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Searching for the social self: the self and prosocial attachment
In order to examine the social self from a social psychological perspective, we must refer to traditions in other areas of psychology (Jarymowicz & Greenwald, 1993), and distinguish between the ego and the self (Allport, 1961; James, 1890). In social psychology, this distinction is revealed in the view of the self as a subject (or self as a knower) and the self as an object of knowledge (Epstein, 1980; Greenwald & Pratkanis, 1984). In other words, we can describe the self as an active agent or as an object to be understood.
Different conceptualizations of the social self define how the individual is connected to other people in the social environment. There are two particularly important approaches that deserve attention. On the one hand, the social self can be described by the individual's social identifications: different forms of syntony with other people and states of prosocial ego involvement. These states are accompanied by feelings of attachment, sympathy, affiliation, devotion, respect for others' expectations, common goals, understanding and acceptance. On the other hand, the social self can be associated with people's ability to perceive and recognize themselves, in other words, the ability to create cognitive representations of one's person and self schemata. The content of the self-description combined with the representation of other(s) constitutes the social self and we schemata.
The relationship between the ego and the self, or between the ego-identity and self-identity (Erikson, 1956), has not been carefully examined in psychology. The aim of this chapter is to elaborate on the relation between the self and the other(s) schemata, on the one side, and the states of social identification, on the other. We are particularly interested in the relationship between the distinctness of self-we-other(s) schemata and attitudes towards others, ingroup versus outgroup members.
In order to understand the process of social identifications, we can begin by questioning the generality of the popular thesis that states that the self-others similarity leads to prosocial ego involvement and that the perceived

Table 4.1     The social self as a structural  basis of identifications

	1. The self structur:

 internal basis of social identifications 

 "The experiential social self affect 

and drives mechanisms: emotional empathy,

 security, affiliation, and other hedonistic motives
                                 
	    Ego-involvemen: 

states of social identifications

syntonic feelings, seeking for contact, affiliation, sensual comfort

	2. The public self
dependence on group's reinforcements, the we-as-a-group concept (e.g. 'We     a family')
	conformity: respect for particular ingroup norms and goals

	3.  The collective self
cognitive representations of real social divisions and memberships, the we-as-a-category concept ('We -- workers, women, etc.)
	feeling of ingroup (categorial) homogeneity, internalization of social norms, ingroup favouritism

	4    The conceptual social self
cognitive categorization based on abstract criteria, the attributive-we concept ('We honest, tolerant, etc.)
	feeling of we-ness across (and independent from) social groups and categories

	5    The autonomous social self' differentiation of two self subsystems: 'me as an individual' and 'me as a member of social groups and categories'
	recognition of different and common values/ goals, enjoying communality with autonomous others, groups and categories


similarity to others is the main determinant of attachment to them. This thesis has support in theoretical and empirical work (Byrne, 1969; Reykowski, 1979). However, relationships between self-other(s) schemata and ego involvement are far more complex than this work suggests (Brewer, 1991; Jarymowicz, 1987, 1994c; Snyder & Fromkin, 1980). In order to understand this relationship, it is necessary to analyze different forms of prosocial ego involvement, ranging from the simple drives to affiliate or conform (when prosocial behaviour leads to affect comfort) to exocentric ego involvement (when prosocial behaviour is focused on other's states and needs, regardless of one's own needs: Jarymowicz, 1992a; Karyiowski, 1982).
Social identifications, expressed by syntony with others and prosocial ego involvement, are sometimes considered to be defining characteristics of the social self. This view, however, creates more problems than benefits because there are many different forms of social identifications based on different social structures (Jarymowicz, 1992b, 1994a; see Table 4.1).
On the primary level (1) drives and affective mechanisms lead to non​specific affiliation and seeking syntony with others. The social self cannot be explicitly articulated by the individual, it is more like 'I have experienced it' or 'I feel it'. Identifications are automatic and strong, their objects arepersons who can gratify primary needs. The feeling last as long as the relationship with particular others endures.
Thanks to a number of social reinforces that can be offered by groups, the process of socialization determines the respect and conformity with group expectations (level 2). The social self may be a family, partnerships or classmates: we as a group is formed (Jarymowicz, 1993a, 1994b). Identi​fications refer to the concrete group, and terminate when the person no longer belongs to the group.
The ability to focus on broader social categories gradually develops, and the social self moves beyond face-to-face contacts (level 3): we as a category is created (Jarymowiez, l994b) based on intra-categorial differentiations. It gives rise to syntonical identifications with category members and results in group favouritism. Referents of these identifications are stable only so long as the cognitive map of the world reflects social reality.
The human mind can create different types of categorizations as well (Brown & Turner, 1981), for example those based on abstract criteria. Therefore, the attributive we appears ('We, optimists, art lovers'). This 'we' is formed independently of, and sometimes cross-cuts, social groups and categories (level 4). The identifications may refer to other people, regardless of their social membership. They are modified as new, cognitive, abstract categories of understanding the world (for example, acquiring the concept of 'loyalty' enables one to discern between loyal and disloyal people).
Social categorization and social comparison processes are not the only ways the social self is identified. Individuals may define themselves beyond comparisons with others or membership to particular categories. Thanks to intrapersonal differentiation and formation of personal evaluative standards, one's self can be recognized as someone realizing the pursuit of certain superior values. Thus social identifications do not refer to a category of people but to common goals (level 5). When values are per​ceived as common, identifications are likely to last a long time. When goals are common, identifications last as long as they are relevant.
The distinction, we suggest, reflects the sequence of developmental stages in which people can use new cognitive categories and evaluative standards (Golab & Reykowski, 1985; Hoffman, 1989; Kohlberg, 1976; Piaget, 1975; Reykowski, 1989; Ziller, 1964). The stages also determine new areas and objects of people's identifications (Tap, 1979): from social groups or categories of own membership (levels 1-3), to categories going beyond social divisions (level 4) or categorization as such (level 5).
How can we define the relationship between the social self, social identity and social identifications? In our approach the social self is considered not as a subjective state of identification with other people, but as a subsystem of self-knowledge. Prototypical elements of the social self constitute indi​viduals social identity (and, consequently, determine its content). On the other hand, social syntony and prosocial ego involvement are considered as states of social identifications, states of ego which depend on self-we-others schemata and thus on social identity. 

Self-we-others schemata distinctness as a basis of identity
Self-specific traits as personal identity attributes
Our definition of identity is based on two groups of premises. The first reflects the traditional way of identity conceptualization: identity is con​sidered as a result of recognition of the self (including language-mediated effects of 'talks with the self; see Mead, 1934). Identity components are only these elements of the self which are explicitly indicated by a subject answering the question 'Who am I?' The other group of identity-definitional criteria refer to empirical data.
1     According to the well-known studies by Markus (Markus, 1977; Markus & Smith, 1981), traits described by participants as (a) very important and (b) highly characteristic of the self are processed differently (for example, they are processed quicker). Markus labeled them schematic traits.
2    Our own studies on social comparison processes (Jarymowicz.  1991a) showed that traits of the self perceived as most clearly distinguishing the self from the others were processed differently (for example, egotism was found only for these traits of the self which were the most highly distinct). Our definition of identity refers to self-descriptive traits, traits which are not only characteristic of the self (and can be also charac​teristic of the other), but also specific - distinguishing the self from the other. Such traits of the self, which are characteristic and distinguishing at the same time, we have labeled identity traits.
In our definition (Jarymowicz, 1991a, p. 693), personal identity is a subsystem of self-knowledge, which is constituted by the traits perceived as the most characteristic of and the most specific (distinct) to the self.
Self-we-others schemata distinctness as a basis of personal versus social identity
According to Byrne's studies (Byrne, 1969), interpersonal similarity leads to attraction. On the other hand, studies on identity have shown that, in some conditions, self/we-others similarity may be aversive and distinctness attractive (Brewer, 1991; Codol, 1979; Jarymowicz, 1982, 1987; Snyder & Fromkin, 1980). Seeking for explanations of the incoherent data concerning self/we-others similarity/distinctness and attractiveness, we found that the perceived dissimilarity was not a good measure of self/we distinctness from the other. People's estimation of the degree of similarity or dissimilarity is determined not only by the ability to differentiate between own person or own group and other people, but also by motivation to perceive self or we as similar or not similar to others (Suls & Miller, 1977). In order to create a better measure, we focused on the real cognitive distinctness of self/we others schemata, instead of the perceived similarity (depending often on subjects' wishful thinking).

The new operationalization was based on three procedural requirements.
1     Individuals' attention on the self, the we or the other has to be focused without  inducing social comparison processes (which  are likely to activate social norms and evaluation).
2    As was shown by Holyoak and Gordon (1983), the self is the usual reference point in social perception, and usually has stronger impact on perception of the other than does other on the self (see Hardoin & Codol, 1984) - to focus attention on the self, the we and the others, a reverse order has to be applied.
3    To  focus the subject's attention on descriptive and not evaluative dimensions of a particular object, nouns instead of adjectives have to be used (as the latter may help induce affective or evaluative associations).
The so-called Questionnaire of Social Perception consists of a list of 70 nouns, enumerating dimensions such as elegance, intelligence, tolerance (all presented in a positive manner). It contains three parts, presented to participants subsequently. The first part of the Questionnaire concerns the category of others. Participants read the list of dimensions and mark those which 'are on their mind when they think about other people'. Afterwards, out of the already indicated nouns, they mark 10 'which are considered the most frequent'. The second part examines the 'we' category. This category is first activated by an additional operation: participants are requested 'Try to think about those people who are on your mind when you use the word we' and describe the chosen 'we' in an informal way. Then they read the same list of 70 nouns, and choose 10 dimensions 'most frequently used when thinking about people considered We'. The third part examines the self category: subjects choose 10 dimensions 'most frequently considered when thinking about oneself.
The three tasks refer to schematic dimensions (labeled analogous to Markus, 1977) of three objects. The distinctness of schemata is defined, however, by prototype, specific, distinctive dimensions, that is, only those dimensions which subjects ascribed to one and only one object. Measure​ments built upon such material are likely to reflect the distinctness of self-others, we-others and self-we schemata.
Assuming that social identity may be derived from intergroup (or rather we-others) differentiation, in our approach the content of social identity is| determined by distinctive dimensions of the we related to the others, that is those dimensions which are marked by a subject as referring to the we and not marked as referring to others in general.
Further on, assuming that personal identity may be derived from intra group (self-other members) differentiation (or distinguishing the self from similar ones; see Festinger, 1954), the content of personal identity is deter mined by distinctive dimensions of the self related to the we, that is, those dimensions which refer to the self and not to the we).
We assume that the level of the distinctness of the self (from the we) and their status, that is, their role in the regulation of individuals' func​tioning: the higher the level of the distinctness, the greater the impact on the individual's functioning. Finally we posit (and present relevant data; Jarymowicz, 1991b, 1993b):
(a)   social identity is likely to prevail in persons with a high level of we-other schemata distinctness and a low level of self-we schemata distinctness;
(b)   personal identity is likely to prevail in persons with a high level of self-we schemata distinctness and a low level of we-others schemata distinctness.
By 'prevail' we mean both the higher level of development of a particular scheme and its relatively greater impact on information processing, evalu​ation processes or behaviour. It is particularly clear when the social self and personal self do not overlap. This prediction was empirically verified and is presented elsewhere (Jarymowicz, 1993b, 1994a).

Self-we schemata distinctness as a basis of social identifications
The distinctness of the self as a precondition of understanding and acceptance of outgroups and dissimilar others: a theoretical model
A number of theoretical arguments and empirical results contribute to the well-known thesis: similarity of an other to the self and the membership of the same social category facilitate identifications, and result in ingroup favouritism. In contrast, we focus on identifications with dissimilar others who do not belong to the same social group or category and study empirical minings concerning the relationships between self-we-others schemata distinctness and intergroup attitudes. The following predictions are proposed (Jarymowicz, 1992a, 1994c);
The strong syntonic identification with one's own group leads to ingroup favouritism and, in certain conditions, to outgroup discrimination. The lower the level of self-we schemata distinctness, the stronger the [identification with  one's  own group and ingroup favouritism,  and consequently the lower the ability to decentrate and to recognize the outgroup's perspective, and the lower the possibility of accepting others' goals and values. higher the level of self-we schemata distinctness, the weaker the influence of a reference group on individuals' functioning (including the tendency to ingroup favouritism and outgroup discrimination).
propose a theoretical model of the relationship between self-we schemata distinctness and possible identifications with dissimilar others
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Figure 4.1    Self-we schemata distinctness and the degree of individuals' involvement with outgroups and dissimilar others: a theoretical model

(a)    instrumental (cognitive) premises - an ability to decentration and to recognize others' perspectives;
(b)    motivational premises - a readiness to focus on others' perspectives, to think what is beneficial to them, and to be involved.
The model is presented in Figure 4.1. According to the model:
1     The low level of self-we schemata distinctness relates to lack of ability to distinguish perspectives of one's own group from those of other groups,  and to recognize others'  states,  needs, goals - which is a necessary precondition of others-oriented involvement.
2    The high level of self-we schemata distinctness relates:
(a)    to an ability to distinguish perspectives of one's own group from those of other groups, and to recognize others' states, needs, goals - which is a necessary but not sufficient precondition of others-oriented involvement; and
(b)    to different levels of presocial motivation (which depends on factors other than self-we distinctness) - thus, degree of others-oriented involvement varies in different situations.
This model has been confronted with empirical data. Below some results are presented.
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Figure 4.4 Readiness to host  

different nationalities (Cylwik, 1992)

The model and empirical data

Participants of experiments were focused on others - presented either as anonymous 'others' or as 'they' (people of different social or national membership). In all groups self-we-others schemata distinctness was measured, as well as one of the following manifestations of others-oriented involvement:
(a)   recall  of children's  problems,   mentioned   prior  to   the  experiment (Figure 4.2);
(b)   motivation to solve children's problems (Figure 4.3);
(c)    readiness to host at home students of different nationalities (Figure 4.4);
(d)   tolerance of the activity of the German minority in Poland (to preserve their national tradition) (Figure 4.5);
(e)   positivity of evaluation of a painting, the artist being presented as a foreigner (Slovak, Irish or Japanese) (Figures 4.6-4.7).
As can be seen, presented data are consistent with the model.
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results   were   obtained   by   Jarymowicz,   1994c,   Kobuszewska,   1989; Szuster-Zbrojewicz, 1988). The only inconsistency found was the motivational patterns presented in the figure 4.3 (Szuster-Zbroiewicz 1990). When subjects act to declare more than just good will, persons with a low level of the schemata distinctness were least likely to favour strangers. 2    The results of participants with a high level of the schemata distinctness are  less  homogeneous:   in   some  studies  a  rectilinear  rather  than  a curvilinear relationship is found.

Conclusion
There are a number of conclusions that can be drawn from this discussion. Let us outline them briefly.
1     Egocentrism   or  ingroup  orientation   is   related   to   universal   human properties.
2    The differentiation of cognitive schemata is a necessary precondition to go beyond own egocentrism: to recognize different social perspectives and understand others.
3    Social self and social identity (if related to social groups or categories -see Table 4.1) induce syntony and ingroup involvement.
4    The necessary precondition of coexistence with outgroup members is an ability to distinguish the self from the we schemata: a formation of social and personal identity is necessary to enable the individual to switch focus and shift attention from one perspective to another.
In summary, then, and coming back to the opening sentences of the chapter, we conclude by stating that we have tried to reconcile different traditions in the study of self in psychology. We think that from now on.
