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• We were interested in testing the principle of functional antagonism.
• When ingroups were salient, participants increased endorsement of group traits.
• This effect mainly emerged for ingroups with high psychological utility.
• The impact of personal traits, however, did not diminish during ingroup salience.
• We did not find evidence for functional antagonism, but rather for adaption.
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This research investigates the process by which salient ingroups alter the working self-concept. The antagonism
account, exemplifiedby self-categorization theory, contends thatwhen ingroups are salient, the collective self de-
fines the self-conceptwhereas the individual self recedes. In contrast, an adaption account argues that the individ-
ual self operates as a stable source of self-definition. While the working self-concept may flexibly incorporate
aspects of salient ingroups, attributes that define the individual self are always actively represented.We also con-
sidered the ingroup's psychological utility as a moderator of its influence on the self-concept. To directly test
these hypotheses,wemanipulated the salience of an ingroup previously rated as either low or high in psycholog-
ical utility and asked participants to classify traits as self-descriptive or not. When ingroups were made salient,
participants increasingly endorsed ingroup traits as self-descriptive. Critically, this effect mainly emerged for
groups with high psychological utility. Contrary to the antagonism account, but consistent with the adaption ac-
count, the impact of individual self-traits on the self-concept did not diminish as a result of ingroup salience.

© 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
The self-concept has been described as complex and dynamic: a
“continually active, shifting array of available self-knowledge”
(Markus & Nurius, 1986, p. 957). At any particular time, only a small
part of what people believe and know about themselves may be acces-
sible (Higgins, 1996; McConnell, 2011). People can hold varied repre-
sentations of themselves in the working self-concept — they can
define themselves in terms of unique traits, dyadic relationships, or so-
cial group memberships. While scholars recognize that different self-
representations may coexist within the same person, there is less
y, University of Wisconsin-La
, WI 54601, USA.

is work.
agreement on the structural and functional relations between them
(Sedikides & Brewer, 2001).

The current research focuses on the relation between the individual
self and the collective self. The individual self, or personal identity, refers
to aspects of the self-concept that differentiate the person from others
(Brewer & Gardner, 1996). The collective self, or social identity, refers
to aspects of the self-concept that are shared with ingroup members
and differentiate them from relevant outgroups (Tajfel, 1982). We ex-
amine how a salient social identity may alter the working self-concept
to impact the idiosyncratic traits that define a person's unique identity.
Additionally, we observe how psychologically potent groups may mod-
erate this effect (Correll & Park, 2005).

How do ingroups affect the self-concept?

Self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987) argues that salient ingroups fundamentally reshape
their members' sense of who they are, leading to the internalization of
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group norms and characteristics that might otherwise be viewed as in-
consistent with personal identity (Hogg & Williams, 2000; Turner,
Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994). SCT suggests that groups redefine
the self-concept through depersonalization. When an ingroup is salient,
people see themselves less as unique individuals and more as inter-
changeable exemplars of the social category (where I becomes we;
Hogg & Turner, 1987; Turner et al., 1987).

SCT contends that there is a functional antagonism between the sa-
lience of personal and social identity (Turner, 1982; Turner et al.,
1987, 1994). The individual self and the collective self are posited to
exist at opposite ends of the same continuum,with the personal self ac-
cessible in intragroup contexts and the collective self salient in inter-
group contexts. A salient ingroup is thought to shift the focus of one's
self-definition away from the unique traits that differentiate the self
from others and towards the characteristics shared with members
of the social category (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Turner et al., 1987,
1994). According to SCT, the working self-concept is redefined such
that personal identity is inhibited and traits, attitudes, and behavior as-
similate to the ingroup prototype.

Support for this antagonism perspective remains largely indirect.
Many studies have shown that the self can incorporate characteristics
associated with salient ingroups (Carli, 1990; Hogg & Turner,
1987; Rothgerber, 1997; Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997). In one
notable study, Smith and Henry (1996) asked students to describe
(a) themselves, (b) an ingroup, and (c) a corresponding outgroup on
90 traits. After a delay, participants made speeded yes–no self-
descriptiveness judgments of the same traits. The researchers found
that response times were faster for traits shared by both the self and
the ingroup and slower for unshared traits. The challenge for this
work is to understand why participants are faster to identify traits
they share with the ingroup, compared with unshared traits.

There are at least three possibilities. One possibility – consistentwith
SCT– is that group attributes becomepart of the self-concept. Smith and
Henry (1996) favor this interpretation, suggesting that mental repre-
sentations of the two entities become directly linked through deperson-
alization. A second explanation is that people selectively affiliate with
groups that mirror their own attributes. This account suggests that
homophily drives the similarity between individual and group: people
who perceive themselves as adventurous or environmental seek groups
that have those same characteristics. A third account is that individuals
project their own traits onto their ingroups, viewing the group in light of
the characteristics they see in themselves (Otten & Epstude, 2006). Note
that the second and third accounts involve a process by which the indi-
vidual self influences the (perceived) nature of the group. This is very
different from the self-categorization approach, which claims that the
group alters the self-concept by causing the individual self to recede.
This ambiguity bedevils research in this area because all three of these
processesmay enhance theperceived similarity of self andgroup. Stated
simply, the causal direction is not clear: this pattern may emerge either
because the individual adopts ingroup characteristics or because she
perceives the ingroup as more similar to herself.

Another, more recent attempt to assess functional antagonism be-
tween personal and social identity raises serious methodological con-
cerns. Adapting Markus' (1977) speeded me/not me (MNM) rating
task, Onorato and Turner (2004) sought to demonstrate that a salient
social identity reshapes the self-concept by bringing it in line with
prototypical ingroup characteristics. They predicted that when
gender identity is activated, male and female participants would self-
stereotype (i.e., endorse ingroup traits as self-descriptive). Based on
SCT, men were expected to endorse more independent words such as
“assertive” and women were expected to endorse more dependent
words such as “conforming,” regardless of their personal traits. To ma-
nipulate group salience, the researchers asked some participants to
use a collective response frame (making us-versus-them judgments)
and others to use a personal response frame (making me-versus-not-
me judgments).
Participants in the collective-frame condition seemed to self-
stereotype by endorsing gender-typical attributes even when those at-
tributes were inconsistent with their personal self-schemata. However,
this approach is problematic because the referent of the judgment
task changes as a function of the response frame. In the personal
frame (me/not me), responses are necessarily about the self. In the col-
lective response frame (us/them), however, the responses may simply
reflect perceptions of the groups involved. It is certainly plausible that
a female participant in the collective response frame endorsed depen-
dent words because she saw herself as more dependent (i.e., reflecting
a shift in the working self-concept). But it is equally plausible and per-
haps even probable (cf. Mitchell, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003) that any en-
dorsement in this condition reflected an assessment of the group with
no implications for the self-concept. A highly independent female par-
ticipant might legitimately endorse a dependent trait as representative
of women in general, without viewing it as self-relevant in the least.

Antagonism vs. adaption

Few would disagree that the self-concept is malleable and dynamic
(Markus & Nurius, 1986), but do people relinquish their sense of per-
sonal identity in favor of their group identity when the latter is salient?
As reviewed, previous research has yielded equivocal evidence for SCT's
principle of functional antagonism. In the current study, we adopt
methodological and data-analytic improvements to eliminate alterna-
tive interpretations, and directly test competing predictions regarding
the influence of personal and ingroup traits on the working self-
concept.

When an ingroup identity is salient, the antagonism account predicts
that traits that typically characterize the individual will have less influ-
ence on the working self-concept (H1) whereas traits that typically
characterize the ingroup will have more influence (H2). In contrast,
other researchers have argued that the individual self operates as a sta-
ble, foundational source of self-definition (Deaux, 1993; Eidelman &
Biernat, 2003; Sedikides, Gaertner, Luke, O'Mara, & Gebauer, 2013;
Swann, Gómez, Seyle, Morales, & Huici, 2009). This perspective suggests
that, although theworking self-concept may incorporate aspects of var-
ious social identities, attributes that define the individual self will al-
ways be actively represented. By this account, the personal self is not
replaced by the collective self but instead adapts to include it. This adap-
tion account predicts support for H2 but not H1: increasing the salience
of an ingroup identity should lead participants to endorse more
group-typical traits, but the salience of that group should not inhibit
the personal self-concept.

We attempt to overcome the limitations of previous research and
provide a strong test of the antagonism and adaption hypotheses
using a stringent methodological and statistical approach. Our analysis
enables us to assess the influence of each identity on the working self-
concept while statistically controlling for the other. That is, we assess
the effects of the individual self-ratings only after partialling out the
group ratings, and we assess the effects of the group only after
partialling out the individual self. Our analysis, therefore, examines
only the distinct contribution of each identity — providing a clear test
of both hypotheses.

The role of psychological utility

The current research further examines variation in the psychological
impact of ingroups. People belong tomultiple social groups; some social
groups have immense personal importance (e.g., families or life-long
professions) while other groups may be less potent (e.g., a certain
bank's clientele). Based on an extensive review of literature concerning
the relationship between self and ingroup, Correll and Park (2005) pro-
posed that a group's potency or psychological utility depends on a com-
bination of the individual's perception of the ingroup's value, the
individual's identification with the ingroup, and the degree to which



7 Correll and Park (2005) defined utility as the product (not average) of value, identifi-
cation and entitativity. In principle, we view the product as a better representation of the
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the group represents an entitative, coherent psychological unit. These
authors defined the utility construct as the product of these three com-
ponents (for illustrative studies on each dimension, see respectively:
Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Mummendey, Klink, & Brown, 2001; Hogg,
2000).

Social identities high in psychological utility may be particularly
likely to affect the self-concept. If a salient social identity alters the
working self-concept by supplanting the unique traits that comprise
the individual self, this may be particularly true when the ingroup in
question is high in psychological utility. In the present research, we
measure participants' individual and collective identities in advance
and in an idiographic fashion. Following the antagonism account, if
thinking about an ingroup alters the working self-concept in such a
way that it reduces the influence of individualistic representations
of the self (as specified in H1), the effect should be more pronounced
if the ingroup has high, rather than low, utility (H1U). In line with
both the antagonism and adaptation accounts, if thinking about an
ingroup enhances the influence of ingroup-specific representations
(as specified in H2), the effect should be more pronounced if the
ingroup has high utility (H2U).

Method

Participants

Eighty-eight students (59 female; 40 White, 26 Asian, 9 Latino/a, 6
Black, 7 Other; mean age= 20) participated in the study in partial com-
pletion of a course requirement or for $10 payment. Four participants
were excluded, three for failing to complete the questionnaires or for
completing themby choosing themidpoint of the scale for all questions,
and one for failing to respond to any trials on the computer task. The
final sample consisted of 84 participants.

Materials

A set of 61 traits (e.g., cheerful, domineering; see Appendix A in the
Supplementary data) was selected from the 90 traits employed by
Aron, Aron, Tudor, and Nelson (1991). We reduced the set because we
were concerned about fatigue andnon-response in the premeasure (de-
scribed below). For eachword, we coded length (number of characters)
and frequency of use (number of Google hits returned as the frequency
estimate for each word; Blair, Urland, & Ma, 2002).

Procedure

Premeasure
Participants completed a premeasure at least 24 h prior to the lab

session. This premeasure was administered via online survey software.
In this online session, participants completed two separate tasks: a
trait rating task and an ingroup utility scale.

Trait ratings. First, participants rated the degree to which 61 traits de-
scribed (a) themselves and (b) a group to which they belonged. The
order in which participants made the ratings (self vs. group) was
counterbalanced.6 When rating self-descriptiveness, participants were
asked to think of themselves as individuals. Specifically, they were
told “Please rate how you think each of these traits describe you as an
individual on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).”
When rating the traits with respect to the ingroup, participants were
asked to nominate an ingroup. They were randomly assigned to consid-
er either a large category or a small and interactive task group. This
6 Order did not moderate our findings.
distinction was included to increase the diversity of the groups consid-
ered. Those assigned to consider a large category then chose from the
categories academic major, race, or political affiliation, and identified a
specific ingroup within the chosen category. Those assigned to consider
the task group chose from the categorieswork group, academic group, or
extracurricular group and then identified a relevant ingroup. Participants
then rated each trait with respect to the ingroup they identified. Specif-
ically, they were told “Please rate how you think each of these traits de-
scribe the group that you have specified on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).” We computed z-scores, normalizing
the ratings within each participant and judgment dimension (self vs.
group).

Utility scale. After the trait-rating task, participants completed a scale
(Correll & Park, 2005; see Appendix B in the Supplementary data) de-
signed to separately measure value, identification, and entitativity
with respect to the ingroup identified in the trait-rating task. Partici-
pants were asked to indicate their agreement with 15 statements
using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly
agree). We computed indices of each component (value:M= 5.16, s=
1.02, α = 0.83; identification: M = 4.39, s = 1.49, α = 0.89;
entitativity: M = 4.76, s = 1.10, α = 0.66) as well as their average,7

which represents our operationalization of the group's psychological
Utility (M = 116.59, s = 64.83, α = 0.70) (Correll & Park, 2005).

Lab session
Participants, in groups of 1 to 3, were greeted by a female experi-

menter, seated in individual cubicles, and asked to provide informed
consent. They were randomly assigned to one of three salience tasks:
writing about the ingroup specified in the premeasure (ingroup condi-
tion), writing about themselves as individuals (individual condition),
or writing about the lab room (control condition). Participants then
completed a MNM computer task and a brief questionnaire.

Salience task. Participants in the ingroup condition wrote about the
ingroup they had nominated in the premeasure (i.e., “What are some
qualities or characteristics that describe your ingroup? What are your
ingroup's beliefs, values, likes, and dislikes?”). Participants in the indi-
vidual condition were asked to write about themselves (i.e., “What are
some qualities or characteristics that describe you? What are your be-
liefs, values, likes, and dislikes?”). Participants in the control condition
were asked to describe the room they were in. All participants were
asked to include as much detail as they deemed appropriate.

Me/not-me task. After the salience task, participants performed the
MNM task. The same 61 traits included in the premeasure were
displayed on the computer screen one at a time. Participants were
instructed to indicate whether the trait described themselves by press-
ing either a yes button or a no button as quickly and accurately as possi-
ble. Instructions read, “You are now going to see a series of trait words.
For eachword please indicatewhether the trait describes you.” The task
consisted of four test blocks, each consisting of 61 trials, with each trait
presented once per block. The order of trials in a block was randomly
determined. On each trial, a fixation cross appeared for 500ms followed
immediately by the trait word. If participants failed to respondwithin a
1000-ms timewindow, the computer prompted them to respondmore
quickly. A yeswas coded as 1; a nowas coded as 0.
group's psychological impact. However, statistically, a product term is problematic be-
cause it assumes ratio scaling of the component variables, which cannot reasonably be as-
sumed for Likert-type scale measures. Accordingly, we operationalize utility as the
average. However, in analyses that use the product, the results supporting H2U get much
stronger.
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Questionnaire. Participants then completed a demographic question-
naire and were debriefed and thanked for their participation.

Design & analytic strategy

The analysis of these data involves a multilevel model. We want to
understand how the relationships between premeasure ratings and
MNM responses (relationships assessed for each individual) differ as a
function of Salience Condition and Ingroup Utility.

Level 1
Across four rounds of theMNM task, we computed the proportion of

times each participant indicated that a given trait was self-descriptive.
For example, if a participant indicated the trait, skeptical, was self-
descriptive on 3 of the 4 blocks, she would receive a score of 0.75 for
that trait. For each participant (i), we then performed amultiple regres-
sion, analyzing his or her responses to each trait (j) in theMNM task as a
function of the normalized ratings of self- and group-relevance
(assessed in the online premeasure) for the trait in question. In the
models, we simultaneously controlled for the trait's word length and
frequency of use. That is:

Level 1 : ProportionSelf ij ¼ β0i þ β1i self‐relevance of traitij
� �

þβ2i group‐relevance of traitij
� �

þβ3i frequencyj

� �
þ β4i lengthj

� �
þ εij:

This analysis yields two relevant slopes for each participant: b1 re-
flects the influence of the trait's self-relevance on that participant's per-
formance in theMNM task; b2 reflects the influence of the trait's group-
relevance. Wemight characterize b1 as the degree to which theworking
self-concept reflects traits that typically characterize the self as an indi-
vidual, whereas b2 reflects the degree to which the self-concept reflects
traits that typically characterize the ingroup. It is essential to note that,
because these estimates are derived from multiple regression, b1 and
b2 are independent. For example, b1 reflects the partial relationship be-
tween self-ratings and the working self-concept, after statistically re-
moving any effects due to the influence of group ratings. Thus, the
influence of a trait's self-relevance cannot be explained by its group-
relevance (and vice versa). This independence is important because,
as discussed above, it is likely that people seek out groups that reflect
the traits they see in themselves as individuals, or that they project
their own personal traits onto meaningful ingroups (Otten & Epstude,
2006). By virtue of the analysis we employ, self-ingroup overlap cannot
explain the effects reported below.

Level 2
Across participants, we treated these slopes as dependent variables

(b1 and b2 were analyzed separately). The slopes were regressed on
each participant's randomly assigned Salience Condition (ingroup vs. in-
dividual vs. control), self-reported Ingroup Utility (measured continu-
ously), and their interaction. To capture the effects of Condition, we
specified two orthogonal contrasts. The first reflects differences between
the group-salience condition and the average of the other conditions
(Group vs. Other: ingroup = +2, individual = −1, control = −1).
This contrast directly tests the impact of writing about the group and is
thus the focus of our hypotheses. The second contrast compares the ef-
fects of writing about the self with the control condition (Indiv vs. Ctrl:
ingroup = 0, individual =+1, control =−1). This contrast is not par-
ticularly relevant to our hypotheses but must be included in the model.
Ultimately, we specified Level 2 as follows:

Level 2 : bi ¼ γ0 þ γ1 Group Otherið Þ þ γ2 Indiv Ctrlið Þ þ γ3 Utilityið Þ
þγ4 Group Otheri � Utilityið Þ þ γ5 Indiv Ctrli � Utilityið Þ þ εi:
This analysis tests whether the working self-concept's reliance on
self-relevant or group-relevant traits (estimated by b1 and b2, respec-
tively) can be altered by asking participants to reflect on the ingroup
(tested by γ1). It also tests whether the influence of self- and group-
relevant traits depends on the ingroup's utility (tested by γ3). Finally,
and most critically, it tests whether the magnitude of the group-vs.-
other Condition effect (γ1) depends on the ingroup's utility (tested by
γ4).

Results

Level 1

We excluded trials on which participants responded extremely
quickly (faster than 300 ms; 4.2% of the data). We then performed the
Level-1 within-participant regressions, as described above. Examining
the slopes from these regressionswith one-sample t tests across all par-
ticipants (collapsing across Condition and variability in Utility) we ob-
served several intuitive effects. Not surprisingly, traits rated as more
self-descriptive in the online premeasure were more likely to be en-
dorsed as self-descriptive in the lab-based MNM task (i.e., on average,
b1 was significantly greater than zero), t(83) = 13.62, p b 0.0001. Sim-
ilarly, traits rated as more descriptive of the ingroup in the online pre-
measure were more likely to be endorsed in the MNM task (b2 was
also positive), t(83) = 9.77, p b 0.0001. These effects suggest that, on
average, participants' working self-concepts reflected traits typically as-
sociated with themselves as individuals (over and above their associa-
tion with the ingroup) and with their ingroups (over and above their
association with the individual self). Word length and frequency also
predicted endorsement, ts (83) = 2.41 & 5.95, ps b 0.019, though
these effects are not theoretically relevant.

Level 2

We then examined how Condition and Utility affected the working
self-concept by changing the sources of information upon which it
draws. We conducted two parallel analyses that map onto our hypoth-
eses. The first analysis focuses on the degree to which the working self-
concept draws on traits that typically characterize the individual (esti-
mated in Level 1 by b1). Analyses of b1 therefore test H1 (and H1U):
thinking about the ingroup may reduce the self-concept's reliance on
traits that uniquely define the individual (particularly if the ingroup
has high utility). The second analysis focuses on the degree to which
the working self-concept draws on traits that typically characterize
the ingroup (estimated in Level 1 by b2). Analyses of b2 test H2 (and
H2U): thinking about the ingroup may increase the self-concept's reli-
ance on traits that define the ingroup (particularly if the ingroup has
high utility).

Influence of individual traits on the working self-concept
With respect to the influence of self-descriptive traits on the self-

concept, there are competing predictions. The antagonism account
predicts that writing about the ingroup should alter the working self-
concept in amanner that reduces the influence of characteristics associ-
ated with the individual (Turner, 1982; Turner et al., 1987). By contrast,
an adaption account assumes that the individual self is a primary source
of self-definition and thus exerts a stable influence on the working self-
concept (e.g., Deaux, 1993; Eidelman & Biernat, 2003). According to the
latter perspective, Salience Condition should not affect theworking self-
concept's reliance on traits that chronically characterize the individual.
Table 1 summarizes the Level-2 analysis of self-relevant traits (b1).
The data suggest that the influence of self-definitional traits on the
working self-concept is positive (significantly greater than 0 as reflected
by the intercept, γ0) and essentially invariant (see Fig. 1). The data offer
no evidence that the influence of these traits varies as a function of ei-
ther Salience Condition or Ingroup Utility (γ1–γ5 do not achieve



Table 1
Summary of the effects tested in the Level 2 analysis.

Effect Self-relevance
(b1)

Group-relevance
(b2)

t = p b t = p b

Intercept γ0 12.91 0.001 10.43 0.001
Salience Condition: Group vs. Other γ1 −0.03 0.978 1.95 0.056
Salience Condition: Group vs. Control γ2 −0.14 0.89 −1.1 0.277
Utility γ3 −0.65 0.521 1.78 0.08
Utility × (Group vs. Other) γ4 0.22 0.826 2.37 0.021
Utility × (Individual vs. Control) γ5 −0.56 0.58 0.55 0.584

Degrees of freedom for all tests = 78.
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significance). Contrary toH1 andH1U, theworking self-concept seems to
rely heavily and consistently on these individual self-defining attributes,
even when a high-utility ingroup is salient.
Fig. 2. Influence of group traits on the working self-concept as a function of Salience Con-
dition and Utility.
Influence of group traits on the working self-concept
Next, we tested the possibility that writing about the ingroupwould

alter theworking self-concept tomore heavily reflect characteristics as-
sociated with the group, and that the magnitude of this shift would de-
pend on the ingroup's psychological utility. Table 1 reports the Level 2
analysis of group-relevant traits (b2). The analyses offer strong support
for hypotheses H2 and H2U. First, writing about the ingroup (rather than
the self or the lab room) amplified the influence of group-relevant traits
on the working self-concept (as revealed by the main effect of the con-
trast between the ingroup and the other salience conditions, tested by
γ1). Second, groups that were higher in utility exertedmarginally great-
er influence on theworking self-concept (themain effect of Utility, test-
ed by γ3). Crucially, in support of H2U, these main effects were qualified
by the interaction of Condition and Utility (tested by γ4). As is clear
from Fig. 2, writing about the ingroup only amplified the influence of
group-relevant traits when the ingroup was high in utility. At high
values of utility (1 SD above the mean), group salience had a profound
effect, t(78)= 3.05, p b 0.004. But, for groups with relatively low utility
(1 SD below the mean), the simple effect of the salience manipulation
was not significant, t(78) = −0.27, p b 0.79.

Moreover, Utility onlymoderated the influence of the ingroupwhen
participants were asked to contemplate the group. In the ingroup Sa-
lience Condition, Utility dramatically amplified the relationship be-
tween working self-concept and ingroup, t(78) = 3.63, p b 0.0005. In
Fig. 1. Influence of individual traits on the working self-concept as a function of Salience
Condition and Utility.
the individual salience and control conditions, it did not, ts(78) =
0.63, −0.21, ps b 0.54, 0.84. This interaction suggests that participants
do not constantly or continuously represent themselves in terms of
their ingroups in all situations (even when those ingroups are high in
utility). Nor do they indiscriminately define themselves in terms of
any ingroup when asked to contemplate it (all groups are not equal in
relevance). Rather, participants seem to adapt the working self-
concept to the group only when asked to contemplate an ingroup and
when that group has high utility.

Our participants were initially randomly assigned to nominate
an ingroup that was either a small, task-focused team, or a large, so-
cial category. This factor had minimal influence on the results: in
level-two models treating Salience Condition, Utility, Group Type
and all interactions as predictors, there were no significant main
effects nor interactions with Group Type in predicting either the in-
fluence of individual traits, |ts|(73) b 0.92, ps b .37, or the influence
of group traits, |ts|(73) b 0.62, ps b .54. And, even in this fairly
complicated model, the effect of ingroup salience (H2, tested by
γ1) and the interaction of ingroup salience and Utility (H2U, tested
by γ4) predicted the influence of group traits, ts(73) = 2.13 &
2.11, ps b 0.037 & .038, respectively. The previously reported effects
were thus largely unchanged when we included this factor in the
model.8
Discussion

Howdoes a salient group identity alter theworking self-concept?An
antagonism account hypothesizes that when an ingroup becomes sa-
lient, individual self-traits will have less influence on the working self-
concept (H1), whereas ingroup traits will have more influence (H2)
(e.g., Turner et al., 1987). In contrast, an adaption account predicts
thatwhen an ingroup becomes salient, ingroup traits will be incorporat-
ed into theworking self-concept (H2) but the influence of the individual
self will remain essentially invariant. Either of these predictions could
8 When word valence is included in the analyses, we find that the influence of individ-
ual traits on theworking self-concept is amplified for less positivewords.We find a similar
pattern of results for group-relevant traits. This makes sense to us as people may be more
discriminating when endorsing the relevance of negative traits for the self and group, and
likewise, less discriminatingwhen endorsing the self- or group-relevance of positive traits.
Stated simply, for negative traits, only those that are truly characteristic of the self or group
will be rated as descriptive in the premeasure. But more pertinent to our current investi-
gation, we do not find that the critical interaction of Condition and Utility ismoderated by
trait valence for self-relevant or group-relevant traits.

image of Fig.�1
image of Fig.�2
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be affected by the psychological utility of the ingroup. Specifically, a sa-
lient high-utility ingroup may be more likely than a low-utility ingroup
to reduce the influence of personal characteristics (H1U) and enhance
the influence of group characteristics (H2U). Tests of these predictions
offer valuable insight into at least three areas of the social identity liter-
ature: 1) How do salient ingroups redefine the working self-concept?;
2) Is the individual self-concept primary?; and 3) How do groups vary
in their psychological impact?

Redefining the working self-concept

Our data clearly show that writing about a personally relevant
ingroup altered the working self-concept, increasing the extent to
which participants endorsed ingroup traits as self-descriptive
(supporting H2). Further, as hypothesized in H2U, this effect emerged
chiefly for ingroups that were rated high in psychological utility. There-
fore, the study offers strong, unambiguous evidence that salient
ingroups (at least those high in utility) shift the content of the working
self-concept, such that attributes associated with the groups are incor-
porated in the self-concept (Turner et al., 1987).

But what are the consequences of a salient group identity for the re-
lationship between personal and social identity? The antagonism ac-
count suggests that context-driven categorizations determine the
working self-concept, such that thinking in terms of a social identity re-
duces the influence of the individual self and enhances the influence of
the collective self (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Turner et al., 1987, 1994).
Our data offered no support for this prediction; we found no evidence
that a salient ingroup reduced participants' endorsement of traits typi-
cally associated with the individual self (H1). Even after considering a
personally relevant, high-utility ingroup, the individual self exerted a
substantial and constant influence on theworking self-concept (contra-
dicting H1U).

The foregoing analysis suggests important theoretical refinements to
the original assumptions of SCT. Although a salient ingroup with high
utility led to self-stereotyping (integrating aspects of the collective self
more fully into the working self-concept), our data do not suggest that
this process reduced the influence of the individual self. Instead, it
seems that the working self-concept adapted to reflect attributes asso-
ciated with both the high-utility ingroup and the individual self. Impor-
tantly, this evidence emerged with respect to participants' long-term
group memberships rather than temporary or hypothetical ones.

Primacy of the individual self

Unlike previous research that has compared themotivational prima-
cy of different self-representations (e.g., Sedikides et al., 2013), the cur-
rent investigation is distinctly structural in nature. The results support
the argument that the individual self serves as a default and primary
form of self-definition, and that both the individual self and the collec-
tive self can be active simultaneously. Complementing earlier theoreti-
cal perspectives, the present data demonstrate that the working self-
concept consists of malleable aspects embedded among more stable,
core aspects of the self (Markus, 1977; Markus & Nurius, 1986). Our
findings are consistent with arguments that the individual self exerts a
foundational influence – that is, it constitutes the default basis of self-
definition (Deaux, 1993; Eidelman & Biernat, 2003; Sedikides et al.,
2013) – aswell as other work suggesting that the two integral identities
may complement rather than compete with one another (e.g., Spears,
2001; Swann et al., 2009). The latter authors found that evenwhen peo-
ple are deeply aligned or fused with their ingroup, their personal iden-
tities remain stable and influential.

It is important to note that the current researchwas conducted at an
upper-class American university (Snibbe & Markus, 2005). Given
the importance of independence inNorth American society, the individ-
ual self may be chronically accessible for this sample (e.g., Nario-
Redmond, Biernat, Eidelman, & Palenske, 2004). In this presumably
individualistic context, even when participants write about important
ingroups, they may not lose sight of the traits that personally define
them. Indeed, we found similar results in both the individual salience
and control conditions. It is possible that, in a more collectivistic envi-
ronment, our salience manipulation could alter the influence of both
personal and social identities. It is also possible that one's core ingroups
could exert greater and/or more chronic influence than the individual
self (Singelis, 1994; Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991). Future research
will benefit from replicating the study in contexts where there is
varying relative emphasis on the different self-representations to deter-
mine whether the (seemingly) invariant influence of the individual self
is psychologically universal (Cousins, 1989; Rhee, Uleman, Lee, &
Roman, 1995).
Psychological utility

The current research also contributes to the literature on social iden-
tity by exploring a moderator of the cognitive interplay between self
and group. We show that groups vary in their capacity to shape the
self-concept. Some groups are more valuable, more self-relevant, and
more psychologically substantial than others (Correll & Park, 2005).
Such high-utility groups should have greater influence on the working
self-concept. In line with this theorizing, we found that participants in-
corporated group attributes into the working self-concept only when
they wrote about a high utility ingroup. Participants' working self-
concept did not shift to reflect group attributes when they wrote
about a low utility ingroup. To our knowledge, the current research is
the first to examine how psychological utility moderates an ingroup's
impact on the self-concept. Although the working self-concept is mal-
leable and can incorporate aspects of the collective self, it does not do
so indiscriminately. We are not simply social chameleons who take on
the traits of any salient social identity. Instead, we selectively assume
the characteristics of ingroups we consider psychologically meaningful.
Additional considerations

The methodology and data analysis employed in the current
study provides the most nuanced and targeted examination to date
of how a salient ingroup influences the working self-concept. We
measured the actual characteristics of participants' personal and so-
cial identities in advance, andwe assessed the influence of each iden-
tity on theworking self-concept while statistically controlling for the
other. This approach confers several advantages over previous work.
Notably, we avoid the possibility that these effects derive from either
projection or homophily as our analysis allows us to examine the
unique contribution of each identity by partialling out the effect of
the other. This study offers powerful methodological and analytical
tools for future studies.
Conclusion

When social identity is salient, does the working self-concept shift
towards the collective self and away from individual self, or does per-
sonal identity continue to exert influence? Ourfindings indicate that as-
pects of a salient and psychologically meaningful ingroup can be
accessible at the same time as aspects of the personal self, so that traits
of both the ingroup and the individual self influence the working self-
concept. Not only does this research add critical insight to existing
work on theflexibility of the self-concept, it goes a step further by inves-
tigating the mechanism behind this flexibility. In doing so, it makes im-
portant contributions to theorizing and research on different levels of
self-definition and the burgeoning literature on the psychological utility
of groups.
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Appendices A & B. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.015.
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