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Abstract

We hypothesized that threatening self-aspects that pertain to an identity specified in a binding identity goal leads to distinct com-
pensation (i.e., self-symbolizing), whereas threatening self-aspects not specified in a binding identity goal leads to general self-
worth restoration. To test this hypothesis, participants with either weak or strong commitments to becoming lawyers were
subjected to either a related or unrelated self-threat, and then given the opportunity to restore both the lawyer identity and gen-
eral self-worth. Only participants strongly committed to become lawyers responded to a related self-threat by distinct compen-
sation rather than general self-worth restoration. Apparently, strong commitments to an identity goal isolate this particular part
of the self from the overall self.
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Rejections in romantic relationships, setbacks in one’s job or

in school, and interpersonal conflicts have in common that

they threaten our general self-worth by inducing negative

self-evaluations (Steele, 1988). Just as the biological immune

system reacts to threats to our health, our ‘‘psychological

immune system’’ (i.e., the self-system; Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson,

Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998) is triggered to counter threats

to our self-worth. According to self-affirmation theory

(Steele, 1988), the self-system aims to protect and maintain

a positive general self-worth through both direct and indirect

mechanisms. General self-worth can be restored directly by

cognitively reinterpreting the threat as less threatening or by

addressing the threat through behavioral change. That general

self-worth can also be restored through indirect means is sup-

ported by extensive research. For instance, reaffirming impor-

tant personal values reduces stress experienced in evaluative

situations (Creswell et al., 2007) and rumination following

failure feedback (Koole, Smeets, van Knippenberg, &

Dijksterhuis, 1999). Reaffirming important values also leads

people to being less defensive about past negative behavior

(Reed & Aspinwall, 1998; Sherman, Nelson, & Steele,

2000), and renders them more open to diverging political

opinions (Cohen, Aronson, & Steele, 2000).

Coping With Threats to the Self

Multiple self-framework. To explicate self-worth restoration

processes, we introduce three relevant lines of research on the

psychology of the self. The first line focuses on how a person

conceives of the self, that is, how the self-concept is construed.

According to the recent multiple self-framework of McConnell

(2011; see also Showers & Zeigler-Hill, 2003), the self is an

associative collection of multiple self-aspects. Self-aspects

include social identities (e.g., memberships in groups or

organizations), roles (e.g., being a parent or a student), values

(e.g., being independent or social), and beliefs (e.g., religious

beliefs). These self-aspects become activated through the

dynamic inputs and constraints of a person’s behavioral goals,

actions, affect, and cognition while the self moves through the

environment (e.g., Niedenthal, Barsalou, Winkielman, Krauth-

Gruber, & Ric, 2005; Smith & Semin, 2004). For example, the

self-aspect of being a good employee becomes activated when

entering the workplace, whereas the self-aspect of being athletic

becomes activated when entering the gym. With any given

self-aspect, a number of associated personal attributes become

activated as well. Those can include traits (e.g., shy), physical

characteristics (e.g., attractive), affects (e.g., proud), social cate-

gories (e.g., male), or behaviors (e.g., learning). Some attributes

are uniquely associated with one self-aspect, whereas others are
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multiply associated with several self-aspects. While attributes

represent descriptive information about the person, self-aspects

provide the context to bind that information together. Self-

aspects vary in their accessibility, with some self-aspects being

more accessible; these are then more likely to become activated

and thus guide behavior.

According to McConnell (2011), the structure of the asso-

ciative self-network plays an important role in shaping gen-

eral affective states and thus self-worth. General affective

states reflect the appraisal of all self-aspects weighted by their

relative accessibility. If, for instance, a threat, like negative

feedback, dampens the appraisal of a self-aspect, overall

self-worth fades to the degree this self-aspect is accessible

relative to others. Imagine an employee is being told by his

subordinate that he is insufficient. Such feedback would not

only reduce his self-evaluation of being a good employee but

also affect his general self-worth. Some self-aspects have

been found to be more central (Sedikides, 1995) and thus

more important to the overall self (e.g., Boldero & Francis,

2000). Central self-aspects are characterized by their chronic

accessibility and thus have a comparatively stronger impact on

the person’s general affective state. In addition to the relative

accessibility, the number of self-aspects that share one and the

same attribute determines the impact an attribute has on general

self-worth. If, for instance, an employee was told to be ambi-

tious, this attribute might be important for her self-aspect of

being a good employee but also for her self-aspect of being an

athlete. Through the sharing of attributes between self-aspects,

receiving feedback on one single self-aspect can also affect other

self-aspects. Accordingly, associative network models of the self

suggest that threats to a certain self-aspect can be coped with by

directly enhancing the evaluation of the threatened self-aspect

but also indirectly by enhancing other self-aspects with shared

attributes.

Self-affirmation theory. The second line of research relevant to

self-worth restoration is that on Steele’s (1988) self-affirmation

theory (see also Tesser, Crepaz, Beach, Cornell, & Collins,

2000). Here, it is also assumed that the self consists of multiple

self-aspects. However, questions of self-evaluation rather than

the structure of self are in the focus of analysis. According to

self-affirmation theory, people strive to maintain a general self

of high value, that is, a self that is coherent, competent, effec-

tive, good, and so on. Threats to self-aspects or the overall self-

impair the integrity of this picture and in consequence diminish

the feeling of self-worth. The loss of self-worth drives people to

engage in restoration. As positive evaluations of single

self-aspects serve the higher need for self-worth, threats can

be coped with either directly by bolstering the threatened

self-aspect or indirectly by bolstering any other self-aspect or

even the general self. Breast cancer patients, for instance, can

cope with the threat of the illness by affirming their basic val-

ues, such as quitting boring jobs or by beginning to write short

stories (Taylor, 1983).

The effectiveness of compensating for a threatened self-

aspect by bolstering another is determined by their relative

importance. Lewin’s (1936, 1938) field theory provides an

excellent framework to shed light on these relations. According

to field theory, the overall self is a space segregated in multiple

fields pertaining to different self-aspects. The various self-

aspects are assumed to be separated by walls that differ in their

permeability. The permeability of these walls is said to

determine the extent of interaction between the involved self-

aspects. Following self-affirmation theory (Steele, 1988), the

relative importance of two self-aspects can be expected to

determine the direction and the degree of permeability between

walls. If two concepts are equally important, the wall is perme-

able to both sides (e.g., a college student may value having

many friends but also doing well academically). However, if

one self-aspect is more important than the other (e.g., being

popular more so than being academically successful), the wall

between the self-aspects is semipermeable, such that only the

more important concept can effectively influence the less

important one. Thus, threats to the less important self-aspect

can be easily reduced through affirmation of the more impor-

tant self-aspect. Threats to the more important self-aspect,

however, can be addressed by the less important self-aspect

only to a very small extent, limiting the person to reestablish

general self-worth by directly addressing the specific

threatened self-aspect (see also Koole et al., 1999).

Self-completion theory. Field theory implies that self-aspects

can also become strictly walled off (i.e., segregated or isolated)

from other self-aspects that constitute the person’s overall self.

Being walled off should hinder interaction with other self-

aspects and in consequence the possibility of indirect compen-

sation. The process of how self-aspects become completely

walled off is explicated by self-completion theory (SCT) which

developed from Lewin’s (1936, 1938) field theory and repre-

sents the third perspective on self-worth restoration (Gollwit-

zer, Wicklund, & Hilton, 1982; Wicklund & Gollwitzer,

1982). SCT posits that in addition to high value, identity-goal

commitments (e.g., becoming a successful lawyer) can affect

the permeability of walls between self-aspects. According to

SCT, self-aspects can turn into identity goals (i.e., goals defin-

ing the self) when people commit to excelling in these aspects

(e.g., the student who likes studying law sets herself the identity

goal of becoming a successful lawyer). Thus, the strength of

commitment to identity goals becomes crucial. A person is

assumed to strive persistently to possess the respective identity

if she is highly committed. Importantly, in contrast to other

goals (e.g., solving a certain business problem), there is no ulti-

mate attainment of identity goals (Gollwitzer & Kirchhof,

1998). As a consequence, people who are committed to identity

goals keep striving to accumulate symbols that indicate goal

attainment (i.e., they self-symbolize). All socially accepted

indicators of possessing the aspired-to identity qualify as such

symbols, which include relevant qualifications, skills, and

material possessions, but also relevant performances (Brunstein

& Gollwitzer, 1996; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1981), positive

self-descriptions (Gollwitzer & Wicklund, 1985), and even mere

stating of intentions to improve one’s standing (Gollwitzer,
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Sheeran, Michalski, & Seifert, 2009) or placing a high value on

identity-related possessions (Ledgerwood & Liviatan, 2010; Led-

gerwood, Liviatan, & Carnevale, 2007). People committed to

identity goals are said to experience feelings of incompleteness

when they notice the lack of a relevant symbol. These feelings

of incompleteness can be restored by acquiring alternative rele-

vant symbols or pointing to the possession of already acquired

alternative symbols. In one study (Brunstein & Gollwitzer,

1996, Study 2), for instance, students who were strongly commit-

ted to the identity goal of becoming successful computer scientists

were first given feedback suggesting that they lacked a necessary

skill (i.e., concept formation). When then given a chance to com-

pensate for this shortcoming in a subsequent task measuring a dif-

ferent necessary skill (i.e., visual search), the incomplete

individuals outperformed complete ones (i.e., participants who

had received no feedback on the prior task). Apparently, people

committed to an identity goal readily engage in compensatory

activities (i.e., they self-symbolize) to uphold their claim to pos-

sess the aspired-to identity.

Note that SCT suggests that incompleteness is addressed

directly using alternate self-symbolizing opportunities within

the domain of the identity goal. Over time, this compensatory

mechanism may isolate the aspired-to identity from other

self-aspects. In Lewin’s (1936,1938) words, this should render

the walls around identity goals quite impermeable—gearing

the person toward addressing incompleteness directly with

self-symbolizing efforts in that very domain. That goal striving

can become walled off from external influences is indicated by

research of Shah, Friedman, and Kruglanski (2002). Initial evi-

dence for the notion that identity goals can become isolated

from the rest of a person’s self-aspects comes from research

by Ledgerwood, Liviatan, and Carnevale (2007, Study 4). They

observed that people strongly committed to the identity goal of

being a New York University (NYU) student did engage in

self-symbolizing only when made incomplete with respect to

this very goal (a faked newsletter had to be read indicating that

NYU’s reputation was faltering). No such self-symbolizing

was observed however when participants’ general self-worth

was undermined (using the classic self-threat manipulation of

having to write about those of their personal values they had

failed to live up to; Cohen et al., 2000). Complementary to the

Ledgerwood et al. findings, Moskowitz, Li, Ignarri, and Stone

(2011) observed that the stimulating effect of an incomplete-

ness experience on the activation level of an identity goal (in

this case, the goal of being an egalitarian) could not be reduced

by encouraging participants to affirm their general self-worth.

This research supports the notion that identity goals can

become isolated from the rest of the overall self. However, it

did not investigate whether this isolation is dependent on the

strength of identity-goal commitment. Further research is

needed to analyze the moderating role of identity-goal commit-

ment (i.e., to test whether in the case of weak identity-goal

commitments no such isolation can be observed). Thus, the

present research not only varies identity-goal completeness in

strongly committed persons and then tests whether self-

symbolizing is preferred despite the opportunity to affirm

general self-worth. Importantly, it also investigates whether

weakly identity-goal committed persons will perceive

identity-goal threats as threats to their overall self, and thus

prefer to address these threats by affirming general self-worth

despite the opportunity to self-symbolize.

Present Research

We designed an experiment to test whether strong in contrast to

weak identity-goal commitment instigates the isolation of iden-

tity goals from other self-aspects. Therefore, the present experi-

mental design expands the previous research of Ledgerwood

et al. (2007) and Moskowitz et al. (2011) by investigating not

only strongly identity-goal committed participants but also par-

ticipants with weak identity-goal commitments. It is hypothe-

sized that strongly committed participants experiencing a

self-threat should differentiate between threats to their

aspired-to identity and other self-threats impairing their general

self-worth, and then match the remediation to the scope of the

threat. Specifically, strongly committed participants who expe-

rience identity-related incompleteness should respond to this

threat by restoring their aspired-to identity rather than general

self-worth. Participants who experience a threat to general self-

worth, however, should forgo the opportunity to restore the

aspired-to identity but engage in the restoration of general

self-worth.

Building on previous findings and deduced from the

assumption that the strength of identity-goal commitments

determines whether these self-aspects become isolated, it was

predicted that in weakly committed participants this specific

part of the self is not isolated from the rest of the self (i.e., other

self-aspects). Therefore, weakly committed participants,

should not differentiate between identity-goal threats and other

threats impairing general self-worth, and thus respond to all

types of threat the same way; they should restore general

self-worth.

Based on a prescreening for their commitment to the identity

goal of becoming a successful lawyer, one group of strongly

and one group of weakly committed law students were

recruited. All participants were given bogus failure feedback

on a presumed personality test. The test was presented to half

of the participants as highly relevant to the identity of becom-

ing a successful lawyer (identity-goal threat) and for the other

half as a general test of social competence (general self-threat).

Then, half of the participants were provided an opportunity to

restore their general self-worth through the classic technique of

expressing an important central value (Steele & Liu, 1983),

followed by an opportunity to self-symbolize by claiming their

personality profile to be similar to that of a successful lawyer

(Gollwitzer, 1986); the other half received these opportunities

in the reverse order. We expected participants strongly

committed to the identity goal of being a lawyer to self-

symbolize (i.e., claiming to possess the ideal personality profile

for the aspired-to identity) rather than bolster general self-

worth (i.e., expressing an important value) when confronted

with negative feedback with regard to social competence as a
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lawyer. However, in the case of general self-threat (general

negative feedback on social competence) we expected partici-

pants to express a central value rather than to claim the success-

ful lawyer’s identity. Importantly, weakly committed

participants were expected to cope with both identity-goal

threat (low social competence as a lawyer) and general self-

threat (low general social competence) by expressing a central

value. In the case of low commitment to the aspired-to identity

of being a lawyer, this identity goal should not be isolated from

the rest of the self. Thus, not performing well on the lawyer-

related test should—similar to not performing well on a general

social competence test—also manage to threaten general self-

worth and thus provoke expressing a central value.

Method

Participants

A total of 328 German law students were prescreened for their

commitment to the identity of becoming a successful lawyer

with a 3-item questionnaire: How important is it for you to pur-

sue a law career?; How bad would it be for you if you could not

graduate from law school successfully?; How happy could you

be pursuing a career not related to law? (reverse coded). Ques-

tions were answered on a 7-point scales ranging from 1 (not at

all important) to 7 (very important); the internal consistency

was a ¼ .76. Following the procedure of Gollwitzer, Sheeran,

Michalski, and Seifert (2009) those with a total score of at least

15 (high commitment; n ¼ 66; 36 females) and those not

exceeding a total score of 12 (low commitment; n ¼ 66;

25 females) were contacted within the next days and invited

to participate.

Materials and Procedures

Design. The study followed a 2 between (commitment: low

vs. high) � 2 between (threat: identity goal vs. general self)

� 2 within (compensatory effort: self-symbolizing vs. general

self-worth restoration) � 2 between (order: self-symbolizing/

general self-worth restoration vs. general self-worth

restoration/self-symbolizing) design.

Threat manipulation. Strongly and weakly identity-goal com-

mitted participants were randomly assigned to two conditions:

identity-goal threat versus general self-threat. All participants

were presented with a test of social competence composed of

12 social dilemmas; participants selected one of the three pro-

vided possible solutions for each (see Brunstein & Gollwitzer,

1996). In the identity-goal threat condition, this test was pre-

sented as measuring the specific social competences and skills

typical of successful lawyers. In the general self-threat condi-

tion, the test was presented as a measure of general social com-

petence and skills. The experimenter then provided bogus

failure feedback on the test. Participants in the identity-goal

threat condition were told that the average score among law-

yers in the local town was 32 points out of a possible 36. The

comparison group for those in the general self-threat condition

was the students of their university in general. All participants

were placed in the 21st percentile, with only 16 points out of a

possible 36.

Self-symbolizing. To test for self-symbolizing, participants

were presented with a personality profile task requiring

participants to describe their personality in a semantic

differential-type questionnaire with 10 personality attributes

(e.g., warm–cold, weak–strong). Each pair of attributes was

presented on bipolar 12-point scales. To create their unique

personality profile, participants had to circle the appropriate

numbers on each of the 10 scales and connect the 10 circles

with a line. Before answering the questionnaire, participants

were shown an ideal profile presumably of a very successful

local lawyer. Participants who seek to reassert their aspired-

to identity of successful lawyer should show a pattern of

responses that more closely resembles the ideal profile (Goll-

witzer, 1986). Accordingly, the degree of self-symbolizing was

quantified by summing the number of points participants’

responses differed from the ideal profile on each of the scales.

To simplify interpretation of results, this total sum of devia-

tions was multiplied by �1 such that larger scores represent

greater self-symbolizing. The number of positive and negative

items endorsed in the presumed ideal profile was equal to

ensure that any similarity was not due to opting toward a

positive self-description in general.

General self-worth restoration. We used a value affirmation

task described in Tesser, Martin, and Cornell (1996), originally

proposed by Steele and Liu (1983). Participants had to choose

out of a list the value that was the most important to them and to

write a short essay why. The list of values was derived from

subscales of the Allport-Vernon Study of Values scales

(Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1960). Two judges blind to the

experimental hypotheses rated on a 5-point scale dimension

(1¼ none or very little, 5¼ very highly) for each how personal,

self-disclosing, positive, defensive, modest, and generally

value expressive each essay was. As the interrater reliabilities

between the judges were high (interrater correlations from

.73 to .81), the ratings were averaged for each scale and

summed to create an index measuring the degree of self-

worth restoration (a ¼ .88). After completion of all tasks

participants were debriefed and paid €3.50.

Results and Discussion

Both dependent variables (self-symbolizing and self-worth

restoration) were transformed to z-scores across the whole sam-

ple to allow for comparisons between groups. One participant

who was suspicious of the false feedback was excluded from

the analysis. There were no effects of gender, so all subsequent

analyses were collapsed across this variable.

A 2 (commitment: low vs. high)� 2 (threat: identity goal vs.

general self) � 2 (compensatory effort: self-symbolizing vs.

general self-worth restoration) � 2 (order: self-symbolizing/

general self-worth restoration vs. general self-worth restora-

tion/self-symbolizing) mixed-design analysis of variance
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(ANOVA) was performed with commitment, threat, and order

as between-subjects factors and compensatory effort as a

within-subjects factor. The expected Commitment � Threat

� Compensatory Effort interaction was significant, F(1, 124)

¼ 9.74, p < .01, Z ¼ .27 (see Figure 1), that was not qualified

by order, F(1, 124) < 1, ns.

To clarify the nature of this three-way interaction, we

conducted separate analyses for participants in the two threat

conditions. First, for participants in the identity-goal threat

condition a Commitment � Compensatory effort ANOVA was

conducted. A significant compensatory effort main effect,

F(1, 64) ¼ 4.37, p ¼ .04, Z ¼ .25, indicating that participants

in this condition tend to self-symbolize (M ¼ .29) more than

restore general self-worth (M ¼ �.08), was qualified by a

significant Commitment � Compensatory Effort interaction,

F(1, 64) ¼ 18.97, p < .01, Z ¼ .48. Planned comparisons

revealed that strongly committed participants experiencing an

identity threat did self-symbolize more than weakly commit-

ted participants (M ¼ .61 vs. M ¼ �.03), t(66) ¼ 2.99, p < .01,

Z¼ .35, and engaged less in general self-worth restoration than

weakly committed ones (M ¼ �.53 vs. M ¼ .36), t(64) ¼ 3.51,

p < .01, Z¼ .40, respectively. As expected, strongly committed

identity goal-threatened participants preferred to self-symbolize

rather than to restore general self-worth. In contrast, weakly

committed identity goal-threatened participants restored their

overall self-worth ignoring the opportunity to self-symbolize

(see Figure 1, white bars).

Second, for participants in the general self-threat condition,

a parallel Commitment � Compensatory Effort ANOVA was

conducted. The observed compensatory effort main effect,

F(1, 62) ¼ 5.50, p < .05, Z ¼ .29, suggests that general self-

threat participants preferred to restore general self-worth

(M ¼ .08) rather than self-symbolize (M ¼ �.30), regardless

of their identity-goal commitment (see Figure 1, black bars).

Figure 1. Self-symbolizing versus self-worth restoration by strength of identity-goal commitment and type of threat. Instead of z-standardized
scores summarized raw scores are depicted. In the upper graphs, higher scores indicate higher rated value expressivity and thus more self-worth
restoration. In the lower graphs, less negative scores indicate more approximation to the ideal profile and thus more self-symbolizing.
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We also conducted separate analyses for levels of commit-

ment to becoming a successful lawyer. For strongly committed

participants a Threat � Compensatory effort ANOVA was

conducted. A main effect of compensatory effort, F(1, 64) ¼
6.04, p ¼ .02, Z ¼ .29, indicating that committed participants

preferred to self-symbolize (M ¼ .17) rather than to restore

general self-worth (M ¼ �.21), was qualified by a significant

Threat � Compensatory Effort interaction, F(1, 64) ¼ 22.91,

p < .01, Z ¼ .51. As expected, planned comparisons revealed

that strongly committed participants whose lawyer identity was

threatened (M ¼ .61) self-symbolized more than those whose

general self was threatened (M ¼ �.26), t(64) ¼ 3.95,

p < .01, Z ¼ .44, and subsequently engaged less in self-

worth restoration (M ¼ �.53 vs. M ¼ .10), t(62) ¼ 2.80,

p < .01, Z ¼ .33 (see Figure 1, left-hand side); this again

suggests that for participants who are strongly committed to the

identity goal of lawyer, this self-aspect becomes walled off

from other aspects of the overall self.

For weakly committed participants, a parallel Threat �
Compensatory Effort ANOVA was performed. The expected

main effect of compensatory effort was observed, F(1, 64) ¼
4.79, p ¼ .03, Z ¼ .26, indicating that weakly committed

participants reacted to both goal-identity threat and general

self-threat by restoring their self-worth (M ¼ .21) rather than

self-symbolizing (M ¼ �.19; see Figure 1, right-hand side).

This finding suggests that in weakly committed people an

aspired-to identity is not separated from other aspects of the

overall self.

In sum, we found that participants highly committed to

becoming lawyers preferred to respond to a general self-

threat by restoring self-worth rather than self-symbolize the

possession of an aspired-to identity. In contrast, these same

individuals responded to an identity-goal threat by engaging

in self-symbolizing rather than restoring the general self-

worth. This pattern of results—unaffected by the order of being

provided with an opportunity to self-symbolize and an opportu-

nity to restore one’s self-worth—suggests that strong commit-

ment to an identity goal leads to walling off of this self-aspect

from other aspects of the overall self.

Individuals who were weakly committed to becoming law-

yers showed the same compensatory reaction in response to

both identity-goal threat and general self-threat by restoring

their general self-worth. This finding suggests that in the case

of weak commitment to an identity goal the aspired-to identity

is not separated from other aspects of the overall self; rather, it

interacts with other aspects in the face of a threat. Stated

differently, facing a lack of identity-relevant symbols for such

individuals does not produce identity-goal incompleteness, but

implies a general self-threat which is most adequately

addressed by restoring one’s general self-worth.

Conclusion and Outlook

With the transformation of a self-aspect into an identity goal to

which the person feels strongly committed (i.e., being a law-

yer), this self-aspect becomes isolated (i.e., separated) from

other aspects of the overall self. Incompleteness caused by an

identity-goal threat thus results in striving for identity symbols

to restore identity-goal completeness, regardless of available

opportunities to restore general self-worth. The opposite is true

as well: threats to the general self promote restoring one’s

general self-worth, regardless of previous opportunities to

demonstrate the possession of identity symbols (i.e., to self-

symbolize). Our findings also suggest that if one feels only

weakly committed to an identity goal, no separation of the

aspired-to identity in the overall self takes place and thus a lack

of identity symbols does not induce specific feelings of incom-

pleteness; if anything, one’s general sense of self-worth is

negatively affected. As a consequence, rather than striving for

identity symbols a restoration of the general self-worth is opted

for. Past research on the differentiation between self-

symbolizing and self-worth restoration efforts (Ledgerwood

et al., 2007; Moskowitz, Li, Ignarri, & Stone, 2011) did not

detect the decisive role of commitment on the choice of one

or the other type of self-threat remediation.

Steele (1988) noted that we ‘‘must acknowledge the occa-

sional reports that consistency strivings can take precedence

over self-enhancement strivings’’ (p. 280). For example, part-

ner satisfaction in romantic relationships is found to depend

on partners confirming each other’s (even negative) self-

aspects (Swann, 1985). This suggests that consistency needs

make people prefer to act in line with a certain self-aspect at

the expense of their overall self-regard (Steele, 1988). Our find-

ings add to this observation that strong commitment to an

identity-goal points to a further restriction of the general

applicability of the principle of self-enhancement. For people

with strong commitments to an identity goal, this very self-

aspect acquires its own momentum of compensation separate

from the state of the overall self.

An intriguing question for future research pertains to the

temporal stability of the impermeability of walls created by

identity-goal commitments. As identity goals imply the acqui-

sition of a host of identity symbols, striving for an aspired-to

identity presents itself as a never ending story (Gollwitzer &

Kirchhof, 1998). For instance, people who commit to becoming

scientists can claim to possess this identity by all kinds of

achievements (e.g., discovering new insights, acquiring new

equipment, large offices, publications, editor positions, receiv-

ing awards and interviews, mentoring students, etc.), so the

walls that isolate it from other self-aspects may persist chroni-

cally. It seems wise therefore that falling short with respect to

an aspired-to identity goal is responded to by self-symbolizing

rather than by attempting to elevate one’s general self-worth.

This way one at least gets temporal breaks in one’s never

ending striving for identity-goal attainment.

In line with the conceptual ideas of the multiple self-

framework (McConnell, 2011), other questions for future

research pertain to the consequences of interrelated identity

goals. Imagine that the attribute of having an extensive

professional network might be indicative for completeness of

the identity goal of being a successful lawyer, but also for the

identity goal of being a good social networker. Would pointing

560 Social Psychological and Personality Science 4(5)



to the extensive social network compensate for incompleteness

of both identity goals or just the one that is activated at the

moment? And how about personal attributes that are shared

by both an identity goal and a self-aspect that is important to

the overall self but the person does not feel committed to excel

in? Would positive feedback regarding such personality

attributes compensate for both identity incompleteness and

threatened general self-worth, or are these attributes walled off

together with the identity goal thus making them only relevant

for engaging in self-symbolizing? Another interesting question

pertains to how the state of identity-goal completeness influ-

ences general self-worth. Even though identity-goal complete-

ness has to be addressed directly by self-symbolizing, the

walled off self-aspect still remains a part of the overall self.

Based on this argument it seems possible that the temporary

state of identity-goal completeness finds an affective echo in

the experienced state of general self-worth.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to

the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, author-

ship, and/or publication of this article.

References

Allport, G. W., Vernon, P. E., & Lindzey, G. (1960). Study of values.

Oxford, England: Houghton Mifflin.

Boldero, J., & Francis, J. (2000). The relation between self-

discrepancies and emotion: The moderating roles of self-guide

importance, location relevance, and social self-domain centrality.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 38–52.

Brunstein, J. C., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (1996). Effects of failure on sub-

sequent performance: The importance of self-defining goals.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 395–407.

Cohen, G. L., Aronson, J., & Steele, C. M. (2000). When beliefs yield

to evidence: Reducing biased evaluation by affirming the self.

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1151–1164.

Gilbert, D. T., Pinel, E. C., Wilson, T. D., Blumberg, S. J., &

Wheatley, T. P. (1998). Immune neglect: A source of durability

bias in affective forecasting. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 75, 617–638.

Gollwitzer, P. M. (1986). Striving for specific identites: The social

reality of self-symbolizing. In R. Baumeister (Ed.), Public self and

private self (pp. 143–159). New York, NY: Springer.

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Kirchhof, O. (1998). The willful pursuit of

identity. In J. Heckhausen & C. S. Dweck (Eds.), Motivation and

self-regulation across the life span (pp. 389–423). New York,

NY: Cambridge University Press.

Gollwitzer, P. M., Sheeran, P., Michalski, V., & Seifert, A. E. (2009).

When intentions go public: Does social reality widen the intention-

behavior gap? Psychological Science, 20, 612–618.

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Wicklund, R. A. (1985). Self-symbolizing and

the neglect of others’ perspectives. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 48, 702–715.

Gollwitzer, P. M., Wicklund, R. A., & Hilton, J. L. (1982). Admission

of failure and symbolic self-completion: Extending Lewinian

theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 358–371.

Koole, S. L., Smeets, K., van Knippenberg, A., & Dijksterhuis, A.

(1999). The cessation of rumination through self-affirmation.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 111–125.

Ledgerwood, A., & Liviatan, I. (2010). The price of a shared vision:

Group identity goals and the social creation of value. Social

Cognition, 28, 401–421.

Ledgerwood, A., Liviatan, I., & Carnevale, P. J. (2007). Group-

identity completion and the symbolic value of property. Psycholo-

gical Science, 18, 873–878.

Lewin, K. (1936). Principles of topological psychology. New York,

NY: McGraw-Hill.

Lewin, K. (1938). The conceptual represenation and the measurement

of psychological forces. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

McConnell, A. R. (2011). The multiple self-aspects framework: Self-

concept representation and its implications. Personality and Social

Psychology Review, 15, 3–27.

Moskowitz, G. B., Li, P., Ignarri, C., & Stone, J. (2011). Compensa-

tory cognition associated with egalitarian goals. Journal of

Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 365–370.

Niedenthal, P. M., Barsalou, L. W., Winkielman, P., Krauth-Gruber, S.,

& Ric, F. (2005). Embodiment in attitudes, social perception, and

emotion. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 9, 184–211.

Reed, M. B., & Aspinwall, L. G. (1998). Self-affirmation reduces

biased processing of health-risk information. Motivation and

Emotion, 22, 99–132.

Sedikides, C. (1995). Central and peripheral self-conceptions are dif-

ferentially influenced by mood: Tests of the differential sensitivity

hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69,

759–777.

Shah, J. Y., Friedman, R., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2002). Forgetting all

else: On the antecedents and consequences of goal shielding.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 1261–1280.

Sherman, D. A. K., Nelson, L. D., & Steele, C. M. (2000). Do mes-

sages about health risks threaten the self? Increasing the accep-

tance of threatening health messages via self-affirmation.

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1046–1058.

Showers, C. J., & Zeigler-Hill, V. (2003). Organization of self-

knowledge: Features, functions, and flexibility. In M. R. Leary

& J. P. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook of self and identity (pp.

47–67). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Smith, E. R., & Semin, G. R. (2004). Socially situated cognition: Cog-

nition in its social context. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in

experimental social psychology (Vol. 36, pp. 53–117). San Diego,

CA: Academic Press.

Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirmation: Sustaining

the integrity of the self. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experi-

mental social psychology (Vol. 21, pp. 261–302). New York, NY:

Academic Press.

Steele, C. M., & Liu, T. J. (1983). Dissonance processes as self-affir-

mation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 5–19.

Swann, W. B., Jr. (1985). The self as architect of social reality. In B.

Schlenker (Ed.), The self and social life (pp. 100–125). New York:

McGraw-Hill.

Gollwitzer et al. 561



Taylor, S. E. (1983). Adjustment to threatening events: A theory of

cognitive adaptation. American Psychologist, 38, 1161–1173.

Tesser, A., Crepaz, N., Beach, S. R. H., Cornell, D., & Collins, J. C.

(2000). Confluence of self-esteem regulation mechanisms: On

integrating the self-zoo. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 26, 1476–1489.

Tesser, A., Martin, L. L., & Cornell, D. P. (1996). On the substitutability

of self-protective mechanisms. In P. M. Gollwitzer & J. A. Bargh

(Eds.), The psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation

to behavior (pp. 48–68). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Wicklund, R. A., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (1981). Symbolic self-

completion, attempted influence, and self-deprecation. Basic and

Applied Social Psychology, 2, 89–114.

Wicklund, R. A., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (1982). Symbolic self-comple-

tion. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Author Biographies

Peter M. Gollwitzer is a Professor of Psychology at New York Uni-

versity and the University of Konstanz. His research focuses on action

phases and mindsets, conscious and nonconscious goal striving,

implementation intentions, and self-completion theory.

Michael K. Marquardt is a Research Associate at the University of

Konstanz. His research focuses on goal striving, nonconscious plan-

ning, and identity goals.

Michaela Scherer was a Doctoral Student at the University of

Konstanz. Her research focused on striving for identity goals.

Kentaro Fujita is an Associate Professor at The Ohio State Univer-

sity. His research focuses on goal striving, decision making, and

self-control.

562 Social Psychological and Personality Science 4(5)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




