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[bookmark: _Hlk142471745][bookmark: _Hlk142473768]Summary. The article aims to discuss the theoretical and empirical basis for distinguishing three self-construal. The article contains a description of the concept of self-construals by Markus and Kitayama (1991), which distinguishes an independent and interdependent self-construal. Results of the presented research show that separating these two types of self-construal reflects the collected empirical data worse than attempts to distinguish three types of self-construal. Next, the concept of self-representation levels, which is better grounded in research results by Brewer and Gardner (1996), is described, which distinguishes three levels: individual, relational and collective. At the end of the article, an attempt at theoretical integration of the concept of self-constructs developed by Markus and Kitayama (1991) with the model of three levels of self-representation by Brewer and Gardner (1996) is presented, which is illustrated with specific examples and an original graphic presentation. A synthetic description of these two important concepts of the structure of the self in one article may have educational value for Polish readers. 
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Introduction
In the literature on the subject, many terms referring to self-construal can be found, such as aspects of self (Triandis, 1989); aspects of self-concept (Markus, Kitayama, 1991); ways of constructing the self (Pilarska, 2014); perspectives on thinking about self-concept (Oyserman, Elmore, Smith, 2012); levels of self-representation (Brewer, Gardner, 1996); different self-images (Singelis, 1994). The broadest perspective on the concept of self-construal is presented by Cross, Hardin and Gercek-Swing (2011). For them, self-construal refers to how individuals define themselves and give meaning to their self. In turn, Oyserman, Elmore and Smith (2012) treat self-construal as cognitive structures of self-representation that are organized around various areas, e.g. relationships with other people.
[bookmark: _Hlk142471768]The concept of self-construal has gained popularity since Markus and Kitayama (1991) identified it as central to explaining psychological differences between Westerners (USA, Europe) and Easterners (Asia). Subsequently, this concept began to be used to explain many psychological phenomena within cultures, such as differences between masculinity and femininity (Cross, Madson, 1997). Self-construal also began to be used to study individual differences, pointing to their dispositional determinants (Singelis, 1994). In turn, research using priming methods has shown that the situation in which individuals find themselves may influence which self-construal will dominate at a given moment (Trafimow, Triandis, Goto, 1991; cf. Drążkowski, 2019). Regardless of the method of examining the concept of self-construal, the vast majority of studies distinguish two types. This approach was initiated by Markus and Kitayama, who among the “catalogue of all types of self-construal” (1991, p. 225) distinguished an independent and interdependent. Since 1991, over 1,800 studies have been published that tested these two types of self-construal. In many of these studies, inconsistent results were obtained, questioning the validity of distinguishing two of them. Despite this, in the literature on the subject, the division into the construal of the independent and interdependent self is still dominant. Therefore, the main goal of this article is to provide an empirical and theoretical justification for distinguishing three types of self-construal, which, as will be shown, are better suited to the empirical data than the independent and interdependent self-construal. The article will describe the concept of the independent and interdependent self by Markus and Kitayama (1991), which was integrated with the model of three levels of self-representation by Brewer and Gardner (1996), illustrating both concepts of the self-structure with specific examples and an original graphic presentation. Due to the lack of works in the Polish literature that would attempt to synthetically integrate both concepts of self-structure, this article may have educational value for Polish readers, presenting a historically important and fruitful period of research (mainly works from 1991–2013) on self-construal.

The concept of the independent and interdependent self
For Markus and Kitayama (1991), self-construal is among the most general and overarching self-schemas of the self-system, which regulate and organize the degree to which an individual’s cognitive representations of the self (including self-schemas) are separated from or connected to the cognitive representations of significant others (cf. Markus, Wurf, 1987). According to Markus and Kitayama (1991), culture determines what dominant type of self-construal an individual has. Therefore, their approach refers to people with a dominant independent self-construal coming from Western countries and people with a dominant interdependent self-construal coming from Eastern countries. The source of the distinction between independent and interdependent self-construal is the difference in motives and goals relating to the nature of the relationships connecting the individual with his or her social environment (Pilarska, 2012a). 
People from Western countries with a dominant independent type of self-construal organize their self-representations in a way that is separate from the cognitive representations of other people, therefore they perceive themselves as autonomous, unique and separate from other people. For Markus and Kitayama (1991, p. 226), the independent type of self-construal characterizes “individuals whose behavior is organized and directed primarily about their internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and actions, rather than in relation to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of other people”. The motivation of people with the independent self-construct is driven by the desire to express important aspects of the self-used to define themselves and their internal attributes, as well as the pursuit of autonomy and differentiation from other people. 
In turn, people from Eastern countries with a dominant interdependent self-construal organize their self-representations in connection with the cognitive representations of other people, which is why they share the attributes of these people. In people with interdependent self-construal, some of the subjectively most important self-schemas that determine how an individual defines his or her identity are therefore related to the representations of other, significant people. People with a dominant interdependent self-construal tend to cognitively integrate and assimilate the representations of other, significant people into their self-concept and emphasize their similarity to other people (Cross, Bacon, Morris, 2000). Therefore, people with an interdependent self-construal behave in a way that is consistent with the thoughts, feelings and actions of close people (Markus, Kitayama, 1991). People with interdependent self-construal are motivated by the desire to strengthen and support relationships and connections with other people, the desire to adjust their behavior to the behavior of other people, and the desire to meet other people’s expectations.
Later research on the concept of the independent and interdependent self began to show an inconsistent picture of the results, which became the basis for revising this theory.

Criticism of the concept of the independent and interdependent self
Markus and Kitayama’s concept did not meet the empirical data. It turned out that in many studies, Americans had a more dominant interdependent self-construal than the Japanese (e.g., Kleinknecht et al., 1997; Sato, Cameron, 1999). A review of the literature on the subject led Matsumoto (1999) to the conclusion that Westerners do not have a more dominant independent self-construal compared to Easterners, who in turn do not have a more dominant interdependent self-construal compared to Westerners. On this basis, Matsumoto (1999) rejected the validity of the claim that self-construal is culturally determined. In turn, the results of a meta-analysis conducted on a group of over four thousand people from different cultures showed that Easterners, compared to Westerners, represent a lower level of intensity of the independent self-construal and the same level of intensity of the interdependent self-construal (Levine et al., 2003). Therefore, the results of this study indicate that although the assumptions of Markus and Kitayama (1991) were confirmed in the case of independent self-construal, this was not the case with interdependent self-construal.
The need to revise the concept of the independent and interdependent self also resulted from cross-cultural research on individualism and collectivism, which are considered attributes of cultures (e.g. Hofstede, 1980) and individuals (e.g. Triandis, 1989; Oyserman, Coon, Kemmelmeier, 2002). The construct of the independent self is often treated by researchers as an indicator of individualism, and the construct of the interdependent self as an indicator of collectivism (e.g. Oyserman, Lee, 2008). Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier (2002) conducted a meta-analysis comparing differences in individualism and collectivism between the United States and Eastern countries. These researchers used, among others, the independent and interdependent self-construal as indicators of individualism and collectivism. These constructs were measured using a scale developed by Singelis (1994), who combined the concept of the independent and interdependent self (Markus, Kitayama, 1991) with the concept of individualism-collectivism (Triandis, 1989) to examine individual differences in self-construal. The results of their meta-analysis showed that Americans of European descent are more individualistic than Asians, but they are not less collectivistic. Therefore, although individualism as a dimension of intercultural differences is not controversial, collectivism, according to some researchers, is not a uniform concept.
Further arguments questioning the distinction between two types of self-construal come from the factor analysis of the mentioned Singelis scale (1994), the results of which showed the multidimensional structure of this tool. Analyzes conducted by Hardin and her colleagues (2004) showed that the Singelis scale consists of six factors – four related to the independent self-construal (autonomy/assertiveness, individualism, self-primacy and behavioral coherence) and two related to the interdependent self-construal (group self-esteem) and relational interdependence). This six-factor scale structure has been replicated in studies involving people from different cultures. Sato and McCann (1998), analyzing the internal structure of Singelis’s (1994) scale, distinguished four factors: autonomy, achievement, attachment and sensitivity. However, Fiske (2002) identified four subtypes of interdependent self-construal and ten subtypes of independent self-construal. The above-mentioned studies do not lead to a clear conclusion as to the number of factors that constitute the independent and interdependent self, but each of them supports doubts regarding the justification for distinguishing two types of self-construal.

Three types of self-construal
Three independent lines of theoretical and research confirm that three types of self-construal are best suited to research results. The first line was initiated by the approach of Triandis (1989), who created a model of the private, public and collective self. The culmination of this line is the research of Kashima and Hardie (2000), who distinguished three separate self-constructs: individualistic (divided into two subtypes: agentive and assertive), collective and relational. This line directly applies to cross-cultural comparisons and is rarely used in the context of individual differences. The second chronological line of research was initiated by Brewer and Gardner (1996), presenting a model of three levels of self-representation: individual, collective and relational. This model is used both in cross-cultural research (e.g. Brewer, Chen, 2007) and analyzed in the context of individual differences (e.g. Gaertner et al., 2012). The third line of research was initiated by Cross, Bacon and Morris (2000), who distinguished two subtypes of interdependent self-construal: collective-interdependent and relational-interdependent. The second line of research on distinguishing three types of self-construal is the most developed in the literature on the subject (Oyserman, Lee, 2008), therefore it will be discussed in more detail later in the article.

A model of three levels of self-representation
Brewer and Gardner (1996), constructing the theoretical basis for the model of three levels of self-representation, concluded that the self-expansion model (Aron, Aron, Norman, 2004; cf. Doroszewicz, Gamian-Wilk, 2012) best explains how other people and groups social aspects can be included in the self at the relational and collective levels of self-representation. The self-expansion model assumes that the central motivation of a person is the expansion of the self and that the individual satisfies this motivation through close relationships that allow him to include other people and their properties within the self. The goal of self-expansion is to increase the potential effectiveness of activities through relationships with other people who can improve the achievement of the individual’s goals (Aron, Aron, Norman, 2004). When creating a close relationship, an individual gradually incorporates various aspects of the partner’s self: his/her features, self-knowledge content, social roles and views (Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001). Tropp and Wright (2001) extended the self-expansion model, which they called the self-group inclusion model, assuming the possibility of including the cognitive representation of social groups in the structure of the cognitive representation of the self.
Brewer and Gardner, based on the self-expansion model, assumed that both close relationships and social groups can be included in the self. On this basis, the researchers concluded that an individual can incorporate cognitive representations of other people and groups into his or her self-concept. These two types of incorporation have been separated from each other and defined as the relational and collective levels of self-representation, which function independently of the individual level of self-representation. The ability to integrate cognitive representations of other objects supports the existence of common cognitive mechanisms for the relational self and the collective self: susceptibility to the influence of context, the inclusion of other objects (close people or groups) in the information processing process, tendency to cognitive assimilation and search for similarities.

Empirical support for the three levels of the self-representation model
The identification of three levels of self-representation has brought interesting implications for research relating to cross-cultural differences in self-construal.
Brewer and Chen (2007) used the three levels of the self-representation model in their research on individualism and collectivism. In their opinion, the heterogeneity of collectivism results from the fact that it includes the relational and collective level of self-representation. According to the theoretical assumptions of collectivism, the division into the in-group and the out-group should be more important in countries with a collectivist culture (Eastern) than in countries with an individualistic culture (Western) (Brewer, Chen, 2007). Nevertheless, the research results demonstrated inverse relationships. For example, soccer fans in Japan exhibit less in-group bias compared to American fans (Snibbe et al., 2003). In turn, Bond and Hewstone (1988) showed that British students in Hong Kong had a more positive in-group image than Chinese students. Other studies have shown that out-group discrimination has a different basis in Eastern countries than predicted by social identity theory (Tajfel, Turner, 1979). In Eastern countries, out-group discrimination appears to be aimed at maintaining mutually beneficial relationships with members of the in-group that can contribute to personal gain, rather than being aimed at enabling the in-group to positively distinguish itself from the out-group (Yamagishi, Jin, Kiyonari, 1999).
The results of the described cross-cultural research support the separation of three types of self-construal to explain the observed differences between residents of Western and Eastern countries. Brewer and Chen (2007) note that these differences reflect differences between the three levels of self-representation. Isolating these three types of self-construal allows for the integration of research results which indicate that in individualistic cultures, collective content (e.g. nationality) is more often observed in the self-descriptions of representatives of these cultures than in the self-descriptions of representatives of collectivistic cultures. However, in collectivistic cultures, self-reports referring to specific relationships (e.g. a friend) or small groups (e.g. family) are more often used. Thus, the relational self is more prevalent in Easterners, and the collective self is more prevalent in Westerners.
The research results of Yuki and colleagues (2005) well illustrate the differences between the relational self and the collective self in the context of comparisons between the West and the East. Researchers have shown that Americans trust a stranger to the extent that that person belongs to a common social category. However, the Japanese trust a stranger to the extent that this person has a direct relationship with them or a relationship mediated by another close person. Therefore, just as the relational self differs from the collective self, collectivism is expressed differently in Western and Eastern cultures. According to Yuki (2011), East Asian collectivism is based on intra-group bonds, cooperation between group members and maintaining harmony in relationships with other members of the in-group. Therefore, the inhabitants of East Asia perceive their own group through the prism of the relational self, i.e. as a set of networks of mutual connections among members of their group. Western collectivism, on the other hand, is expressed in division into categories: the in-group and the out-group. Brewer and Roccas (2001) believe that in Western cultures, intergroup comparison and abstract categories are the basis for constructing social identity, while in Eastern cultures this basis is cooperation and maintaining harmony in relationships and cohesion with the group. Therefore, it is justified to distinguish relational collectivism (relational self) from group collectivism (collective self).
The distinction between the collective self and the relational self has brought interesting implications for research on gender differences in self-construal. The results of studies testing independent and interdependent selves indicated that women score higher on scales measuring interdependence than men (Cross, Madson, 1997). However, research conducted by Gabriel and Gardner (1999) showed that women receive higher scores in the relational self than men, who in turn receive higher scores in the collective self and individual self compared to women (cf. Cross, Bacon, Morris, 2000). Moreover, the collective self positively correlates with tools measuring the level of masculinity (Gabriel, Gardner, 1999).

[bookmark: _Hlk142466865]A model of the motivational hierarchy of three self-construal
In parallel to research supporting the validity of distinguishing three types of self-construal, research teams led by Sedikides and Gaertner conducted research (Gaertner, Sedikides, Graetz, 1999; Gaertner et al., 2002; Gaertner et al., 2012; Sedikides et al., 2013), the aim of which was to determine which types of self-construal are most central to human experience and most strongly motivate an individual’s actions. Their research has shown, among other things, that people react with stronger emotions to the successes and failures of the individual self than to the collective self (Gaertner, Sedikides, Graetz, 1999; Gaertner et al., 2002) and that they more often psychologically distance themselves from threats to the relational self than to the collective self. (Gaertner et al., 2012). Moreover, these differences were observed regardless of whether the subjects came from Eastern or Western countries. Based on the results of these studies, Sedikides and Gaertner developed a model of the motivational hierarchy of three self-constructs, in which they assumed that the motivational structure of the self-concept is arranged hierarchically, with the primacy of the individual self, which has a higher status than the relational self, which in turn dominates over the collective self (Sedikides et al., 2013). In their opinion, the individual self is the motivational core of the self-concept, regulating the remaining representations of the self, relational and collective.

Integration of the model of three levels of self-representation with the concept of independent and interdependent self
Brewer and Gardner (1996), initially describing the three-level self-representation model, did not directly relate their approach to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) concept of the independent and interdependent self. Only subsequent works in this area integrated the model of three levels of self-representation with this concept (Brewer, Chen, 2007; Oyserman, Lee, 2008; Cross, Hardin, Gercek-Swing, 2011). This integrated approach is presented below with original examples and illustrations. 

Individual self
At the individual level, the individuals define themselves uniquely and autonomously. This level of self-representation includes features that distinguish an individual from other people – the individual self reflects his or her uniqueness. Therefore, Brewer and Gardner (1996) included at this level the construct of the independent self by Markus and Kitayama (1991) and personal identity derived from social identity theory (Tajfel, Turner, 1979). People with a dominant individual self answer the question “Who am I?” in terms of individual characteristics that are stable over time (e.g. “I am creative”, “I am witty”) or that are characteristics in common with other people (e.g. “I am nice like my mother”, “I am brave like all the players on my team”) (Cross, Hardin, Gercek-Swing, 2011). From this perspective, other people are a source of interpersonal comparisons, providing a point of reference to confirm the uniqueness of the individual.
Figure 1 presents the conceptual model of the independent self from the work of Markus and Kitayama (1991). The largest circle represents the self, and the smaller circles represent cognitive representations of other people (mother, friend, daughter). The original model was enriched with cognitive representations of the prototypical representative of the in-group (women, Europeans, Polish women), which will enable subsequent discussion of the collective self. The X signifies various aspects of cognitive representations of self, other people and groups. Bolded In the case of people with a dominant individual self (independent self-construal), self-schemas are separate and independent from cognitive representations of other people and groups.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk171676850]Figure 1. Conceptual representation of the individual self.
Based on: Markus, Kitayama, 1991, p. 226.

The relational self
People with a dominant relational self construct their self as fundamentally connected to other people and define themselves through relationships with them (Cross, Hardin, Gercek-Swing, 2011). At the relational level, the self is defined in the context of direct contact with close people (e.g. parents, partner), the roles played in these contacts (son, husband) and relationships with them (e.g. parenthood, marriage), which largely corresponds to the interdependent self-construal of Markus and Kitayama (1991). Other people provide the basis for self-definition (e.g., “I am an aggressive player on my team and a devoted friend”) (Cross, Hardin, Gercek-Swing, 2011). The relational self reflects the needs and expectations of other people with whom the individual is in a relationship. At this level of self-representation, there are relational identities that are created based on intimate, two-way relationships (e.g. marriage, friendship, mother-child relationship) and membership in small social groups where direct contact between all members is possible and relationships can be presented as a network of connections (e.g. members of a football team, school class). The relational self-construal defines roles in relationships and includes characteristics shared with other people that help distinguish an individual’s relationship with another person from other relationships (e.g., “we love each other more than that couple”) (Gaertner et al., 2012). Research by Gabriel, Renaud and Tippin (2007) confirmed that increasing the cognitive accessibility of the relational self influences individuals to include the features and attributes of close friends and family in their self-concept. The self-esteem of people with a dominant relational self is based on the proper fulfillment of social roles and the expectations of others. side of the relationship (mirroring). However, the source of self-esteem for such people is adapting to other members of their group, which prompts them to adjust their behavior and express emotions to maintain harmony in the group. For people with a dominant relational self, interpersonal relationships and their contribution to the well-being of others. Social comparisons are used to assess whether they meet the group’s expectations.
Figure 2 presents the conceptual model of the interdependent self from the work of Markus and Kitayama (1991) as a model of the relational self. The scope of the larger circle with unclear boundaries (self scope) in people with a dominant relational self intersects with smaller pegs representing cognitive representations of others. Self-schemas (marked as X) located at this intersection refer to the representation of various aspects of other people included (incorporated) into the scope of the Self. These self-schemas refer to the representation of the self about other people or about a particular social relationship (e.g. “I am very nice in contact with my friend”).

[image: ]
Figure 2. Conceptual representation of the relational self. 
Based on: Markus, Kitayama, 1991, p. 226.

The collective self
Using the concept of the independent and interdependent self of Markus and Kitayama (1991), it can be stated that the collective self is expressed by including cognitive representations of prototypical representatives of the in-group in the self-concept. Just as cognitive representations of various aspects of others (e.g., mother) can be incorporated into the self-concept, so too can cognitive representations of various aspects of the in-group (e.g., the prototypical woman) be incorporated into the self-concept. At the collective level, the self is defined through the prism of prototypical features possessed by members of the group to which the individual belongs – the collective self is the result of assimilation of the representation of a prototypical member of the in-group (Roccas, Brewer, 2002). This level of self-representation reflects characteristics shared with in-group members that help distinguish the in-group from the out-group. At this level, direct contact or closeness with all members of the in-group, which often form an abstract category (e.g. men, Europeans), is not required. Therefore, the collective self is based on shared symbols of group membership and cognitive representations of the group as a whole, regardless of personal relationships with group members – the collective self includes depersonalized relationships with others expressed through shared membership in “symbolic groups” (Yuki, 2011). Self-esteem associated with the collective self is based on the status of the in-group, which results from favorable intergroup comparisons. At the collective level of self-representation, there are all of an individual’s social identities (Sedikides, Brewer, 2001; Brewer, Chen, 2007). People with a dominant collective self answer the question “Who am I?” by referring to membership in many groups (e.g. “I am a man, a Pole and a soccer player in my team”).
As can be seen in Figure 3, in individuals with a dominant collective self, the scope of a larger circle with unclear boundaries (self scope) intersects with smaller pegs representing cognitive representations of prototypical in-group members. Self-schemas (marked as X) located at this intersection refer to the representation of various aspects of prototypical in-group representatives that are incorporated into the scope of the self.
[image: ]
Figure 3. A conceptual representation of the collective self.
Source: own study based on Markus, Kitayama, 1991, p. 226.

Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk142471785]The concept of self-constructs is of interest to a large number of researchers. The vast majority of them examine two types of construal, independent and interdependent (Markus, Kitayama, 1991). The article aimed to indicate the inconsistency of research results on the concept of the independent and interdependent self and to present theoretical and empirical justification for distinguishing three types of self-construal. A model of three levels of self-representation was presented (Brewer, Gardner, 1996), which distinguishes three types of self-construal: individual, relational and collective. The last two types of self-construal share common cognitive mechanisms. Therefore, in the case of many studies referring to these mechanisms, it will not matter whether they include the relational self or the collective self. However, in cross-cultural research, research testing gender differences, and research testing specific assumptions about close relationships or social groups, researchers should be aware of the differences between the relational self and the collective self. This article, thanks to its synthetic form and illustration of both concepts of the self-structure with specific examples and an original graphic presentation, creates an opportunity to increase this awareness for Polish researchers dealing with this issue. By describing the development of various theories of self-construal and the dynamics of research that tested them, conducted in 1991–2013, it was possible to present the context and justification for distinguishing three types of self-construal.
Translated by Katarzyna Jenek
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TEORETYCZNE I EMPIRYCZNE PODSTAWY TRZECH TYPÓW KONSTRUKTÓW JA
Streszczenie. Celem artykułu jest omówienie teoretycznych i empirycznych podstaw wyodrębnienia trzech konstruktów Ja. W artykule zawarto opis koncepcji konstruktów Ja autorstwa Markus i Kitayama (1991), w ramach której wyróżnia się niezależny i współzależny konstrukt Ja. Przedstawiono wyniki badań, które pokazują, że wyodrębnienie tych dwóch typów konstruktów Ja gorzej odzwierciedla zebrane dane empiryczne niż próby wyodrębnienia trzech typów konstruktów Ja. Następnie opisano lepiej ugruntowaną w wynikach badań koncepcję poziomów reprezentacji Ja Brewer i Gardner (1996), w której wyodrębnia się trzy poziomy: indywidualny, relacyjny i kolektywny. Na końcu artykułu przedstawiono próbę teoretycznej integracji koncepcji konstruktów Ja opracowanej przez Markus i Kitayamę (1991) z modelem trzech poziomów reprezentacji Ja autorstwa Brewer i Gardner (1996), która została zilustrowana konkretnymi przykładami oraz autorską prezentacją graficzną. Syntetyczny opis tych dwóch istotnych koncepcji struktury Ja w jednym artykule może mieć wartość dydaktyczną dla polskiego czytelnika.
Słowa kluczowe: konstrukt Ja niezależnego i współzależnego, Ja indywidualne, Ja relacyjne, Ja kolektywne, indywidualizm-kolektywizm
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