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Abstract

An experiment was conducted to examine the relationships among
dogmatism, perceived tairness, and subjects' affective responses and
performance effectiveness. One hundred and twenty male and female
university students were divided into three equity treatment groups:
equity, and inequity with ability or without ability to control
their inputs. Each inequity group was informed that greater inputs
were demanded of them than were demanded of the other groups in
exchange for the same rewards. Subjects were also blocked on three
levels of dogmatism. Each dependent variable was subjected to
analysis of variance in a 3 X 3 factorial design. Inequity with
input-control subjects reduced performance, while those experiencing
inequity without control reduced affect, in order to restore equity.
Dogmatism appeared to moderate the relationship between equity and
affect. Dogmatism was inversely related to perceived equity and

to affect. However, dogmatism was indepgndent of performance
effectiveness. Equity was the single factor affecting performance.
Evidently, dogmatism, as an index of an individual's value system,
relates to behavior in a manner that supports previous research in

Social Exchange, Protestant Ethic, and Equity theories.
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Dogmatism and Inequity:
Effects on Affect and Performance

Introduction

Background

Equity Theory is a process theory derived from Cognitive Dis-
sonance Theory (Festinger, 1957). Cognitive Dissonance Theory posits
that when an individual's expectancies about a situation are discon-
firmed, conflicting (dissonant) cognitions result which are discom-
forting to the individual. To reduce the discomfort, the individual
alters either: (a) his expectancies, or (b) his perceptions of the
disconfirming information.

In Equity Theory: (a) the individual has expectations of a
"fair'" return (outcomes) in exchange for his inputs; (b) when he does
not receive his concept of a '"fair'" return, '"inequity'" exists (Adams,
1963); (c¢) individuals in inequity situations experience distress, in
direct proportion to the amount of inequity they perceive themselves
as receiving; (d) to reduce the distress, the individual tries to
restore either actual or psychological equity (Walster, Berscheid, §&
Walster, 1973).

The individual may use one of two methods to form his concept of
a "fair" return. One approach is to compare his inputs and outcomes
with those of other individuals in the séme situation. Homans (1961)
expressed this in a formula stating that, when equity prevails, the
proportion of the individual's profits to investments (earnings ratio)
is equal to the earnings ratio of any other individual he chooses to

use for comparison. When the individual recognizes a difference
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between the two earnings ratios, he experiences inequity. Research
tends to support this comparison process and the attendant feelings of
distress due to inequity (Austin § Walster, 1974; Messé, Dawson, §
Lane, 1973; Radinsky, 1969; Wicker & Bushweiler, 1970).

The second method a person may use to form his concept of a
"fair" return is through his own "internal' standard. In this case
the individual has a socially-derived referent that he may use for
comparison purposes (Carrell § Dittrich, 1978). Research also sup-
ports this approach (Goodman, 1974; Lane § Messé, 1972; Middlemist §
Peterson, 1976; Weick § Nesset, 1968; Zedeck § Smith, 1968).

Inequity and Affect

Adams (1963) found that inequity resulted in distress, dissonance,
and internal conflict.’ Homans (1961) claimed that positive inequity
(overreward) produces guilt, and negative inequity (underreward)
produces anger. Other research also indicates that inequity causes
distress and negative affect. Whether or not the inequity is expected
has a direct bearing on the affective response. Unexpected inequity
leads to higher levels of distress than expected inequity. This con-
forms to Festinger's (1957) Cognitive Dissonance Theory in that, when
expected inequity occurs, expectancies are not disconfirmed, therefore
dissonance does not occur (Wicker & Bushweiler, 1970; Pritchard,
Dunnette, § Jorgenson, 1972; Austin § Walster, 1974; Ilgen § Gunn,
1976).

Incquity and Pcrformance

When inequity occurs through underreward, one of the strategies

individuals use to restore equity is to reduce their productivity.
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This can be done by reducing either work quality, quantity, or both.
The reduced input election strategy depends on the reward system
affecting the worker. A worker paid on a piecework basis, in an
inequity situation, reduces quality because it does not immediately
reduce his pay. Conversely, an individual paid an hourly wage, in an
inequitable situation, reduces quantity and quality because this
strategy demands the least effort and has minimum consequences on his
pay (Adams, 1963; Andrews, 1967; Lawler § O'Gara, 1967).

Choice and Performance

Some research findings seem to contradict Equity Theory. In
these cases (Linder, Cooper, & Jones, 1967; Collins § Hoyt, 1972;
Calder, Ross, § Insko, 1973; Folger, Rosenfield, & Hays, 1978)
individuals delivered high performance despite '"low'" levels of reward.
It should be noted, however, that the individuaI; had agreed to the
transaction, including the '"low" level of reward, prior to performing
the experimental task. If one accepts thevproposition that a form of
inequity can be created when denying an individual the ability to
control his inputs by disconfirming his expectations about the out-
comes of the transaction, then the converse should also apply. The
individual able to control his inputs, through his choice in agreeing
to the transaction, should not perceive himself as the victim of
negative inequity (i.e., underrewarded). It is possible that in
these cases the low reward was an expected outcome that subjects had
already accepted as part of an '"equitable'" transaction. The factor of
choice is important because it is another way of describing control

of the means to restore actual equity. When the means to restore
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actual equity are deni%d, the individual can only resort to restoring
psychological equity. When he does so, it is evidenced as increased
negative affect (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978).

Components of the Exchange Process

Vroom (1964) described several components of the process that
make it difficult to predict feelings of inequity. These cognitive
components are as follows: (1) self-image, (2) conviction of value
of inputs, (3) perceptions of reward, (4) perceptions of others,

(5) perceptions of rewards to others, and (6) tendency to compare.

The cognitions of no two people are identical. Therefore, it is
fallacious to assume that another individual perceives the same levels
of reward, or even the same inputs and outcomes, as the researcher.
Where the researcher's "set'" includes those extrinsic rewards he may
choose to offer, the subject may perceive his very participation as
part of the outcome. Each of these components is sensitive to indivi-
dual differences in perception.

Individual Differences

Individual differences in personality underlie the components.
Individuals differ greatly in their perceptions of the same things.
Allpbrt (1955) has described perception as 'mothing more nor less
than a discriminatory response.'" An individual may be limited in his
ability to discriminate by a restricted number of response categories,
either in the number of choices offered to him, or in his socially-
determined value system (Garner, Hake, & Eriksen, 1956). If an
individual possesses limited discrimination ability, then his per-

ception of each component, and his ultimate perception of equity, or



Dogmatism and Inequity
6

inequity, will be limited. The daily purchasing transactions of any
retail consumer typify this situation. . The consumer can observe
inputs (cost) and outputs (the product), in transactions for some
nationally advertised item, among some (but not all) referent others.
Some consumers extensively research costs to referent others and
outputs (product quality and features) obtained by referent others.
Those researching consumers become perceptive of inequity when they
find an item available at a ''mationally advertised price' in one
store, and the same item is available at a fraction of that price in
an equally accessible store. What is suggested is that discrimination
learning between levels of equity is the same as any other discrimina-
tion learning and that perception (sensitivity) of inequity is a
function of the ability to discriminate between degrees (levels) of
equity. In that context, sensitivity to inequity should vary among
individuals to the same extent as their value systems.

If individual value systems underlie perceptions of inequity,
then it becomes worthwhile to examine them further. One available
measure that suggests itself as a possible indicator of perceptual
discrimination ability for equity, is the Protestant Ethic Scale
(Mirels & Garrett, 1971; MacDonald, 1972; Greenberg, 1977, 1978).

The Protestant Ethic Scale has a high correlation (r = .69) with the
F Scale (Kerlinger § Rokeach, 1966). Both of these measures relate
to structure and self-righteousness in individual personality.

If perceptual discrimination is the key to sensitivity in per-
ceptions of equity, then those perceptions should be clearest when

the most well-defined categories, or the most rigid personality
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structure exists. Among normals the most rigid personality structure
is indicated by a high level of dogmatism.
Dogmatism ’

Rokeach (1956) developed the D (dogmatism) Scale to measure
authoritarianism as part of the individual's belief system, independent
of content. Lee and Ehrlich (1971) coﬁtend that high dogmatics dis-
play moral self-righteousness. This suggests a high sensitivity to
inequity, and strong perceptions of dissonance in the presence
of inequity.

Statement of the Problem

In an industrial setting the predisposition to perceive similar
transactional outcomes as equitable or inequitable seems to vary
among individuals. Among managers and subordinates some individuals
accept inequity with equanimity while others evidence intense
responses to the same kinds of transactions. Managers often question
the effectiveness of their incentive efforts when they receive
inadequate or inappropriate responses (less than expected performance
increments). Subordinates often question the return on their inputs
as inequitable, even when management has made a sincere effort to
provide equitable returns.

Since we do not live in an absolutely just world, it would seem
that persons who are highly sensitive to inequity would be more prone
to become dissatisfied employees than those with low sensitivity to
inequity and that those dissatisfied employees would reflect their
feelings through their work performance.

A general statement of the problem is: What are the relationships
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among dogmatism, negative inequity, affect, and performance?

According to the review of the literature, an individual will

experience inequity when all of the following conditions exist.
t - The person is involved in a transaction.

- He has an available “standard” of comparison.

* He has expectancies for inputs and outcomes.

. His expectancies are disconfirmed (demanded inputs are

greater than, or outcomes are less than his expectations).

This‘study concerns itself with the relationships among the
individual's "standard'" of comparison (his values as defined by level
of dogmatism), the experimenter's concept of equity (as he defines
equity, inequity with control, and inequity with no control), the
person's perception of equity (the level of fairness he perceives in
the transaction), and the person's coping strategy to restore equity
(actual equity through reduced performance or psychological equity
through more negative affect).

If dogmatism affects the ''standard'" from which an individual
determines his measure of equity, then it also may influence his
responses to inequity. If affect is a coping mechanism to restore
psychological equity, then it should relate to dogmatism and
Perceived equity.

Specific questions to be addressed in this study are:

(1) How does equity relate to affect?

(2) How does opportunity to control inputs relate to affect?

(3) How does dogmatism relate to affect?

(4) How does opportunity to control inputs relate to performance?
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(5) How does dogmatism relate to performance?
(6) How does dogmatism relate to perceptions of inequity?
(7) How does dogmatism relate to perceptions of reward?

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Dogmatism and perceptions of equity have an

inverse linear relationship.

Hypothesis 2. 1Inequity and affect will have an inverse linear

relationship.

Hypothesis 3. In similar transactions, people who have an

opportunity to control their inputs will evidence significantly
more positive affect than people who are not able to control
their inputs.

Hypothesis 4. Dogmatism and positive affect have an inverse

linear relationship.

Hypothesis 5. People with an opportunity to control their

inputs in an inequity situation will reflect significantly
lower performance levels than people in an equity situation or
people in an inequity situation who are not able to control
their inputs.

Hypothesis 6. There will be a linear relationship in an unspeci-

fied direction, between levels of dogmatism and performance
quantity and quality.

Hypothesis 7. Perceptions of reward will significantly differ,

in an unspecified direction, between levels of dogmatism.
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Method
Subjects

One hundred and twenty male and female introductory psychology
students between the ages of 18 and 45 were recruited from the
University of Nebraska at Omaha to participate as subjects. They
were recruited by rosters soliciting voluntary participation that
were posted in the Psychology Department. The investigator complied
with all university rules relating to treatment of human subjects.

In exchange for their participation, each subject received one and
one quarter hours worth of extra credit toward his Psychology
course grade.

Subjects were assigned to treatment groups as they reported for
testing. All subjects (10-20) reporting to a session were given
the same treatment. Although each treatment was given more than
once, none clustered on any single day of the week.

A 10-minute explanation and debriefing was given at the end of
each testing session. During that time subjects were invited to ask
any questions they might have regarding the experiment.

Design

Nine experimental conditions were established and organized in
a 3 X 3 factorial design. Independent variables were three levels
of dogmatism crossed with: (1) equity, (2) inequity with ability to
control one's own performance inputs, and (3) inequity with no ability
to control one's own performance inputs. High, medium, and low levels
of dogmatism were defined by equal thirds of the distribution of

dogmatism scores across the total sample. Dependent variables were:
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(1) affect, (2) performance quality, (3) performance quantity,
(4) perceived fairness (perceived equity), and (5) perceived reward.
The investigator attempted to obtain an approximately equal number
of cases in each cell. However, the distribution of dogmatism scores
caused cell sample size to vary markedly (see Appendix F).

Measuring Instruments

Dogmatism Scale. The instrument used to measure dogmatism was

the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form D. The form consists of 66 6-point
(-3, -2, -1, +1, +2, +3) Likert-type items on a disagree-agree con-
tinuum. The "0" point is excluded, making it a 'forced choice' test.
Scores were converted to a 1 to 7 scale by adding ''4'" to each score,
resulting in a range of possible scores of 66-462. The higher the
score, the greater the level of dogmatism.

Other forms (A, B, C, D, E) of the scale were considered and
rejected in favor of the higher reliability (.91) of Form D (Robinson
& Shaver, 1973). A sample form and answer sheet are included in
Appendix A. The operational definition of dogmatism, for purposes
of this study, is Rokeach's measuring instrument (D scale). This
study does not address potential relationships with the Ethnocentrism
and Facism Scales (Kerlinger § Rokeach, 1966).

Experimental Work Package. The instrument used to measure work

consisted of a 30-question multiple-choice test on three newspaper
clippings (see Appendix B for samples of the test and answer sheets).
It contained: five questions on the first clipping (approximately
300 words long); ten questions on a television broadcasting schedule

for 37 stations (approximately 800 items from which to research);
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and 15 questions on the contents of a farm auction (approximately
1,000 words long, in very fine print). The test was designed to
present work with minimum intrinsic reward. The questions were
intended to demand close attention to the research material provided.
It was an '"open-book'" research task with objectives to: (a) raise
the required work level for the subject to the point that his earned
extra credit was not, in fact, gratuitous; and (b) provide scores
that would indicate differential inputs that might occur. A pilot of
the task yielded a 50 per cent rate of completion when a 15 minute
time limit was used. This was the time limit used for the experiment.
Performance quantity was scored as the total number of answers
attempted. Performance qualify was scored as the per cent of answers

correct of those attempted.

Control of the Experimental Manipulation. The equity manipulation
was defined by the perception that one person)was doing the work of
three. Inequity was achieved by a cover sheet for the work task which
declared that the task package was for three people and that the normal
work load was one part per person. The inequity with no ability to
control inputs group received this cover '"inadvertently' stapled to the
front of the materials provided immediately subsequent to completion
of the work task. To further support the illusion of differential
treatment, the answer sheet underneath the cover was divided into
three columns, each headed for ''person number one,' 'person number two,"
and "person number three.'" The equity group, and the inequity with

no control of inputs group received the same materials, which did not
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include the bogus cover and answer sheets, until completion of the
work task (see Appendix C for materials provided to the inequity with
control group, and Appendix D for materials provided to the inequity
with no control group).

Mood Adjective Check List (MACL). Affect in this study was

operationalized by scores on the MACL which consists of 30 adjectives
describing three positive and three negative moods. A total score is
derived by summing the positive and negative scores reported. Each
adjective is scored on a 4-point scale for the subject's feelings with
negative values given to negative mood scores: 1.= not at all, 2 =

a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very much (Nowlis § Green, 1957; Walster,
Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). These authors indicate that this measure
has been used successfully to measure affect. A sample questionnaire
is included in Appendix B.

Manipulation Check. A manipulation check for equity and a test

for perceived reward were made using a posttest questionnaire (see
Appendix B). The check used a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchor
points for the equity check at '"very fair,'" "very unfair," and anchor
points for perceived reward at "overrewarded,' 'underrewarded."
Procedure

When the subjects arrived in the classroom, they were put at ease
and asked if they had heard, or knew anything about the impending
experiment, in order to verify that they were naive to this experi-
mcntal manipulation. Informed consent forms were distributed, signed,
and returned (see Appendix E). Then, the test for dogmatism was

administered, with no time limit. Subjects were informed that the
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typical time to complete this questionnaire was about 10-15 minutes,
that their anonymity was protected through a numbering system in
which their names never appeared, that the test was to be answered
without lengthy consideration for each question, and as honestly as
they could without regard to what anyone else's opinions might be.

Before the work task was administered, subjects were each
separated by a vacant seating position and instructed not to express
any feelings about the task in order not to influence each other.
They were informed that a questionnaire to be distributed later would
provide an opportunity to express their opinions and that the privacy
of their opinions was an essential part of the experiment. They
were then informed of the 15-minute time limit, and timed with an
electronic stop-watch. At this point the inequity with control sub-
jects were told that due to a shortage of subjects, they would have
to perform the entire work task, rather than the amount ''normally"
asked of one person. The cover and answer sheets for their package
(see Appendix C) supported this.

After the work task, the equity groups and the inequity with
control groups received a package that included the MACL and posttest
questionnaires. No time limit was placed on completing these forms
(see Appendices B and C). The inequity with no ;ontrol group was
given a package that included: the "three-person' cover, the '"three-
person" answer sheet, the MACL, and posttest questionnaires. At this
point, they were informed that an error had been made by whoever
assembled the package and that they were not supposed to receive

the "three-person" sheets. They were informed that we were indeed
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short of subjects but that it was intended to simply let them do the
"three-person" task alone because we had a problem.

After the session approximately ten minutes were given to full
disclosure of the experiment including the purpose of each question-
naire, the experimental design, and the experimental objectives.

Results

Distribution of Dogmatism Among Treatment Groups

An analysis of variance of dogmatism scores for the three equity
treatment groups and the three levels of dogmatism was performed on
these data in a 3 X 3 factorial design. As shown in Table 1 no sig-
nificant differences were evident among equity treatment groups,

F (2, 111) =.0.005, p > .99, Thus, within each equity treatment,

mean dogmatism scores were comparable (see Table 2).

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

Reliability of the Mood Adjective Check List (MACL)

An inter-item reliability analysis of the 30 item affect scale
showed that the scale is internally consistent (Cronbach's alpha =
.91). Therefore, a single affect score for each subject was used in
subsequent data analyses.

Equity Manipulation Check

An analysis of variance of perceived fairness scores for the
three equity treatment groups was performed. As shown in Tables 3
and 4, highly significant differences were evident, F (2, 111) =
7.421, p <.005. The equity manipulation was perceived correctly.

Consequently, perceived fairness scores were used as perceived equity
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Table 1
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Subjects' Dogmatism

Scores as a Function of Equity Condition

Source of ss af MS

Variance -_— —_ —_ r R
Dogmatism 138963.063 2 69481.500 224.272 .000
Equity 3.042 2 1.521 .005 .995
Dogmatism x Equity 1657.996 4 414.499 1.338 .260
Totals 176588.563 119 1483.938

N =120



Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Table 2

Dogmatism

Dogmatism and Inequity
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Dogmatism All Equity Equit InequityVWith Inequity With
Level Treatments quity Control of No Control of
‘ Inputs Inputs
High 290.810 294.333 291.083 282.222
-8 (23.910) (27.148) (24.100) (13.151)
Medium 249.205 243.889 251.000 250.647
(8.554) (7.253) (8.134) (8.782)
Low 207.462 206.235 203.556 211.769
(16.087) (15.754) (20.069) (13.651)
Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviations.
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whenever possible in subsequent analyses.

Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

Effects of Dogmatism on Perceived Fairness (Perceived Equity)

An inverse linear relationship was hypothesized hetween dogmatism
and perceived fairness. The Pearson correlation coefficient also
revealed a significant inverse linear relationship, r (120) = -.21,

p < .05, between dogmatism and perceived fairness.

An analysis of variance of perceived fairness scores was performed
resulting in a highly significant relationship, F (2, 111) = 6.030,

p < .005 (see Tables 3 and 4). Further data analysis revealed that
high dogmatics (M = 4.98) perceived less fairness than moderate (M =
5.74) and low dogmatics (M = 5.77), according to Duncan's Multiple
Range Tests (p < .05).

Effects of Equity on Affect

/

A positive linear relationship was hypothesized between equity and
affect. That is, the more equity that subjects perceived in the trans-
action, the higher their affect scores should be. The Pearson cor-
relation coefficient between affect and perceived fairness shows a
highly significant positive linear relationship, r (120) = .38, p < .001.

An analysis of variance of affect scores indicated a significant
difference between equity treatment conditions as shown in Table 5,
F (2, 111) = 3.169, p < .05. Post hoc analyses (Duncan's Multiple
Range Tests) revealed that thc incquity with no control group had
significantly (p < .05) lower affect scores (M = 14.03) than the

inequity with control group (M = 20.38). However, the equity group
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:
Perceived Fairness

Source of SS df MS l~ p

Variance _— —_ - — £

Dogmatism 25.908 2 12.954 6.030 .003
Equity 31.885 2 15.943 7.421 .001
Dogmatism x Equity 10.998 4 2.749 1.280 .282
Error 238.450 111 2.148

Totals 297.964 119 2.504

N =120
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Table 4
Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Perceived Fairness

Dogmatism

Inequity With Control Inequity With No

Level Equity of Inputs Contrpl of Inputs
High 5.095 (1.513) 5.583 (1.730) 3.889 (1.537)
Medium 6.333 (1.118) 5.846 (.987) 5.353 (1.498)
Low 6.588 (.795) 5.444 (1.944) 4.923 (1.891)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.



Dogmatism and Inequity
21
(M = 15.66) was not significantly different from either of the other

two conditions.

Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here

Pearson correlation coefficients were also computed at each level
of dogmatism. Among low dogmatism subjects the relationship is not
significant, r (39) = .26, p > .10. Among both moderate and high
dogmatics the relationship was significant, r (39) = .39, p < .05,
and r (42) = .42, p < .01, respectively. However, the correlations
were not significantly different. Thus, affect appears to be related
to perceived equityonly for medium and high dogmatics. Among low
dogmatics, no relationship between these two variables emerged.

Effects of Dogmatism on Affect

An inverse linear relationship was hypothesized between dogmatism
and affect. The Pearson correlation coefficient between dogmatism
and affect indicates a highly significant inverse linear relationship,
r (120) = -.25, p < .01.

An analysis of variance of affect scores shown in Table 5 indicates
a significant effect, F (2, 111) = 4.531, p < .05, due to dogmatism.
Post hoc analyses oﬁ these data (Duncan's Multiple Range Tests)
indicate that low dogmatism subjects (M = 20.67) had signficantly
(p < .05) lower affect scores than high dogmatics (M = 13.05). No
difference was found between high or low dogmatics and moderate dog-
matics (M = 15.95). A trend analysis was performed to further examine
linearity. It yielded a highly significant linear component, F (1,

117) = 7.519, p < .01, while deviation from linearity was not
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Table 5
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:

Affect
Source of S5 dt MS F p
Variance —_ — —_ — £
Dogmatism 1347.431 2 673.715 4.531 .013
Equity . 942.343 2 471.171 3.169 .046
Dogmatism X Equity 818.781 4 204.695 1.377 .247
Error 16505.145 111 148.695
Totals 19455.668 119 163.493

N =120



Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Dogmatism and Inequity

Table 6

Affect
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Dogmatism
Level

Equity

Inequity With Control
of Inputs

Inequity With No
Control of Inputs

High

Medium

Low

10.476 (12.197)

18.222 (12.587)

20.706 (14.141)

22.417 (7.366)

16.769 (13.547)

22.889 (15.333)

6.556 (11.348)

14.118 (9.130)

19.077 (12.971)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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significant, F (1, 117) = 0.139, p > .70. In short, collapsing across
equity conditions, subjects' dogmatism scores were found to be
inversely related to their affect scores.

Effects of Equity on Performance

Significantly lower performance levels were hypothesized for
people who were inequitably treated with control over performance
than for people who were inequitably treated with no control or who
were equitably treated. An analysis of variance of performance scores
for each variable is shown in Tables 7 and 9. No significant dif-
ferences were evident in performance quantity. However, significant
' differences were found in performance quality, F (2, 111) = 6.644,
p < .01. According to a Duncan's'Multiple Range Test analysis, sub-
jects in the inequity with control condition (M = .77) had significantly

(p < .05) lower performance quality scores than subjects in the equity

condition (M = .85) and subjects in the inequity with no control

condition (M = .84). These data indicate that when subjects are aware
of their inequitable treatment prior to their performing a task, they
appear to reduce their quality of performance in order to maintain
equity. In contrast, subjects in the equity and inequity with no
control conditions had essentially the same performance quality.

The similarity of performance quality between these two groups
is not surprising since the inequity with no control subjects were not
given any information regarding comparison others' outcomes in this

work transaction and they performed the task as if they were being

equitably treated.

Insert Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10 about here
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Table 7
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:
Performance Quality

Source of ss df MS F P
Variance — — — —

Dogmatism .017 2 .008 .787 .458
Equity .143 2 .071 - 6.644 .002
Dogmatism X Equity .018 4 .005 .426 .789
Error 1.193 111 .011

Totals 1.369 119 .012

N = 120



Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Dogmatism and Inequity

Table 8

Performance Quality
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Dogmatism

Inequity With Control

Inequity With No

Level Equity of Inputs Control of Inputs
\
High .831 (.064) .743 (.174) .834 (.078)
Medium .872 (.087) .796 (.095) .832 (.090)
Low .848 (.063) .758 (.200) .858 (.061)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.



Dogmatism and Inequity

27
Table 9
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:
Performance Quantity

Source of SS af MS F D
Variance — — — - =
Dogmatism 3.300 2 1.650 .194 .824
Equity 16.821 2 8.410 .987 .376
Dogmatism x Equity 12.142 4 3.035 .356 .839
Error 945.753 111 8.520
Totals 975.982 119 8.202

N = 120
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Table 10
Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Performance Quantity

Dogmatism Dquity Inequity With Control Inequity With No
Level of Inputs Control of Inputs
High 28.238 (2.234) 27.167 (4.174) 26.778 (3.962)
Medium 28.444 (2.128) 27.846 (2.911) 27.471 (2.649)
Low 28.0 (2.475) 27.111 (2.667) 28.154 (3.211)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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Effects of Dogmatism on Performance

A linear relationship was hypothesized between dogmatism and
performance. Analyses of variance of‘performance quality and per-
formance quantity scores yielded no significant effects as shown in
Tables 7 and 9. Similarly, Pearson correlation coefficients show no
significant relationship between dogmatism and performance quality,

T (120)

.09, p > .30, or between dogmatism and performance quantity,

r (120) = .03, p > .70.

Effects of Dogmatism and Equity on Perceived Reward
As shown in Table 11, an analysis of variance of perceived
reward scores indicated no significant differences in perceptions of

reward.

Insert Tables 11 and 12 about here

Relationship Between Affect and Performance

Pearson correlation coefficients were computed for affect and
performance scores yielding no significance as shown in Table 13.
Subsequently, correlation matrices were computed at each level of
dogmatism and for each equity treatment condition. No significant
relationship was evident at any of the three levels or for any of the

three equity conditions (see Table 14).

Insert Tables 13 and 14 about here
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Table 11
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:
Perceived Reward
Source of sS df MS F p
Variance — — —_ — -
Dogmatism 3.394 2 1.697 1.849 .162
Equity 3.911 2 1.955 2.130 .124
Dogmatism X Equity 8.031 4 2.008 2.187 .075
Error 101.898 111 .918
Totals 115.924 119 .974

N =120
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Table 12
Cell Means and Standard Deviations:

Perceived Reward

Dogmatism Equity Inequity With Control }nequit)'With No
Level of Inputs Control of Inputs
High 4.381 (.865) 4.500 (1.243) 3.444 (1.014)
Medium 4.556 (.726) 4.154 (.987) 4.647 (.786)
Low 4.471 (1.068) 4.0 (0.0) 3.846 (1.214)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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Table 13
Pearson Correlation Coefficients
for Total Sample
Perfor@ance Perforgance Affect Fairness Reward
Quality Quantity
Performnce -.ozs0
Affect -.0619 -.0114
Fairness 0.1316 .0037 0.3750***
Reward -0.1324 -.0357 .0324 .1832%*
Dogmatism -.0926 -.0330 -0.2450** -0.2090* .0225
Note. N = 120
*p < .05
** p < .01

*x% p < ,001
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Table 14

Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Affect and

Performance Under Varying Conditions of

Equity and Dogmatism

Condition Performance Performance
Quality Quantity

Equity

(= 47) .0076 .0227

Inequity With Control .0404 0.1942

(n = 34)

Inequity With No Control -.0861 0.1562

(n = 39)

High Dogmatism -0.1409 -0.1895

(n = 42)

Medium Dogmatism

o = 39) -.0023 0.1308

Low Dogmatism

i -.0906 .0566

All

(n = 120 -.0619 -.0114

Note. p > .2 for all correlations
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Discussion

The major purpose of this study was to examine the relationships
between perceived fairness and subjects' affective responses and
performance effectiveness. Specifically, it was hypothesized that
subjects' percepfions of inequity would he inversely related to their
affective responses. The data supported that contention.

Three equity conditions were created: equitably rewarded,
inequitably rewarded via underpayment with control of inputs, and
inequitably rewarded via underpayment with no control of inputs. It
was hypothesized that subjects who were inequitably rewarded and
could not control their inputs would have the lowest affect scores.
In contrast, subjects who knew they were being inequitably rewarded
prior to performance of the task (inequity with control condition)
would compensate for their inequitable treatment by adjusting their
inputs (i.e., lower their performance effectiveness). Consequently,
at the end of their task performance session these subjects would
not perceive the relationship as inequitable since they had already
altered the transaction to restore equity. Thus, subjects in the
inequity with control condition were expected to have significantly
more positive affect than their inequity with no control treatment
counterparts. In addition, these inequity with control subjects
should be analogous to subjects in the equity condition, in regard to
their affect scores. The data appear to support these hypotheses.
Subjects in the inequity with control condition had significantly
more positive affect than subjects in the inequity with no control

condition. Furthermore, subjects in the equity condition did not
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have significantly different scores than inequity with control sub-
jects. Moreover, performance data revealed that subjects in the
inequity with control condition performed the task with lower quality
than subjects in either of the other two conditions. 1In sum,‘these
data support the notion that inequity can be restored by reducing
inputs to the transaction and that if equity cannot be restored
negative affect will be manifested in underpaid subjects. These
findipgs are consistent with previous research (e.g., Homans, 1961;
Pritchard et al., 1972; Lawler § O'Gara, 1967; Walster et al., 1973).

A second purpose of the study was to determine the influence
of subjects' dogmatism scores on perceptions of fairness, and on
positive affect, under the three equity conditions. Overall, it
was found that dogmatism was inversely related to positive affect
scores, and to perceived fairness. These data are in line with
previous research on the Protestant Ethic (Mirels § Garrett, 1971;
MacDonald, 1972; Greenberg, 1977, 1978), with the high correlation
between the Protestant Ethic and Dogmatism scales (Kerlinger §&
Rokeach, 1966), with the findings regarding operationism and per-
ception (Garner et al., 1956), with Vroom's (1964) components of the
exchange process, and with the concept of a '"standard'" or comparison
"other" te.g., Middlemist § Peterson, 1976; Carrell § Dittrich,
1978). Further, the relationship between perceived fairness (per-
ceived equity) and affect tends to be stronger as dogmatism
increases (although not significantly). This partially supports the
moderating effect dogmatism has on the relationship between equity

and affect and it suggests that the concept that dogmatism moderates
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the ability to discriminate between levels of equity, as proposed
by the author, is correct.

The third purpose of the study was to examine the influence of
dogmatism scores on performance. It was hypothesized that high dog-
matics (highly self-righteous) would perform differently than low
dogmatics (low self-righteous individuals) either due to possible
differences in feelings of commitment to the transaction (they had
agreed to it), or due to differences in need to restore equity.
Results indicated no differences in performance among high dogmatics,
moderate dogmatics, or low dogmatics. Dogmatism and performance were
virtually independent variables.

Because the raw data were already in hand, a post hoc analysis
of the relationship between affect and performance was conducted.
Results showed that individuals with low affect scores performed the
same as individuals with high affect scores. Affect and performance
were virtually independent variables. Taken in isolation, these
data appear to contradict previous research (e.g., Mayo, 1933, 1945;
Herzberg, 1966, 1968). However, when the definition of ''employee
satisfaction' is considered to include the equity or exchange process
(of which affect is only a part), consistency with prior research is
restored (cf. Vroom, 1964). That is, human relations and motivation-
hygiene theories do not distinguish between equity-dependent relation-
ships with affect and other variables that may influence motivation
and performance.

A fourth objective of the study was to determine the relationship

between dogmatism and perceived reward. It was hypothesized that high
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dogmatics would have different perceptions of whether they were over-
rewarded or underrewarded than low dogmatics. No differences in per-
ception were observed. Two possibilities come to mind that might
explain these results. The first is that the measuring instrument
(one question rated on a 7-point Likert scale) was too insensitive.
The second, more plausible explanation is that this was the last
item in the experiment and that actual or psychological restoration
of equity had already occurred, in which case performance or affect
would have previously been adjusted to make the reward equitable.
Possible serial position effects, in this regard, were not controlled.
Summary

Results of this study support previous findings in Social
Exchange, Protestant Ethic, and Equity theories. Persons who expected
inequity in a transaction reduced their performance in order to restore
actual equity. They then manifested the -same high affect as equitably
treated persons. Persons who unexpectedly received inequitable out-
comes in a transaction (therefore who were not able to reduce their
performance to restore actual equity) attempted to restore psychologi-
cal equity by reducing affect.

Dogmatism appears to fit very well with all of the cited theories
as an index of the person's value system ('"'standard') which directly
affects his perceptions of equity (or inequity). This contention is
supported by the observation that the strength of the relationship
between equity and affect tended to be related to subjects' levels of
dogmatism although the differences were not statistically significant.

The contribution to existing theory is the concept that dogmatism
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seems to enhance perceptual discrimination of equity levels by adding
rigidity to boundaries in a person's value system.

As expected, dogmatism inversely related to both perceived equity
and affect. However, dogmatism and affect were each independent of
performance. The single factor affecting performance was perceived
equity. Dogmatism was also not related to perceptions of reward.

Recommendations for Future Research

Because the determination of equity is embedded in individual
cognitive processes, research in this area should, whenever possible,
use a feedback measurement technique that includes the individual's
expressed perception of his equity treatment. This would reduce
experimenter effects in assessing equity treatment conditions.

Antithetic perceptions of equity for a common transaction are
the substance of most adversary situations between people. When such
perceptions occur unintentionally, they indicate egregious levels
of communications distortion. The research to solve this problem
should center on what is available and necessary to change and con-
verge value systems (i.e., all participants in a transaction need a
common ''standard'" from which to determine equity). Since all other
psychological change is usually intended toward a "norm," this is not

a utopian objective.
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APPENDIX A

ROKEACH'S DOGMATISM SCALE FORM D
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DO NOT IRXIT:: ON TIII3 TEST BOOKLET
S. A. Rosenkrantz 1l

''Experimental Questionnaire Number One

Instructions

A. Be sure that you enter your “participant number® in the
space provided in the lower right hand corner of your answer
sheeat,

B. Do not confer with your neighbor. Read each statement
carefully, then blacken one mark on your answer sheet. Be
' sure fo use "-3" for "strongly disagree", and "+3" for
“strongly agree". DO NOT CONFUSE THESE, OR YOUR PAPER WILL
BE INVALIDATED. ‘ .

C. When yoﬁ are finished, piease return the answer sheet
and the quesﬁionnaire to the proctor.

]

1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing
in common.

2. Communism and Catholicism have nothing in common.

3. The principlés I have come to believe in are quite
different from those believed in by most people.

4. In a heated discussion people have a way of bringing
up irrelevant issues rather than sticking to the main
‘issue. ' ’

5. The highest form of government is a democracy and the
highest form of democracy is a government run by those
who are most intelligent.

6. ‘Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worth-
while goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict
the freedom of certain political groups.

7. While the use of force is wrong by and large, it is
sometimes the only way possible to advance a noble ideal.

8. Even though I have a lot of faith in the intelligence

and wisdom of the common man I must say that the masses
behave stupidly at times.

DO NOT YWRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET



10.
11.
12.

13.
‘1l4.

15.

16.
17.

18.

19,

20.

21.
22.
23.
24.

25,

26.
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DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
Questionnaire Number One 2

It is only natural that a person would have a much bet-
ter acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with
ideas he opposes. ‘

There are certain "isms" that are really the same even
though those who believe in these "isms" try to tell
you they are different.

Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty
lonesome place.

Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell
me how to solve my personal problems.

It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful
of the future. .

There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in.
Once I'get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't
stop.

]
In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat my-
self several times to make sure I am being understood.

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed
in what I am going to say that I forget to listen to
what others are saying. .

In a discussion I sometimes interrupt others too much
in my eagerness to put across my own point of view.

It is better to be a dead hero than a live coward.
My hardest battles are with myself,
At times I think I am no good at all.

I am afraid of people who want to find out what I'm
really like for fear they'll be disappointed in me.

While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my se~
cret ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein,
or Beethoven, or Shakespeare. '

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do
something important.

DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET



27.
28.
29.
30.
31,
32,

33.
34.
35.

36.
7.
38.
39.
40.
41,

42.

43.

44.(
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DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
Questionnaire Number One 3

If given the chance I would 4o something of great
benefit to the worlad.

If I had to choose between happiness and greatness, I'd
choose greatness.

It*s all too true that people just won't practice what
they preach.

Most people are failures and it is the aystem which is
responsible for this.

I have often felt that atrangers were looking at me
critically.

It is only natural for a person to have a guilty con-
science. '

.
People say insulting and vulgar things about nme.
I am sure I am being talked about.

In the history of mankind, there have probably been
just a handful of really great thinkers,

There are a number of people I have come to hate because
of the things they stand for.

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not
really lived.

It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or
cause that life becomes meaningful. .

Of all the different philosophies .which exist in this
world there is only one which is correct.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes
is likely to be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort of persaon.

To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous
because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

When it comes to dAifferences of opinion in religion we
must be careful not to compromise with those who believe
differently from the way we do.

In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if
he considers primarily his own happiness.

‘To compromise with our opponents is to be quilty of

appeasement

DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
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Questionnaire Number One 4

-

The worsat crime a person could commit is to attack
publicly the people who believe in the same thing he does.

‘In times like these it is often necessary to be more on

guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's
own camp than by those in the opposing camp.

A group which toleréteé too many differences of opinion
among its own members cannot exist for long.

There are two kinds of people in this world: those
who are for the truth and those who are against the
truth.

My blood boila whenever a person stubbornly refuses to
admit he's wrong.

P

A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is

beneath contempt.

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't
worth the paper they are printed on.

I sometimea have a tendency to be too critical of the
ideas of others.

In this ccmplicated‘world of ours the only way we can
know what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts:
who can be trusted.

It is often desirable to reserve 1udqement'about what's
going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions
of those one respects.

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends
an@ associates whose tastes and beliefs are the aame as
one'’s own.

There's no use wasting your money on newspapers which‘
you know in advance are just plain propaganda.

Young people should not have too easy access to books
which are likely to confuse them.

The present is all too often full of unhappinesa. It
is only the future that counts.

It is by returning to our glorious and £orqottén past
that rgal social progress can be achieved,
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Questionnaire Number One 5

60. To achieve the happiness of mankind in the future it
is sometimes necessaryvy to put up with injustices in the
present,

61, If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is
sometimes necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all",

62. Unfortunately a good many people with whom I have
discussed important social and moral problems don't
really understand what's going on.

63. Most people just don't know what's good for them,

‘64. There is nothing new under the sun.

65. To one who really takes the trouble to understand the
world he “lives in, it's an easy matter to predict
future events. .

66. It is sometimes necessary to resort to force to advance
an ideal one strongly believes in.

\

PLEASE CHECK TO BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL QUESTIONS
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Answer Sheet for Expérimental Questionnaire Number One
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APPENDIX B

MATERIALS GIVEN TO EQUITY GROUP
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Participant Number

Answer Sheet for ExperimentalhTask Package
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DO NOT WRITE ON THIS T=ST BOOKLET
: s. A. Rosenkrantz 1l

Experimental Task Package

Instructions

1.

A, Be sure that you enter your “participant number in the
*jdentification number" block on your answer sheet.

B. Each news clipping contains the answers to the questions
numbered at the top of the clipping. Blacken only one
mark for each answer, DO NOT MARK OR WRITE ON THE NEWS
CLIPPING. Use only the clipping to answer the question.

DC~10s

people were killed in Chicago last year.
(a) 215 (b) 225 (c) 275 (4) 375

2, DC-~10s must now have computeris) for wing slats.
(a) 1 (b) 2 (c) 3 (a)

3. 2n) must also be installed. (a) engine monitor
(b) slat connector (c) stick shaker (d) slat synchronizer

4. The  slats retracted, causing the plane to stall.

(a) right hydraulic (b) left rudder (c) right rudder
(d) left wing ‘
5. Operators of DC-10s have days to modify their

aircraft. (a) 220 (b) 240 (c) 270 (d) 180

Outstate Programs

Identify the correct time for the programs/stations indicated.

6.
7.

8.

9.

lo0.
B
1l2.
13.
14.
15.

WOI-TV Public P. (a) 10:30 (b) 3:00 (e) 7:30 (d) 1:00
KLOE-TV News (a) 10:00 (b) 9:30 (c) 6:00 (d) S:30
KMEG-TV Lucy Show (a) 8:00 (b) 12:00 (¢) 3:30 (4) 10:30
KOLN-TV Football (a) 9:00 (b) 12:00 (c) 3:30 (d) 2:00
KOMC-TV World War (a) 9:00 (b) 11:00 (c) 10:30 (d) 3:30
KWGN-TV Your Right (a) 10:00 (b) 8:30 (c) 9:00 (4) 11:00
KLOE-TV Peature (a) 8:00 (b) 8:30 (c) 12:00 (d) 10:00
KCNA-TV Focus (a).9:00 (b) 10:30 (c) 5:30 (Q@) 6:30
KCAU-TV Feature (a) 6:30 (b) 11:30 (c) 12:30 (d) 10:30
KBTV News (a) 7:00 (b) 9:00 (c) 10:30 (d) 10:00

DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
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BExperimental Task Package 2

-

Publiac Auction

16,

17.

18,

19,

20,

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

Thé farm is located and from junction of Hwys
6 and 14. (a) 6% mi. s., 1% mi. w. (b) 9 mi. n., 1% mi. w.
(c) 6 mi. e., 3 mi. 8. (d) ¥ mi. e., 3 mi. 8.

The farm is located and from Giltner.
(a) 64 mi. 8., 1 mi. w, (b) 9 mi. n., 1} mi. w. (¢) 6mi. e.,
3mi. s., ¥ mi. e. (d) 6 mi. e., 3 mi. s.
The auction is scheduled for . (a) Jan. 29, 1980,
12:00 am (b) Jan 29, 1980, 1:00 pm (c) Jan. 19, 1980,
1:00 am (4) Jan 19, 1980, 12:00 pm
tractors are for sale. (a) 5 (b) 6 (c) 7 (4d) 4

The oldest tractor is a model. (a) 1968 (b) 2300
hour (c) 1959 (4) 1941 *

The model has a cab and radio. (a) 1968 (b) 1976
(c) 1966 (4) 1963

The 4 row rolling cultivator is a model, (a) 14*
(b) 12% (c) 1974 (d) not listed

plow(s) is(are) for sale. (a) 2 (b) 3 (c) 4 (d) 5

trailer(s) is(are) for sale, (a)less than 3 (b) nore

than 4 (c).4 (da) 3.

trucks) is(are) for sale. (a) 1 (b) 2 (c) 3 (4) 4

The Anderson-Miller Tow Line consists of lengths
of 40 foot pipe. (a) 42 (b) 32 (c) 10 (4 don't know

pipe traileri) is(are) for sale. (a) 2. (b) 3 (c) 4
on't know '

A gallon fuel tank is for sale. (a) 2000 (b) 800
(cY 1500 (d) 600 '

The platform scale is a(n) model. {(a) 1973 (b) 1963
(c) 1959 (d) antique

The portable loading chute consists of portable
corral panels. (a) 23 (b) 14 (c) 16 (a) I8
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Questions 1=5

-

FAA Orders
Safety Steps.
For DC-10s

S. A.
Experimental Task Package Ref

Rosenkrantz

Questions 6-15

QOutstate Programs

For highlights, see Omaha-Lincoln Programs
Ames *

DC-10s would have 240 days to, ..

comply withtheorder.

DC NOT WRITE OR MARK ON THIS TEST BOOKLET

\\:asklngtbn (ﬁij) -‘- The Fed- WOLTV b c',fm’"', St chrzph
eral Aviation ministration ’ Channel § 43-84 Roundup .
! "00-A Schuller - 00-RooMm 6.00-Kide 1 Channel 2
Saturday ordered that airlines 7:30\ Swaggert IR m T 00-An 2004 855-Jonun $00-ABC Nows
operating DC-10 jetliners make 8900 Roberts - 4:00-Protaciora 500 Gommera Ao e - 7305w 6 00-Commities
changes intended to prevent the S o0xias 5:00-M 1398 Power 300 News 8200 Roverts € 30-Feature
of crash that Kkilled 275 10 001s00ee” & O Sunaay 1030.0esgn !} - 800Feature 9.30-H. Power 8'00-Movie
! 7 . :
peoplein Chicagollast year. HBOTios IR Amcces | URCTerow:  sonMon™  10fjumows (geNen

e Chicago crash, the na- 12 30-May 10-00-Nows 12:30-9File 10 :%gﬁf”m”" 10 30-Adam 12
tion’s worst air tragedy involv- 100 PuicP. 10:30 At Patrod Goodland PRRRI £ o B8 7\ 4
ing a single aircralt, { was KLOE-TV. - 1:30-Studio 2 1-00-News
blgmed i 8 rt th “ t" 10 ' 4004 Welk 1:15Jesus

a n part on the piiot's KCC-TV 8.00-J. Folwatt 600-80Minutes " Sloux Cit:
lack of information about his . : . - 900 Oiacovery 7.00-A Bunker KTIV.T
craft, and the FAA order would $isS Sammier  A30Fccal . 100051 Mey H Chennet s
miheotpanensionen. [0 - 1B SRR iam
itorail . 6.30-1-2-3 6:00-Alce + 12:00-Feature 10: News

The order mandaées thgt D(I: £00-Behou §30Jetiersons . 3 °‘°°'°"'m 0. 20 Gospait. . 7008 Event
10s have two independently 10 00-F R 1000 » 0-Focis Py 10-00-News

g “ 11 00-Pr i
red computers to keep - o0 Region  11300unemoke . - KHAS-T) . H3ONFL8 1930 Moscon?
track of wing slats. It also calls 12 00-Fealures 1230-L.News  °  T'00700Cub 300-NFLGame , .. Sioux City
for installation of a ‘‘stick 805 P 3 3 hasiont. KCAU-TV
O R 4°'30-Toscanint . -
shaker” at both the pilot's and wHo-TV . amOucoy  Soorwss o, Ol

N . P L. ) - 7:00- T 3¢ 5 ' : 700-J ] A
001";:"0[ S pO'Sltl(li;lS 11 hak ca 6 00-Spottight Q(asz' Lite :?3.(’“ :z::’ gigg‘g,ﬂ“ O'M-Lum""a ;ﬁgs?:ﬁem
the Gl stick o the ircrat 3555 feinen, c HEMLE gl o BREDDL  HEAE

control stick of the aircr . :00-F ootban 10-30-L. Movie imbard 6 00-Commiltes

A e 9 30 Bowi i i
towarnif theplaneisinastall. 10 30 Slaon ‘zﬁgiﬁ'm . Kearney, Hayes Center §?ﬂtm" 8 20 tove
The FAA noted in its order. 1130Busness . 10.30.Cinema s Ksa‘&w' w""" 1oommeT 10 e Darer ne
that in the Chicago crash of an 12 00-F ootball 12:30-Love Amer ” —KWNB-TY 12 30-Kuds 1100-M Welb
" -hicago KCNA-TV—KHGI-TV 130 FarmR 1200 ABC Now
American Airlines jet last May Che Scottsblutt s Channel 13—Channels |, | 2:00-Concern 1230 News
25, “the left engine tore away KYCU-TV—KSTFTV _‘d;”'fgm $—Channaie . 2 30-Spotight
from the aircratr . . . rupturin 00SwG0s T SO00 Divide fooiones,  JaeShtens Sloux City
hydraulic lines that contro €30-J. Fatwel 7:00-A. Bunker 8304 Swagya 4.00-Manager b .
the leading edgeslatson the left 5 CooDmareny  gayonepe 1000y Famel | S00ABCNows ' ot 1
wing, cutting off both power . $vuyey, Sl MR SRt 1 SRSRAL IRIG
and sensing information to the . ' 1030-Footbak  “10°00-News > 12301 3 6:30-Teleth * 8 % 9309 Swaggan 7 30-One Day
: Bowlers : . 100 Mexc 30L. 1030-F 00-Alice
single computer that was mon- , . %P 10:20-C0S News 190 A A, 1 e BN H1 e
itoring thestatus of theslats." 200 TakeTime  12:00-PTL Club HE A 200 Trapper J
The changes required by the Denver Uncoln-Grand lsland 12.30F o S
B e o 1 KMGH-TV KOLN-TV—KGIN-TV 30 Toomat 1100 T GRS
order were recommended in the. fvdmadd OLN-T 3N T
report on the Chicago crash by 6:20-PastoralC. s, 7.00FCO '00-A Bunker + .. Sloux Falls-Retlance
“the National Transportztlon",' . 8308 Se . 830-Pamois , Bt cewrld 230-Onat i KELO-TV—KPLO.TV
Safety Board, the FAAnoted. ' P hahouseL 1A Bunker BE v p i s 48-Cheisio 700-A Bunker
In its report on thei Ch‘i)c_agg_'i~ o E%g‘cwwm. 1:30-One Day ;é ::'yruodw_ R1. 800 Robonic S 1300neay
. crash, the transportation board * is) -8 :30.Foatbat 10. ' 00-Swigg 8:30-JeNersony
Said that if the pilot had infor-y  riiremuer . Sysoerl  SCEMnie ) 200 Fovers 1000 Nom
mation about the wing slats, he™’ j-¥0Footbul . 1030.CBSNows McCook S 3ap Senuer | 1030-30"
: i oy : < KOMC-TV ¢ 30- 00-F.Nation
f\?)ulges'::r: (ph‘élllegssth& ?:\recli::: ‘: KWGN-TV 7‘30&0&6 : gig‘gﬁi’u ‘ Si ?gé“s:‘:;'

: [ 14 - : % 3 . Movie
engine. e It ] hannel 2 ¢ 899 Pobison ., 8¢ 8.00-60Minutes 235-News
“"Fhe FAA's order describesits- 0 e 350 Yanted ST f Nebraeks ETV
‘requirement as “increased re- 800 Mass. §90.Classics 10000 o 1 oo Event - Channel 3Lexington
dundancy in the stall warning ... 900 Inght ety A . +11.00-BaptisIF 10 30 Celbration” R e
system” of the DC-10. . v S Conoresa Yot O Tomerow 1 1300 P T Cron Channet 13 Awance.

's re| id * 10 ; =\ 200-L. New 1 e ance
thal bechice Tosintg o the et | . Il e, NorhPlatie 1 o 5% (SR SRR
wing of the DC-10 had retracted, 12 00-Ginema R | .mop_? F0OM Thaatie ;.& uper Spy
" the plane went into a stall, . . 200WW west 307, To 3: 1000, Foator
rolled to the left and went into " ) ’, . o 84 .+ 1030-Soundsiage
anuncontrolleddive. - . . i KOA-TV YOO-R. Shuller ‘o S0 Marke ‘.ll 30-Yelewision

Theslatsareflapsatthefront +  y  cheseeld dSpoviaworid 10 S5Move v towa ETV
0'_ thewing ?lhlch can be used o 6:30-5cope _ :: Rapid City--Hay Springe ’ og:-.m 11 Des Moines
give the aircraft extra lift at 790 Showcine & KOTA-TV—KDUH-TV Channel 27 Slous Clty
takeoff. In the case of the Chi- ° » 800R. Hombard .00 y Channel 3—Chsnnet ¢ 12:00-Wall Streel 5 0U-lowa Press
cagocrash, the slats on the left & S%QA & S ot Fo0fesiues " o Mountbatien & 00 Fmage,

\ y 9 30-Writt 1000~ w. ature i atten nng L
wing retracted - while those on 1000 Prass” 1630 St Trok BO0R rumbard 10 00 Hiawe S bogrony & Oo-menom 8y
therghtwingdidnot —and the gLl hmawew | RRMgRe”  WiAEee RGN Sediis
pllot Was not aware o the con- . { BRI eI T CORERRY  RGeT o IOVONR SRR

. N H . W0 . . .
. The FAA sald operators of .-
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Experimental Task Package Ref 2
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Questions 16-=30

PUBLIC AUCTION
- Sat. Jon. 19, 1980 Noom' '
STORM DATE: One week later
Jan. 26, 1980

Having sold our tarm wiit seif on 'qrd{
locoted trom Auraro 1-80 interchonge .
Y2 ml south ond V2 westi or from
Juncrion of Hwys. 6 ond i4, 9 mi.
north ond Iz wes' or from Gmner 6
mi._east. Jtsoum 72 east stortin
12:00 pm. The foilowing ltems ot ub-
fic Auction
Compiete line of farm mochinery--

mos' oli been shedded ond in top con-

TRACTORS 1968 170 AC Gas Troc- xlhse%l rAsCf/sioon Preé;umre :sosg;:li o
for WF. 3 pt., duol hvd 7300 firs HE *Roto Tiller: 800 Goi. Fuel
(325 nrs since molor OH 959 Tonk 2 Elec. Fence Chorgers; ™

"'630" JO Gos Troctor, rofi-a-matic. 3 Wheeters 8 Stide-In PU Stock ock
ot new reor tires o tubes, 90d wicover; Near New Wheelers 9" 1 pt.
Fain o B, B g R, B Bt e, BB, S0, R0
Behlen Ds. caost wheels; 1966 ! ;f\' o Civer Snout for 30 Yroctors
ST G e e, R e e RO N VR e
: H o
Trocvor"oower LUR u? good fires & Boxes: 4 Rolls Snow Fencing. 12x38
point ""a h \ 6ac‘|gr l‘) 0. | Troctor Tire Chqlnsj N xv2 Auoe’ .
RONEHINERY 12D RWh Yonaem PR T I A R T A
DisC wiseoled bearings: Horrow ot Prop, Bohres", 4 0id Cream Seporo- .
'é::h for obove disc ; 1974 LllhsT 4 tors. Antique Plotform Scole, 2 Ford
oS el 15 S RO £, B AR g Bamour 6ol 1 et
dig. dot ; F-10 Form b-‘ond Looder w? Used s|'4"-|s".°y:'s‘ Y .,é’s, 40 2",‘;.
7 monure bucket & w/grovel plote, Fence Posts; Wooden Fence
forage tork. 12' sweep JD mount Posts; Borbed wire, Mony " Elec.
inbs ; Servis 7 tt. Heovy Duty Snred- Fence Posts & Wire; Omoha- Ston-
t‘ier;ox\s% fg%eogdpgoamgv;énz‘ davdFC'a'r'!_le End Gote; Oid Mochin-
r O OR
x7 JD End Wheei Groin Drill w/seed OSVEQLNP Near New Part Loading
er attach. & hvd. ‘enro good) ;. IHC Chule w/l¢ P?:r' Corroi Poneis mode
416 Ptow Hyd. LIt 3-16 Plow viswckhom erl.; Caftle Waterer: 2
HAS, ATy Baect s 8 Tk Ml am LSO, Ui
B en u ¢
Mower ;' Biair 2 Wheel PTO. Manuce Eeed Bunk, Severol Gotes & Bonels.
“’;f""'{,“.’.."s'z"-k-”“w&.'r’p‘v'a‘-".' CATILE, 35 aeoa fure bred o Sirm.
. . stur r 0 2
i!ou Crustbusier, 3 p). Ezeeltow, eulltos'on Pvln A ¥
Soreader; 1 'pl. Rear m(?:r' . g Eosh No nroou-
glode, 18" Spriny 8'°°"' w/2 Wheef' . v!o be femoved until settied for. At
vrler & m«d JO 12" Sortng Tooth, 4 groner'v ot bigders risk ofter bid in.
. 4 Wheel Trolier w/bi . ot responsibie tor accidents.
Rm? ?°u7..22fr'$%u2§°.$ l‘zé!'oe"é%‘ s X,"ﬁ\'°1k‘i:,'r’.‘°.'.'ﬁ{“%2“°é‘.%"‘? owig
s oliow
;mls' )5 " 7 Whee! tmpl. Trofler wl ‘\ ob(are":!ems Y'M:C A 0., 4 J(BN sg%dlg .
rthman rp ver,
mucxs “Yor4 Ford Truck F-700,%, 803 Min. Tilloge Lister ‘w/Noble Ft- '
rmvv1wv sz £t oxlen#"do ab- . 5 oerqloss msecearoneé outo. 9?3055
. 1 3 rs. I'x\ orge Box on :
regr oxle, spoke wheeis ln . ear w/holst; g JO Surtoce
:O% mo;orm?ou?‘l; 'rgm ﬁz"i)ch‘: rggelo. ‘P'o‘mnq)Unus w/énsec" boxe: |& 'eln. .
ed- wiwhite x ubber onks J rtoce Plantin
Schwort1 20 T dual hoist. 18 11, 2'&5 s ‘whnsect. boxes & fert. fanks. '
e, iy 17T 360 U burns ren s oy shegdey s 1€ In Aueond
vy olwoys €
outo, ps, power disc brokes, roa'o"s. . Nusisirne

rodio. stiding reor window,
bumper, blue & white_ 57,

(Both abave units bguom new By~
wner). Weomer ro-fex T(qu
ou Covar F"sur 22’ bo!
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Troiler; A ‘4 Cyt. Proo lre.
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H. Spore mag for above mo-
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Ienfms 40" Go'eo. ire, Pmew'EDo
es; 40 tenoths 40"’ Goted Irr, *.
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Stog e'ed Go'et 30’ lengths P o 3-

lenoi High Pressu'e Ploln lsq
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Participant Number

Answer Sheet for Experimentalhrask Package

"a b c 4 a b c d a b c d

1. 0 0 0 © 11. 0 0 0 © 21. 0 0 O o©
2. 0 0 0 © 12. 0 o o0 o 22. 0 0 O O
3. 0 0o 0 o 13. 0 o0 o0 o 23. 0 0 O O
4. o0 o o o© 14. O 0 O © 2. 0 0 0 O
5. 0 o 0 o 15, ©0 0 O o° 25. 0 0 o0 O
6. O o0 0 © 16. O O O o 26. ® o o0 o
7. 0 0 O O 17. 0 0 0 o 27, 0 0 O ©
8. 0 0 0 O 18. ©0 0 o0 © 28 0 0 0 O
9. 0 0 0°'0 19. 0 0 0 O 29, 0 0 0 ©
10. 0 0 o O 200 0 0 0 O 3. 0 0 0 0
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Post-Test Questionnaire Participant Number

Please answer each of the following questions about
how you feel about the experiment.

Blacken the appropriate response.

.1, On the following scale, to what extent do you feel
the extra credit points were distributed fairly?
.

VERY FAIR 0O 0 0O 0 o o o VERY UNFAIR

2, How would you regard the extra credit points you
\

will receive for participating in this experiment?

OVERREWARDED 0O 0 0 0 0o o o UNDERREWARDED
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APPENDIX C
EXCEPTIONAL MATERIALS PROVIDED TO INEQUITY

WITH ABILITY TO CONTROL INPUTS GROUP
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Participant Number

-~

. Answer Sheet for Experimental Task Package

First Person Second Person Third Person

(10 Questions) (10 Questions) (10 Questions)
a b c d a b c 4 a b c 4
1. o0 o o0 0 11. o0 0 o0 o©o 2. O O O O
2. 0O 0 O O 12. 0O O O o 22, O 0 O 0
3. 0O O 0O O i3. O O O o 23. O 0O O O
4. 0O 0 O O 14. O O O O 24, 0O O O O
5. 0O 0 O o 15. 0O O O o 25. 0O O O O
6. 0O 0 O O l6. o ©0 O o 26. ‘b 0 o0 O
7. 0O O 0 O 17. 0O O O ©O 27. 0O 0 0o O
8. 0 0 0 O 18. ©0 0 O O 28. 0 0 0 O
9. o0 0 0'O 19. 0 O O o© 29. 0 0 0 O
10. 0O O O O 20. O O 0 O 30. O 0 O O
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THREE CLIPPING TASK PACKAGE

THIS TASK PACKAGE IS FOR THREE-PERSON GROUPS

STANDARD WORK LOAD IS ONE PART PER PERSON

DO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO
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v
DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TZST BOOKLET
‘ S. A. Rosenkrantz 1

-

Experimental Task Package

Instructions

A,

1.

Be sure that you enter your “participant number in the
"jdentification number" block on your answer sheet.

B. Each news clipping contains the answers to the questions
numbered at the top of the clipping. Blacken only one
mark for each answer. DO NOT MARK OR WRITE ON THE NEWS
CLIPPING. Use only the clipping to answer the question.,

DC-10s

people were killed in Chicago last year.
{a) 215 (b) 225 (c) 275 (4Q) 375

2. DC-~108 must now have computer{s) for wing slats.
(a) 1 (b) 2 (c) 3 (@) O

3. n) must also be installed. (a) engine monitor
(b) slat connector (c) stick shaker (d) slat synchronizer

4, The ___ slats retracted, causing the plane to stall.

(a) right hydraulic (b) left rudder (c) right rudder
(d) left wing
S. Operators of DC-10s have days to modify their

aircraft. (a) 220 (b) 240 (c) 270 (4) 180

Outstate Programs
Identify the correct time for the programs/stations indicated.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11,
12.
13.
14.

15.

WOI-TV Public P. (a) 10:30 (b) 3:00 (c) 7:30 (d) 1:00
KLOE-TV News (a) 10:00 (b) 9:30 (c) 6:00 (a) 5:30
KMEG-TV Lucy Show (a) 8:00 (b) 12:00 (c) 3:30 (d4) 10:30
KOLN-TV Football (a) 9:00 (b) 12:00 (c) 3:30 (d) 2:00
KOMC-TV World War (a) 9:00 (b) 11:00 (e) 10:30 (d) 3:30
KWGN-TV Your Right (a) 10:00 (b) 8:30 (c) 9:00 (4) 11:00
KLOE-TV Feature (a) 8:00 (b) 8:30 (c) 12:00 (d) 10:00
KCNA-TV Focus (a) 9:00 (b) 10:30 (c) 5:30 (d4) 6:30
KCAU-TV Feature (a) 6:30 (b) 11:30 (c) 12:30 (4) 10:30
KBTV News (a) 7:00 (b) 9:00 (c) 10:30 (d) 10:00

DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
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DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
Experimental Task Package 2

-

Public Auction

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.
24.

25,
26.

27.

28,

29,

30.

The farm is located and from junction of Hwys
6 and 14, (a) 6% mi. s., 1% mi, w. (b) 9 mi. n., 1% mi. w.
(c) 6 mi. @., 3 mi. 8. (d) ¥ mi. e., 3 mi. s.

The farm is located and from Giltner.

(a) 6% mi. 8., 1% mi., w. (b) 9 mi. n., 1% mi. w. (¢) 6mi. e.,
3mi. 8., ¥ mi, e. (d) 6 mi. e., 3 mi. s. |

The auction is scheduled for . (a) Jan. 29, 1980,
12:00 am (b) Jan 29, 1980, 1:00 pm {(c) Jan. 19, 1980,

1:00 am (d) Jan 19, 1980, 12:00 pm _

tractors are for sale. (a) 5 (b) 6 (e¢) 7 (a) 4

The oldest tractor is a model. (a) 1968 (b) 2300
hour (c) 1959 (4) 1941 *

The model has a cab and radio. (a) 1968 (b) 1976
(c) 1966 (Aa) 1963

The 4 row rolling cultivator is a model, (a) 14°
(b) 12* (c) 1974 (d) not listed

plow(s) is(are) for sale. (a) 2 (b) 3 (c) 4 (d) 5

trailerl) is(are) for sale., (a)less than 3 (b) more

than 4 (c) 4 (4) 3.

truckls) is(are) for sale. (a) 1 (b) 2 (¢) 3 (4) 4

The Anderson~Miller Tow Line consists of lengths
of 40 foot pipe. (a) 42 (b) 32 (c) 10 (4) don't know

ipe trailer(s) is(are) for sale. (a) 2. (b) 3 (c) 4
T don ¢ know ‘

A gallon fuel tank is for sale. (a) 2000 (b) 800
(cTI300 (a) 600

The platform scale is a(n) model., (a) 1973 (b) 1963
(c) 1959 (d) antique

The portable loading chute consists of portable
corral panels, (a) 23 (b) 14 (c) 16 (a4

DO NOT WRITE ON THIS TEST BOOKLET
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APPENDIX D
EXCEPTIONAL MATERIALS PROVIDED TO INEQUITY

WITH NO ABILITY TO CONTROL INPUTS GROUP
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THREE CLIPPING TASK PACKAGE

THIS TASK PACKAGE IS FOR THREE-PERSON GROUPS

.

STANDARD WORK LOAD IS ONE PART PER PERSON

DO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET UNTIL INSTRUCTED TO DO SO
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Participant Number

. Answer Sheet for Ekperimental Task Package

First Person Second Person Third Person

(10 Questions) (10 Questions) (10 Questions)
a b ¢ 4 a b ¢ 4 a b c 4
1. 0O O O .0 ‘11, O O O O 21. 0O O O O
2. 0O O O O 12. (o J o B o I o 22, 0O O O ©°
3. O O O O ;13. O 0 O O 23. 0O 0 O O
4. o 0 o o 14. O O O o 24, 0O O 0 o
5. 0O 0 O O 15. 0O O O O 25. 0O 0O O O
6. 0O 0 O O l6. 0O 0 o o 26. ’0 0O O O
7. 6 0 0o o 17. 0O 0O O O 27. O 0 O O
8. 0 0O 0 O 18. o O o O 28, 0O O O o
9. 0 0 0'oO 19. 0 0 0 O 29. 0 0 0 O
10. 0O 0O O O 20. O O O O 30. O O O o
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Below is a list of words that describe people's moods

and feelings.

Indicate how much each word describes

the way you feel at this moment by blackening the

appropriate space before each word.

1l = Not At All

©O O 0O 0O 0 000 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0 O ™

© 0O 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0O 0 O wn

©O 0 0O 6 0O 0O 0 0O 0 0 0 0 O 0 0O w

0O 0 0 0 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0o O 0O O O »

Pleased
Happy
Lively
Trustful
Downhearted
Shocked
Vigorous
Sad
Guilty
Startled
Elated
Fed-up
Helpless
Energetic

Active

2 = A Little

©O O 0O 0O O O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O O 0O O

o 0O 0 0 0O 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O wN

©O 0O 0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O 0 0 w

3 = Somewhat

0O O 0 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O O O O O O 0O O &

Friendly
Aleg}
Angry
Vulnerable
Forgiving
Cooperative
Annoyed
Upset
Satisfied
Joyous
Frustrated
Blue
Hostile
Irritated

Kindly

4 = Very Much
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Post-Test Questionnaire Participant Number

Please ansawer each of the following questions about

how you feal about the experiment.

Blacken the appropriate response.

-1, On the following scale, to what extent do you feel
the extra credit points were distributed fairly?
.

VERY FAIR 0O 0 0 0 0 0 O VERY UNFAIR

2. How would you regard the extra credit points you

will receive for participating in this experiment?

OVERREWARDED 0 0 0 0 0o 0O O UNDERREWARDED
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APPENDIX E

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA

You are invited to participate in a study of
differences between people in their desire to seek
information. We hope to learn what kinds of factors
relate to that deaire.

If you decide to participate, you will receive
a group of four questionnaires. Three of them ask
for your opinions. One of them is a research exer-
cise. These will be completed in a single two hour session.

Your answer sheets will be numbered to assure you
anonymity when they are analyzed. If you give us your
permission, by signing this document, we plan to dis-
close the resulta, without identifying individuals
to various professional journals.

Your decision whether or not to participate will
not affect your future relations with the University
of Nebraska. If you decide to participate, you are
free to discontinue participation at any time without
prejudice.

Full details of the study will be given to you
when you have completed the two hour session. Results
of the study will be available when the analysis is
completed. If you have any queations, Mr. S. Alan
Rosenkrantz (e/o Departmant of Psychology, Univeraity
of Nebraska at Omaha, Omaha, Nebraska 68182,

Tel 554-2592) will be happy to answer them.

You will be given a copy of this form to keep.

YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO PARTICIPATE.
YOUR SIGNATURE INDICATES YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE
HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE.

Date ~ Signature

Witness Inveatigator
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APPENDIX F
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS ACROSS LEVELS OF DOGMATISM

AND EQUITY TREATMENT CONDITIONS
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*

Distribution of Subjects Across Levels of Dogmatism
and Equity Treatment Conditions

N =120

Inequity With Control Inequity With No

Dogmatism Equity
Level (n = 47) of Inputs Control of Inputs
(n= 34) (n= 39)
High (n = 39) 21 12 9
Med (n = 39) 9 13 17
Low (n = 42) 17 9 13
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APPENDIX G
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

TOTAL POPULATION
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Means and Standard Deviations
Total Population
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Dogmatism 250.200 38.522
Performance Quality 0.822 0.107
Performance Quantity 27.758 2.864
Affect 16.467 12.787
Fairness 5.483 1.582

Reward 4,275 0.987

N = 120



	University of Nebraska at Omaha
	DigitalCommons@UNO
	6-1980

	Dogmatism and inequality: Effects on affect and performance
	S. Alan Rosenkrantz
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1449522810.pdf.Pjn77

