chapter 8

Justice and the Awareness
of Social Entities’

DANIEL M. WEGNER

Justice is, for the most part, what we think it is. Although thinking
may seem to take a back seat to emotion in the turmoil of reactions to
injustice, or to simple habit in the everyday enactment of just behavior, it
is nevertheless true that features of our social environment can be par—
titioned as “just” or “unjust” only because we can think about them. With
this idea as the guiding assumption, this chapter introduces a distinction
between two principal ways in which the social world impinges on the
person’s thoughts. First, just as the person might look at a distant light, the
person may be focally aware of a social entity such as a person or a group.
Second, just as the person might look through a telescope at the light, the
person may be tacitly aware of social entities. This distinction makes it
possible to characterize the person’s social awareness both in terms of
what is focal (what social object is being thought about) and in terms of
what is tacit (what social perspective is being used). The chapter offers an
analysis of the consequences for justice that are observed when people
think about others, themselves, and groups in these different ways.

I. TACIT AND FOCAL AWARENESS

One of the most remarkable features of human thought is that we
know more than we can tell. This idea has reverberated through the
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history of philosophy and psychology—from the Kantian a priori to the
Freudian unconscious—and serves in modern psychology as the founda-
tion of the study of cognition (Franks, 1974; Turvey, 1974). In this view,
the reported contents of conscious experience are the product of a va-
riety of knowledge structures and cognitive processes, only some of
which themselves may be reported. The larger portion of what we know
remains hidden, inaccessible to conscious awareness and inspection. This
hidden knowledge, however, is responsible for the appearance of what
we can tell (Shallice, 1978). Just as creative insights appear in conscious-
ness without an accompanying understanding of the processes by which
they arose, the more mundane contents of everyday phenomenal ex-
perience appear—constituted, organized, and portrayed in awareness by
an underlying body of cognitive process and structure.

This dichotomy—between conscious thoughts and the “deeper” cog-
nitive processes that produce them—is reflected in two broad literatures
in the field of cognitive social psychology. The impact of conscious
thought has been studied in terms of “awareness” (Duval & Wicklund,
1972), “focalization” (Duval & Hensley, 1976), “mindfulness” (Langer,
1978), “salience and attention” (Taylor & Fiske, 1978), “time and
thought” (Tesser, 1978), and so forth. The operation of the underlying

struct n identified in terms of “schemas”
(Neisser, 1976; Taylor & Crocker, 1981; Tesser, 1978), “construct sys-
tems” (Kelly, 1955), “implicit theories” (Wegner & Vallacher, 1977),
“frames” (Minsky, 1975), “inferential sets” (Jones & Thibaut, 1958), and
so on. It is with a view toward illuminating the fundamental interconnec-
tedness of these two quite different mental systems that, in the present
analysis, they are considered in terms of a special duality—focal awareness

and tacit awareness.

A. An Instructive Metaphor

The concepts of focal and tacit awareness are perhaps most clearly
grasped by means of a metaphor offered by Polanyi (1966). The
metaphor consists of a person examining a cave with a stick. The cave is
totally dark, and the person holds the stick in hand, using it to tap along
the floor and walls. The peculiar aspect of this performance is that,
although the sensation of the stick in hand may be noticeable at the
beginning of the exploration, the way in which it touches the palm,
moves against the fingers, and so on, very quickly drops from conscious
awareness. Instead, one feels the point of the stick touching the walls,
tapping the floor, slipping on water, pushing into earth, and otherwise
sensing the cave. The awareness of the stick itself is changed upon re-
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peated use to an awareness of the cave as experienced through the stick
;I;l;e perfs;)l? who is using the stick as a sentient extension of the self, in.
ms of the present i i
serms of the ;s)tiCk‘ vocabulary, is focally aware of the cave and tacitly
Three useful observations become available in further reflection on
th'e metaphor. First, consider what would happen if different kinds of
stgcks were used. What if one employed a short stick, a rubber stick, or a
s.tlcky S[l(‘ik? To the person who had an opportunity to examine the, ar-
ticular §t1ck being employed, these deviations from the standard hogse-
hold stick might not make much difference. But if the explorer were
only ta‘tatly aware of the stick, having never been allowed to manipulate
the stick and understand its character, then the properties ofp each
r}onstandard stick would contribute to judgments of what the cave was
like. The short stick would mean a larger cave, the rubber stick would
find the cave especially spongy and giving, and the sticky stick would
reveal a sticky cave. At the extreme, a stick with several bowlin balls
attached to the point might not find the cave at all. In short thegn the
entities of which one is tacitly aware are wholly responsi‘ble f’or the’ a
pearance of focal entities. J : P
— The second observation suggested -by-the metapher—is- i
simple one, but it is crucial for a correct understanding of tacit and focal
awareness. 'Imagine that in the cave, one is very carefully poking the stick
at every point along a wall. Intricate fissures are discovered dangerous
outcroppings become known, and as an even more intriguin’g feature of
the wall is being explored, one steps past a drop-off and falls into a
pond. For the lack of a few taps on the floor, an important feature of the
environment has been missed. The moral here is obvious: One under-
stands only that which is brought to focal awareness by way of tacit
awareness. Those objects or events that are linked to the person b
means of some tacit entity are given focal awareness, and in this wa arZ
identified as entities themselves, are comprehended, and so are Zx;ade
the potential targets of evaluation and action.
~'The third observation provides the bridge between this metaphor and
tho.ught in general. Consider now what happens when one does not have
a stfck and explores the cave with one’s hand alone. Extending the rea-
soning behind the original definitions, it seems that one must be tacitl
aware qf one’s hand to be focally aware of the cave. As a generalizatiorz
of this idea, Polanyi (1969) suggests that focal awareness of obiects is
produced by tacit awareness of the body; we become aware of Job'ects
only by being aware through the sense receptors and interpretationjs s-
tems of the body. The stick, as a tacit extension of the body, serves a: a
concrete example of a multiplicity of potential tacit extens;ons. These
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range from other concrete objects used as tools for the direction of focal
awareness to the more abstract systems of cognition and perception by
which the mind directs focal awareness in the same way.

B. The Tacit-Focal Function

The translation of this metaphor into a useful model of social cogni-
tion begins with the realization that awareness of the social environment
has a directed, vector-like quality. One does not merely perceive or
attend to aspects of the social environment; rather, such focal awareness
is always directed through a tacit awareness system in which focal entities
are given their identifiability, meaning, and value. So, for a conscious
thought or percept to occur, there must exist a tacit awareness system
through which it may be brought into focal awareness. This characteriza-
tion of the production of consciousness can be summarized in this way:
Tacit awareness supplies the dimensions and metrics by which entities given focal
awareness are constituted, comprehended, and evaluated. This general rule
may be called the tacit-focal function. ‘

Interpreted at a basic level, this function merely asserts that one must
know both what is tacit and what is focal for the nature of a percept to be
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situations that are lent focal awareness have more compelling implica-
tions for our behavior (Langer, 1978); emotions to which our focal
awareness is drawn are felt more strongly (Scheier & Carver, 1977); the
agents we pay special attention are seen to have greater causal efficacy
(Duval & Hensley, 1976). These effects occur not only because of the
presence of focal awareness, but also because of the specific tacit systems
that are engaged. Just as the sentence context within which a word is
perceived may determine the word’s meaning, the particular tacit system
that serves as a link to focal awareness determines the nature of the
comprehended focal entity.

.The most critical aspect of comprehension is evaluation, and it is af-
fected by the tacit—focal function in a similar way. First, the dimensions,
standards, or values by which an entity is evaluated are compoanents of
the tacit system; for this reason, the contents of tacit awareness will
determine whether any focal entity is seen as good or bad. Second, the
extent to which an entity is subject to any evaluation suggested by the
tacit system is dependent on the extent to which the entity is given focal
awareness. Focal awareness of oneself, for instance, seems necessary for
the onset of self-evaluation (Duval & Wicklund, 1972). And more gener-
ally, Tesser (1978) has shown that thinking carefully (and hence, focally)

specified. In the constitution of entities, tacit awareness lets us become
focally aware of “things”; the flow of experience is partitioned into units,
identifiable as separate from the remaining body of experience. Actions
and events are constituted from the temporal flow (Newtson, 1976),
people and groups are constituted as: entities from the field of social
experience (Heider, 1958), and more generally, things are constituted

through the differentiation and integration of experience (Wegner &

Vallacher, 1977). For anything like this to occur, the experience must be
given focal awareness. Phenomenologists such as Schutz (1967) have
long recognized that conscious awareness of experience leads to “objec-
tification” in this way, but have not appreciated the role of tacit aware-
ness in the process. Quite simply, it is tacit awareness that provides the
specifications whereby constitution is carried out. The constitution of
focal entities occurs when tacit awareness suggests what should and
should not be included in the definition of each entity.

Focal and tacit awareness are similarly interdependent in the com-
prehension of experience. Entities that appear in focal awareness are
comprehended in the sense that they are located in a tacit mental system
of other entities; they may be categorized, given a dimensional repre-
sentation, placed in a semantic network, or simply imaged. In any of
these mental systems, the focal entity becomes linked with other entities
and is thereby given meaning in relation to them (Wegner, 1977). So,

about anything tends to polarize one’s attitudes toward that topic of
thought. : ' »

To summarize these ideas about the tacit-focal function, it is helpful
to return to the cave for some illumination. Suppose that one is poking
the stick at a particular spot on the floor. The tacit-focal function says
that the spot will be constituted (“here’s something”), comprehended
("this seems to be a drop-off”), and evaluated (“I'd rather not be put on
the spot, thanks”). And, because of the interdependence of tacit and
focal awareness suggested by the function, it can also be said that (a) the
particular focal spot is known (constituted, etc.), whereas other (non-
focal) spots are not known; and (b) the particular tacit stick determines
how the spot is known, in a way that other tacit sticks might not. In short,
every act of cognition is specifiable in terms of two features: What is tacit
and what is focal.

C. The Awareness of Social Entities

The tacit-focal function provides an appealing way of expressing how
people are represented in our thoughts. To begin with, it seems obvious
that people—specific others, groups, and even oneself—can be objects of
focal awareness. We can think about these entities, categorize and
evaluate them, and otherwise consider them in consciousness. A more
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subtle but equally important idea is that we may be tacitly aware of such
'social entities. That one may be tacitly aware of oneself, of course, fol-
lows from Polanyi’s (1969) observation that one can qnly see the wor'ld
(or the cave) through oneself. But in a wide range .of instances of social
cognition, it seems we also use cognitive constructions of other people
and groups in this way. When our attention is directed towar(.i the sky by
a crowd looking upward, for example, or when our attention is moved to
a stubborn soft-drink machine by a person doing battle with it, we are
using knowledge of these people as an instrumen} thqt guides our focal
awareness beyond the people themselves to their situations. In this sense,
we may be tacitly aware of others. . . .
This line of reasoning suggests that a useful analysis of social cogni-
tion can be made by considering separately each of the major ways in
which a person may be aware of a social entity (cf. Wegner & (.}1u11an.o,
1982). An outline of these forms of social awareness, partitioned in
terms of tacit versus focal awareness of self, of a specific other, and of a
group, is presented in Table 3.1. Each of these forms of social awareness
may be considered a “state” of the person’s awareness because each
portrays the particular form that cognitive processing may_take for an
instance of social cognitive activity of indeterminate duration. Each is
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Wicklund's (1972) “subjective self awareness.” Focal self awareness, in
turn, may be seen as a variant on Duval arid Wicklund’s “objective self
awareness” and on the several early phenomenological and symbolic
interactionist treatments of the reflective “social self” (Cooley, 1902;
Mead, 1934; Schutz, 1967). Continuing through the tabled awareness
forms, it can be noted that tacit other awareness corresponds in some
ways with “empathy” (e.g., Stotland, 1969), “role-taking” (Flavell, Bot-
kin, Fry, Wright, & Jarvis, 1968), and the phenomenal state of “intersub-
Jectivity” (Schutz, 1967), whereas focal other awareness is reminiscent of
Heider’s (1958) suggestions regarding the state of mind necessary for
the construction of people as phenomenal objects. Finally, the forms of
group awareness can be seen together in Cooley’s (1902) ideas about
“we-feeling,” and are differentiated into both focal and tacit forms in
Holzner’s (1978) arguments on the phenomenal representation of
groups as objects versus subjects. Although a knowledge of this rich
history is helpful for understanding the forms of social awareness, it is
not crucial, as the key aspects of all of these traditions appear to be well
characterized by the tacit-focal function.

These six forms of the awareness of social entities are only the ele-
ments of an even more complex system. It can be suggested, for exam-

also viewable as an extension of the tacit self; because one invariably
takes one’s own perspective as the starting point for any pther form of
awareness, the self is alwa}'ls in the most basic tacit position across the
forms of awareness. ‘

As will be seen in upcoming sections of this chapter, these forms of
awareness hold certain features in common with conceptions introduced
in both the early and recent history of social psychology. Tacit self
awareness, for example, is similar in some aspects to the “natural at-
titude” of phenomenology (e.g., Schutz, 1967) and to Duval and

Table 3.1
Forms of Social Awareness

Position of social entity

Awareness form Tacit Focal
Tacit self awareness Self Self’s situation
Focal self awareness Self Self o A
Tacit other awareness Self, other Other’s situation
Focal other awareness Self . Other o
Tacis group awareness Self, group Group’s situation
Focal group awareness Self Group

Ple, that one could be tacitly aware of a group while holding a particular
person in focal awareness; this sort of thing could occur when, for
example, one’s carload of compatriots is delayed on the way to an impor-
tant event by a heedless, foot-shuffling pedestrian. Alternatively, one
might be focally aware of oneself through tacit awareness of a specific
other; the state of consciousness that ensues when one commits an indel-
icacy under the gaze of a haughty waiter is an example. This soon-
dizzying array of combinations is limited in two ways. First, there are
rules of combination that indicate which forms of awareness are
“grammatical.”? Second, there is the even more severe pragmatic limita-
tion of the capacity of the human mind for tacit extension. Because one
does not make many sensible judgments when asked to take a perspec-
tive on a perspective on a perspective on an object, it seems reasonable to
assume that this limitation is quite stringefit. Although the entire set of
combined awareness forms that may exist under these limitations are of
potential interest, the elemental forms presented in the table are of.
prime interest, and therefore they will be considered in greatest depth.

?The combination rules may be specified in this way: (a) Any form of social awareness
consists of a string; (b) the string begins with tacit awareness of self; (c) the string continues
with tacit awareness of an ordered array of social entities numbering zero or more; and (d)
the string ends with focal awareness of a single entity or with focal awareness of the
situation of the most recent entity in tacit awareness.
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D. Aware s and Justice

It is the general thesis of this chapter that a perceiver’s form of
awareness detérmines what is seen as just. In this regard, the present
view shares certain assumptions with previous treatments of justice as a
system of social cognition (e.g., Kohlberg, 1969; Lerner, Miller, &
Holmes, 1976; Selman & Damon, 1975) and social evaluation (e.g., Fein-
berg, 1970; Pettigrew, 1967; Wegner & Vallacher, 1977). That justice is
dependent on what one understands about a social exchange, that it
operates on a complex set of variables only some of which are seen as
relevant to any particular exchange, and that it results both in the evalu-
ation of persons and in the evaluation of their situations, for instance,
are propositions derivable from these writings. The special contribution
of the present approach is the tacit-focal function.

The tacit-focal function specifies that tacit awareness supplies the
dimensions on which evaluation is accomplished, whereas focal aware-
ness contains the target of the evaluation. When questions of justice,
fairness, or deserving are posed, it is likely that they will be answered by
a perceiver only by reference to the immediately available contents of
these two systems. If one is tacitly aware of another person, for instance,.
and is asked what this person deserves, the person’s situation is focal and
it is the situation that will be evaluated; this evaluation will be carried out
on the basis of dimensions supplied by tacit awareness of the person. If
one is focally aware of the person, however, and.the question of deserv-

ing is raised, then the person will be evaluated with respect to dimen-
sions supplied by the self’s tacit system. The rule underlying this case can
be extended from other awareness to self-awareness and group aware-
ness as well. In each case, tacit awareness of a social entity (self, other, or
group) leads to an evaluation of the entity’s situation, while focal aware-
ness of the entity leads to an evaluation of the entity. These different kinds
of evaluation contribute to decisions about what is just in different ways.

Tacit awareness of a social entity (self, other, o group) produces an orienta-
tion toward the needs of the entity; the entity’s situation is evaluated in focal
awareness in terms of its provision of those needs. This proposition acknowl-
edges that the tacit evaluation system held by any social entity is likely to
evaluate focal contents in terms of their hedonic consequences for the
tacit entity. When in a state of tacit self awareness, for instance, one
inspects the focal environment with a view toward the satisfaction of
simple self-interest; focal entities are good or bad only when they are
good or bad for self. When tacit awareness of others or of groups is
overlaid on tacit self awareness, the focal situations of these entities are
evaluated with respect to their satisfaction of the needs and interests of
the tacit other or group. A concern for one’s social responsibility (Ber-

kowitz, 1972) or for the allocation of resources according to need
(Lernerh, 1975; Leventhal, 1976) is likely to be felt. In sum, to ?he degre
Fhat tacit awareness of a social entity is engaged, what the,entit desegru X
is calculated according to what the entity wants. ! *
F ocal awareness of a social entity (self, other, or group) produces an orienta-
tion toward the evaluation of the entity; the entity is evaluated in focal awareness
n t.erms‘of :ctandards that serve the interests of the tacit system that is engaged.
This prmqple reiterates the tacit-focal function, but in such a wa thit 2;
sc?cond major relationship between awareness forms and justiceycan b
dlscernf:d. The idea that social entities may be evaluated in focal awan;3
ness with respect to their adherence to standards that are in the
interest of (tacit) others allows for the operation of a contribution rule in
the judgment of what is fair. The broad precept that “you get what you
pay for.," as embodied in exchange rules such as the personal contZzict
and social contract (Lerner, 1975), the equity norm (Walster, Berscheid
&‘ Wa.lster, 1973), the reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960) ,or the con:
trlbuFlon rule (Leventhal, 1976), becomes available as a r;leans of cal-
cula'tmg deserving when social entities occupy focal awareness because
the interests of most tacit entities are met by the regular application of
Zuch,a 1;;11(;. }Il n suirlnLto the degree that focal awareness of a social entity is
ngaged, what the entity d. i i
emgit)g °d, W y deserves is calculated according to what the
These two propositions, one relating tacit awareness to a need rule
and the other linking focal awareness with a contribution rule, provide
yseful way of representing much of what is known about the ir’ltlzrface oaf
Justice and social cognition. The idea that different distribution tactics
may be used in different interpersonal settings, a common one in justice
tl.mfeory (Lerner et al., 1976; Leventhal, 1976), is captured by these Jro 0
sitions when it is recognized that different interpersonal settinps nrl)a_
instigate d_iffe}"ent predominant awareness forms. The ascriptiongof var}-l
iations in justice strategies to developmental changes or individual dif-
ferences (Gu.nzpurger, Wegner, & Anooshian, 1977), in turn, may be
traced to variations in the propensity or capacity to adopt the (,iiffeient
awareness forms. In the following sections, both situational and indi
yldual difference determinants of specific awareness forms are ma g
in greater detail, and the evidence on the proposed relationshi betppe
each awareness form and justice is explored. ppeteen

II. AWARENESS OF THE OTHER

The observation that others may b
. _ y be comprehended not only as obj
in the world but also as subjects through which the world mayybs \(/)ig::;
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is an old one in social theory (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934; Schutz, 1967).
The features of this distinction emphasized in such early treatments
remain essentially intact when they are formalized in terms of the tacit-
focal function. Focal other awareness corresponds to viewing the par-
ticular other as a social object or entity; the other is focalized as a means
of understanding his or her status as a responsible human agent who has
potemial'impact on the tacit self. Tacit other awareness, in contrast,
corresponds to seeing the other’s environment from the perspective of a
tacit cognitive construction of the other’s subjective stance; the other’s
situation is focalized as a means of understanding his or her actions,

motives, and goals.

A. Focal Other Awareness

1. DETERMINANTS

The teﬁdency to hold others in focal awareness is a pervasive one in
mental life. In the stream of an observer’s experience, another person
appears as a stricture or “bottleneck” in the flow; prior events act as
causes in changing the person, and then in complex and often unantici-

pated ways, the person acts as an “origin” of turther changes and events
in the environment (Heider, 1944). For this reason, and because the
behaviors of others may often have hedonic consequences for the ob-
server, others are constituted in the observer’s focal awareness as mean-
ingful ‘entities that may  be judged, compared, categorized, and
evaluated. Focal other awareness, like the “value maintenance set” de-
scribed by Jones and Thibaut (1958), is aroused by the perceiver’s needs
to understand and control the impingements of the social world on the
self. _
In large part, the study of person perception in social psychology is
the study of how persons are perceived in focal other awareness. When
observers report on the traits of a person, evaluate the person, judge the
person’s physical or mental qualities, or otherwise ascribe properties to
the person as an entity, focal awareness of the person is necessary. The
other is seen as an entity whose features and attributes are (at least for the
moment) static and identifiable, and to whom responsibility for behavior
and events may be directly attributed. This close correspondence be-
tween focal other awareness and personal attribution of causality to the
other is the basis for an important general rule. Because focal other
awareness is the necessary precursor to such personal attribution, it can
be said that many of the determinants of personal attribution may oper-
ate as such only because of their impact on focal other awareness.
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Examining previous research and theory with thi in mi
range of variables can be isolated that are likZly instigalfo::l:f lfr(l)cgilgg; .
awareness. Personal attributions often result, for example, when t}?r
observer !acks knowledge of the other’s situation (Kelley 1;)67) whee
the other is perceptually salient (McArthur & Post, 1977; T’aylor &’ Fisk y
1978), when the other is seen as very unlike the self (’Ross Greene gc,
House, 1977), or when the other’s actions have hedonic re’leva‘nce ,for
self (Jones & Davis, 1965). Although attribution theory has not provided
any framework within which all of these determinants might med uni- -
tary representation, the tacit-focal function makes their internal coh )
ence quite clgar. It is reasonable that focal other awareness (and henzr-
pex:sonal attribution) should occur (a) when the other is difficult to kn "
tacitly beFause his or her situation is unknown; (&) when the other’s stat(:::
as an object of perception and conscious thought is made salient; (o)
when the other is seen as sufficiently different from self that ;a it
awareness of ‘the other is precluded; and (d) when the other is hi hcll
relevant to the well-being of the tacit self. In broad outline, then, tEesZ

are the pl‘ per[les Of lnterpel‘son tt1 that 1 ()(1 c
O J al settngs h ntr {
g ) uc focal Other

ATTITUDE INFERENCE‘

Accordn'ig to the justice propositions developed earlier (Section.I D.)
the ev.aluatlon of the other that-occurs in focal other-awareness is callr' d,
out with reference to rules or standards of social exchange fairnessleA
focal o.ther who makes an input appropriate to the level of outcome tilat
is recelv?d will be evaluated positively, whereas one who obtains out-
comes disproportionately higher or lower than inputs will be evaluated
negatively. Because most social psychological studies of person percep-
tion are conducted under conditions likely to induce focal otherpawarg-
ness in obs?rvers, it is not surprising to find that results consistent with
these predlct'ions have been reported frequently in the person per
ception and justice literature (see, e.g., reviews by Austin, Wal : &-
Utne, 1976; Leventhal, 1976.)? ’ Ste'r’

Perhaps the best known illustration of the ifnpact of focal other
awareness on justice and evaluation is the “just world phenomenon”
(Lerner, 1971; Lerner & Miller, 1978; Lerner & Simmons 1966). This
phenomenon was observed when Lerner and Simmons (’ 1966) 'asked

s . oL
N Thf' hllghly se‘iecuve citation of such research in this section is undertaken because for
e particular studies cited, there exists compl
: ' plementary research demonstrating h
servers’ evaluations and inferences chan i s Thoe
; ge when they are tacitly awar
studies are taken up in Section II. B. 2. ! ’ e of orties. These
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observer-subjects to give their evaluations of a target person who
underwent a series of painful electric shocks. As compared to evalua-
tions of a person who did not receive shocks, these evaluations were
decidedly negative. Because such derogation of the victim does not ob-
tain when the victim is given proper monetary compensation for the
pain and suffering (Lerner, 1971), it appears that negative evaluation
during focal other awareness occurred only when the other received the
shocks in an unfair exchange. When a balance between input (shock
reception) and outcome (monetary compensation) was maintained,
evaluations of the victim were no longer negative and even became
slightly positive.

That the evaluation of focal others becomes negative not only when
they are victims of unfair exchanges, but also when they benefit from
such interactions is shown in an experiment by Alexander and Knight
(1971). These researchers conducted an observer simulation of the
classic cognitive dissonance experiment by Festinger and Carlsmith
(1959). Observer-subjects listened to an audio tape of an actor-subject
who agreed to performa task in exchange for money. The task varied in
pleasantness for different observers; for some, the actor was heard to
perform the relatively pleasant task of telling the truth (ie., advocating
‘participation in the experiment when he believed the experiment was
fun), whereas for others, the actor was heard to perform the unpleasant
task of lying (i.e., advocating participation in the experiment when he
believed it was boring). The monetary compensation given the actor also
varied for different observers from a low of $1 to a high of $20.

It would be expected that under the prevailing state of focal other
awareness, observers would evaluate positively the actor who did the
unpleasant task for high compensation, as well as the actor who did the
pleasant task for low compensation, because in both cases the actor en-
gaged in a fair exchange with contribution proportional to compensa-
tion. This is indeed what was found, as those conditions representing the
«reverse incentive” effect resulted in positive actor evaluation. The con-
ditions representing “incentive” effects, in turn, would be expected to
yield negative actor evaluations, and this also was found. When the actor
performed an unpleasant task for low compensation, like the shock recip-
ient in Lerner and Simmons’s (1966) research, he was disliked. When
the actor performed a pleasant task for high compensation, reaping an
‘unfair benefit by obtaining positive outcomes at litde expense, he was
also disliked. In short, adherence to the contribution rule produced
positive evaluations, whereas deviations from such a rule resulted in

negative evaluations.
This reinterpretation of the Alexander and Knight data holds special
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a.ppeal because it suggests a new way to conceptualize the reverse incen-
tive _eff:ect——the central phenomenon of dissonance, self-perception, and
intrinsic m'otlv.ati(')n research. The reverse incentive is portrayed in this
light as a justice phenomenon. The attitude inferences that observers
make in Bemian simulations (Bem, 1967, 1972) may simply be the result
of the expectation that a focal other will be fair. When the actor receives
alarge amqunt of money for doing a task (e.g., $20), observers infer that
Lhe'actor’s input must have been substantial and that the task was thus a
tedious one; when the actor receives little compensation.for doing the
task ge'.g., $1), observers infer that the task must have been an easgone
requiring little input. Attitude inferences observers make about the};ct
reflect these justice considerations, and task enjoyment is found t l(:r
related to incentive magnitude in a reverse manner. o
Focal awareness of another person, as described here, is a state in
whl.ch observers evaluate the other according to a contrib’ution rule of
soc1'al exchange, and make attitude inferences about the other on the
bﬁsm of Eihat ru!e as well. The possibility that this inference structure
gfatﬁierslexrtasrzcatt;;il.ly when tacit other awareness is adopted is the topic

B. Tacit Other Awareness
1. DETERMINANTS

‘ Conceptualized as empathy (Hoffman, 1976; Wegner, 1980), role tak-
ing (Flavell ¢t al., 1968), or perspective taking (Selman ’1976- S’elman &
Damor}, 1975), tacit other awareness has been treated ;s a dévelo men-
tal variable in many previous frameworks. Though focal other all)ware-
ness may also- depend on cognitive abilities that mature with develop-
ment, it is fair to say that tacit other awareness depends ona somewhgt
more complex set of abilities and hence appears even later in develop-
ment. The capacity to entertain thoughts about a situation from the tac};t
viewpoint of another person may vary among individual adult observers

Fhf{n, as a result of differential levels of cognitive maturation. Even so i;
is likely that adults normally have the capacity for both tac{t and foéal
other awareness and that fluctuations between states are in large part
determined by situational variables. 8e b

. The situational determinants of tacit other awareness can be iden-
tified broadly as the complements of factors that increase focal other
awareuness. Tacit other awareness would be expected to ensue to the
extent that (a) the other’s situation is clear and salient; (5) the other’s
status as an object of perception and thought is not salient; (¢) the other



is seen as similar to the self; and (d) the other’s actions are not det-
rimental to the well-being of the tacit self. An increase in attribution of
the other’s behavior to situational factors—a central indicant of tacit
other awareness—has been observed in a variety of studies manipulating
‘one or more of these factors (e.g., Storms, 1978; Taylor & Fiske, 1975).
Perhaps most commonly, however, researchers have manipulated this
awareness form by taking advantage of observers’ ability to secure con-
scious control of it in response to instructional sets. In some studies,
observers have been told that they would shortly be taking the role of the
actor themselves (e.g., Wolfson & Salancik, 1977); in others, they have
been given direct instructions to empathize with the actor (e.g., Gould &
Sigall, 1977; Regan & Totten, 1975; Stotland, 1969; Wegner & Finstuen,
1977); in yet others, they have been instructed to read a story from a
particular person’s point of view (e.g., Pichert & Anderson, 1977). The
results of these manipulations generally seem to parallel those that
would be expected to occur in response to the naturally occurring en-

vironmental influences previously listed.

CONSEQUENCES FOR ! TUAN ATION AND

ATTITIINE INFERENC

~The initial consequence of tacit other awareness is that the other is not
evaluated. The other is used merely as a cue to direct focal awareness
toward his or her situation, and so the other escapes accountability for
behavior and events. This point is well made in a study of the “just
world” effect by Aderman, Brehm, and Katz (1974). These researchers
gave empathy instructions to observers who then witnessed the experi-
ence of an innocent victim receiving shocks. Although subjects who were
not given special instructions derogated the victim in this setting—
replicating Lerner and Simmons’s (1966) original demonstration—those
subjects given empathy instructions did not engage in such derogation.
Rather than condemning the victim for participating in an unjust ex-
change, they remained neutral. Such “leniency” has been found to
characterize empathic observers in a number of other studies (e.g.,
Archer, Foushee, Davis, & Aderman, 1979), and may be considered a
central property of tacit other awareness. '

The state of tacit other awareness leads the observer to evaluate the
other’s situation with reference to the other’s needs and goals. When an
observer reads a story with the perspective of a particular person in
mind, for example, the story information relevant to the person’s goals is

iven greater attention and rehearsal for memory (Pichert & Anderson,
1977) and the person’s feelings and need states are more often consid-
ered (Bower, 1978). Observers instructed to empathize with live or

ﬁlme(.i others are also likely to attend to need states (Stotland, 1969
situational factors (Regan & Totten, 1975). And it'is well d:)cu o
t}?at tacit other awareness (induced through instructions or throumle;med
mpulatqd perceptions of similarity) can increase an observer’s behiv'mai
responsiveness to the other’s needs (Aderman & Berkowitz llﬁ;);(a)l'
l?rebs', 1975). In tacit other awareness, justice is served when a"‘ o d”’
situation is ‘encoumer'éd and the other’s needs are thereby met; fogr ?h’
reason, tacit other awareness should often lead observers to (; t f p
need-based allocation of resources to the other. P
'Some further insight into the inference processes that accompan
tacit other awareness can be gained by considering again the jud nF nty
observers m?l.ce in the Bemian simulation of the Festinger andJ Caglsrflit}:
(1959) cognitive dissonance study (cf. Section 11. A. 2.). If it is true that
observers who adopt tacit other awareness of an actor foresake the so 'al
exche,mgfe evgluation of the actor for a need-based evaluation of (t:;f
actor’s situation, it is possible to predict that observers in such a st te
would make attitude inferences in line with an incentive effect Wha 5
these observers find that an actor obtains $20 for doing a task' as -
posed to 1?1 for doing the task, they should infer that greater sui)' t(') e
need gratification has been achieved by the actor. Hence whenjzckw;
how much the actor liked the task, they should evaluate tBé task—a ar
of the act'or’§ situation—as more positive with increasing a-mountls)ar;
money. Findings precisely in line with this expectation have been o
ported by Wegner and Finstuen (1977); observers given empath in-
structions made inferences about actor enjoyment of the task thp ied
directly with incentive magnitude. avaried
The summary implication of this discussion of focal and tacit oth
awareness s this: To the degree that oneis focally aware of another tlfr
other’s joys are seen as paid for with sorrows and the other is di’ y
proved if this is not so; but to the extent that one is tacitly awarzap;
another, the other’s joy is held as a goal and the other’s situati g
esteemed when this goal is fulfilled. en e

III. AWARENESS OF THE SELF

Like the forms of other awareness, the forms of self awarene
;raceal?le to an array of early philosophical and p'sycholisgiil::le
rarpeworks. But unlike other awareness, the topic of self awareness ha
achieved current prominence in a major social psychological theor —thcsa
theory of objective self awareness proposed by Duval and Wicyklund
(1972), These theorists suggest that individuals spend some moments in
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an outward-focused state of attention (subjective self awareness) and
others in a reflective state (objective self awareness). During objective
self-awareness, the individual becomes acutely aware of a salient discrep-
ancy between behavior and a standard for behavior, and feels a nega-
tive or positive affective state as a result of the direction of this discrep-
ancy (Wicklund, 1975). The implications of this motivational system for
action are clear: If the discrepancy is positive, the person attempts to
approach or remain in the state of objective self awareness, whereas if
the discrepancy is negative, the person attempts either to avoid the self-
focused state or to reduce the discrepancy through action or attitude
change. These ideas have been supported by a sizable body of research
(see reviews by Wicklund, 1979a,b; Wicklund & Frey, 1980), and are
essentially compatible with the present analysis. In the main, the present

concepts of focal and tacit self awareness can be equated with objective

and subjective self awareness, respectively.

More than a simple renaming, this conceptualization of self
awareness in terms of the tacit-focal function provides a useful supple-
ment to the original theory in two ways. First, by considering subjective
self awareness as a state in which the person is tacitly aware of self, it
becomes possible to make suggestions about what may guide behavior in
this state; although objective self awareness theory has little to say about
this problem, the tacit-focal function offers the suggestion that self-
interest should serve as the primary goad to action in tacit self awareness.
Second, the present formuilation also helps to clarify how the source of
particular standards adhered to in the objective or focal self awareness
state may be specified; quite simply, the tacit-focal function indicates
that evaluation of self in focal self awareness takes place with regard to
standards that serve the interest of whatever social entity is held in tacit
awareness. This idea allows for the expansion of self awareness notions
to include the processes of self-presentation and impression manage-
ment. These amplifications of the conception of self awareness are taken

up in turn in this section.

A. Tacit Self Awareness and Self-Interest

Tacit self awareness is the most basic form of social entity awareness
in two senses. First, echoing the point made by Polanyi (1969), one is
focally or tacitly aware of environmenta! objects, persons, or groups,
only by being tacitly aware of oneself. Because this awareness form is the
first knowledge system in a chain of systems that may have several links,
it is always engaged as a prelude to the activation of the other systems;

and thus is basic in this structural sense. Only when tacit or focal
ness of some social entity serves the interests of the tacit self will aaw;;lre-
form of awareness be assumed. The second way in which tarfot o
awareness is fundamental becomes apparent in thinking about thclt o
uration of the human being. Because self-reflection is not in thee o,
ince of very young children (Lewis & Brooks-Gunn, 1979; S lPI”OV_-
1976), or for th?t matter of most animals (Gallup, 1977)’ the sta;te f)fntl:r}’
self awareness is closer to the biological givens of the ’or anis) %
basic in a-developmental sense. anism and i
Tacit self-awareness in its “pure” form—without tacit or focal
ness of other social entities appended—occurs when the indial V'?rei
focus§§ on activities, tasks, or environmental objects. Perform‘;l ua
repetlt}ve or rhythmic task (Duval & Wicklund, 1973), for exam lng .
becoming involved in automatic (Kimble & Perlmute;' 1970) P ver.
leajrned behavior (Langer, 1978; Wicklund & Frey, 1980) ;s likel tor rouse
['hlS awareness form. It is under these conditiohs’that the ers)(,:moiamuse
hkely to scan the environment and operate on it accordin pto the d§ rtnOSt
of s.lrnplfa self-interest; those activities or objects thft romi . atlfs
gratification of needs are approached, whereas those that I;)hre [Se the
fon.tlnued gratification of needs are avoided. This sort of si:z ronal
guldance system” is evident even in animals and infants, and ma o
w1t}‘10ut any form of social self-reflection (cf. Vallach,er A\ o &
Hoine, 1980). » Wegner, &
It is during the state of tacit self awareness that the individual
eyaluates t'he environment in terms of the self-satisfactions it m 5 pro
vide. So, like the attitude inferences that are made when one oy ID'r(l)-
aware of another, the estimates of one’s own attitude offered du g tac
s<'elf'-a\‘~areness are likely to reflect the operation of an incenti\:ngf;aClt
Situations that hold appreciable rewards or satisfactions are .el 6‘3-
whereas those that yield lower levels of reward are not. Evidence 'Vafue ’
of this reasoning is available in several studies of the ;effect of mlcx)1 ary
compensation on task enjoyment. Experiments by Crano and rll\itar)’l
(1970) and Rosenberg (1965), for example, both may be interpret :;S?C
s.uch'terms. Subjects in these studies were asked to write a cgu‘:lte .
utudma}l essay in exchange for payment, and then were en a‘ede rfa ;
some time in abso'rbing tasks that quite likely promoted gtagcr:it s‘:&'
?lvlvareness (ie., walking and dr?wing, respectively). Subjects’ attitudes on
the essay topic reported following these activities were consistent with
incentive ‘mterpretation; the more money they were paid, the m¢ ham
'flgreed with their essays. Because agreement with a self—g,enerat::(rie vy
is a measure of the perceived enjoyment of writing it (Kruglanski lgzsg)y
’ b



both of these studies indicate that, among tacitly self aware subjects,
increased levels of need satisfaction were linked to increments in task
enjoyment. _

" The direct covariation of enjoyment with incentive in tacit self
awareness holds implications for an array of justice-related behaviors. A
person in this state would be more likely to follow the dictates of self-
interest in allocating rewards among members of a group; and when
performance is measured, a person aware of self in this way should work
hard to the extent that rewards for self are in view. The everyday exam-
ples of persons who, momentarily or chronically, are too busy, too dis-
tracted, or too absorbed in their own pursuits to consider the fairness of
their actions are many. Unbridled by concerns for others or for the
evaluatiop of self, the person in tacit self awareness is inclined toward

greed.

B. Focal Self Awareness and Justice

One may become focally aware of oneself in a variety of ways. Re-

search in the objective self awareness tradition of Duval and Wicklund

(1972) has most ofterr induced-this state in the experimental subject by

exposing the subject to his or her own mirror image. But other self-
focusing stimuli such as a camera (e.g., Vallacher, 1978), audience (e.g.,
Scheier, Fenigstein, & Buss, 1974), self-description task (e.g., Duval,
Duval, & Neely, 1979), or playback of one’s own tape-recorded voice
(e.g., Gibbons & Wicklund, 1976) or video image (e.g., Duval & Hensley,
1976) have been used to invoke the state, and a measure of the disposi-
tional propensity toward “private self-consciousness” (Fenigstein, Scheier,
& Buss, 1975) has been devised that holds promise as a measure of the
same construct (Carver & Scheier, 1978). The assumption underlying all
of these strategies for manipulating self-focus is that when a person is
reminded in some way about the status of self as an object of attention
and evaluation, the person will come to consider the self as a focal object
in other ways as well. The further proposition offered by the present
analysis is that focal self awareness produced by these or other means in
justice-relevant settings sets off an evaluation of self in terms of the

contribution rule.
. TASK ENJOYMENT AND SELF ATTRIBUTION
OF ATTITUDE :
To round out the discussion of task enjoyment and attitude inference
Jat has been broached at several points previously, it can be proposed
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&}at the person in a state of ’focal self awareness will regularly calculs
his or her own enjoyment of tasks in line with a reverse incenzl‘ cwate
Becat'lse the self may be evaluated positively in this state onl wl}‘;e’effec’t .
contribution is proportional to one’s compensation, it is likZl tlfn s
viduals given a certain level of compensation will computey that ndi-
-nitude of their contribution to maintain a positive self-view (f;:‘ g
large amount of money for doing a task or delivering an t;ssalvenha
person in this state should infer that the task was difficult or thy; the
essay was a lie and hence was difficult to deliver. Given little mon: tf :
these tasks, the person in this state should assume that the task wasy o
or that the essay was consistent with his or her own attitudes o
_ Unfortunately, experimental evidence bearing on. these pr.o ositio

is sparse. Although Wicklund and Duval (1971, Experiment g) fouril;
that subjects who were paid nothing for 'writing a counterattitudinal
essay reported attitudes more in line with the essay when the wera
mad.e self aware by means of a mirror, no reward magnitude va);iatios‘
was included in the experiment, so no conclusions regarding the pr
posed relation between focal self awareness and the reversegincerﬁio-
effect can be drawn. It is possible to suggest, however, that many of tl::
dissonance and self-perception studies that have yielded evidche of

-reverse incentive phenomena were conducted under conditions in which

subJect.s were in the state of focal self awareness. The reverse incentive
effect is most often observed when subjects are led to believe that the
have complete choice in deciding whether or not to engage in the ex):
change of reward for work (see, e.g., Folger, Rosenfield, & Hays, 1978)
When personal responsibility is accepted in this way, some reﬂec’tion on
self as a focal social entity is necessary (cf. Hampshire, 1960). So, it ma
be that the many instances of the overjustification or reverse in’centivz
effect (see Lepper & Greene, 1978; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976) occﬁr
becalfse responsibility acceptance invokes focal self -awar’eness and ‘it
associated inference system based on the contribution rule. ®

2. PERFORMANCE AND REWARD ALLOCATION

. :everal stu(;ii‘es have examined the connection between focal self
wareness and justice very directly. Gibbons, Wickl i

Ros.enﬂeld_, and Chase (1978, Exper)ilment 5); for insta:::: ,aﬁzg)’lgc‘;’ sfl:;
subjects whe had either been overpaid or equitably paid ’by an ix eri-
menter for doir_lg a task to have a chance to compensate the experi-
menter by working for a longer time. Whereas subjects given no s l()ecial
treatment to induce focal self awareness did not engage in mo‘repwork
when they had been overpaid, subjects made self-attentive by means of a
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mirror did restore equity in this way. Parallel findings have been ob-
served in a similar study by Reis and Burns (cited in Reis, 1978). When
subjects were either equitably paid or overpaid to perform a proofread-
ing task, overpaid subjects who did the task in the presence of a mirror
completed more work than did those who performed the task without a
mirror. At the same time, however, the mirror subjects also made more
errors, suggesting that they were fervently trying to get more work done.
Reward allocation as a function of self-focused attention has been
studied by Greenberg (1980). Subjects in this study were presented with
the problem of allocating payment to themselves and another partici-
pant for performance on 2 task; performance was (ostensibly) either
chance determined or contingent on the participants’ behavior, and sub-
jects were told that they performed better than, more poorly than, or the
same as did their partners. While some subjects made their allocation
decision in the presence of a mirror, others made the decision without
this self-focusing device. In both mirror and no-mirror conditions, allo-
cations made to self and other were essentially equal when performance
was chance determined; but when performance differences reflected
behavioral input differences between participants, subjects in both mir-
ror and no-mirror conditions allocated reward according to equity. What
is especially noteworthy about these results is that, in the latter condi-
tions, mirror subjects were more equitable than were no-mirror subjects,
apparently taking the differential levels of input more completely into
account in their allocation decisions. This finding is accompanied by
another interesting result: In answers to a postexperimental question-
naire, mirror subjects expressed greater concern than did no-mirror
subjects about the appropriateness of their allocations.
Although the research on the connection between self-focused atten-
tion and justice is just beginning, it seems that there is already firm
evidence indicating that self-focus results in behavior designed to adhere
to a contribution or equity rule. Subjects made focally self aware
through mirror presence increase their performance on tasks when this
“would serve equity and divide rewards between self and other in an
equitable fashion as well. A special caveat should be noted here, though,
in the service of completeness. The present framework coincides with
Duval and Wicklund’s theory in noting that a frequent and sometimes
prepotent response to self-focused attention is flight from the self-
focusing stimulus. Because the self-evaluation that ensues from failure
to meet the equity standard is phenomenally aversive, individuals in a
state of focal self awareness may often be guided by their tacit interest in
avoiding such displeasure to escape from the self-focusing setting. This
escape may disrupt or preclude attempts to be equitable.

JUSTIC [E AWARENESS OF SOCIAL

Tacit Perspectives and Self-Presentation

' A recurrent issue in writings on the self is the extent to which the self
is a stable aspect of the person. The idea that the self is typicall :
rputable and transient reflection of the person’s immediate so)c’glca' o
tion, although somewhat antithetical to theories of self-concept oilmallt-"
awareness, has gained currency in social psychological treatmentssef
self-presentation (e.g., Arkin, 1980), impression management ( ;
Tefieschi & Linskold, 1976), and situated identities (e.g. Alexand: g&,
Knight, 1971). Each of these frameworks suggests that k;eople ma rb
have in social settings not to be consistent with an internalized sZt (ff:
values or standards—a “true” self—but rather to be consistent with th
values or expectations of others. i
A_s a psychological theory, this view is incomplete. It fails to specif
any intrapersonal mechanism whereby the translation of others’ eg( ec)—’
tancies, or even the social definition of the situation, might be convep ed
into the individual’s understanding and behavior. To some extent Zhis
dlf.ficulty is remedied by thé recent attempts of self awareness the(;rists
to incorporate “fleeting,” social standards into their representations of
the self-awareness processes. Wicklund and Frey (1980), for instance
have argued that self-focus produces adherence to rules-one has most
recently af:ted upon, whereas Hull and Levy (1979) have proposed that
self-atte.nu.on may generally sensitize the person to self-relevant social
cues. Wlthm the tacit-focal framework, however, itis possible to provide a
resolution of even greater parsimony. Both the stable and variable as-
pects of self-evaluation can be represented when it is recognized that a
person may become focally aware of self either through the (stable) tacit
self or through the (variable) tacit awareness of specific others or groups

1. TACIT PERSPECTIVES ON THE FOCAL SELF

As a first step in considering the different tacit views from which the
self may be_ focalized, it is useful to specify in some greater detail the
nature of simple focal self awareness—the state in which the person
regards the focal self from the perspective of the tacit self (see Table
3.1). T}}e point to be made about this form of awareness, and to be
generalized to the other forms of awareness, is that the indiv;dual in this
state comes to view the self as a person. When the individual reflects on
self as a nonsocial entity—by attending to cognitive activities (Fiavell &
Wellman, 1977), for example, or to physical sensations or bodily states
(Pennebaker & Skelton, 1978)—particular aspects of the functioning of
self may be focalized and processes of self-regulation may be engaged
(Carver, 1979). But in these cases, the tacit perspective does not necesgar-
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ily constitute the self as a person, a responsible human agent in the field
of other social entities. It is only when the tacit self constitutes, com-
prehends, and evaluates the focal self as a person that considerations of
fairness and equity are brought to the fore. Under these conditions,
self-focused attention can be analyzed as a form of social entity aware-
ness.

This argument holds certain key aspects in common with the early
theoretical propositions of Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934). These
theorists suggested that, in development, the individual moves beyond
an egocentric perspective only by first taking the perspectives of others
and thereby viewing the self as a focal object. As the result of taking
many different perspectives on the focal self, then, the individual is said
to develop a cognitive construction of the “generalized other” that is
invoked later when self-reflection occurs without the presence of specific
others. In essence, the function attributed to the generalized other by
these theorists is the same function ascribed here to the tacit self. When
the tacit self constitutes the focal self as a person, the concept of “person”
serves to guide the evaluation of the focal self in terms of properties
(e.g., fairness) that are relevant to the evaluation of persons in general.
Just as the tacit self prescribes the evaluation of focal others in terms of
their worth as persons, it employs a “person” template in assessing the
properties of the focal self. When manipulations of self-focused atten-
tion highlight the uniquely “social” aspects of the person (e.g., the face in
the mirror or video monitor, the voice, the fact that one is viewed by
others, etc.), it can be expected that self-evaluation of exchange fairness
will ensue.

In looking beyond the typical experimental manipulations of self-
focus, it seems that there are many instances in which one’s status as a
social entity could be made salient in even more subtle ways. When one’s
behavior is known to others, for example, or when one’s attitudes are
made evident to them, an impetus toward viewing oneself as a responsi-
ble human agent could be experienced. In these cases, the direct atten-
tion of others toward oneself might not even be necessary to induce focal
self awareness; knowledge that others might have occasion to turn their
attention and evaluation toward oneself, one’s attitudes, or one’s be-
havior could produce tendencies to view the self focally. Knowledge of
this kind usually serves as the central manipulation in studies of self-

presentation.

9 DETERMINANTS AND CONSEQUENTS OF
SELF-PRESENTATION

- On encountering specific others or groups, a person’s typical reaction
is to focalize and evaluate them. But under certain conditions, this usual
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tendepcy is set a51.de and the person turns instead to a focal awareness of
self with the specific social entity in a tacit position. This pers i
self would be taken when (a) the specific social entit P e on
v 3 y is perceived as
relevant to the well-being of the tacit self; (b) the specific entity’s attentio
is or could be directed toward the self, the.self’s attitudes, or the self‘rsl,
behavior; (c) the specific social entity is seen as likely to evaluate the self
as a person; and (d) self-regulation in accord with the interests of the
specific entity could lead to the gratification of the tacit self. When these
conditions are met and the person enters this form of awareness, self-
evaluation will ensue in accord with dimensions derived from the per-
ceived interests of the tacit social entity. -

Now, in many cases of the presentation of self to others, one knows
very little about what specific interests the others may have. The “best
guess” in these cases would be to evaluate self on the basis of simple
“personhood,” opting then for a standard of equity. When this happens,
there is little reason to differentiate this awareness form from focal
self awareness through the tacit self. It is only when the tacit specific
other’s interests or desires are seen to deviate from a contribution or
equity rule that it becomes particularly useful to speak of self-
presentation or impression management. With very few exceptions,
however, the past literature on these processes has failed to offer ex--
perimental subjects any special information about the concerns of those
to whom their self-presentations will be made. As a rule, subjects are led
to believe that their responses or self-reports in an experiment will either
be public or private. In some studies, this variation has been achieved by
giving subjects to understand that their responses would be monitored
by someone (public) or not observed by anyone (private). In others, the
“bogus pipeline” technique of Jones and Sigall (1971) has been used to
accomplish a similar variation; some subjects’ responses are simply re-
corded on a questionnaire (public), whereas others’ responses are re-
corded while their physiological processes are ostensibly being checked
by means of a “lie detector” (private). Presumably, the subject in this
latter condition is motivated to report private or “true” responses by the
possibility that deviations from these will be known by the polygraph
operator. With both forms of the public-private manipulation, then,
public conditions mean public to the experimenter, and subjects are left
to guess what the experimenter’s interests might be. '

Under these conditions, subjects are presenting themselves to a spe-
cific other whose justice preferences are unknown. With this under-
standing in mind, it is possible to inspect the self-presentation literature
with a particular expectation: Subjects in public conditions should
adhere more closely to equity—the tacit self system’s rule for focal self-
evaluation. With measures ranging from self-reported guilt and unhap-



piness (Rivera & Tedeschi, 1976) to task performance and perceived task
difficulty (Morse, Gruzen, & Reis, 1976) to reward allocation preference
(Reis & Gruzen, 1976), this is exactly what has been found. Like the focal
self awareness induced by a mirror, focal self awareness induced
through the tacit awareness of specific others whose justice preferences
are unknown leads to greater acceptance of the standard of equity.

It should be noted that the experiment by Reis and Gruzen (1976)
included a condition in which subjects’ allocations were to be made pub-
ic to someone other than the experimenter—the group of coworkers to
whom the subject was allocating funds. Here, an equality rule was fol-
lowed. The appearance of this allocation tactic when one is made aware
of one’s membership in a group signals an important possibility that is
considered in detail in the next section. :

IV. AWARENESS OF HE GROUP

Because the idea of a group can exist in the minds of individuals, and
because a group so conceptualized seems to have properties of human
agency resembling those of an individu_al (Campbell, 1958; Heider,
1958), forms of group awareness can occur. One may be tacitly aware of
a group, evaluating its situation in focal awareness with the group’s
common interest in view; or, one may be focally aware of a group,
evaluating it with reference to the self’s tacit system. These forms of
awareness may be assumed with or without group membership. The
groups of which one is aware in these ways need only be assemblies of
individuals that are present in one’s immediate environment, ‘that
are held in memory as a unit, or that are expected to operate as a single
entity in the future.

A. Implications of Group Awareness

Since 1902, when Cooley supplied the label of “we-feeling” for the
awareness that individuals may have of their group, a variety of theoreti-
cal perspectives have arisen that examine the individual’s mental repre-
sentation of groups (e.g., Schutz, 1967; Wilder, 1977, 1978). Paralleling
this development, and beginning with the identification of “ethnocen-
trism” by Sumner (1906), several theories have also suggested that indi-
viduals may take different perspectives on groups—largely as a function
of whether the individuals are group members or not (Holzner, 1978).
The present analysis, guided in part by the formulation of Pennebaker,
McFlrea, and Skelton (1979), combines these two strains of theory by

suggesting that the individual’s perception of a group may be repre-
sented in terms of the tacit-focal function.

The implications of this idea can be explored in two domains. First,
there are a number of ways in which the forms of group awareness may
be helpful in conceptualizing an individual’s perceptions of what is just
or fair for the group as a unit. Second, because an individual’s focal
awareness has only limited capacity (Shallice, 1978) and hence may not
accommodate both a group and its individual members at once, group
awareness has important implications for the individual’s perceptions of
what is just within the group. These two sets of implications are taken up
in turn in this section. v ‘

1. JUSTICE FOR THE GROUP

Predictions about the influence of group awareness forms on an indi-
vidual's perceptions of what the group deserves follow in a fairly
straightforward way from an application of the tacit-focal function.
Whether the individual is engaged as group member, or is merely watch-
ing from the outside, an initial requisite is that the group be seen as a
unitary social entity. This first step may follow on perceptions of inter-
member proximity, similarity, or attraction (Heider, 1958), may accrue
from knowledge. of the. group’s common agency -or- common fate
(Campbell, 1958; Holzner, 1978), may be produced by tlie perceptual
salience of the particular grouping (McArthur & Post, 1977), or may
arise from any number of other variables that have the effect of intro-
ducing a social categorization (see, e.g., Gerard & Hoyt, 1974; Rabbie &
Horowitz, 1969). Groups comprehended as units may then be held in
either tacit or focal awareness.

Tacit group awareness results in “identification” with the group and"
concern for its interests. The group’s needs are used as a guide in
evaluating the group’s situation, and as noted earlier (Section III. C. 2.),
the tacitly known group could provide standards for the evaluation of
the focal self. More generally, though, it can be argued that this aware-
ness form should produce effects on the individual by operating much as
“reference groups” have been held to operate (see Merton & Kitt, 1950),
orienting the individual toward group goals. Focal group awareness, in
contrast, should lead the individual to conceptualize the group and to
evaluate it in terms of its fairness in exchanges with other entities. The
formation of a group stereotype and the development of prejudice, in this
light, are processes that occur when a group is held in focal awareness
and is seen as having some unfair advantage or disadvantage in ex-
change. ’

Concepts of group awareness are also helpful in understanding how



attentional processes may guide group perception aqd l_)e_havior. Al-
though in well-defined groups it is probably true that md1v1dua.ls most
often hold their own group in tacit awareness and oth.er groups in focal
awareness, certain principles of attention could override this tendency.
The figure-ground principle of Gestalt psychology (Koffka, 1935),'for
example, suggests that smaller entities are seen as figural or focal against
the ground of larger entities. Smaller groups, therefore, may often be
given focal awareness, whereas larger groups are not (see Duval &
Siegel, 1978; Wegner & Schaefer, 1978). As a consequence, extreme
evaluations of minority groups are more likely to be developed, both by
members and nonmembers. Because the majority is seldom lent focal
awareness, its adherence to fairness in exchange goes largely unchecked.

9. JUSTICE FOR THE GROUP MEMBER

An important set of predictions about justice within a group becomes
apparent on considering the potential conflict !)etween focal group
awareness and focal awareness of individuals within the group. When a
group member is focally aware of the group as a whole, the limited scope
of focal consciousness precludes the possibility that the member will be
able to hold self or any other particular member in focal awareness at the
same time. This idea is compatible with theories of deindividuation that
argue that an awareness of individuals is attenuated .by group me}nbef-
ship (Diener, 1979; Zimbardo, 1969), and is also cgnsmtegt w1.th le(‘ier.s
(1978) research showing reductions in responsibility attribution to indi-
viduals who are members of groups. The notion has been tested most
directly, however, in an innovative study by Pennebaker, McElrea, and
Skelton (1979). These researchers arranged for small groups of three or
four previously unacquainted subjects to be made focal}y aware of their
status as a social entity; each group met facing a large mirror in VthC.h all
the members could be seen. When these subjects were asked to indicate
their personal responsibility for a series of hypothgtical events, they
accepted less responsibility than did subjects who met in groups without
the mirror. Individual subjects asked these questions in mirror and no-
mirror conditions, however, replicated the earlier finding of D.uval and
Wicklund (1978); focal self awareness induced by the mirror increased
subjects’ acceptance of personal responsi})ility.

The reduction of personal responsibility felt by group mer‘nbers v{ho
are focally group aware may have an especially interesting
consequence—a reduction in the concern for equity w1th.nT the group.
Because the focal awareness and evaluation of any individual group
member is prevented, an equality rule is likely to prevail as the Fhos§n
allocation tactic. Such a rule should emerge as the “default option” in
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this case because it is the only adequate way to solve the problem of
resource distribution when differentiation among recipients is impossi-
ble. The frequent appearance of equal distribution in cases when indi-
viduals anticipate interaction (e.g., Shapiro, 1975), are motivated to
achieve group cohesiveness (e.g., Clark & Mills, 1979), or are uncon-
cerned with fostering individual productivity (see Deutsch, 1975) can be
explained with reference to group awareness in this way. In each of
these circumstances, individual group members are focalizing the group
as a unitary entity. This form of awareness places a strict limitation on
the extent to which individual group members can be identified, dif-
ferentiated, and ascribed portions of responsibility for a group product.
Focal group awareness, then, acts as an opaque window through which
only equality can be seen. _

Focal group awareness may also be a goal of individuals, and this
might affect internal reward allocation as well. Just as a person who has
achieved some special success may approach self-focusing stimuli to ex-
perience the positive self-evaluation more deeply (Wicklund, 1975), in-
dividuals in particularly successful groups might try to maintain focal
group awareness. Because any deviation from equality would have the
effect of identifying individual members and interfering with focal
group awareness, it would be expected that such successful groups
would prefer equality quite strongly. Groups that have some failure or
negative characteristic to dwell on in focal group awareness, in turn,
should be inclined to avoid equality and instead single out individual
members through equitable treatment. This analysis adds an interesting
footnote to the recently burgeoning literature on equity within close
relationships (e.g., Hatfield, Utne, & Traupman, 1979); to wit, when
equity is an important issue in a close relationship, the relationship may
not be that close after all. The avoidance of focal group awareness sig-
naled by a concern for equity suggests that the group is evaluated nega-
tively by its members.

B. Experimental Demonstrations

In contrast to the ideas of self awareness and other awareness, the
concept of group awareness is not traceable to any large body of con-
temporary research in social psychology. For this reason, and because
experiments on group awareness reveal the generality of the present
analysis of awareness states in a way that other investigations do not, two
experiments involving group awareness and justice by Giuliano and
Wegner (1981) are presented in some detail here.
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1. GIULIANO AND WEGNER (1981): EXPERIMENT 1

This study was designed as a preliminary test of the idea that focal
group awareness produces adherence to an equality rule in allocations
that are made within the group. The use of a paradigm similar to that of
Pennebaker et.al. (1979) made a test of the idea that focal self-awareness
results in equity feasible as well. Subjects of both sexes were randomly
assigned to the cells of a 2 (partner present versus partner absent) X 2
(mirror present versus mirror absent) design. In all cases, subjects were
told that they would be working on an individual task for 30 min, that
their partner (another subject) would be working on a similar task for 1
hr, and that they would be paid at the end of the session. Subjects
completed the. 30 min of work under one of the four conditions, and
then were taken aside and asked to divide $3 in quarters as payment for
themselves and their partners (who ostensibly continued working for the
full 1 hr). ‘

Focal self awareness wds expected to be aroused in the partner
absent-mirror present condition, as this is the usual manipulation of
self-focus used in the Duval and Wicklund (1972) tradition. Focal group
awareness was anticipated as a result of the partner present-mirror pres-
ent condition; like the manipulation successfully employed by Pen-
.nebaker ¢t al. (1979), the room arrangement in this condition-allowed
each subject to see both self and other in a large mirror placed on a table
before them. The partner absent-mirror absent condition served as a
comparison group in this design, as the arousal of neither focal self
awareness nor focal group awareness was expected for subjects working
alone without the mirror. Finally, a partner present-mirror absent con-
dition was included to find out whether partner presence alone would
produce effects more like those of self awareness or group awareness.

The amount of the $3 payment the subjects allocated to themselves
under these conditions is shown in Table 3.2; it should be noted that a
self-allocation of $1 would be an equitable response here, as subjects
ostensibly worked for half the time that their partners did. In an analysis
of variance, neither main effect was significant. Partner presence and
mirror presence did not have the simple additive effect on adherence to
equity that might be predicted on the basis of an “increased strength of
self-focus” hypothesis. Instead, the interaction of partner presence and
.mirror presence was significant (p <.02); although the relevant indi-
vidual comparisons did not all reach standard levels of significance, the
discernible trend is for greater adherence to equity with either mirror or

partner present. When both are present, and subjects can become focally
aware of the dyad, greater self-allocation is the result.
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Table 3.2
Self-Allocation as
Partner Presence'

Mirror Prese;

Mirror presence

Absent 48 (10) 23 (11)
Present Q7 (10) 36 (11)
) ) Wegn
“ Main entries ans in arenthetical entrie

number of subject

_ The inFrease in self-allocation under focal group awareness condi-
tions in this study might be interpreted in.two ways. An explanation that
might well be proposed by deindividuation theorists such as Diener
(1979) or Zimbardo (1969) would be that the awareness of one’s grou
membgrsbip acts as a simple releaser of self-interest. The presenI:
analysis, in contrast, suggests a different alternative. In this view, the
enhanced self-allocation in the-comparison condition (partner aBs’efntj
mirror absent) may indeed reflect self-interest, as it is likely that tacit
self-awareness was predominant for subjects under such circumstances
But the higher self-allocation in the focal group awareness condition is'
interpretable as a novement toward equality. A decision on the relative
validity of these interpretations cannot be made given the arrangements
qf tl’fis study. So, although these results signal the importance gf a dis-
tinction between self-focus and group-focus, they are not conclusive re-
garding the differential impact of these states on distribution tactics.

2. GIULIANO AND WEGNER (1981): EXPERIMENT 2

"li'his' study was designed to provide more complete information on
the justice preferences of individuals in states of focal self awareness and
foca_l. group awareness, and also to explore the operation of some new
manipulations of these states. The basic paradigm was straightforward:
After one subject had worked alone for 25 min, he or she was joined at :«;
tal')le by anothe‘r subject; the two proceeded to work individually for 25
min on questionnaires designed to assess their levels of focal self aware-
ness apd focal group awareness, and then were given individual forms
on which they were to indicate how the payment of $4.20 for the two of
them should be divided. Forty-seven subjects of both sexes participated
under these conditions, several of whom were tested with confederate
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partners when their subject partners failed to arrive. Of the total sample,
24 participated in the low-input.condition (25 min) and 23 participated
in the high input condition (50 min). ‘

Two questionnaires were used to assess subjects’ social awareness in
the experimental setting. One of these consisted of five responsibility
attribution items modeled after those of Duval and Wicklund (1973); in
contrast to the Duval and Wicklund procedure, however, which called
for the subject to consider a hypothetical incident (e.g., an auto accident)
and to assign a percentage of responsibility to self versus other, the
present items -allowed: subjects to assign responsibility to self, other or
group (both self and other). It was expected that self-attribution of re-
sponsibility-would serve as a measure of focal self awareness, whereas
attribution of responsibility to the group would tap focal group aware-
ness. Self-responsibility and group-responsibility indices were - com-
puted, therefore, as the sums of a subject’s responses of each type for the
five items. .

The second questionnaire was developed as an extension of the work
of Davis and Brock (1975); these researchers found that mirror subjects
asked to guess pronouns in foreign language prose more often guessed /
and me than did no-mirror subjects. For the present measure, then,
subjects were g _ i i issi
in each (cf. Wegner & Giuliano, 1980). A set of three plausible alterna- «
tive pronouns was provided for each blank, one a first person singular (I,
me, my), one a first person plural (we, us, our), and one a third person
singular or plural (he, she, they, him, her, them, his, hers, theirs). When
subjects chose pronouns under the instruction that the questionnaire
was planned to assess “ambiguity and redundancy in language,” it was
expected that the number of first person singular choices and the
number of first person plural choices would reflect, respectively, the
predominance of thoughts about self and about group in focal aware-
ness. Thus, self-pronoun and group-pronoun indices were computed as
the sum of these respective choices for each subject.

Correlations among the four indices of self-awareness and group
awareness are shown in Table 3.3. Because these indices show a reason-
able level of reliability and convergent and divergent validity for mea-
sures in this initial stage of development, séif-total and group-total indi-
ces were formed by summation of the standardized responsibility and
pronoun measures for each subject; correlations with these measures are
also shown in Table 3.3. Unfortunately, because self versus group
choices were ipsative in both the pronoun and attribution measures, it is
not clear whether the actual relationship between focal self awareness
and focal group awareness is the strongly negative one suggested by the_
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Table 3.3
Correlations among Awareness Measures

AWNNENESS 185U | 2 i

Sell pranin A

Sell-tesponsibilicy A7 (.60}
|, Self-toral Th
Lo Leroupepranaoun ] - 18 — 57 (641
Larusiipi-responsibiliry 15 Kl —.[32 I
0, Groupsetoral B (k] —. 8

ewreer Fromn Geoline and Wegner (10811, 1 Kperineny #

Barenthencal enories in diapamil are necritedn celialnbiies: ¥ = 47

—.78 correlation between the totals. This possibility should be kept in
mind, however, in interpreting the subsequent analyses.

Tz.lb.le 3.4 displays mean self-allocations for the high and low input
condlt‘lons when subjects are partitioned in two different ways. Analysis
qf variance on the upper half of the table revealed a significant interac-
tion of focal self awareness (as assessed by a median split of subjects on
the self-total index) and input (p <.02). The signi i i
WMWMWW
that this awareness form sensitized subjects to the input difference;
greater reward was allocated to self when self made a larger comributior;
of {ume. For subjects low in focal self awareness, the simple main effect
of input was not significant (or in the direction of equity).

When subjects are partitioned according to input and focal group

Table 3.4
Self-Allocation as a Function of Awareness Indices and Tnnnte

Input
Awareness score High Low
. Self-total index of focal self awareness
High . 2.28 (10) 1.83 (18)
Low 2.18 (13) 229 (1D
' Group-total index of focal group awareness
High 2.13 (14) 2.29 (9)
Low 2.87 (@ PRI
T wsuan Uiunano andg wegner (1981), Experiment 2.
Main entries represent means in dollars; parenthetical entries indicate ubjects in

gl‘Oup.



awareness as shown in the lower half of Table 3.4, analxsis of variapce
also indicated a significant interaction (p < :01). Her}e, a significant sim-
ple main effect for input exists only f01: subjects low in group awareness
(p < .01); these subjects adhere to equity, whereas those high in group
awareness show only a small difference b(?tweep mput'condmons ina
direction opposite that of equity. This striking dlspa.nty in tl}g effeg:ts of
group awareness versus self-awareness on allocation decisions is re-
flected as well in subjects’ responses to a ppstexperlmental questlor}na.lre.
Ratings of the importance of one’s own time worked and partner’s time
worked to the allocation decision were positively correlated with focal
self awareness measures but negatively correlated with focal group
awareness measures. . .

The summary implications of these ﬁndmgs are twof‘old. First, as
suggested by the justice propositions'derlved from the ta'cn-focal fu.nc-
tion, and as previously demonstrated in several other studies (see Secugn
I1I. B. 2), focal self awareness leads individuals to allocatc: resources in
line with the dictates of equity. This connection appeared in bot.h of the
present experiments, and so substantiates the tac1t—foc.al analysis of self
awareness phenomena. The second general conclusion to ‘b.e drawn
from this research is that focal group awareness leads 1nd1v1dpal§ to
distribute rewards equally within the group. Whereas 'Fhe first experi-
ment showed that focal group awareness relea§es individuals from the
constraints of equity to pursue another all(?cat.lon strategy, the second
experiment revealed that the strategy pf choice in t:ocal group awareness
is equality. So, even though equality is not ex.phatly represented as ar;
allocation option in the basic justice derivations from the tacit-foca
function, its presence can be interpreted in terms of s?aal entity aware-
ness nonetheless. By interfering with the individual’s appreciation of
separate group members’ inputs, fogal group awareness serves as an
antecedent of equal distribution within the group.

V. CONCLUSIONS

When any fairly compact explanatory system is imposgd on a preexist-
ing body of knowledge, there is boul}d to be some str_am: Th_e p_resgnt
analysis, in showing how several major patterns of distributive justice
(self-interest, equity, equality, and need) can b.e counted as consequences
of a single principle (the tacit-focal function), may be _partlcularly
strenuous in this regard. As a way of easing th1§ S[I‘all"l, it is helpful to
conduct two quite different concluding exercises. First, a workable
understanding of this system can be promoted by means of a general

example. Second, an appreciation of the future directions of this line of
inquiry can be achieved through the consideration of emerging ques-
tions. '

A. A General Example

Suppose that three diners conclude their meal and are given a single
check by the waiter. Diner A has partaken of a modest meal, Diner B has
enjoyed a feast complete with several drinks served in coconuts with little
umbrellas, and Diner C has contented himself with a cup of tea and a
bun. Suppose further that it is incumbent on Diner A to assemble the
payment for the meal. Now, if for whatever situational or dispositional
reasons, Diner A were to assume each of the six major awareness forms
in turn, what method of payment might he propose in each case?

In tacit self awareness, Diner A would be cheap. He might be inclined
to-wander away from the table, to wait for B or C to pick up the tab, or at
best, to round his contribution down as far as possible. Given focal self
awareness, in contrast, Diner A would be equitable. To be sure, he would
insist on paying his share of the check exactly. He might also prefer
equity in payments from B and C, asking B to contribute more to pay for
the more substantial meal, and C to give less for his snack.* Given tacit
other awareness of Diner B, A, as allocator, should be responsive to B’s
remarkable need for food, perhaps then “treating” him to the meal;
similarly, tacit other awareness of Diner C could lead to a “treat” for him.
Focal other awareness of B might make A particularly concerned with
squeezing the correct large payment from him, while focal awareness of
C should move A to make sure that C pays his correct small portion.
Note that in these cases, A’s tacit or focal awareness of a particular other
has no necessary implication for justice among those of whom A is un-
aware.

The impact of the forms of group awareness on bill setling in this
dining party would be determined by which particular diners comprised
the group of which A was aware. Tacit group awareness of the entire
group might lead A to suggest that they all skip the bill or at least stiff the
waiter. Focal group awareness of the entire group, in turn, would lead A
to call for equal payments from himself, B, and C; in addition, he might
be concerned about the overall equity of the exchange between his

*This prediction is not firm, however, Although the justice propositions do suggest that
equity should be followed in all transactions during focal self awareness, and although the
research reviewed indicates that this is clearly the case in constant-sum allocations between .
self and one other person, studies have yet to be conducted showing how self-focus affects
distribution among several others.
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group and the restaurant. Should A become tacitly aware of a specific
subgroup—say, B and C, or himself and C—then the needs of this sub-
group would be emphasized at the expense of the other diner and
perhaps the restaurant. And, if A were to become focally aware of such a
subgroup, then the amount owed in common by the subgroup would be
of prime interest.

This set of six awareness forms, then, certainly allows for a complex
array of perceptions of what a just response to the dinner check might
be. And, when it is recognized that several combining forms (e.g., A’s
tacit awareness of B during focal awareness of A and C) have their own
additional implications for justice perceptions and behaviors, it becomes
evident that there exists in this system sufficient complexity to account
for even the most dazzling and apparently chaotic of natural allocation
configurations. That this complexity can be reduced to the six elemental
forms of social awareness, which in turn can be traced to a single cogni-
tive rule about tacit and focal awareness, suggests that the study of justice
as a system of social cognition may be quite useful.

B. Emerging Questions

In looking past this analysis to the aspects of social awareness that may
be of future interest, several themes become prominent. At the outset, of
course, it seems necessary to gather evidence on several of the basic
connections between awareness forms and justice. In this chapter, a
number of these connections were made on the basis of reinterpretations
of research conducted by other investigators for other purposes, and
some of the connections were suggested as theoretical conjectures alone.
In service of plugging these holes, it seems that a more adequate and
integrated understanding of techniques whereby awareness forms can
be manipulated and measured is a necessary condition. :

Another theme arising from this framework involves the motivational
properties of the different awareness forms. It can be argued, for exam-
ple, that both tacit and focal self awareness have a strong impact on the
behavior of the individual; this is the message conveyed by Duval and
Wicklund (1972). But to what degree do other awareness forms share
this immediacy and activation potential? It seems that the forms of
group awareness, for example, might be particularly likely to involve the
mdividual in the same way that the forms of self awareness do—when
the individual is a member of the group. Unlike other awareness, or the
group awareness that occurs when one is not a member, awareness of
one’s own group would seem to be more personally and behaviorally
relevant. Instead of detachment and cool calculation, this awareness

form might engender affective and motivational reactions like those
engaged by the awareness of self. The immediacy of awareness forms to
behav1o'r production systems, then, is another important area for stud
A third theme embedded in-this analysis is the problem of meti—
awareness. Is it possible for individuals regularly to know or to control
their own states of social entity awareness? Although the successful use
of simple instructional sets to vary subjects’ forms of other awareness
suggests that meta-awareness of these states is child’s play, the findin
tha} individuals cannot usually report their own level of se’lf awarenes%
(Wicklund, 1975) indicates otherwise. Because such meta-awareness
could‘ prove to be an essential tool in the enterprise of moral education
questions such as these need to be raised and answered. ’
A final theme of interest is the question of the transformation of
knowledge structures that occurs when these structures are moved be-
tween tacit and focal awareness. An observer may judge a person to be
“greedy,” for example, when the person is in focal awareness; when the
observer later becomes tacitly aware of the person (for whatev’er reason)
does tl"le earlier attribution of greed lead the observer to become ex:
traordinarily attuned to the satisfaction of the person’s needs? In a
larger context, this question is one of the formation and 4'me;*active
development of the tacit system and focal consciousness. Satisfactor
answers to such questions would do much to further the understandiny
of the role of cognition in justice and social life. s
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