o seven difTerent
targels {i.c.. Jinmmy Carter, 4 teachor or 2 boss, a faverile Tiction chamstior, 4
friend, o parent, 2 best fricnd. and the scif} and found that O memaorabiity of an
item was a direct fenction of 1he familiarily of the targel. {fowever, Keenan and
Baiflct {1980) found the familtadty effecr only for judgments of personality
attributes, bt nol for judpments of physkeal attributes. Thas, clfcels stmtlar to
ose groducad by refosring stimudus fnfonmation 10 the sell-schema are also
produced by efoming i o schomats representiog Fambliar others. 3 seems fikely,
as athors have sugeested (Bower & Giligan, 1979 Keonan & Baillel, $0809,
that both effects can be oxplained in torms of the doproe of copritive claboration
receivied by Rlimulns toms ot (ke tee of encoding {Anderson & Reder, 1974;
Jacaby & Cratk, 1979, Assuming that the self iz a very rich struciure with many
Hnks to other nodes in the memory system, such ilems arc assaciated whth mare
(and more effective) potential retricval cucs as compared o Hems that have boen
entoded whh respeet 1o more impoverished memory strechines, Bot Where de
rithing wkigus abowt sell-reference in tlis rerpect.

Although these sons of principles can be nead to cxplain selfrelated in-
creases in dccirare momory. Wis m elsar (kat they can aecaun for the bizses
that oocur it perception aid memory concering anesell, Grenwald {19800,
beglnning with the sietaphor of the self as n personal historian that preserves a
record of metobiographicsl memory, has outiined three such cognblive biases:
some of those are al fcosl partially rofated 10 the offcoly of sclf-reference on
HLITOTY.

I. Memory is best for infonnation that is highly relevamt 1o the scif, and
paople overestimate thelr owh importence 45 an infltcnce or target of
social mckaclions (egoceniriciiy,

2. People readily perocive thomseives o8 sesponsitle for pesitive oulcomey
and tend to deny responsibility For segative outcomes (heneffecionca),

3. People tend 10 seck information that confirms their theories sbaat them-
sehves and 4o revize thelr astobiographical memory 0 that it aceords
with their current scll-soncep! foogaitive conrervarivinm),

OF these effects, epocentricity and bencffectance mppear {0 be (e besl
ducamcrled (Greenwald, 1980; Boss, 1981 Sayder, Sicphan, & Rosenfeld,
1976}, Interestingly. they koom io inferact with cach other. For example, sell-
refpvant information appeers 10 dominaic perception and membry, and scil-
pencrated material is easier to remember than corresponding matorkel produced
by others; but ander a Wreat fo selfestenny, the “reverse Zelgamik elfect™
(Kihistrom, 1951) favors the rocall of spocesses 28 opposed to Maileres, Hven
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when auteames are deterined entircly by chancy or experimentt menkplia.
tions. there 5 a tendency for peaple f0 assert that they had control ever thom: bi
while one's success is Iypically sscribed fo one's own ability or offons, blame for
onc's failires i typically assipned 10 task difficuity oF the poor perfonmineg of
partnees. W remaing 10 be soen, however, whether 2 similar sort of bins intrudes
on atinibutions goncerning othor peaple—esporinlly people who are porsHively
reparded or whio are prrceived sy similar to onescll, bnlition suggests thay we do
not readily countenance blame assipacd 1o onr friends and thal we e siore likely
to sharc sespensibility for pood outcomcs with frieads than with cpomies er
SUARFELS,

The conservation of the self-convept wis demunsteated cleard ¥ 0 a dhpdy by
Markus {1977). Her subjecis were classified a5 self-schematie for Independanoe
incependenis), for dependence {Depeadoms), or a5 sichematic on this dinwen-
sion (Aschemstics), and then they eagaged in s vasiety of tasks. In one cise, they
were preseated wilh 2 apmbet of adjcctives relpted 1o indepandunce—dependonon
and asked {o zecal instances in which Ihey had behaved in the manfier described
by the word, Dependents supplicd more behavior? evidence for dependent than
for ncependent sdicetives, wheress Indeperdents showed the opposite tred; the
Aschemalics gave equal amaunts of cvidence for both dependent srd indepen-
dent characicristics. In addition, fhe subjeats’ self-ralings on these dimensions
were compared during the st self-schema assessment. Independents and Deo-
pendenis showed considersble lest-rotest rebiability in these seil-eatings, where-
a5 Aschematics did not. Finally, whon asked to presict helr Tuture Iehavior,
[ndependents and Dependemy were more vonfident in thoir prediciion of future
schema-congrient and  schemyinconpruent behavior, as compared o As-
chematics. Thus, both memory of (e past and predictions of e Tubure are in line
with the sell-cancept.

in o second stedy, Markus {1997) studicd the sesponses of hesc siljects to
information that was incongment with thoir sell-concepts. Aller panjicipating in
an ostensthle tost of sugpestibility, Independents were fnformed that they werg
highly suggestible and Dependonts were Iforned G oy were highly sesisiant
o supgestion; half the Aschemarios were givon each Iype of birgers Toeddheck,
When asked 1o evalumie the test, the fndependents 2od Depondenls were quite
critical, fating M a5 considerably fess valid than Aschematics. In addition, scif-
matings of sugpestibility were more influenced by the feedback in the As-
chematics tan in (he Independents or Dependents, Finaily, when asked to ate
theaselves again on He adjecrives thit contribued to the initial seff-schema
assessment, K Independents and Dependents showed Jonger response latencios
a8 compated 10 their initial ratings; however, \he response latencios of As-
<homatics did not change, Nevenhcioss, the seifuatings themscives were more
seliable for the Independonts and Depordents thap ey were for the Ase
chematics, Apparently, subjects who wete scH-schematic For independenée or
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dependence were more likely 4o oousider, but wlimalely rejoct, information that
ig ipcongmont witl their selfcorcepts. Aschenmtics, by contrast, readily incor-
poraled thit now information inte their seifudescriptions.

O cours, Lhis conservation of the sell-concopl may simply be a spocial
case of the well-known proctivity of the imuitive sciontis) gonerally toward
theary-conservation {Mishoit & Ross, $980, Snyder, 1980, Wason & Jobnson-
Laird, 1972). When desting hypotheses sbowt other people, for example, people
selectively appesr to stok out or retdeve dwary-Consistont dala as opposed 1o
information (hat might potentialy disconling the thtory {Snyder & Cantor,
1979, Snydor & Swann, 1978) Thosc fendencics onn be soen even when (he
individunt is dircotly confromted with information \hat bs incangreent with his or
her hypothesis, Por example, flastie {1980, 1981} found thal poople are mone
Hkely o aticmp! lo eaplain bebavior Hal i7 incongruent with an Inilial impros.
sion-—presumably in & manner tha! prosorees (it impression. LBsporimentay
indoced impressions of other prople, and oven oneselll have also been shown W
persisl even whan the basis for the origingl dmpresston i complercly discredited
by tater Information (Ross, Lepper, & Hobbard, 1975 Ross, Lepper, Strch, &
Stetnmet, 1971, Porhaps the sell-concepl iv most resistant to change of a8 the
representations of people stored in social memory; but this probably rellects a
guanlitativi, rather than a qualimtive, differcnce belween sclf and other,

Ferhaps the most radical arpement For the similaity of corcepts of zelll and
others b implicit in Bem's seil-poroeption theory {Bem, 1967, 1972; sce also
Locksley & Lenawer, 1981} Seil-poreeplion \heory arpues spainst the notion of
dircet, infrospentive sell-knowledge end asserts instend that we typically make
Jodgimemts sl oor own bralis, states, attitudes, and olber porsonabily chirge-
eristics i the samee way thal we make thenr abont other people-—thal i5, by
infoocing them Trond observattons of brhavior and the aocial comtert in which il
oocers, Howover, there is 3t least one important wiy in which scif-perception is
dilferent from e porception of other people. Although people show 2 marked
endency 10 sliribule the behavior of other persobs fo their intetnal dispositions
(Heider, 1958, Jones & Davis, 1965)—the “'fundamental attsibutlon cror”
deseabed by Ross (Ross, 1977 Mishett & Ross, 1986)-people tond to make
shoational atiinions corcerning themsaives {Jones & Nishet, 1971), For ex-
ample, Nishell e af, {I973) asked subjocts 1o complete an adisetive chocklist
describing cither theindelves o7 some lsmiliar reganiniznce. In 2ddition 1o the
usual continuobs scale, the subjects were also given the eption of responding it
depends oft the situation”. Although descriptions of other persens fended o be
polarized, with the alnbeles desonbed a5 highly charsctedslic or mot at &l
charscleristic of e person, the descriptions of (he subjects themselves were
strongly biamed toward situstions! specilicity. In a roconl review of sell-other
differences in causal sttbution, Watson {1982} found that 1hé evidence, though
complicaled, strongly supportcd the Jores-MNishett hypothesis,
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A pumber of eiplanations have been olfered for this sclor-observer dif-
ference in atirtbution, One possibiity lies in the differences in the atentionsl
focus of actors and observors, Heider (1958} suggestod that the obterver's alten-
tion wus focused on the actor and that bis or her "behavior ehgulls the fiekd,"
Yeading 1o a disposttional auribution, However, the paze of the actors themselves
18 quite lterBly directed sunward on the Field. Another reason may be the wealth
of knowledge conceming our own behavior that we pessess by vimue of our
fecord of muobiogriphlcal wemaries. This may provide oxtra infermation con-
cerning the consistency and distinctivoness of our own belavior hat, if wvatabio
tr observers, wordd alse Jead tiem to make silustional allributions. Witeon
{1982), in his review, concluded that there was no evidence that diffemnces in
information level, s such, produced the actor-observer dilferonce. Neye
ertheless, the question srderseores ar important dilferesce belwenn menia) P
resentations of self and others: the wealth of sutebiographicat information thal
e posstss aboul aurselves, Therefore, an imponant wpic of wesearch on the
self-aneept concems the manaer in which sutobiographical memories are e
seated in the copaitive sysiont and the mamier in which they are redrjeved.

Recently, a namber of iavestigators have reopened the study of aum-
biogaphical memory, inchuding intensive swdies of individual memories {e.8.,
Linten, 1975, 19783 and emvly recollections {e.p., Ridstrom & MHarackiowics,
1962; White & PHlemer, 1979). Ono promising method of istquiry has employed
& crted-recall procedure anginally devised by Galton and reintroduced by Crovite
{Crovitz. & Quina-Holland, 1976; Crovitz & Schiffman, 19745, Robinson
{1976}, and Chew {1979), Such studics are bepineing 4 address bot the de-
clarativee and procedural Matires of sutobiograpiical mentory: how the Indis
vidual episodes are relared o cach other In an organized schenwe and the WY in
witich these cxperiences are retrieved asd roconstracted. For example, Chew
{1978, in a stedy of high-school senions, Found it response latencies in 3 cued-
tecall task were longer for remote memories (i.e., from ages 3-73 than Tor recent
ones {apes 13-17), supgesting o serial activation provess Mat works backward
from the present. However, the tempora distributions of meniories within re-
mete atd reoent epochs wers guie different, and the Intency differonces weke
tibstanitally reduced when high-imagery nouns were wsed /5 ues, Although
wmporal organization i§ an imponant fetor In retdoval (Kiblstrom & Bvans,
1979), otker Lecrors complivate the pichire.

Abthougit the manier of eutebiugraphical memory s most sensibly mised in
e comtent of the sell, o is obvious that socisl memory miy contain rather
delatied histories of other individuals as wolt, Thus, despite the obvious impoe-
tance of the autohlographical recom (o e seil-concept, the wvalability of auto-
biograplicl memory represents only a quantitative differende beween sell wpil
others, OF course, our knowledpe of othar peaple, capesialty our inthaate ae-
guaintances, s closely relwred i our krowledge of oumeives. As McGuire
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{MeGulre & Meuire, 1932} has shown, we define ourselves at fearl partly in
terms of alers who arg signilicant Yor us, We know the attribages of othor peopic
because we have observed their lehavior, compared it (o our own, snd encoded #t
bre formiss of wur porsonal oonstie! systems, we kaow thedr histories to the extent
that we personatly shared their sxpericnces, Parhaps seif roference and MmBiar.
cther-reference have simifar offects on mémory becavse we cannol think of onc
witheu! thinking of both.

A guantitative differcnee that bonders on the qualitative, perhaps, is the
extent o which the sell-gehims bs chronically activated in memory. Consider,
for example, a recent experiment by Bargh (1982), employing procedires pop-
farized by Schoecider and Shiflnn {Schneider & Shilfrin, 1977, Shiffhn &
Schncider, 19771, Subjects were classilied as self-schemilic Nor Bdependence,
self-schematic for dependence, of aschematic for Miese auributes, following the
procedure developed by Markes {1977). They then performed g dichotic listen-
ing 1ask in which they were required to shadow a Bl of wards prescnted 10 one
ear while igneting ot preserted fo the other. I one condilion the subisets
were sshod to attend o a chanael over which a series of rdjectives was presented
and 1o iphore n channel over which a series of nouns was prosoted: in the oiber,
they wore instmcted o allend 1o the roans and igeore the adjoctives, The adiee-
tive Hat was construcied so thal e middle thind contadasd Hems rolaied to
independence, Tut 1he first and st thirds did nat. Ailocatlon of atientionad
capacity to each channel was measured by katoncy of response 1o probe stimudi
presonted Lwice while independent adicetives were being read and twics while
unrelated adieclives were bitng read, When sebjects sttended fo the adicarives,
theit precessing capacity was increased during the time that independent adice-
tives woee hoing road. Thas, oven in the absoace of sny explicht sell-reference
Irstructions, the seil-schoma appears 10 Tacilitsie the processing of self-relevant
inforination. When subjects attentled to the nouns, their procossing capacy was
decreased durkng this time, Apparently, scif-relevant information comlng over
the unatiended channel was micked ap without conscious intent and owside of
coRsHioRs pwareness {subicets showed poor memory for the Heme, nouns or
adiectives, presented over this chmnpell, consuming some aflentional rerources,
The effeet is not anlike (that cibserved in an abrpon welting roon: o Some similar
sHualion in whicl individuals are respansive to their names read over the public-
eddress systom, theugh they remain obivions to other messages thal sre not self-
relevant. This sutomaticity sugpest thal the central featire of the seif-concept, in
cortrasl 10 other nodes in the memory system, may be chronfcally activated,

Are there any (ndy guabitstive differences between self-perception and the
perceplion of other people, diffcronces thal would render the seli-concep
unique? Frobably ant—not, thal is, wnless orc 3 willing 1o grant thay individuals
have some degres of direct Introspeciive socess (o tieir own menta) siates: what
they are poreciving, romombering, thinking, and feching while they are behav-
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ing, Theste idens and expuricneck e by thelr vory nature desfed fo outside
observers ereept thaotigh verbal mepons, Therclor:, ey can never form part of
our knowledee of other people. This s not 1o say thal ow MEOSpectons are
abways aecuraic, Nishett and Wilson (J977) suggest that under some circum-
slantes we can b entirely wrong about dhe reasens for what we think and do.
Subjects con be shown 10 b responsive 1o experimental contingencics manipu-
Inted by experinaenters, even though they do not manifest any pwariness of these
contingereies in the tocounts that dey give of themselves (see also Barph, 1983;
Dinon, 1971 Eriksen, 1962) Expedmenters arc rol always in o position o
contraciet, on the basis of behavierat evidence, 1he subjeotive ropons given by
sibiects (e.g., Malcalm, 1959), Nov con i be denled thal subjeclive states
themmsclved aré ofton (he product of infererce and other constructive activily,
based on what individuals observe themsclves doing. But seifobservations of
behavior and the oontext in which il occurs cannel be the sole, or oven the najor,
dzta base employed in seif-perceplion. Otherwise we wonld find oursedves con-
shanlly in the prodicamnent of the pour creature in Margaeet Hasking Daber's
(1980) A Book Report on Minkesata Binds'™:
We sy, "Toen i dumah.” Pethaps B oo is #is0 avinn,
When i bird s fosd. Rowsver, we don'y gall
the Matlenal Puzed o e Mavy in,
We juig took, up and suy, " Geod hepvens, wia py e
Hack«hhanted pray washicr doing o
where 511 1s awow xad foe 33T
hiaylee the bird Poote down und aees i7s Mintcssa
und BEs e Hentity crisis
He awys, T Dan Dese in che winter, nogbe o ey
w phagk-throited goay werbher,
A Trcmedk el Bitoesds atkalt i s Mot bs Daadkder ond Battler,
Uil b fow Qepresiodd 1o warkbo o single nole,
For how cam hie kaow for bees he'e 3 Macs-threatid gray warbbor
e et S0e s doom?

In work in grogess, Kiblsirom and his colleagiies have began 3o cxjlore the
process of sebf-peredplion within the domuin of hypsosis. Upon sermination of
hypnosis it is convmon for subjects 10 make some gencrid comnicnl conceming
what their experience of hyprosis was Hke. These comments {ypically rangs
Mramm reports that “*notking happoned™ or of being ©witde awalz™ 1o reposts of
having Beén “'moderately™ of Tdeoply”” hyprotized and can bo guantificd by
stmple sealing procedures {see fhe roview by Tad, 1979) Other invostipators
have Iocured thelr effors on exploving e ways in which fMhese depth reports are
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sifccled by gontextid factors, such o the delinfion of (he siuation o3 hypnosis
and the wording of (e scale {Radike & Spanos, 1981). This approach, in
contrast has focused on the behavioral and subjective Information employed by
subjicts it making teir judpments and the satener in which this information s
integrated tn making 2 plobal selrospective judpoent of their experience, 1n the
experitnents, the sublcels receive dn administration of a standardized procedure
comzisling of an induction of hyposie accompanicd by |2 seprosentative hypriot-
b suppestions. After wrminstion of hypnosis, the subjacs provide dicholomons
ratings of each supgestion seconding o both their subjective Impressions of Hs
sueness and 2 belaviornd criterion sel by the knvesligatar. Tn some studics the
sithicuts alto report on subjective experiences, such as loss of awarentsy oF
leclings of sutomaticity o1 compulsion. s formation is collected cither in he
form of questionnaire responses ot free descriptions. Finally, the sulbjects pro-
wide an oyeradl reteospective judgment of the dopth of hyprosis achieved during
te session o a I-10 scale. Our stndics consistomtly show that the subjoctive
experience ratings of ciher the sucoess of indlvidusal suppestions o of overall
alterations in consciousacss o mors imporiant detenminants of the subjects’
plobal deplh ralings than the publicly observable behaviorsd responses. Tt re-
raing {0 be soon whether the hypnosis resulls can be gencralizet o other self-
appraistte—fough an abundance of data on cmotiond] states indicates that hey
can o, Leventhal, 1980, 19825, 10 50, it would scem hecessary 1o revise self-
parceplion theary 1o allow the process to take account O sirictly private, subine.
tive exporiences 35 well as publicly observable aspects of behavior and #s social
contexl, The availabilily of experiontial as well a5 behavioral and contextunt
infonmation may be the oaly gualitabee dilference batween condepls of soif and
of otkors.

VI What Is Missing?

bn thix chapter, we aitempt 10 adopt two complementary thooretical perspos-
livek in copnilive piychology wnd pirsue thelr kmptications for research and for
ey ok the stnicluro and function of e sellconcept. It should be clear that
ese imphications shoutd be constried as hypotheses rather than conciusions.
We do not yet know, for exampie, whether sell-concepts sre better hought of as
summary protolypes or as mubiple oxemplars-—or, frankly, whetber the distine-
tion nyakes a difcrence. We do not keow whether there rre multipe seif-con-
copts aed, if 50, whether these are represented a5 sein.comenz, sell-as-differ
cntiype-of-person, both, or something cise entirely, We do no? know how the
varipus types af sellkpowledpo-—deckimlive and procodurad, episodic and so-
malic—inflacnee carh ofher within an organized memory syslem, We do pot
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ki much about the relative imponanee of distinctiveness and consensus in
determintng the fentires of e self-contep. We do nel kpew 1o what extent the
self-concept has unigue properties and to what extent we e simply the people
wi know bost. But we beliove thal these guestions might not have arisen from &
pretieoretical framework. That i the vimue of having theobies, taking them
serigusly, and pushing thewn as far as they wifl go. The work on conoepis and
caregenes and on wemnery Retwerks his cottiluned a grest doul 4o our thinking
abatd thi: seif. Now, in conclusion, it iF #me (o consider some of the things thal
frave boen it awi.

In focustng on the atliibales of the seif-concept, fur exemple, wo have
insertionally given shon shoft to self-esteem, 3o paut, this geievanoe Is redressoed
by the huge velume of rexcarch and thoory en this topic that has been produced
elsewhare. Bul the {20l remaing 1hat we have not padd 00 much attention 1o the
emotiona] and motivational aspects oF selfhood. Cortainly the seif is ded to 2
great deal of alfect: Most of i are mome emotiomnlly ivvoived with omsuolves
than with othors, Some of thess issues may e discursed in the context of such
blases in sel-percoption as cgocentricily and bonelfoctanen. Pt il B ot yotclear
whether these bieses represent the intrinsic Habillies of the human cognilive
sysiem, of alternatively whetlier the copoitive effects revealed on are products of
noncogoitive emotiond and motivational procosses. At fhe seme fme, in our
defense, thiy chapter iv concemed with cognilive aspects ol he 3ol Bven within
Wis domatn, howewver, there ame probioms Ml noust be confronted,

So far, we have discussed self-pssessment as 3 il were adequiicly ropre-
sented by & protess involvirg direct Took up of feateres associzied with the sedf-
voneept, According 19 ACT, sctivation spreads ou from the sellande snidl it
arrives a1 otber nodes, which e then repotied 10 be part of fhe sell-concept; or,
i response 1o 3 guoky as 10 whether o particular featore is in one's seifl conoep,
aetivation spreads out from both oodes, one mepresenting the self and one repre-
senting the Featare, and the attrian: 15 aVfirmed 7 their pathways inlersecl within
some oritical period, Avcording (o the probabilisiic view of catogonzaion, a
catepory it accessed and s attributes sre looked up divectly in a Teatury Jist,
However, there are reasons for thinking that such processes do ot necessariiy,
or even usnally, deseribe the provers of sell-nppraisal. Subjects are asked to say
an abmost idinite nomber of Utknes sbobt themselves on mastive sulf-assemmont
procedures: Consider the 17,953 wnits Bated by Allport and Qabert (1%36) and
the mass of selfvilatoments genorated since Woodwaorth's mesearch (3914} by
thoke m e s of consiucting perstmalily guestionnatics; consider as wel)
1he Coct that subjects are capable of making Mirly difforentiated judgments b
themselves on Likern-type seates, a5 well as more plobad ones on dichotomeons
seales. We simply doubi that there arc that mrany different metors in the head, I
ool then most indances of soll-sssessment must sprosent i product of judg-
ment sed inlerence.
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How then do we come o Tonn inpressions of onrselves as inlcHigent or
extraveried, profuniaist or antinuelesr. tired o forpetfiul, or apxious or de-
pressed? We want 10 arpuc that such sell-apprabsals represent the product of g
protolype-matching process similar o that employes in forming impressions of
vther people {o.z.. Camtor & Mischel, 19793 When asked 1o docide whether
SOMEONG 915G 1 a0 extravert, subicuts appear o matcl e atiributes of the target
person with these of a prolotypital representative of that category, paying partic-
wlar attention to contral rather than peripheral foatures, 1he prorence of allnbutes
certral o contrasting or alteraative caegorics, and the shuations In which cate.
gory-comsisiont arsinies are displayed, H (here s a close match, then the target
is assigaed 10 1he catogory. f oneself is a persen, just Hke anyone slse, then self
perception should be based on the same principles ax those that guidc the potcep-
tion of olker peaple. Perhaps when asked whethor we ane Iriendly or caniion-
tous, we compare the Totems of our 2elf-Concept with thoee of the relevam
categury protelype and say yes i we find substamtial overlap, Although Mis
proposal may seom simitar 10 sell-perception theoty in many respocls, 1 diffors
in arguing thal prople lake into account private, subjeclive exporionve a3 well s
jubticty observabls holavior and environmental context in making iaferences
bout Ihemselves, Alhough agtecing B the process of seif-porception s sim-
ikt 10 that of gther-percention {even iF self-percoption lakes account of additional
information that is not dirccily available when Forming improssions of other
peopiel, it goes beyond sclf-percption by Heking sockal copnition with our
knowledge of porceplion and catgporizetion in other domains,

From $iic prototype or exemplar view of categorization, the foatures of the
self-concept ate licts of words denoting 715 atlriboies; Trom the poing of view of
ACT, the selll is 2 set of Imerconnecting rodes forming & propostionst notwork.
The quostion immodialely ardses as (o whether theve are nondinguistic, aon-
propasitionsl representations of the self. Iz there lierally a selfdmage? The faer
that nontivan primates rid preverbal haman infants reeagmive thomeclves in
mtirvors supgests that there is; 5o dooy the fxel that certain thin poople of our
seduainlance polbre dhomselves a5 falor potemtially s0. Simidatly, our emotional
nnd motivationa) states—what it is Bke whon we are bappy or sed, what 1umms s
on gid of [~y be difficol or impoessibic to arficulate, Arpuably, those intornal
slates can be represented a5 the production systenws That construct theos; bul it ix
rol ofcar that this solves fhe problem. I much Lhe same way, it Is possible thar
soime aspecls of our porsonatity are sonrepresentationsl. For example, some of
our distinclive charecteristics may reflect the oporation of conditioned habits
ratker than cogritive processes, I the ACT model, stimudus-response {5-R)
assocrations of this fype drc weprestnted as production syslenss in procodural
knowledge, but fhis gambit may imply to some critics thet the model, by making
al! behavior cognitive by definition, is unconstilutionatly vapue and broad. Adter-
radively, some of our characicristics may be mediated by disrosisted or repressed
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menial shrciurce and procesics et ane net sormally accossible 4o phenomenal
awarenesy {Kiblsrom, 1984), This is o complicated issue. Cortninly, habits and
subeoiscions mental contents dnd processes ane policmiadly impodant parts of
personality, Dit are they parte of the seil? lutuitively, i would scom that an
at{ribute shoudd not be conskdersd ns part of the self waless i figoares in the
indhviduat’s sell-awarness.

This brings us back 1o the problem mticulated by Abport ($937, 19610, a5
wpified by the epigram 1o Whis chapler. We have treated the seif as an object of
knowiedge a5 3 mentad represeniation ¢f a thing thal exixts In the physicat and
social world and in some kind of relation 1o other such things. This is the
phenomenat self, with (he persor him- or hersell os the object of rogard, We have
had nolting 1o say abut the self a5 kewnwer, oxcept, obviously, lo identily it with
the cognitive syctem that encodes, retrieves, and iransforms information. Dut the
wistter of the Sell-as-knower it not simply a matter of information processing.
Rather, it is & matler of e exceutive, e portion of Mhe cogitive system it
manitors and controls the res! and forms the basis for the expericrocs of phe-
nomenal awargross and intehtionality. We identily our bdeas, our percepts, oor
memories, and our actions a3 owrs, This probiem of conscivusness and metacop-
nbion remaing (he greal myscry.
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