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FIG. 4.1. Allport’s conception of the self-concept as the central region of per-

sonality (from Allpon, 1961).
“I'*, then, is not all of the mind, but a peculiarly central, vigorous, and well-knit
portion of it, not separated from the rest but gradually merging into it, and yet
having a certain practical distinctiveness, so that a man generally shows clearly
cnough by his language and behavior what his ‘I is as distinguished from
thoughts he does not appropriate. It may be thought of . . . under the analogy of a
central colored arca on a lighted wall. It might also, and perhaps more justly, be
compared to the nucleus of a living cell, not altogether separate from the surround-
ing matter, out of which indeed it is formed, but more active and definitely
organized. (p. 182)

Claparede (1911/1951) similarly placed the self (*‘le moi’’) in the center of the
psyche, as did Koffka (1935), both crediting the self with achieving the co-
herence of experience and the persistence of personal identity through time.
Combs and Snygg (1949/1959) state: “‘It [the self] provides the central core
around which all other perceptions are organized”’ (p. 122). Figure 4.1 presents
Aliport’s (1961) diagram of personality (developed from Lewin, e.g., 1936) as a
series of regions with the central region being the proprium (Allport’s term for
the self or ego).

Recent Models—Schemata, Hierarchies, Prototypes,
Networks, Spaces

Self as Schema. Markus (1977; Markus & Sentis, 1982; Markus & Smith,
1981) views the self as a system of schemata. In this conceptualization, the self is
a memory structure that consists of a collection of schemata, such as those
suggested by the ellipses in Figure 4.2. Note that some of the schemata in Figure
4.2 (such as Ladders and Rentagrams) are not connected to the self. In other
words, the person is aschematic for these concepts. Other schemata (such as



4. THE SELF

MEMORY

Qo

Graduate
Schoaol

Independence

FIG. 4.2. A hypothetical system of sclf-schemata (from Markus & Sentis,

1982).
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Jogging and Independence) are related to the self in varying degrees (as indicated
by their closeness to the self), meaning that the person is schematic on these

characteristics.

In Markus’s analysis, each schema is a generalization about the self and
contains person-specific information about past experiences and personal charac-
teristics. The specific organization of knowledge within a self-schema is not
specified by Markus, although her definition of schema is based on Neisser

(1976), who wrote:

a schema is like a format in a computer-programing language. Formats specify that
information must be of a ceriain sort if it is to be interpreted coherently. Other
information will be ignored or will lead to meaningless results. . . . A schema is
not merely like a format; it also functions as a plan. . . . Perceptual schemata arc
plans for finding out about objects and cvents, for obtaining more information to
fill in the format. . . . The schema is not only the plan but also the executor of the
plan. It is a pattern of action as well as a pattern for action. (pp. 55-56)

The conception of the self as a system of schemata provides a welcome means of
accommodating the self as knower alongside the self as object of knowledge.

(See discussion of the subject/object distinction in Section 2.)

Self as Hierarchical Category Structure. Rogers (1981), using a concep-
tualization based on Rosch (1978) and Cantor and Mischel (1979), views the self

as a cognitive category with internal hierarchical organization.

the elements . . . are self-descriptive terms such as traits, values, and possibly
even memories of specific behaviors and events. These terms are ordered hicr-
archically, becoming more concrete, distinctive, specific, and less inclusive, with
increasing depth into the hierarchy. Making a self-referent decision involves com-
paring the stimulus item with [this structure] to determine if it *‘fits’" into the
structure. (p. 196)
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FIG. 4.3. llustration of a hypothetical fragment of a hierarchical model of the
self.

Figure 4.3 presents a hypothetical instance of a fragment of the model suggested
by Rogers. As an aside, we should note that Rogers uses the term *‘prototype’” to
describe this model. We have avoided using that term here, in keeping with a
more generally accepted definition of a prototype as a model example for a
cognitive category. Such a model example is sometimes considered as a unit, or
as an unordered collection of features, and is not necessarily hierarchical in
structure (Smith & Medin, 1981). Other hierarchical conceptions of the self have
been offered by Epstein (1973) and by Carver and Scheier (1981).

Self as Prototype. Various researchers have sought to demonstrate that la-
tency and memory effects associated with judgments concerning cognitive pro-
totypes occur also with judgments concemning one’s self. Kuiper (1981),
Breckler (1981), and Lord, Gilbert, and Stanley (1983) have found that self-
referent judgments are made more rapidly for words extremely high or low in
self-descriptiveness. This inverted-U effect resembles results found for judg-
ments of similarity to best exemplars of a variety of cognitive categories (Rosch,
1973, 1975; Schour, 1977; Smith, 1976). Rogers, Rogers, and Kuiper (1979)
and Breckler (1981) have found that subjects give false alarm recognition re-
sponses to highly self-descriptive adjectives, again resembling an effect found in
other domains for novel stimuli that resemble a prototype from which previously
presented stimuli have been generated (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Posner &
Keele, 1970). These findings support the conclusion that the self-concept func-
tions as a cognitive prototype—a category central tendency with which novel
stimuli can be compared.

Self as Associative Network. Bower and Gilligan (1979) have presented a
model of the self-concept based on associative network models such as HAM
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tests because of the ease with which processing assumptions can be added to
accommodate diverse findings. As a consequence, the various attempts at de-
scribing the microstructure of the self-concept are for the present equally viable.
This situation should not be regarded as distressing. The enterprise of testing
theories of mental representation is in its infancy. The situation of a diversity of
viable model representations of the self is similar to that for conceptual represen-
tations in other knowledge domains (Smith & Medin, 1981).

As a specific example of the current indeterminacy of microstructural models
of the self, consider the attempt to use the ‘‘fan’” effect as a basis for thinning the
ranks of such models. A familiar prediction of associative network models, using
a spreading activation concept, is that the more items of knowledge attached to a
given point (node) in memory, the slower should be judgments or memory
retrievals for which that node is an intermediary. (Judgment time is positively
related to the spread, or fan, of links from a node used in the judgment—
Anderson & Bower, 1973.) In associative network models, the self is considered
to be a very richly connected node (Bower & Gilligan, 1979; Keenan & Baillet,
1980). Accordingly, Rogers (1981) suggested that associative network models of
the self should be rejected, because the rapidity with which self-referent judg-
ments are made is in direct opposition to this expected “‘fan effect.”” Despite this
observation, it is not the case that network models of the self have failed.
Anderson (1981) has provided a patch for the network model to handle a related
point concerning the speed of expert judgments, raised by Smith, Adams, and
Schorr (1978). The debate awaits further research (see Kihistrom & Cantor, in
press).

Despite the present indeterminacy of cognitive models of the self, recent
modeling efforts have the virtue of having inspired research in several laborato-
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shown that social attraction choices are very frequently made in a manner that
maintains or enhances one’s self-esteem; Costanzo (1970) has shown that per-
sons high in self-esteem tend to resist conformity pressure; and Shrauger and
Sorman (1977) and McFarlin and Blascovich (1982) have demonstrated that high
self-esteem is associated with persistence at difficult tasks.

In this section we develop the view (advocated previously by Sherif & Can-
tril, 1947, and Rosenberg, 1967) that the prominent feeling component of self-
regard justifies conceiving the self as an attitude object. We support this view by
considering the important functions of the (usually positive) self-attitude and by
pointing out the substantial parallels between self-relevant and attitude-relevant
cognition. We conclude by noting that a conception of the self as an attitude
object can be applied in the measurement of self-esteem.

The Self-Regarding Attitude
A Thought Experiment

Imagine that you are paralyzed from the neck down, but that, fortunately, you
own a marvelous robot that responds to your spoken commands. It carries you
from place to place, reaches for and picks up objects on your command, types
messages as you speak them, dials the telephone, feeds you, and (thank heavens)
even disposes of the resulting digestive wastes. Would you do whatever you
could to make sure that your robot stayed in good working order? (More prop-
erly, and interestingly, would you have it do what is needed to keep it in good
working order?) Would you be upset to learn that others have robots that work
better than yours? Would you develop a liking for the robot?

Perhaps you wouldn’t expect yourself to take care of the robot, wouldn’t be
upset at attacks on its virtuosity, and wouldn’t feel warmly toward it—if newer
and better replacement models were available just for the asking. But, let’s
suppose that these robots are issued for life—if you lose or damage yours, you’ll
have to do (rather, not do) without it. The answers are now clear. You'd be a fool
not to have the robot spend a substantial fraction of its time in self-maintenance.
Also, because it is most unwelcome to hear that your robot is inferior, you might
develop strategies for avoiding such reports, or for convincing yourself that any
such reports must be in error. (For example, you might believe that the reports
were originated by others jealous of your robot.) And you might well feel fondly
toward your robot, although it’s not yet clear what difference that might make.

Of course, this is only a thought experiment. You don’t have such a robot—
but you do have a much better device! Your body does everything that the robot
does (and more) and is equally irreplaceable. Among the extra features of your
body is its ability to ‘‘read your mind,”’ and to upgrade itself by acquiring
capabilities that weren't built in. Some of these skills are so remarkable that they
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that the tasks of judging traits for their evaluative (i.e., attitudinal) qualities or
for their descriptiveness of well-liked others (themselves objects of a positive
attitude) produce incidental memory effects comparable in strength to those
obtained with self-descriptiveness judgments (Ferguson, Rule, & Carlson, 1983;
Friedman & Pullyblank, 1982). In a related finding, Pratkanis (1983) found that
an attitude-reference judgment task produces results parallel to the self-reference
task. That is, judging whether a word is relevant to an attitude topic yields better
subsequent incidental recall in subjects who have an attitude on the topic than
among subjects who have no attitude. As a final parallel, the technique of
spontaneous retrieval from memory has been successful in producing assess-
ments of both the self-concept (e.g., Markus, 1977; McGuire & McGuire, 1982)
and attitudes (Cullen, 1968; Greenwald, 1968).3

Parallels Between Cognitive Defense of Attitudes and of Self-Concept. In
attitude research a listed-thought technique has been used to examine subjects’
cognitive reactions to persuasive communications. A very reliable finding is that
the evaluative content of these reactions can be well predicted from knowledge of
the subject’s existing attitude on the communication’s topic (Greenwald, 1968).
Cognitive reactions to a communication, in other words, defend the existing
attitude. A parallel exists in research that examines subjects’ explanations (at-
tributions) for a successful or unsuccessful performance. Normal subjects, who
have favorable self-regard, attribute the failure to bad luck or to external factors
such as the actions of others or the poor quality of a test, deftly avoiding the
implication that the failure reveals a defect of the self (see Snyder et al., in press,
for a recent review of this excuse-making process). This cognitive defense of the
self is remarkable for its absence in depressives, who apparently do not have a
positive self-concept to defend (Alloy & Abramson, 1983).

Summary. Perhaps, in citing the parallels between attitude and self-concept
research, we have strained to establish a point that is self-evident. After all,
social psychologists have long treated persons other than the self as attitude
objects and have considered ego-involved attitudes as a particularly important
topic of investigation (Ostrom & Brock, 1968; Sherif & Hovland, 1961). Why
not treat the most ego-involved object/person, one's self, also as an attitude
object? Perhaps the only remaining problem in declaring that the self is an
attitude object is to define that object. Consider that, in discussing attitudes, one
ordinarily treats the attitude object as a consensually shared category that is not in

3Despite these parallels, other tests of selective recall hypotheses in the self-concept and attitude
domains have produced complex findings that have yet to be encompassed within a well-organized
explanatory framework. In the area of self-relevant memory, problems have long been apparent in the
confusing data on recall of successes and failures for ego-involved performances (see, e.g., Green-
wald, 1982a). The atiitude literature contains reports of both bipolar and unipolar facilitation effects,
along with findings of no attitude facilitation of recall (e.g., Greenwald & Sakumura, 1967, Waly &
Cook, 1966).
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neglecting, harming) is used. Affective heuristics very likely extend to thought,
such that object-relevant knowledge seeking, interpretation, retrieval and imag-
ination fall into distinct patterns as a function of the positive or negative affective
reaction to the object (or person). However, such affective guidance of cogni-
tion, even though a topic of long interest to psychologists (see Isen, this volume,
Rapaport, 1942/1971), is not yet understood well enough to permit confident
delineation of such heuristics.

Implications for Measuring Self-Esteem

The enterprise of measuring affective self-regard, or self-esteem, has been
broadly criticized for inattention to conceptual underpinnings, psychometric
technique, and empirical validation (Wylie, 1974, 1979). At the same time,
several self-esteem measures have been used successfully in research—that is,
they have yielded interpretable correlations (for example, Coopersmith, 1967;
Helmreich, Stapp, & Ervin, 1979; Janis & Field, 1959; Rosenberg, 1965; see
also the capsule review of measures in Robinson & Shaver, 1973). Our analysis
suggests the wisdom of applying the well-established technology of attitude
measurement (e.g., Edwards, 1957; Fishbein, 1967) to sclf-esteem assessment.
Of the many existing self-esteem measures, however, only one (Rosenberg,
1965) has made use of the conception of self-esteem as an attitude.

The application of attitude-scaling techniques to self-esteem is, regrettably,
not an entirely straightforward matter. Two problems must be dealt with. One is
the possibility that subjects may report a more positive self-image than they
privately experience, in the hope of producing a favorable impression on the
tester. This problem is a routine one in personality measurement. However, it
takes a special twist in the case of self-esteem measurement because the wish to
present a desirable image to others is, itself, an aspect of self-esteem. The second
problem, briefly alluded to earlier in this section, is more troublesome. It is the
problem of defining the unique self-concept that serves as the attitude object for
each respondent. The problem of identifying the uniqueness of each subject’s
self in the reactive format of psychometrically based tests is formidable. Thus, it
may be a long time before it is possible to improve on test items that simply refer,
in a nonspecific way, to “‘yourself’® (or, if in the first person, ‘‘myself’’),
allowing the respondent to provide the necessary person-specific interpretation.

5. CONATIVE ASPECTS OF SELF—SELF AS TASK
ORIENTATION

The social self . . . ranks higher than the material self. . 7 . We must care more for
our honor, our friends, our human ties, than for a sound skin or wealth. And the
spiritual self is so supremely precious that, rather than lose it, a man ought to be
willing to give up friends and good fame, and property, and life itself.

(James, 1890, pp. 314-315)
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of ego-involvement. We use their scheme to organize a review of recent research
on conative aspects of the self.

Ego Task Analysis—Facets of the Self

An ego task is an important, persisting task that provides a basis for self-
evaluation. Ego tasks take precedence over other tasks, and are not terminated by
successes—they continue to be important because self-evaluation is a lifelong
enterprise. Greenwald and Breckler (in press) used ego task analysis to identify
four facets of the self that may be said to be engaged in ego tasks. These four
facets (or subselves) are presented in Table 4.3.

The diffuse self is, in some senses, a pre-self, a condition of not distinguishing
sharply between self and others, with behavior hedonically guided toward posi-
tive affective states. The public self is sensitive to the evaluations of others and
seeks to win the approval of significant audiences of parents, peers, and au-
thorities. Developmentally, the public self depends upon achievement of a cogni-
tive discrimination between self and others, and an ability to attend to those
aspects of one’s behavior that are also noticed by others. The ego task of the
public self can be described, in part, as social accreditation—that is, earning
credit in exchange relationships with others. However, another important aspect
of the public self’s task is to internalize the evaluative standards of significant
others. This self-definition aspect of the public self’s task can lead to develop-
ment of the private self. By providing an inner audience for behavior, the private
self permits self-evaluation to proceed in the absence of others. We designate the
private self’s ego task as individual achievement, with ‘‘achievement’’ being
used, in the sense of McClelland, Atkinson, Clark and Lowell (1933}, to indicate
guidance by internal standards. As a further developmental step, the goals of
groups with which the person is identified (reference groups) become inter-
nalized, yielding the collective self. The collective self’s task is also an achieve-
ment task, contributing toward a reference group’s attainment of its goals.*

Strategies in the Service of Ego Tasks

Winning a Nobel Prize or an Olympic gold medal are, we would guess,
strongly satisfying experiences. Perhaps they are so satisfying because they
simultancously serve the interests of a public self, a private self, and a collective
self. That is, they simultaneously earn the approval of others, achieve success by
personal standards, and signify fulfillment of a reference group’s goal. (Perhaps
we should have said ‘‘co-winning a Nobel Prize.'’) Many everyday achieve-

4Qur speculation that the four facets of self develop in the lefi-to-right order of Table 4.3 is, we
should note, partly at odds with others’ suggestions that the private self developmentally precedes the
public self (Buss, 1980; Check & Hogan, 1983; see Loevinger, 1976, for a broad review of theories
of ego development).
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TABLE 4.3

Interrelation of Facets of the Self, Ego Tasks, Personality Measures, Experimental Procedures, and Performance Strategies

Diffitse
Self

Facets of the Self

Public
Self

Private
Self

Collective
Self

EGO TASK DESIGNA-
TION

hedonic satisfaction

social accreditation; self-
definition

individual achievement

collective achievement

BASIS FOR SELF-
EVALUATION

attainment of positive af-
fect

approval of others (outer
audience)

internal standards (inner
audience)

internalized goals of ref-
erence group

INDIVIDUAL DIF-
FERENCE MEA-
SURES OF TASK
ORIENTATION

Public Self-consciousness;
Need for Approval;
high Self-monitoring

Private Self-conscious-
ness; Need for
Achievement; low Self-
monitoring

SITUATION INDUCERS
OF TASK ORIENTA-
TION

anonymity in group; drug
intoxication

minority status in group;
solo before audience;
camera; public failure

privacy; exposure to per-
formance replay; mir-
ror; private failure

reference group salience;
cohesive group; super-
ordinate goals

STRATEGIES IN SER-
VICE OF TASK

norm violation

conformity; obedience;
apinion moderation;
basking in reflected
glory

independence; defiance;
opinion resistance
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causes that give the individual ‘‘some relative role with respect to other indi-
viduals, groups, or institutions”’ (p. 96). And the famous Robbers’ Cave experi-
ment of Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, and Sherif (1961) stands as a relatively
isolated, but nevertheless convincing, plea for the usefulness of collective (su-
perordinate) goals in overcoming intergroup hostility. The concepts of impulsive
and institutional aspects of self in the work of the sociologist, Turner (1976),
correspond in part to the present analysis’s diffuse and collective aspects of self.

Personality and Situation as Determinants of Ego
Tasks

Consider an experimental subject who is confronted with the conflicting pres-
sures of outer and inner audiences—perhaps a subject in Milgram’s (1963)
obedience experiment who has been asked to inflict severe shocks on a partici-
pant in a learning experiment. What determines whether this subject will obey or
defy the experimenter’s authoritative request? One determinant is the relative
strength of the subject’s personality dispositions to engage in the ego tasks of the
public and private selves. If the subject is guided more strongly by the standards
of others than by internalized standards, then we should expect him to obey. The
more the subject is guided by internal standards (which are assumed to include
restraints against harming innocent others) the more likely it is that he will defy
the experimenter’s request.

A second determinant of obedience versus defiance in the obedience experi-
ment is the extent to which the situation evokes the ego tasks of the public versus
the private self. For example, if the subject is alone, in a room separate from the
obedience-requesting authority, the approval of the authoritative experimenter is
less salient. This should reduce the tendency for concerns of the subject’s public
self to be engaged. The expected result is greater defiance, which is in fact
observed (Milgram, 1974).

Lastly, we can expect an interaction of features of the situation and charac-
teristics of persons. For example, a subject who is strongly guided by inter-
nalized principles may be relatively little affected, in the obedience experiment,
by the difference between the authority being immediately present and distant. In
contrast, a subject for whom the public self is strong should be very sensitive to
this same variation.

Individual Differences in Orientation Toward the Public
and Private Selves

Public and Private Self-consciousness. Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss
(1975) developed a scale that provides separate measures of consciousness of the
public and private facets of self.5 Fenigstein et al. define the public self as

5The analyscs of public and private aspects of sclf by Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss (1975), Buss
(1980), and Scheier and Carver (1981)—based on the earlier self-awareness theory of Duval and
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consisting of observable self-produced stimuli, such as physique, clothing,
grooming, facial expression and speech; the private self consists of self-produced
stimuli that are not publicly observable, such as internal bodily sensations,
emotional feelings, thoughts, and self-evaluations (see also Buss, 1980). Fenig-
stein et al. interpret public and private self-consciousness as predispositions to
attend to public and private aspects of the self, respectively. In contrast, ego task
analysis makes evaluative orientation toward outer versus inner audiences cen-
tral to the public versus private contrast. Perhaps Fenigstein et al.’s Self-con-
sciousness Scales, even though designed to assess attention to public and private
aspects of the self, also measure the evaluative orientations toward the ego tasks
of the public and private selves—that is, orientation toward the standards of
others versus internalized standards. This is plausible, because persons con-
cerned about evaluations of others may attend selectively to the aspects of them-
selves that are noticed by others, and those guided by internalized standards may
be attentive to private stimuli and thoughts.

The usefulness of the Public and Private Self-consciousness Scales as mea-
sures of ego task orientations is indicated by the findings of a few studies in
which subjects have been put in situations of social pressure, Scheier (1980)
found that opinion moderation in anticipation of a discussion was greater for
subjects high in Public Self-consciousness than for ones low in Public Self-
consciounsess. Scheier and Carver (1980) found that resistance to the opinion
change effects of a counterattitudinal role playing procedure was associated with
high scores on Private Self-consciousness; in contrast, expression of opinion
change in this situation (interpreted as an impression management strategy of
maintaining consistency) was associated with high scores on Public Self-con-
sciousness. Froming and Carver (1981) found that subjects high in Private Self-
consciousness were more likely to resist group pressure than were those low in
Private Self-consciousness (see also Santee & Maslach, 1982). In an experiment
in which women subjects were deliberately ignored by two peers holding a
conversation, Fenigstein (1979) found that those high in Public Self-conscious-
ness were most sensitive to this rejection.

Self-monitoring. Snyder’s (1974) Self-monitoring Scale may also be rele-
vant to the motivational orientations of the public and private facets of the self.
Snyder conceives the high self-monitoring person as one who is attentive to
interpersonal cues. The high self-monitor therefore shares the outward orienta-
tion of the public self. In support of this interpretation of the high self-monitor is
Leary, Silver, Schlenker, and Darby’s (1982) identification of a substantial

ot

Wicklund (1972; Wicklund, 1975)—have strongly influenced the formulation presented here. We
have refrained from citing these sources at every suitable point, only in the interest of an orderly
exposition.
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portion of the Self-monitoring Scale’s items with a factor of public impression
management. On the other hand, the low self-monitor is conceived as a *‘prin-
cipled self”” (Snyder & Campbell, 1982) who is relatively inattentive to interper-
sonal cues, a characteristic shared with our hypothesized private facet of the self.
These interpretations of the Self-monitoring Scale place the public and private
facets of the self at opposite ends of the scale. Thus, if the Self-monitoring Scale
does assess the public and private ego task orientations, it may do so by assessing
the relative strengths of these two orientations, rather than by measuring either
separately.

Need for Achievement. McClelland et al. (1953) formulated the construct of
need for achievement as a measure of motivation to excel in relation to internal
standards. If need for achievement is indicative of orientation toward an inner
audience, then subjects high in need for achievement should, like ones high in
Private Self-consciousness, be resistant to group pressure. McClelland et al.
reported such a finding (1953, p. 287).

Need for Approval. Crowne and Marlowe (1964) formulated their Social
Desirability Scale as a measure of need for approval, defined as concern about
evaluation by others. Strickland and Crowne (1962) reported that high scores on
the Social Desirability Scale were associated with responsiveness to a social
influence attempt. This is consistent with an interpretation of the Social Desir-
ability Scale as a measure of the motivational orientation of the public self.

Situational Influences on the Public and Private Selves

Being in the presence of an audience, a camera, or a mirror tends to make one
self-aware. However, according to both recent self-awareness theory (Buss,
1980; Carver & Scheier, 1981; Scheier & Carver, 1981) and ego task analysis,
these states of self-awareness are not all equivalent. An audience or a camera
should selectively engage the public facet of the self, whereas a mirror (provid-
ing a private reflection of performance) engages the private facet.® Therefore, a
camera and a mirror should produce opposite effects in social pressure situations.
The camera should make subjects more sensitive to the influence of others,
whereas the mirror should enhance the guidance of behavior by internalized
standards, yielding resistance to influence. Confirmation of these expectations
has been obtained by Froming, Walker, and Lopyan (1982), and Scheier and
Carver (1980). (See Scheier & Carver, 1983, for a more thorough review of
relevant studies.)

6Buss (1980) suggests that only small mirrors engage the private self, and that large mirrors
should, instead, make the public facet salient.
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Relative Strength of the Public and Private Facets of
the Self

Self-presentation theorists (Baumeister, 1982; Goffman, 1959; Jones & Pittman,
1982; Schlenker, 1980) have stressed the importance of the public facet of the
self. Much of what is done in public, they urge, is in the interest of the social
accreditation (or impression management) task of the public self. The implica-
tion, perhaps clearest in Goffman’s treatment, is that the person typically pres-
ents to others only a superficial mask, a prettied image that is not believed by the
presenter, but (the presenter hopes) will nevertheless be accepted at ‘‘face’
value. Ego task analysis prompts some hesitation in fully accepting this view.
Consider that when people act in interpersonal settings, they remain in the
presence of the inner audience (which is quite portable). Therefore, they should
be under a continuing constraint to adhere to internal standards, even while
trying to win the approval of others. Further, if people believe that they typically
misrepresent themselves to others, they should be unlikely to accept the self-
presentations of others at face value, and self-presentations should tend to be
ignored. Of course, in some situations self-presentations are indeed received
skeptically—for example, in employment interviews (cf. Nisbett & Ross, 1980,
p- 290). However, other than in such instances of exceptional pressure to make
an impression, self-presentations do seem often to be trusted and trustworthy.

Researchers interested in impression management (e.g., Schlenker, 1980, in
press) have been especially concerned that the typically favorable self-descrip-
tions that research subjects provide reflect only a public self, and misrepresent
the private facet. Reassuringly, however, three types of evidence indicate that
the self-presentations offered by subjects in experiments—self-enhancing though
they may be—do often reflect the private self. First, self-presentations obtained
in privacy, with assurances of anonymity, tend to be just as self-enhancing as
those obtained under public reporting conditions (Arkin, Appleman, & Burger,
1980; Frey, 1978; Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1982; Schlenker, 1975;
Schlenker, Hallam, & McCown, 1983). Second, the strong honesty constraint
introduced by Jones and Sigall’s (1971) bogus pipeline procedure (see also
Quigley-Fernandez & Tedeschi, 1978) does not diminish the self-enhancing
quality of self-presentations (Riess, Rosenfeld, Melburg, & Tedeschi, 1981).
And, third, the fact that self-favorable judgments tend to be delivered more
rapidly than self-unfavorable ones (Breckler & Greenwald, 1981) suggests that
subjects are not engaging in deliberate (and presumably time-consuming) efforts
at fabrication. (See Greenwald & Breckler, in press, for a more detailed discus-
sion of these findings.)

Implications for the Role of Self in Human Maotivation

The case for an important role of the self in human motivation has gained
considerably since 1943, when Allport believed that the evidence was already
compelling. The argument that the self should figure prominently in accounts of
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introduced self-related concepts. Among these new procedures are ones that have
been described as self-reference in memory, self-serving attributional bias, self-
awareness, self-consciousness, self-verification, self-presentation, spontaneous
self-concept, self-schema, and self-monitoring. But the lesson of history is that
such research activity is not enough. Without an integrative conceptual scheme,
critics will suggest that the “‘self-"" with which these concepts start is merely a
distracting speech defect, endemic to social and personality psychologists.
Accordingly, the argument that the self is, at last, ready for good standing in
psychology requires an accompanying conceptual integration. Our review has
been organized toward this end. The major points of this integration have been
distributed among the preceding four sections. We now bring them together, and
then conclude by summarizing the answers that this conception provides for
several major questions that have traditionally surrounded the idea of a self.

The Self is a Complex, Person-Specific, Central,
Attitudinal Schema

The major conclusions of our review has been:

1. The self as a knower is accessible to psychological investigation.
2. The self is a central cognitive structure, a self-concept with content that
varies from person to person.

. The self is a focus of affective regard—in other words, an attitude object.

4. The self is complex, consisting of diffuse, public, private, and collective
facets, each providing a distinct basis for self-evaluation. The relative
strengths of these facets, or subselves, vary as a function of person and
situation.

W

Perhaps the most prominent feature of the self is the positive affect that is
normally attached to one’s own actions, attitudes, attributes, and memories. The
self is thus the object of an attitude. But it is also an active, functioning organiza-
tion that both acquires and retrieves knowledge. To include these (self-as-know-
er) properties we conceive the self not simply as an attitude object, but as an
attitudinal schema.

We describe the self as a central attitudinal schema to indicate its importance
relative to other schemata, and to acknowledge the many theoretical statements
that, although differing in details, have credited the self with a central position in
a larger cognitive structure. The self’s mixture of cognitive, affective, and cona-
tive properties, and its multifacetedness—its mixture of the diffuse, public,
private, and collective orientations—warrant its chafacterization as complex.
And, lastly, the variable content of the self—individual differences in self-
concept, in self-esteem, in motivational orientation, and in cognitive biases—
oblige us to characterize the self as person-specific.
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thologies, such as Korsakoff syndrome and multiple personality, in which co-
herence and unity appear to be lacking. At the same time, we endorse Allport’s
(1961) observation that ‘‘unity of personality is only a matter of degree, and we
should avoid exaggerating it'’ (p. 386). The distinction among diffuse, public,
private, and collective facets of the self provides one way of describing multi-
plicity without abandoning unity. This view of the self's unity should not be
mistaken as an advocacy of the idea of total unity within the person. Rather, we
see the self’s unity as no more than an island of coherence within a larger psychic
sea (Greenwald, 1982b).

Are the Self s Cognitive Biases due to External, Informational Influences or to
Internal, Motivational Processes? This question has been the focus of much
published debate in recent years (summarized in Tetlock & Levi, 1982). As
observed by Greenwald (1980),

The motivation-information debate is representative of a pervasive and long-stand-
ing paradigm clash between internal-cause and external-cause explanations in psy-
chology, other instances being instinct versus learning, heredity versus environ-
ment, nativism versus empiricism, drive theory versus radical bchaviorsm, and
dissonance versus self-perception. (p. 612)

It may be observed that none of the debates on these issues of organism-internal
versus organism-external locus of causation has ever been resolved. Psychol-
ogists have tended to treat these debates as theoretical disagreements that are to
be resolved by suitable data collection. In fact, these are conflicts between
heavily defended paradigms that are no more likely to be destroyed by new data
than is the ordinary self likely to dissolve in the face of a series of personal
failures. At the same time, paradigms do vary in their usefulness, and they gain
or lose adherents accordingly. In making the concept of schema central to the
self, we have deliberately sidestepped the internal-external paradigm clash. The
concept of schema as an active knowledge structure is rooted in evolutionary
reasoning in biology, a systems paradigm that appeals to mutuality of influence
between organism and environment.

A Final Comment: The Self as Historically Bound. The self evolves histor-
ically during the lifetime. This evolution is due in part to culturally assisted
growth in the self’s cognitive content. Because the contribution of culture is free
also to evolve, it is certain that the self has evolved greatly in history. Perhaps,
indeed, the attainment of diffuse, public, private, and collective orientations
within the human lifespan recapitulates a similar evolution that has been spread
over thousands of years, as the contribution of culture has become more orga-
nized. In the last half-millenium, scientific understanding has become an in-
creasingly potent contributor to culture. In just the present century, understand-
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