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ABSTRACT 

Procedural justice is applied to layoffs to study the 

effects of layoffs on survivors. Procedural norms, developed as 

components of procedural justice, are applied to develop two 

different layoff procedures, merit and random The hypotheses 

come from this application as moderated by the individual's self-

perception. Low performers prefer a procedural equality layoff, 

while high performers demonstrate no clear preference for either 

layoff procedure. When given the opportunity to choose a layoff 

procedure, the subjects having control over the layoff procedure 

to be used,were no more satisfied with the process than those who 

had no control. Performance changes were found occurring in the 

low performer, procedural equity (merit) layoff. Subjects in 

this condition decreased performance, while the subjects in the 

other layoff conditions maintained performance levels. 

xi 
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INTRODUCTION 

The focus of the research presented in the following pages 

is on the effects of surviving a layoff. It has been 

demonstrated in several works that periods of layoffs occur often 

as a result of stress the organization is facing (e.g., Johoda 

1979; Cornfield 1983). This stress may result from recessionary 

periods in the business cycle or from rapid technological 

changes. While the psychological "and sociological emphases have 

been on the consequences of the layoff to those laid off (e.g., 

Eisenberg and Lazarsfeld, 1935), the survivors--those individuals 

who can most affect the organization during these adjustment 

periods have been ignored. There is growing evidence that worker 

attitudes influence the productivity of organizations (Katz, 

Kochan and Gobeille 1983; Norsworthy and Zabala 1985). Layoff 

survivors' attitudes towards the layoff and their resultant 

attitudes toward their work may influence the productivity and 

ultimately, the abil ity of an organization to adapt to and 

survive stressful periods. 

Anecdotal evidence obtained from survivors (Wall Strett 
, 

Journal. January 20, 1984) suggests survivors of layoffs feel 

grateful they were employed while so many were unemployed. But 

1 
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survivors also reported feeling guilty over being asked to put in 

large amount of overtime. Their response to the guilt was two 

pronged. They increased charitable contributions and made their 

concerns known to the public. Initial research has supported the 

existence of guilt related to layoff survival (Brockner, Davy and 

Carter 1985); Davy 1985; Brockner. Greenberg, Brockner, Bortz, 

Davy and Carter forthcoming). These studies also present limited 

evidence of behavior changes in res~onse to the layof~ 

The current study continues the exploration of the effects 

of layoffs on survivors. Using a procedural justice approach, 

the effects of layoffs under several conditions are examined with 

both attitudes and behavior beinq analyzed. Rather than only 

examining the effects of various procedural conditions, the 

moderating effects of participants' self-perceptions. relevant to 

the job, in these layoff conditions are examined. The important 

behavior in this study is productivity changes that may result 

fronl surviving various types of layoffs. Preference for and 

satisfaction with the various procedures are also examined. 

The layoff procedures used in this study are defined and 

applied within the context of procedural justice, procedural 

norms and control over the procedure. The effects of the various 

layoffs are examined using a laboratory methodology. This work 

intends to further expand the knowledge regarding behavioral and 

attitudinal responses of layoff survivors. Industry is 
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experiencing layoffs as a result of economic changes, 

technological changes and, recently with increasing frequency, as 

a result of mergers. The workers who remain after these layoffs 

have the potential to greatly impact the organization as it goes 

through these transitions. This potential warrants the expanded 

study of layoff survivors. 



LITERATURE REVIEW 

While research on the effects of layoffs has spanned fifty 

years (e.g., Eisenberg and Lazarsfeld. 1938; Johoda, 1979; 

Cornfield, 1983), attention has only recerrtly focused on the 

effects of layoffs on those who survive the layoff and remain on 

the job. Large corporations have begun addressing the issue of 

survival (Wall Street Journal, January 20, 1984; December 5, 

1985) because they are concerned with reducing the trauma of 

layoffs to those who stay. At the same time, formal research 

efforts have begun to ascertain the effects of layoffs on those 

who are retained by their employers (Brockner, Davy and Carter, 

1985; Davy, 1985; Brockner, Greenberg, Brockner, Bortz, Davy and 

Carter, in press). 

These first layoff survival studies were based in equity 

theory and carried out in laboratory settings (Brockner, Davy and 

Carter, 1985; Davy, 1985; Brockner, et. al., in press). Equity 

theory predicts outcomes or rewards should be proportional to 

one's inputs. If a third party is making the allocations of 

rewards, it is expected that this proportionality rule will De 

followed (Adams, 1962; 1965). If an individual is evaluatil~g 

his/her outcomes or rewards, there is a comparison process that 

takes place. The individual compares his/her inputs and outcomes 

4 
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to those of a relevant other to determine if rewards were 

distributed fairly (Adams, 1961; 1965; Homans, 1961). Survival 

of the layoff can be regarded as a reward or outcome that is 

allocated, causing individuals who retain their jobs to go 

through the evaluation process developed by equity theory. It 

was hypothesized that survivors would see their survival as an 

overreward and exhibit a positive inequity response (Brockner, 

Davy and Carter, 1985; Davy, 1985; Brockner, et. al., 

forthcoming). Increased levels of guilt and increased levels of 

productivity are examples of positive inequity responses (Adams, 

1961; 1965; Aronson, 1980). 

The first study (Brockner, Davy and Carter, 1985) created 

a layoff situation in the labordtory. Self-esteem was measured 

for all subjects before they began the proofreading task. A 

subject and a confederate worked individually on a proofreading 

task. Halfway through the task it was announced that only one 

would be allowed to finish the task. The layoff was accomplished 

by the confederate and the subject each drawing cards (the 

confederate drew the go card). After the confederate left, the 

subject continued with the task. Productivity was measur2d on 

the first half of the task and again on the second half of the 

task. It was found that subjects increased their productivity 

after surviving this lottery type layoff. Closer examination 

indicated that individuals with low self-esteem increased their 

productivity after the layoff while those with high 
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self-esteem maintained their productivity levels. The 

low self-esteem subjects also reported higher levels of guilt 

than those with high self-esteem. The low self-esteem subjects 

responded as if they did not believe they deserved to win the 

lottery. The productivity and guilt results supported the equity 

theory approach. It appeared from this study that surviving a 

layoff produces a positive inequity response for low self-esteem 

individuals. 

The second and third studies extended this line of 

research. The results from the first study discussed were 

replicated in the second study. (Brockner, et. al., forthcoming), 

which also began examining merit layoffs (layoffs based on 

performance). The design of the merit layoff study was identical 

to the random, lottery layoff, with the exception of the actual 

layoff manipulation. Instead of drawing cards, the subject and 

the confederate were told the decision was made on the basis of 

their performance on the first half of the proofreading task. 

Again, before and after productivity measures were taken. This 

time there were no changes in productivity. Regardless of the 

self-esteem level, the merit layoff did not result in 

productivity changes. The third study also examined the merit 

layoff using a similar research design; the major difference was 

the size of the group (Davy, 1985). Rather th~n one subject and 

one confederate, there were four subjects and two confederates. 

The two confederates were laid off on the basis of performance. 



7 

Again there were no productivity changes as a result of surviving 

a merit layoff. In both the second and third studies subjects 

reported working harder after surviving the merit layoff than 

before the 1 ayoff (Brockner, et. al., forthcoming; Davy, 1985). 

It appears in the merit layoff situation, survivors may change 

their cognitions of performance rather than their actual 

performance. The survivors had been told at the time of the 

layoff that they were high performers (they had no previous 

feedback). The positive performance feedback could have provided 

information that brought about cognitive changes justifying 

survival and relieving any dissonance or sense of positive 

inequity that may have been created by that survival (Davy, 1985; 

Brockner, et. al., in press). 

Seniority layoffs have also been given an initial look 

(Davy, 1985). The confederates in the seniority 1 ayoff put in 

significantly less time on the proofreading task (one half the 

time) than the subjects. They were laid off on the basis of time 

on the job. Again. using equity theory, it was hypothesized that 

in this layoff the survivors would not change their productivity 

level. Seniority provided a very visible and concrete measure of 

the inputs of each participant. It was obvious to the subjects 

that the two confederates had put in less time. The results seem 

to he consistent with the hypotheses. There were no productivity 

changes. There also were no affective changes such as increased 

guilt. This apparent support for the seniority hypotheses is 
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quite tenuous though the hypotheses were in the form of the null 

hypothesis; no change was expected. The merit layoff study which 

was performed at the same time, and under the same conditions, 

showed no behavioral changes. A strong argument can be made that 

the manipulation were not strong enough to elicit behavioral 

changes under any circumstances. Had the predicted changes in 

the merit layoff occurred, the results in the seniority layoff 

would have been more defensible. 

Before continuing with further studies, it is necessary to 

carefully evaluate the assumptions and results of the first 

$eries of studies. They were based on equity theory which 

assumes that individuals focus on the outcomes of an allocative 

decision when evaluating the fairness of a decision. The central 

theme in equity theory states that individuals compare their 

input-outcome ratios to the input-outcome ratios of relevant 

others. If these ratios are not equal, dissonance occurs. Under 

equity theory an individual may reduce the dissonance by changing 

his/her behavior, by attempting to change the relevant other's 

behavior, by changing the relevant other, by leaving the field 

(quitting) or by making cognitive changes such as derngating the 

comparative other (Adams, 1961; 1965). If surviving a layoff is 

perceived as an inequity any of the above may be used to resolve 

the inequity. To this point only changes in the individual's 

behavior and cognitive changes have been focused on. The way the 

laboratory studies were set ur limited the methods of dissonance 
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reduction available to these two options. Only the random or 

lottery type layoff resulted in any behavioral changes. Again, 

these changes were limited to the low self-esteem subjects. 

There is only very limited (post-hoc) evidence in the merit 

layoff studies that cognitive changes rather than behavioral 

changes took place. Because there is little support for the 

equity hypotheses to this point, the assumption that surviving a 

layoff produces a sense of inequity for the survivors is tenuous. 

It is possible that an inequity was not created by the layoff 

manipulations (e.g. if the other person did not finish they 

should not receive the same outcomes as those who do finish). 

A further explanation is that subjects did not focus on 

the outcomes, but rather the procedure used to implement the 

layoff. There is considerable evidence that people focus on and 

evaluate the procedure used in making the decision rather than 

the outcomes and that the procedural evaluation results in 

different responses than outcome evaluations (Thibaut and Wal~er, 

1985; Morgan and Sawyer, 1979; Lind, et. al., 1980; Tyler and 

Folger, 1980; Greenberg, 1984). The study of procedural 

evaluations is referred to as procedural justice. 

The research in procedural justice has been limited to legal 

contexts and, most recently, to performance appraisal procedures 

(Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Tyler and Folger, 1980; Greenberg, 

1984). Procedu ra 1 eva 1 uat ions vlere found to be better pred i ctors 

of behavior than outcome evaluations (e.g., rlorgan and Sa\'1yer, 

1979; Lind, et. al., 1980; Tyler and Folger, 1980). While 
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individuals may not receive the desired outcomes, if the 

procedure is perceived as being fair, behavior tends not to 

change. The opposite can also be found; the outcomes may be 

acceptable but the procedure is evaluated as unjust. This tends 

to bring about behavioral changes. While the outcomes may be 

examined, evidence is indicting that more weight is put on the 

procedures than the outcomes in determining if a decision was 

justly made .PA (e.g., ~lorgan and Sawyer, 1979; Lind, et. al. 

1980; Cook and Hegtvedt, 1983). Thus, the assumption that 

outcome evaluation is the determinant of fairness may be too 

limiting. Based upon previous research, the importance of 

procedural justice should not be ignored. Two basic questions 

arise from this perspective. First, will changes in layoff 

procedures (controlling for outcome) result in different 

responses to layoff survival? Second, does procedural evaluation 

provide additional or better explanations for the previous layoff 

survivor studies? 

Components of Procedural Justice Control 

Control There are two components to procedural 

justice: (1) procedural controi and (2) procedural norms 

appl ied in making allocative decisions (e.g., Thibaut and Walker, 

1975; "!organ and Sawyer, 1979). Procedural control is the 

influence individuals exert on the decision process. Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) first examined this issue in the legal context. 

They compared the behavioral responses for decisions where both 
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parties involved in the litigation had a voice in the proceedings 

with the responses when the parties involved had no input. Their 

results indicated that those allowed input (e.g., defense) were 

more satisfied with and accepting of the outcomes, even when the 

outcomes were not in their favor, than those with no voice. 

Those with input felt they had much more control over their 

destiny than those with no input. Similar studies by other 

researchers supported these results (e.g., Folger, 1977; Tyler 

and Folger, 1980). Greenberg (1984), in investigating 

the procedural control issue in performance appraisal, found that 

the majority of the subjects believed that it was how their 

appraisals were determined that made them fair. In clarifying 

the "how", Greenberg (1984) found that workers were more 

satisfied with and accepting of appraisals when the procedure 

allowed for ratees' inputs into the process. Participants felt 

that this input enhanced the accuracy of the information used and 

resulted in fairer appraisals. 

Additional support for the importance of individual control 

in influencing performance and perception of the ~ituation can be 

found in the participative management 1 iterature (e.g.,eoch and 

French, 1948; Locke and Schweiger, 1979; Lawler and Hackman, 

1969; Mitchell, 1973; Lawler, 1983). Much of the work in this 

area has demonstrated that satisfaction and productivity both 

increase when workers think they influence decision processes 

and, at least theoretically. the outcomes. Furthermore the 
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psychology literature dealing with personal control reports that 

people who perceive having influence in decision processes 

perform better and are more satisfied and optimistic (Renshon, 

1979). How do these findings apply to survivors of layoff 

situations? If workers feel they have some control or influence 

over the layoff process, they should be more productive, 

satisfied and optimistic than workers with no control or 

influence over the layoff process? 

Procedural Norms The second issue within the context of 

procedural justice is the choice of procedural norms used in 

making the decision. These norms--equity and equality refer to 

the decision criteria used in allocation decisions (Morgan and 

Sawyer, 1979). The primary difference between procedural norms 

and the distributive norms is the individual's focus. In 

distributive evaluations the focus is on the outcomes--the actual 

distribution of rewards (Homans, 1961; Adams, 1961; 1965). In 

the procedural evaluations, the focus is on the decision criteria 

rather than the outcomes (Morgan and Sawyer, 1979). 

Procedural equity is defined as making allocative 

decisions on the basis of some measure of merit. An individual's 

inputs are used as criteria for deciding the outcome or rewards 

to be received. With a procedural equality norm, the decision 

criteria is that everyone should be treated the same. That is, 

the decision should be made so that everyone is treated as 

equally as possible (Horgan and Sawyer, 1979). In evaluating 
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whether a procedure is fair and just, individuals evaluate the 

norm (decision criteria) used in making allocative decisions; 

they do not pay attention solely to the outcomes. When applying 

this to layoff survivor studies, it can be argued then, that if 

survivors focus on the procedure, they will respond differently 

than if they focus solely on the outcomes. 

Role of Self-Perception 

In the original layoff survivor studies, the concept of 

self-perception was used, with individual responses being a 

function of self-esteem. I was argued in the merit layoff 

studies that an individual's low self-esteem would negate any 

positive feedback as such feedback would be regarded as 

inconsistent with the overall negative self-perception and would 

be ignored (Davy, 1985; Brockner, et. al. in press). This was 

not the case. In the merit layoff, the only feedback given was 

at the time of the layoff and it was positive. It seems the low 

self-esteem accepted the feedback that they were high performers 

and, as a result, did not change their behavior. In the random 

layoffs no feedback was given on performance and low self-esteem 

people increased productivity. 

The major difference between the random and merit layoff 

seems to be the feedback. In the merit layoffs the feedback 

al lowed for a very specific and salient self-perception to be 

formed. Thus, those individuals who survived a merit layoff 
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should not change their behavior, given that they had been told 

they were high performers (i.e., Rokeach, 1973; Reis and Burns, 

1982). The specific feedback may have nullified the more global 

negative self-perception held by the low self-esteem people and 

reinforced the positive self-perception of the high self-esteem 

people. 

In the random layoffs, no feedback was given so there was 

no specific, salient self-perception formed relevant to the 

situ~tion. As a result, the more global self-perception 

resulting from one's self-esteem may have moderated the 

individual's behavior. Regardless of the general self-esteem, an 

individual may form a situatiollally specific self-perception 

based on feedback in the situation (Rokeach, 1973). Specific 

self-perception directly affects behavior rather than the general 

self-esteem. 

The layoff survival studies have only looked at situations 

with positive performance feedback or no feedback. Furthermore 

only the effects of very global self-perceptions on behavior 

after layoffs have been examined. The issues raised in the above 

discussion suggest specific, salient self-perceptions need to be 

examined more thoroughly. The effects of positive and negative 

feedback need to be examined in a direct manner. 
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Summary 

The procedural justice literature and the self-perception 

literature present alternative approaches to addressing the 

effects of layoffs on survivors. The research in procedural 

justice raises questions that have not been addressed by the 

distributive justice approach. If people focus on the procedure 

rather than outcomes, to evaluate changes in the layoff procedure 

may predict behavioral responses to the layoff. The self

perception literature indicates that the effect of self-esteem on 

behavior is overridden when information is provided using 

feedback. The feedback allows for a specific self-perception to 

form. Thus, positive versus negative feedback may result in 

differing behavioral responses. 



THEORY DEVELOPMENT 

Procedural justice was defined as the evaluation of a 

procedure as just or unjust (Thibaut and Walker, 1975) and as 

having two components: (1) proceduraal norms--equity and 

equality (2) procedural control. The definitions of the 

procedural norms parallel the definitions of the distributive 

norms. Distributive equity specifies outcomes based upon 

relative contributions (Adams, 1961; 1965; Deutsch, 1975). 

Procedural equity refers to the use of an individual's inputs as 

'criteria for deciding the outcomes (e.g., performance levels are 

used to determine pay levels) (r~organ and Sawyer, 1979). 

Situational control was defined as the amount of control or 

influence individuals have in establishing the procedure-

choosing the most appropriate decision norm (or criteria) to be 

applied (e.g., Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Lind, et. al. 1980; 

Greenberg, 1984). 

In the procedural justice literature considerable 

attention is paid to participants' perceived fairness with the 

procedure used in making allocative decisions (Thibaut and Walker, 

1975; Lind, et. al., 1980; Greenberg, 1984). There is consid

erable evidence from the procedural justice literature that 

subjects allowed procedural control in determining, or at least 

16 
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influencing, the procedure used in making al locative decisions 

are significantly more satisfied with the procedure than those 

not allowed any control (Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Lind, et. al., 

1980; Greenberg, 1984). Similar findings have been reported in 

the participative management literature (Coch and French, 1948; 

Lawler and Hackman, 1969; Mitchell, 1973; Cammann and Lawler, 

1973; Locke ar.d Schweiger, 1979; Lawler, 1983) and the personal 

control literature (Renshon, 1979). These findings suggest that 

individuals given control over or participation in determining 

the layoff procedure will be more satisfied with a layoff 

procedure than those without such control. Thus, one way of 

making layoffs more acceptable to survivors may be to allow 

workers control over, or participation in determining how the 

layoff should be done. 

The next step is to examine high and low performers 

individually. High performers are given positive information 

specific to the task they are doing. Thus, their self-perception 

in this situation is positive. Low performers are given negative 

information specific to the task they are doing. Thus, their 

self-perception is negative (Rokeach, 1973; Reis and Burns, 

1982). High performers find themselves in a relatively strong 

position if a layoff is to be determined on the basis of 

performance (the equity norm applied). The equality layoff 

weakens the high performer's chance of surviving the layoff by 

minimizing the relationship between performance and survival. 
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Thus, the high performers will be more satisfied with an equity 

procedure than an equality procedure (Morgan and Sawyer, 1979). 

For the low performer, the equality procedure improves the 

possibility of surviving a layoff. There is much more 

uncertainty surrounding an equity procedure than an equality 

-procedure for the low performer (Morgan and Sawyer, 1979). Thus, 

the low performers will be more satisfied with an equality 

procedure. Self-perception (high/low performer) should influence 

individuals' satisfaction with procedures. 

Self-perception should also influence the procedure one 

will choose if given the opportunity. In a layoff situation 

where participants have a voice in the layoff process, they can 

choose between a procedural equity and a procedural equality 

process. To the high performers, the procedural equality process 

will appear riskier. Any advantage held by the high performer is 

lost in the equality layoff. As a result, the equality layoff is 

avoided by the high performer if at all possible (Morgan and 

Sawyer, 1979). A parallel argument can be made for low 

performers. The low performer is at a disadvantage in a 

procedural equity situation. A procedural equality process 

improves the odds for a low performer's survival. It puts them 

in a stronger position. Therefore, the low performers will 

choose the procedural equal ity process (I·10rgan and Sawyer, 1979). 
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Behavioral change also must be examined. High performers 

have a self-perception that is consistent with surviving the 

layoff under an equity procedure. It has already been argued 

they prefer the equity procedure. If they survive a procedural 

equity layoff, the survival is easily justified by their high 

performance. ~Ihi 1 e high performers \-li 11 1 ike 1 y eva 1 uate a 

procedural equality iayoff as an unsatisfactory procedure, 

survival of a procedural equality layoff can be justified by 

either the luck of the draw or as 'just desert' for their high 

performance. Even though the high performer may view the 

equality procedure as unjust, the self-perception literature 

argues there is little to gain by reacting negatively in terms of 

reducing productivity. Individuals attempt to promote a 

favorable self-presentation to themselves as well as to others 

(Greenberg, 1983). By being'evaluated as high performers, they 

have accomplished that favorable self-presentation. To respond 

to an unjust procedure by reducing productivity would only serve 

to undermine this. Equity theory alone would predict that the 

lack of a relationship between performance and rewards will cause 

dissonance for the high performer. This dissonance may be 

reduced through reduced performance. It is argued here that 

one's specific, salient self-perception will moderate the 

behavioral response, resulting in the high performer maintaining 

his/her performance level and ultimately preserving his/her 

positive self-perception. 
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The low performer encounters a somewhat different problem. 

For the low performer, surviving a procedural equity layoff 

presents an inconsistency or inequity between the self-perception 

and survival. Here the layoff is based on performance levels -

high performers should be retained. This incongruence between 

the self-perception and the experience must be reduced 

(Festinger, 1975; Meador and Rogers, 1973; Aronson, 1980). The 

most direct methods for a low performer to reduce this 

inconsistency is to increase performance or make a cognitive 

adjustment that the low performance evaluation was incorrect. 

(Adams, 1965; Walster, Berscheidt and Walster, 1973). By 

behaviorally or cognitively becoming a high performer, one can 

develop a more favorable self-perception and, as a result justify 

survival of a performance based layoff. 

The low performers surviving a procedural equality process 

(with situational control) have two sources of ju?tification for 

their survival. The first is simply luck. Everyone has an equal 

chance and the low performer won. Being lucky is bolstered by 

the fact that the equality process was supported by a majority of 

the participants (Fest inger, 1954; Bandura, 1974). When 

participants have the opportunity to influence or control the 

process, they are much more committed to the process and they 

tend to trust it (Renshon, 1973; Thibaut and Walker, 1975; 

Lawler, 1983). Thus, in this condition, low performers will not 
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change behavior; they have sufficient justification for their 

survival. 

The next conditions considered are those with no 

situational control. In these conditions there is no choice 

process; the layoff process is imposed on the participants. The 

high performers are expected to respond much the same as when 

there is situational control. They will maintain their 

performance levels. The arguments supporting this expectation 

are much the same as developed in the situational control 

conditions. Whether they survive a procedural equity or equality 

layoff, their survival is consistent with their self-perceptions 

of being high performers. With no dissonance resulting from 

their survival, there is no need for further justification such 

. as increasing performance levels (Brockner, et. al, in press). 

Low performers in the no control procedural equity 

condition are expected to increase performance, as they are in 

the control. procedural equity condition. Again, they have 

survived a performance based layoff, which is inconsistent with 

the self-perception of being a low performer. The dissonance 

caused by this inconsistency or inequity must be reduced 

(Festinger, 1957; Aronson, 1980; Brockner, Davy and Carter. 

1985). Thus, it is expected that low performers in this 

condition will increase performance. 
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Low performer survivors in the no control procedural 

equality condition are expected to respond differently than those 

in the situational control condition. One form of justification 

for survival has been removed in the no control condition. These 

survivors cannot use the preference of the rest of the group as 

evidence that this is a fair system (La\1ler, 1983). There is no 

consensus that the application of the equality norm is 

appropriate. The only justification that exists for their 

survival is that they were lucky. There is indirect evidence 

that luck is not sufficient to reconcile the negative self

perception with the survival (Brockner, Davy and Carter, 1985; 

Brockner, et. al., in press). 

While the two pieces of research used s~lf-esteem (a more 

global measure of self-perception) it has been demonstrated that 

specific and salient negative self-perceptions,produce strong 

behavioral changes (e.g., Reis and Burns, 1982; Greenberg, 1983). 

Being evaluated as a low performer should induce a specific and 

salient self-perception. This specific negative self-perception 

results in self-dissatisfaction in the particular situation and 

it results in the questioning of one's deservedness in that 

situation. Self-dissatisfaction is situationally determined 

(Rokeach, 1973). Regardless of the general self-esteem, an 

individual wilJ behaviorally change to reduce the specific self

dissatisfaction in the situation. (Rokeach, 1973). The 

situation here is one in which the individual is a low performer, 
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which ;s dissatisfying to the self and he/she has survived a 

layoff. While survival is based on luck, there is no verifiable 

concensus by the rest of the participants that this is just. 

This reduces the individual's ability in justifying the survival 

(Festinger, 1954; Bandura, 1974; Lawler, 1983). This combined 

with the results from the earlier layoff studies in which more 

general, less salient negative self-perceptions were used 

supports the prediction that low performers in a no control 

procedural equality situation will increase productivity. This 

increase is an attempt to reconcile the inconsistency between 

self-perception and survival. 

Based upon the above development, the fol lowing hypotheses 

are proposed: 

Hypotheses: 

HI: Those individuals with situational control will 

be more satisfied with the layoff procedure than 

those with no situational control. 

H2: High performers will be more satisfied with a 

procedural equity process while low performers will 

be more satisfied with a procedural equality 

process. 
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H3: Where there is situational control, the high 

performer will choose a procedural equity layoff 

process and the low performer will choose a 

procedura 1 process. 

H4a: Where there is situational control, surviving high 

performers will maintain their levels of 

productivity in both the equity and the equality 

layoffs. 

H4b: When there is situational control low performers 

will maintain their productivity levels in an 

equality layoff. but will increase productivity 

in the equity layoff. 

H5a: In a no control situation, high performers will 

retain their performance levels after either the 

equity or equality layoff. 

H5b: In a no control situation, low performers will 

increase productivity after surviving the equity 

and equality procedure. 

These hypotheses are summarized in the following matrix. 

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 



METHODOLOGY 

Subjects 

Approximately 120 subjects participated in the study (14 

subjects per cell). They were enrolled in upper division 

management classes at a business college. Participants were 

given course credit and paid $8.00 each upon completion of the 

study. 

Procedure 

Subjects were run in groups of four plus two confederates 

(total of 6). Each group was subjected to one type of layoff: a 

procedural equity layoff with situational control, a procedural 

equity layoff with no situational control, a procedural equal ity 

layoff with situational control, a procedural eq~ality layoff 

with no situational control. The equity layoffs were done on the 

basis of performance. The layoff decision appeared to be based 

on task performance of the task (hereafter referred to as Merit). 

The procedural equality layoff appeared to be decided on the 

basis of a lottery. E{'~h person had an equal chance to stay 

(hereafter referred to as Random). Situational control was 

25 



26 

m~nipulated through the use (or absence) of a vote. High and low 

performance was manipulated through feedback on performance in 

parts of the task. Subjects-were assigned randomly to the layoff 

procedure and performance level. 

As the subjects (and confederates) arrived at the 

experimental site they were led to a large room and asked to be 

seated. After all six participants were presented, both the 

subjects and confederates were informed that they would (1) work 

on a proofreading task, (2) have a short break, (3) fill out a 

short questionnaire, and (4) do a·final proofreading. They were 

told that the purpose of the proofreading task was to "develop 

some standardized tests of cognitive performance." Also, they 

were told that, to minimize distractions, they would be placed in 

separate rooms to do the proofreading. 

After these introductory remarks, the four subjects and 

two confederates were placed in separate rooms to perform the 

first proofreading task. This task had been used in previous 

research (Reis and Burns, 1982; Brockner. Davy and Carter, 1985; 

Davy, 1985; Brockner. et. al., forthcoming). They were each 

given two copies of a six page booklet taken from Jance Jacobs' 

book, The Death and Life of Great American Cities. One copy was 

a set of uncorrected pages in which there were numerous spelling, 

punctuation, and grammatical errors. The second copy was a 

master copy in which there were no .PA errors. The subjects were 

then instructed to proofread by comparing the master to the 
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uncorrected copy and underlining (but not correcting) all the 

errors found in the incorrect packet. They were given eight 

minutes to read the passage. Both speed (i.e., quantity) and 

accuracy (i.e., qual ity) in performance \'lere stressed. 

The experimenter then told the subjects and confederates 

to start. After eight minutes they were"told to stop and 

underline the last line they proofread. Feedback on performance 

was then given to each individual. The feedback was composed of 

two pieces of true information. The true information consisted 

of the number lines read and the percent of errors found in the 

portion read. Their work was scored in front of them. The 

false information was the ranking given to each subject as either 

a high or low performer. Subjects were randomly assigned the 

high and low performance conditions. The subjects were asked to 

fill out a short questionnaire dealing with perceptions of 

performance on the task and attitudes toward the task, 

experimenter, and other subjects. They were also asked not to 

discuss the exercise with other subjects during the break coming 

up. When they had completed that questionnaire, they were asked 

to return to the center room. During this break the layoff 

manipulation took place. In all of the random and merit 

conditions the experimenter mentioned that .PA because of a room 

scheduling problem, only four people would be allowed to finish 

the exercise. In addition those asked to leave would not receive 

the $8.00 and possibly not the class credit for having only 
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completed part of the study. In the situational control 

conditions, the subjects were told that they would be allowed to 

vote on the type of layoff method to be used; a random (lottery) 

system or a merit system. The random system consisted of drawing 

cards to stay or go. If the merit system were chosen, the 

performance evaluations would be used from the first proofreading 

task. The subjects were then asked to vote for the method of 

their choice. A secret bal lot was used. The experimenter then 

counted the ballots (again, for appearances only) and announced 

the layoff to be used. In the random layoff, cards were made up 

with stay on four and go on two. The confederates picked first 

(the "go" cards always in the same place in the deck). Then the 

subjects each picked up a card. In the merit layoff, the 

confederates were told that, on the basis of their performance, 

they were the ones who would have to leave. 

To reinforce the manipulation, the confederates protested, 

stating how unfair it was that they would not get class credit 

nor paid for what they have done. The experimenter verbally 

agreed that it was a "tough break" but sa id noth i ng else. 

After the confederates had left, the subjects were asked 

to return to their rooms. A second set of uncorrected and master 

pages were handed out. Again, they were given eight minutes to 

\'lOrk on the task. 
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In the no situational control conditions, the room 

scheduling problem was also introduced as the reason for having 

to let two people go. Instead of a vote being taken, the 

experimenter explained the options that could be used in making 

the decision and then decided how the decision would be made. 

The remainder of the manipulation fol lowed as in the situational 

control conditions. After the second proofreading task was 

completed, the subjects were each asked to complete a final 

questionnaire. The questionnaire addressed the issues of 

perceived performance and satisfaction and fairness of the layoff 

method. After the final questionnaire was completed, the 

subjects were debriefed and paid for their participation. 

In addition, control groups were also run. In these 

control groups, the subjects and the two confederates were 

introduced to the tasks they would be doing in the exact same 

manner as the layoff groups were. At the end of the first 

proofreading task, the subjects were given feedback on their 

performance and told they were either high or low performers (in 

the same way the other groups were told). The only exception in 

the whole control group process was no layoff occurred. The 

break when the laYJff manipulation usually occurred was used only 

as a break. The subjects and confederates were then asked to 

return to the same rooms they had been in and the second task 

would be started. These subjects were given the same 

questionnaires as the others and they were fully debriefed. 
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Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables are (1) changes in performance 

bet~een the two proofreading tasks (both quantity and quality), 

(2) preference for layoff type in the situational control 

condition and (3) satisfaction with the layoff procedure. The 

performance measures were obtained by counting the number of 

lines read in each task (quantity). The quality variable was the 

number of errors found/number of errors in the portion read. 

The preference variable was measured by the vote taken in 

the situational control conditions. Whether an individual voted 

for a merit layoff or a random layoff was recorded. 

Satisfaction with the layoff procedure was measured using 

a questionnaire given after the final proofreading task. Two 

questions in particular asked subjects to rate how satisfied they 

were with how the decision was made in choosing the method of 

layoff and how satisfied they were with the method used to layoff 

the two people. Responses ranged from not at all satisfied (1) 

to extremely satisfied (7). Subjects were also asked to rate how 

fairly they were treated (Self) and how fairly those laid off 

were treated (other). These responses range from not at all fair 

(1) to more than fair (7). 

After each proofreading task each subject was also asked 

to rate their own performance. These ratings were also used as 

manipulation checks on the performance manipulation (i.e., high 

and 1 m~ performers). 
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Data Analysis Procedures 

To test hypotheses #1 and #2 analysis of variance (ANOYA) 

was used with the satisfaction and fairness measures as the 

dependent variable. These four measures were combined to form a 

satisfaction scale. Reliability with interitem correlations were 

run on this scale before the ANOYA. The independent variable was 

situational control for hypothesis #1 and manipulated performance 

for hypothesis #2. 

Hypothesis #3 is tested by Chi-square given the 

distribution. The choice measure' is the vote, which only occurs 

in the situational control conditions. The dependent variable is 

the way individuals vote (Random or Merit). The independent 

variable is manipulated performance (High or Low). 

Hypotheses #4a, #4b, #5a and #5b address performance 

changes. Again ANOVA is used. The dependent variables are 

quantity changes (e.g., number of lines read on task two minus 

number of lines read on task one) and quality changes (e.g., 

percent of errors found in task two minus percent of errors found 

in task one). The specific comparisons are performance changes 

in each of the various layoff procedures as outlined in the 

hypotheses. The standard against which these cOffiparisons are 

made is the performance of the respective control group (e.g., 

high performer control group and low performer control group. 
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At this point it is necessary to emphasize that several of 

the performance change hypotheses are in the form of the null 

hypothesis. This creates problems in interpreting the results 

accurately. While there are many contexts in which predicting 

the null hypothesis is appropriate, the null hypothesis cannot be 

logically proved (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Giere, 1979). When 

"no change" is predicted and supported, it may be a chance result 

rather than a meaningful nondifference. Had a more powerful 

manipulation or statistical test been used, the "no change" 

hypothesis may have been rejected. The strongest statement that 

can be made indicating support of the null hypothesis is that the 

results are consistent with the null hypothesis or that the 

evidence presented fail to reject it. This is taken into account 

when reporting and interpreting the following results. 
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RESULTS 

Nanipul ation Check 

The effectiveness of the feedback manipulation was 

analyzed using subjects' responses to three questions addressing 

their perceptions of their performance. The following questions 

were asked after they received feedback on the first proofreading 

task and, again, after the second proofreading task. The 

questions are: (1) How \'/ell did you perform on this proofreading 

task? (2) How satisfied were you with the quantity of work you 

completed on this proofreading task? (3) How satisfied were you 

with the accuracy of the work you completed on this proofreading 

task? Each of these questions were answered on a seven point 

scale (1 = not at all and 7 = very). These three questions were 

summed to form a scale total after the first proofreading task 

and, again. after the second proofreading task. The performance 

satisfaction scale prior to and after the layoff intervention was 

quite reliable: Cromback's Alpha (Perf/Sat CA 1) = .73 and 

Perf/Sat CA2 = .85. 
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Analysis of variance for time one with performance 

satisfaction I as the dependent variable and feedback (high/low) 

as the independent variable indicate that those told they were 

high performers were much more satisfied with their performance 

than were 1 o \,1 performers (F(1,105) = 9.528, p 2 .0025). The mean 

for the low performers was 12.464 (sd = 3.592) and for the high 

performers, 14.116 (sd = 2.6208). These scal es could range from 

3 to 21. A similar analysis was done for performance 

satisfaction II. Again, high performers (mn = 15.435, sd = 

3.056) were more satisfied than low performers (mn = 13.3043, sd 

= 3.384; F = 15.1; p 2.002). These results indicated that the 

subjects believed the feedback they were given initially and that 

the effect of the feedback persisted through the remainder of the 

task. 

Hypothesis 1 and 2 

A scale, made up of four questions asked at the end of 

each group's work, was used to measure the participants' 

satisfaction with the particular layoff procedure The four items 

making up the scale were: (1) How fair was it that you survived 

the layoff? (2) How fair were those subjects treated that were 

asked to leave? (3) How satisfied were you with how the decision 

was made in choosing the method used to decide who would go? (4) 

How satisfied were you with the actual method used to layoff the 
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two people? The responses to these questions ranged from 1 (not 

at all fair/satisfied) to 7 (very fair/satisfied). (CA = .79). 

The first hypothesis predicted that those individuals with 

situational control would be more satisfied with the procedure 

chosen than those with no situational control. Analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) indicated there was no significant difference in 

satisfaction between the groups with situational control and no 

situational control (F =(1,105t 1.954, p~ .1). 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that high performers would be more 

satisfied with a procedural equity process, while low performers 

would be more satisfied with a procedural equality process. The 

ANOVA revealed that high performers were not more satisfied with 

the procedural equity process than with the procedural equality 

process (F(I,52) = .260, p > .1). The analysis did reveal that 

low performers were more satisfied with the procedural equality 

if (F(I,52) = 4.775, p~ = .0334). The means and standard 

deviations are reported in Table 1 for the respective analyses. 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 addressed the actual choice individuals would 

make when given the opportunity to influence the layoff process 

to be used. It was predicted that high performers would choose 

the procedural equity process and low performers would choose the 
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procedural equality process. The Chi-square analysis revealed 

that low performers were more likely to vote for the procedural 

equality process (X 2 = 6.135, P ~ .05). High performers were not 

more likely to choose one method over the other. The actual 

breakdown of the votes are recorded in Table 2. 

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 5b 

Hypothesis 4a and 4b focused on the layoffs where there 

was situational control (vote). Hypothesis 4a predicts that high 

performers will maintain their productivity levels in both the 

equity and equality layoff. To test this hypothesis, high 

performers surviving the equity (merit) layoff were compared to 

the high performer, no layoff group. ANOVA revealed there 

was no change in the quantity (F(1,26) = .227, p> .1} or qual ity 

of performance (F =(1,26) .015), p > .1}. The high performer 

equality (random) survivors were also compared to the higher 

performer, no layoff group. Again, quantity did not change 

(F(1,26) = .073, p > .1}, nor did qual ity (F(I,26) = .274, p > 

Hypothesis 4b predicted that low performers would maintain 

their productivity levels in an equality layoff, but they would 

increase productivity in the equity layoff. Productivity changes 

for low performers after surviving the equality (random) layoff 
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were compared to the low performer, no layoff group. The ANOVA 

revealed there were no significant differences between the two 

groups in quantity (F(l,27) = 3.234. p> .05) nor qual ity 

(F(l,37) = .541. p> .1). These results fail to reject the 

equality hypothesis. To test the second half of hypothesis 4b, 

the productivity changes of the equity (merit) layoff survivors 

were also compared to the low performer, no layoff group. The 

quality change ANOVA indicated there was no significant 

difference between the layoff group and the no layoff group 

(F(l,26) = .555, p>.1. There was a significant difference 

between the two groups quantity measures, but the change was in 

the opposite direction than predicted (F(1.26) = 5.99, 

p =2 .02. The equity (merit) survivurs produced signi-

fi cant 1 y 1 ess (mn = -3.46, sd = 16.38) then the no 1 ayoff group 

(mn = 10.20, sd = 13.14). The merit layoff did produce a 

behavioral change in low performers, but in the oPPosite 

direction than predicted. 

Hypotheses 5a focused on layoffs where no situational 

control was allowed. This hypothesis predicted that high 

performers would retain their productivity levels after both the 

equity (merit) and the equality (random) 1 ayoffs. The analyses 

were done in the same manner as for H4a and H4b. Again high 

performers who survived an equity (merit) layoff did not change 

productivity levels in terms of quantity (F(1,28) = .086, 

p >.1) or quality (F (1.28) .052, p> .1), The same holds for 

the equality (random) survivors quantity, 
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F(1,26) = .010, p>.l and quality, F (1,26) = .249, 

p >.1. These resu lts fa il to rej ect hypothes i s Sa. Hypothes i s 

5b predicted that low performers who survive an equity (merit) or 

equality (random) layoff where there is no situational control 

will increase productivity. Again, in the equity (merit) layoff 

low performers decreased rather than increasing their 

productivity in terms of quantity (mn = -1.54, sd = 11.43; 

F(1,26) = 6.3; p < .019). There was no significant difference 

between the layoff and no layoff groups' quality changes (F(1,26) 

= .090, p > .1). The low performer surv i v ors in the equa 1 ity 

(ra"ndom) layoff condition did not demonstrate any significant 

difference from the no layoff subjects in quality (F(1,27) = 

1.481. p > .1). or quantity (F(l,27) = 1.481, p > .1). 

The results for the quantity changes are summarized in 

Table 3. 

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

Post-Hoc Analyses 

The following analyses were performed to aid in clarifying 

some of the results obtained above. A closer examination was 

made of the way high performers voted when given the opportunity. 

As was reported earlier, the high performers showed no preference 

for the type of layoff to be used. Further analysis indicates 
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that the data on voting did not tell the whole story. Subsequent 

analysis revealed that those high performers voting for the 

equity (merit) layoff were more satisfied with their performance 

on the first task (mn = 14.875, sd = 2.473) than \>Jere the high 

performers who voted for the equality (random) layoff (mn = 

13.00, sd = 2.145). These satisfaction scores are significantl y 

different (F(1,25) =4.159, P .: .05). The same analysis ~Jas done 

for the low performers voting for the equity (merit) layoff. 

Their satisfaction scores were not significantly different from 

those voting for the equality (random) layoff (F(I,25) = 1.904, p 

> .1). 

Further study was also made of the layoff satisfaction 

scale results. This was done by analyzing the scale responses as 

the dependent variable and high performers' votes as the 

independent variable. The results revealed that high performers 

voting for the equality (random) layoff were also much less 

satisfied with the layoff procedure (mn ~ 15.09, sd = 6.534) than 

were high performers voting for the equity (merit) layoff (mn = 

19.875, sd = 3.631; F(1,25) = 5.971; p.: .0219). 

A closer examination was also made of the quantity change 

results. There is evidence from psychology that anxiety results 

when an experience is discrepant from the self-perception. The 

greater the discrepancy, the greater is the anxiety. As anxiety 

increases it can have a debilitating effect (Meador and Rogers, 

1973). To examine the possible relationship between anxiety and 
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performance changes, an anxiety scale was developed using three 

questions asked at the end of the second proofreading task. 

These questions are: (1) To what extent did you feel pressure to 

perform ~Jell on this proofreading task? (2) Prior to perfonning 

the second proofreading task, how wel 1 did you expect to perform 

on it? (3) Prior to performing on the second proofreading 

task, how important was it for you to do well on it? Each of 

these questions were answered on a seven point scale (1 = not at 

all and 7 = very). The responses to these three questions were 

summed (CA = .735). The analyses performed using this scale 

looked at anxiety differences between high and low performers by 

layoff conditions. In the merit layoff condition there was a 

significant difference for performers. That is, high performers 

were more anxious (mn = 16.583, sd = 2.208) than low performers 

(mn = 14.39. sd = 3.86; F(I,53) = 6.218, p ~ .0158). There was 

no significant difference between high and low performers in the 

random layoff condition (F(I,50) = 1.443, p> .1). In the 

equality layoff condition there was no significant differences in 

anxiety between the hlO groups (F(1,52) = .01, p > .1). The 

results of these analyses are summarized in Table 4. 

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 
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To examine low performers' behavior in terms of 

productivity changes, two questions regarding how hard the 

subjects had worked on each task were analyzed. All subjects 

were asked how hard they had worked on the first task before they 

received feedback. Analysis of variance revealed that there was 

no differences between high and low performers in response to 

this question. The same question was asked again after the 

second proofreading task (and feedback). This time high 

performers reported working hard (mn = 5.94, sd = .9056) than low 

perf 0 rm e r s (m n = 5.42, s d = 1. 39; F ( 1 , 136) = 6.8, P ,: .01). ~J hen 

the control groups (no layoff) were removed from the 

analysis, this relationship still held (F(1,105t 3.63, 

p,: .05). When comparing low performers surviving an equity 

layoff to those surviving an equality layoff, no significant 

difference was found between the groups in how hard they reported 

working on the second task (F(l,52)= .7055, p> .1). These 

results are summarized in Table 5. 

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 



DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to investigate survivors of 

layoffs behavior and perceptions as a function of their survival. 

Procedural evaluations moderated by self-perceptions related to 

the task were examined. Hypotheses were tested regarding 

preferences for specific procedures, satisfaction with those 

procedures and behavioral changes fol lowing the layoff 

procedures. 

The results indicated that low performers preferred the 

equality layoff. High performers demonstrated no clear 

preference for either layoff procedure (equity or equality). In 

addition, while behavioral changes were reported they were 

opposite from those predicted. While not all of the hypotheses 

were supported by the results, striking consistencies were found 

in several instances. The results with respect to each 

hypothesis are discussed in the following pages. 

Control Relevant Satisfaction 

The first hypothesis predicted that individuals al lowed 

control in determining the layoff process would be generally more 

satisfied with the layoff procedure than those not allowed any 

control in determining the 

42 



43 

process. This hypothesis was based on findings obtained in the 

procedural justice literature (~g .• Thibaut and Walker 1975), 

the participative management literature (Lawler 1983), and the 

personal control literature (Renshon 1979). All three of these 

literatures present extensive evidence that participants are more 

satisfied with and accepting of decisions when they are al lowed 

input into the process (e.g., Thibaut and Walker 1975; Renshon 

1979; Lawler 1983). These results were not supported in this 

study. Those with control over the layoff procedure were not 

significantly more satisfied than those with no control. 

Qne possible explanation for the results in this study may 

come from the type of control the participants were given. The 

participants were presented with two procedural options and asked 

to decide which one they wanted implemented. 'No other input as 

to how the problem could be resolved was requested or accepted. 

This limited amount of control differs from many of the previous 

studies. Lawler (1983) reviews several participative management 

studies focusing on the establishment of pay and incentive plans. 

In these studies, the participants with control were given the 

opportunity to help in the development of the pay and incentive 

policies. Unlike the present study, participants were given the 

opportunity to develop the procedures. The studies done in 

procedural justice also focus on control as the opportunity to 

provide information (e.g., Thibaut and Walker 1975; Greenberg 

1984). Giving individuals the opportunity to choose between 
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predetermined options may not be perceived as real control. By 

providing only two options from which to choose, participants' 

influence may not be perceived as real control (Dickson 1981). 

A second possible explanation for the situational control 

groups not being more satisfied than the no situational control 

groups may lie in what was being decided. No mattQr whether 

there was an opportunity to vote or not and no matter how 

individuals voted, no individual was guar'anteed 5ufviva1. Those 

allowed to vote could only try to improve their odds of surviving 

by voting for the procedure that most favored them. In general, 

deciding how people will be laid off is a negative situation. 

There is evidence that even when individuals survive, they are 

not comfortable with the situation (Brockner, Davy and Carter 

1985; Davy 1985; Brockner, et al., forthcoming). Past studies 

focusing on situational control or participation have centered, 

primarily, on positive situations. For example, the studies 

dealing with pay and incentive plans were dealing with issues 

that could better the lot of workers (Lawler, 1983). Put 

briefly. giving individuals control over a negative situation may 

not make it any more palatable than having no control. 

A third possible explanation for the lack of significant 

resu"lts for the first hypothesis is methodological in nature. 

Given the nature of the study (laboratory) and the subjects 

(college students). there is the possibility that the subjects 

perceived the whclelayoff as a manipulation and their votes as 
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not counting. I-Jhile this is a real possibil ity, debriefing 

comments help in discounting it. Subjects reported in the 

debriefing sessions that they felt the scheduling problems used 

as the reason for the layoff were real. Most of the subjects had 

taken part in other studies where problems were encountered as a 

result of real scheduling problems. They reported concluding 

that this was just another "screw up". None of the subjects 

reported suspicions regarding the authenticity of the vote 

results. To the contrary, they were surprised that the ballot 

outcomes had little bearing on which procedure was used (the 

procedure was predetermined by random assignment). In addition 

to these debriefing comments, other results still to be discussed 

support the contention that the participants in the study 

responded as if they believed the layoff was authentic. 

It was also predicted that the high performers would tend 

to vote for an equity layoff while low performers. would tend to 

vote for an equality layoff. This hypothesis was based on 

findings from previous work that indicated that, given a choice, 

people would choose a procedure that would not increase their 

personal risks (~'organ and Sawyer 1979). The equal ity (random) 

layoff procedure represented the less risky alternative for the 

low performers. At least in this procedure, each individual had 

an equal chance of staying. If one were told he/she is a low 

performer, it is likely that others in the group did better. For 

the high performers the equality layoff procedure limits their 
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performance based on superiority. For them the equity layoff 

prQvides the better chances of survival. While the results 

indicated that low performers demonstrated a strong preference 

for the equality layoff, the high performers did not show a 

preference for the equity layoff. Further, satisfaction scores 

reflected low performers' preference for the equality layoff by 

their satisfaction scores. However, high performers were not 

more satisfied with either of the procedures. 

Initially, these results seem to indicate that low 

performers tried to protect themselves as much as possible, but 

high performers did not. Post-hoc analyses of questionnaire data 

sheds more light on these initial results. The first of these 

post-hoc analyses examined high performers' satisfaction with 

their performance on the first proofreading task. High 

performers who voted for the equity layoff were more satisfied 

with their performance than were high performers who voted for 

the equality layoff. Their satisfaction with the layoff 

procedure was al so re-examined on the basis o,f hO\,I the high 

performers voted. Again, those high performers voting for the 

equity layoff were more satisfied with the equity layoff while 

those voting for the equality layoff were more satisfied with the 

equality layoff. These relationships were not found for low 

performers. Rather than being risk neutral, it appears that 

individuals given positive feedback scrutinized the feedback more 

than those given negative feedback. Those told they were low 

performers preferred a system that would give them the most 
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protection. When given the opportunity. low performers took 

steps to keep their performance evaluations from being the 

criteria on which the layoff was based (74% voted for the random 

layoff). High performers apparently did not accept their 

feedback with the same confidence that it was accurate as the low 

performers did. It appears that individuals given positive 

feedback scrutinized the feedback more than those given negative 

feedback. This may be a function of the task itself. On the 

surface, the proofreading task appears simple. Subjects often 

comment on how little they actually got done. It may be, given 

the expectations of simpl icity going into the task and seeing 

what one actually accomplishes, that an evaluation indicating 

high performance is more difficult to accept than one of low 

performance. 

Performance 

Control groups were used to ascertain were used to ascertain 

the feedback effects without the possible confounding effects of 

the layoff. Those individuals told they were high performers 

after the first proofreading task maintained their performance 

levels on the second proofreading task. Those told they were low 

performers significantly increased their performance on the 

second task. These results are consistent with the work done by 

Rokeach (1973). He also argued that those given information 

supporting a negative self-perception specific to a given 

situation will experience self-dissatisfaction in that situation. 



48 

Those individuals receiving the information causing a negative 

self-perception attempt to change the behavior responsible for 

the resulting negative self perception. Therefore, when subjects 

were told they were low performers, they produced more in an 

attempt to change the negative self perception. 

Effects on performance were determined by comparing high 

and low performers experiencing layoffs to the appropriate (high 

performer, low performer) control groups. It was predicted that 

high performers would maintain their productivity levels 

regardless of the type of layoff they survived. These 

predictions are consistent with the results. It was argued 

previously that when individuals were given positive feedback, 

such as being high performers, their survival is justifiable. 

In other words, given that these individuals were told they were 

high performers, the most they could do was to retain that 

evaluation (Mea~or & Rogers 1973; Greenberg 1983). 

Low performers with situational control were expected to 

maintain their performance in the equality layoff and increase 

their performance in the equity, no situational control layoff. 

As compared to the low performer control group (which took into 

account the feedback effect), those in the equality layoff with 

situational control did maintain performance levels. There were 

no changes in performance over and above those accounted for by 

the feedback. Thus, surviving the equality layoff with 

situational control seems to have provided no additional 



49 

motivation to improve performance over and abovG that provided by 

the feedback. 

The prediction that low performers, with no situational 

control, would increase performance after an equality layoff was 

not supported. These individuals did not show a change in 

behavior different from that accounted for by the feedback effect 

demonstrated by the no layoff (control) group. 

The predicted increase in performance was supported by 

results from previous survivor layoff studies (Brockner. Davy and 

Carter 1985; Brockner, et. al., forthcoming). In these studies, 

low self-esteem people increased performance after an equality 

layoff with no situational control. Continuing the anology 

between the low self-esteem and performance feedback, the low 

performance feedback results in a negative self-perception 

specific and salient to the situation, while low self-esteem is 

nonspecific and nonsalient. It has been demonstrated that 

specific and salient self-perceptions produce strong behavioral 

changes (e.g., Rei s and Burns 1982; Greenberg 1983). If the 

nonspecific, nonsalient self-perception represented by self

esteem demonstrated behavioral changes in the positive direction, 

the specific, salient self-perception formed through feedback 

should also produce behavioral changes in the same direction. 

Given this development, why did those low performers with 

no situational control not respond in the same way as the low 
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self-esteem subjects in the previous studies? One possible 

answer to this question may be that the analogy between the 

general, nonsalient self-esteem and the specific, salient low 

performance is not appropriate. There are many components making 

up one's self-esteem (Eagly 1967). If an individual evaluates 

oneself negatively on enough of these components, he/she is said 

to have a low self-esteem. Low self-esteem is often defined as 

feeling unworthy of any positive outcomes (e.g., Janis 1954). In 

the first studies (Brockner, Davy and Carter 1985; Brockner, et. 

al. forthcoming) the subjects who felt they were unworthy of any 

positive outcomes were grouped together. In the present study 

this was not the case. As far as self-esteem is concerned, 

individuals were randomly assigned to groups. There is no reason 

to suspect that low performers were also individuals low in self

esteem. While one may have a negative self-perception concerning 

performance on a given task, he/she may, in other· respects, feel 

good about him/herself and deserving of positive outcomes. This 

would explain the results in this study. The low performers were 

motivated by the feedback to try to improve but, because the low 

performers felt good about themselves in other respects, 

surviving the equality layoff did no provide any additional 

motivation to do better. It is also possible that the subjects 

discounted the "laboratory" experience as little importance to 

give that predicted extra effort. 
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An additional argument comes from the procedural justice 

p~rspective. In the first study the subjects only had the layoff 

method used explained to them. In the present study both 

possible procedures were explained. Put briefly, in the first 

studies the method used could not be compared to alternatives, 

while in this study the prccedure used could be evaluated by 

comparing to the other option. Given the low performers' 

position, the equality procedure would appear fairer than the 

equity layoff. This argument is also supported by the results 

indicating that the low performers were more satisfied with the 

equality procedure than with the equity procedure (fairness was 

incorporated in the satisfaction scale). This argument supports 

the absence of behavioral changes; if the procedure used was 

evaluated as fair, no behavioral change would be expected 

(Thibaut and ~/alker 1975; Lind, et. al. 1980). In the first 

studies the evaluation of the layoff focused on the outcomes 

(someone had to leave). With the procedure being evaluated on 

the basis of the outcomes, the positive inequity response is 

reasonable. In the current study, the focus was removed from 

outcomes to an evaluation of the two possible procedures, 

reducing the likelihood of the positive inequity response 

(Thibaut and Halker 1975; Lind, et. al. 1980; Greenberg 1984). 

The results indicate that the low performers were less concerned 

with the discrepancy between self-perception and survival than 
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with how the layoff could have been done and how it was actually 

done. 

A third explanation for these results comes from a 

methodological comparison of the first random layoff studies to 

the present study. In the first studies the groups of subjects 

were made up of two people, a subject and a confederate. In the 

present study, groups were made up of four subjects and two 

confederates. The failure to obtain a performance change in this 

study may be due to a diffusion of responsibility across the 

other members of the groups. This diffusion was not possible 

in the first layoff studies given the fact that only one person 

remained after the layoff. There is considerable evidence that 

this diffusion effect is responsible for differences between how 

an individual behaves when alone and when in a group (Darley and 

Latane' 1968). 

A final explanation for the lack of performance change 

comes from equity theory. If individuals focus on the outcomes 

of a decision and perceive an inequity, there are a number of 

ways that inequity can be resolved (Adams 1961; 1965). They 

could decide to quit or leave the field. This did not happen; 

all of the subjects remained and finished the task. They could 

change their behavior; which they did not do. Attempts could be 

made to change the behavior of others in the group. This was 

extremely limited by having each of the subjects work alone. 

Another means of resolving the inequity is to change the 
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comparison other. This study, as well as the previous studies, 

fails to control for or test for this. The final method of 

resolving the inequity is to make cognitive adjustments. The 

participants in this study could have changed their cognitions of 

how hard they worked or how satisfying their performance was. 

This is not supported by the data. The low performers continued 

to be less satisfied than high performers throughout the study. 

There was no change in the low performers' performance 

satisfaction from before the layoff to after the layoff. They 

also failed to change their report of how hard they worked. In 

summary, the low performers did not show any evidence of using 

any of the available methods to resolve an inequity after 

surviving a layoff. From this, one may conclude that the low 

performers did not perceive an inequity in the layoff. 

Finally, it was hypothesized that low performers would 

increase performance after an equity layoff (whether there was 

situational control or not). The results were quite the 

opposite. The low performers surviving this layoff did not 

exhibit the increase demonstrated by the t0ntroi group, which was 

attributed to the feedback. It appears, f"G;fl the resul ts, that 

the effects from the equity layoff negated the motivational 

effects of the negative feedback demonstrated in the previous low 

performer conditions. It was argued in the development of the 

hypotheses that survival of an equity layoff (based on 

performance) is inconsistent with being evaluated as a low 

performer. As a result of this inconsistency.-'the 101'/ performers 
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would increase their performance to reduce the inconsistency 

(Fest i nger 1957;) Aronson 1980). 

In an attempt to explain these results data collected 

through questionnaires in the study were analysed. While all the 

low performers reported not working as hard as the high 

performers on the second task, there were no significant 

differences in the responses by low performers in the various 

layoff conditions. In addition, there were no significant 

differences in anxiety over performance between the various 

layoff conditions for the low performers. The one piece of data 

that does lend some aid is their satisfaction with the layoff. 

The low performers were not satisfied with the equity layoff. 

Their lower performance may have been a reaction to a procedure 

they did not think was fair. As stated in the procedural justice 

literature, the evaluation of the procedure is a better predictor 

of behavior than the outcomes of the procedure. If a procedure 

is evaluated negatively, the response to the procedure tends to 

be negativ~ (Thibaut and Walker 1975; Morgan and Sawyer 1979; 

Lind, et. ale 1980; Greenberg 1984). Thus, the lower performance 

levels may be reactions to a negatively evaluated procedure. The 

reaction to the procedure by the low performers may have 

overpowered the inconsistency inherent in surviving an equity 

layoff and the motivational effects of the negative feedback. 

Even though the outcome was positive, low performers responded 

negatively to a procedure with which they were not satisfied and, 
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when given the chanc~, tried to prevent the merit layoff from 

occurring through their vote. 

Conclusion 

This study begins to move the research on layoff survival 

in a new direction. While the earlier studies indicated that 

surviving a layoff may have motivational effects for individuals 

with a low self-esteem, this study seems to indicate that when a 

more relevant negative self-perception is used, the motivational 

responses to layoffs disappears. High performers, as high self

esteem people maintain their performance after a layoff 

regardless of the procedure used. Low performers maintain tr.~~r 

performance after an equality layoff while low self-esteem people 

increased performance. When high and low self-esteem people were 

given positive feedback in the previous studies and they survived 

an equity layoff, they responded as the high performers did in 

this study, with no performance change. Those individuals given 

negative feedback in this study (negative feedback was not given 

in earlier studies) decreased in performance after surviving an 

equity layoff (regardless of self-esteem). It appears, from this 

study, that if one is at a disadvantage he/she will respond 

negatively to a procedure that could augment that 

disadvantage, whether it does or not. For a person in a strong 

position, the procedure used seems to have no impact on 
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behavior as long as the outcome is positive (negative outcomes 

have not been examined). 

While the impl ications of this study must be stated 

cautiously at this time, it appears that an individual's response 

after surviving a layoff may be contingent on both the procedural 

norms employed (equity or equality) and how the person views 

him/herself relevant to the job. Control in deciding the layoff 

procedure had no impact in this study. But again, this may be a 

function of how the control was operationalized. What is 

indicated by this study is that, at best, survivors will perform 

at a level similar to those not experiencing layoffs, but in some 

situations they will perform at a lower level. This is 

consistent with observations made recently by several major 

corporations (Wall Street Journal. December 5, 1985). Further 

study is definitely needed to expand the understanding of layoff 

survival. Procedural issues and feedback effects need to be 

explored in greater depth with respect to behavioral and 

affective changes resulting from layoff survival. The situations 

in which layoffs appear to reduce motivation must be explored 

further and clearly defined so they can be dealt with in a 

positive manner. This potentially could reduce the trauma to the 

individual and ultimately to the organization as a whole. 

Because several of the performance hypotheses were 

developed as the null or equality hypothesis, the preceeding 

statements must be interpreted with caution. The results of 
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this study are consistent with the predicted null hypotheses, but 

the conditions in which change was predicted were also not 

supported. As a result, the null hypotheses may have received 

the support they did due to chance or, as a result of a weak or 

poor manipulation. 

Limitations 

A primary concern with a laboratory study is its external 

val idity. Undeniably, there are a number of factors lacking in 

this study that are present in the organizational context. For 

example, continued job security is not considered here. Neither 

are the effects pr0duced by anticipation of the layoff. Longterm 

working relations between those surviving and those laid off are 

also nonexistent. 

There is also the more specific issue of the actual 

manipulations used. The proofreading task itself has minimal 

relevance to actual organizational tasks. In addition, pains 

were taken here to give very clear and specific feedback on 

performance. There are many instances where this type of 

feedback may not be possible (e.g., professional and semi

professional jobs) and where the worker has little control over 

actual performance 1 evel s (e.g., assembly 1 ines). Finally, the 

layoff manipulations themselves are not proposed to capture, with 

any great precision, layoffs in field settings. It is unlikely 
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that a random layoff will be found in the field with any 

frequency. 

The &bove comments are not meant to imply that 

laboratory methodologies of this type are inappropriate. With so 

little known about the effects of surviving a layoff, studies of 

this nature provide an opportunity to more clearly define factors. 

affecting survivors and to develop measures to determine those 

effects. 

Implications for Further Study 

While the limitations discussed above deserve serious 

consideration in future layoff survivor work, several theoretical 

issues are brought up in this research that deserve further 

attention. First, participation was introduced in this study as 

a component of procedural justice. The hypotheses developed 

concerning participation were based on previous work in both 

procedural justice and participative management. It was 

predicted that participation in establishing a layoff procedure 

would increase satisfaction with the layoffs. This was not the 

case in this study. It was previously mentioned that the control 

or participation allowed in this study was so constrained that it 

may not be perceived as having significant impact on outcomes. 

Whether applying participation to layoffs or more general 1y 

applying participation to a variety of decisions made in an 

organization, the amount (or type) of participation needed to 
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produce the desired effects needs further study. Past work done 

in participative management has focused on participants' 

involvement in developing procedures to be used (e.g. Lawler 

1983). This study allows participation only at the level of 

choosing between two predetermined options. These two approaches 

to participation are toward extreme ends of a continuum for 

meaningful input. To develop a more complete understanding of 

the impact of worker participation in organizational decision 

making, further study needs to focus not only on these extremes, 

but on the middle of the continuum as well. 

A second issue coming out of the use of participation in 

this study is the context in which participation was allowed. A 

layoff can be regarded as a negative situation. The previous 

participation studies dealt with much more positive issues such 

as, pay policies, benefits and incentive ~rograms (e.g. Lawler 

1983). The perspective in the layoff decision is much different 

than the perspective brought to bear in deciding on benefits or 

incentive programs. The implication is that participation may 

not produce the same affects in all types of decisions. 

Participation needs to be studied in a variety of decision-making 

situations. Participation's ability to improve the understanding 

and acceptance of decisions may be limited by the nature of the 

decision itself. 

Another theoretical issue that pervades all of the layoff 

survivor studies surrounds equity theory. All of the hypotheses 

addressing behavior change have been based on subjects responding 



60 

to layoff survival as an overreward. To this point there is only 

minimal support for a positive ~nequity response tc surviving 

layoffs. This support comes from the random layoff-self-esteem 

studies. No other type of layoff has produced the overreward 

response (i. e., increase in productivity). The current study 

fails to replicate the random layoff results. This lack of 

behavioral changes question the appropriateness of the 

application of equity theory to layoff survivors and possibly, 

even the validity of equity theory. 

This almost complete lack of support for the positive 

inequity hypotheses could be interpreted as a serious blow to 

equity theory. However, equity theory states that individuals 

compare their input-outcome ratio to the input-outcome ration of 

a comparison other. In all of the layoff studies subjects were 

told they would be paid onOly after completing the task they were 

involved in. The size of the reward (outcome) was not altered, 

nor was it ever suggested they were being paid too much in the 

first place. Thus, the major basic components used in previous 

po~itive inequity studies were not present in the layoff survivor 

studies. It was assumed in the layoff survivor studies that 

surviving (or not surviving) the layoff would be considered the 

outcome to be evaluated by the subjects. For the subjects the 

actual outcome may have been the receipt of payment upon 

completing the task. All of those who finished were paid as 
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promised. Those that did not finish were not paid, as promised. 

Thus, no inequity may have been perceived. 

The results of the random layoffs for low self-esteem 

subjects, while appearing to be a positive inequity response, may 

be a low self-esteem response instead. There is evidence that 

low self-esteem people te~d to feel they do not deserve positive 

things happening to them without considerable evidence supporting 

their deservedness. When this evidence is lacking, low self-

esteem people try to change their behavior to justify the 

positive outcomes received (e.g. Janis 1954; Eagly 1967). The 

evidence seems to indicate that a positive inequity response has 

generally not been seen in the I~yoff studies because a positive 

inequity has not been created. 

To continue with layoff survivor studies, a theoretical 

approach other than equity theory seems to be warranted. In 

deciding how to approach further layoff survivor studies, more 

consideration must be given to the focus of survivors when they 

evaluate the layoff. Do they focus on the procedure or do they 

focus on the outcomes? If the focus is on the outcomes, what is 

considered as an outcome - survival, payor some other issue. In 

some situations an outcome of surviving a layoff may be more 

difficulty in doing the job. It may be that an individual's 

response to a layoff is a function of the attribution made for 

the causes of the layoff (e.g. a management ploy to manipulate 
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workers or an economic downturn). These issues need to be given 

further consideration in any future layoff survivor studies. 
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TABLE 1 - Satisfaction with Layoff 

SATISFACTION WITH LAYOFF: 

Merit Layoff: M = 13.3462 

sd = 5.80 

Random Layoff: M = 17.7143 

sd = 5.52 

LOH PERFORMERS 

n = 26 

F = 4.775, P = .0334 

df = (1,52) 

SATISFACTION WITH LAYOFF: HIGH PERFORMERS 

r1er it Layoff: M = 17.615 n = 26 

sd = 5.783 

F = .260, P > .1 

df = (1,51) 

Random Layoff: ~, = 17.407 n = 27 

sd = 4.474 
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Random 

Merit 

Random 

TABLE 2 - Votes 

High Performers' Vote 

15 

12 

Low Performers' Vote 

7 

20 
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TABLE 3 - Quantity Changes 

Procedural Equity Procedural Equality I Control Groups 

Vote No Vote Vote No Vote n = 16 
n = 12 n = 14 r;-;;-15 n = 12 M = -.3125 # Lines 
M = -2.58 M = 1.07 M = .9333 M = -.75 sd = 13.607 

sd = 10.76 sd = 12.086 sd = 11.895 sd = 7.794 
F = .227 F = .085 F = .073 F = .016 
P .1 p .1 p .1 P .1 

df = (1,26) df = (1,28) df = (1,26) df = (1,26) 

n = 13 n = 13 n = 14 n = 14 n = 15 
f~ = -3.46 r>1 = -1. 54 M = .7143 M = 3.2143 M = 10.20 # Lines 

sd = 16.38 sd = 11.43 sd = 15.198 sd.= 17.59 sd = 13.14 

F = 5.99 F = 6.26 F = 3.245 F = 1.481 
P = .0214 P = .019 P = .0848 P . 1 

df = (1,26) df = (1,26) df = (1,27) df = (1 ,27) 
-1..--

F's calculated by comparing to Respective 
control groups, e.g., Low to Low 

Quantity Change: Control Group 
F = 4.77; P = .037 

df = (1,29) 

I 

I 

(J) 
(J) 



TABLE 4 - Anxiety 

ANXIETY BY FEEDBACK: 

High Performers M = 14.3929 

Low Performers M = 16.5185 

~1ERIT LAYOFF 

sd = 2.208 n = 27 

sd = 3.862 n =28 

F = 6.218 p = .0158 df = (1,53) 

ANXIETY BY FEEDBACK: 

High Performers M = 15.269 

Low Performers M = 14.231 

RANDor·1 LAYOFF 

sd = 3.470 

sd=2.717 

n = 26 

n = 26 

F = 1.443 p = .2353 df = (1,50) 

ANXIETY BY LAYOFF: 

t1erit Layoff: M = 14.3929 

L0\4 PERFORMERS 

sd = 3.862 n = 28 

Random Layoff: M = 14.231 sd = 2.717 n = 26 

F = .01 p = .998 df = (1,52) 
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TABLE 5 - How Hard One Worked 

HOW HARD WORKED ON FIRST TASK by FEEDBACK 

High Performers: r·, = 5.56 sd = 1.09 n = 69 

Low Performers: M = 5.36 sd = 1.41 n = 69 

F = .891 P = .3470 df = (1,136) 

HOW HARD WORKED AFTER LAYOFF by FEEDBACK 

High Performers: M = 5.887 sd = .9739 n = 53 

Low Performers: M = 5.426 sd = 1.4743 n = 54 

F = 3.626 P = .05 df = (1,105) 

HOW HARD WORKED AFTER LAYOFF by LAYOFF: LOW PERFORMERS 

Merit Layoff M = 5.346 

Random Layoff M = 5.500 

F = . 144 

sd = 1.495 n = 26 

sd = 1.478 n = 28 

P = .7055 df = (1,52) 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEST VALIDATION SURVEY 

As you mayor may not know, the Department of Management 

has been conducting research on how various factors influence 

people's learning and performance. As part of this project we 

are attempting to develop some standardized tests of intellectual 

and cognitive performance. That is, we are establishing some 

baseline norms on how people do under neutral circumstances so 

that later on, when we run various testing procedures, we'll have 

an idea of just how much effect they have had. These 

standardized tests will be very useful in the future. In 

particular, we expect to be able to apply them to working 

situations to measure the aptitude and performance of paid 

employees. 

The task that you will be working on today is a measure of 

proofreading ability. We w6uld like to get some idea of the 

quality and quantity of proofreading under typical conditions. 

You will be given several selected excerpts from a book entitled, 

The Death and Life of Great American Cities, to which a number of 

grammatical, spell ing, punctuation, and typographical errors have 

been added. Your job will be to find as many of these errors as 

possible within the allotted time. 

You will be given a copy of the Master Pages, which have 

no errors on them. In addition, you will be given a copy of the 
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Uncorrected Pages, on which the errors appear. Your specific job 

is to compare the Uncorrected Pages to the Master Pages, and to 

underline each error that you find ~ the Uncorrected Pages. Do 

not bother to corY'ect the errors. ..!! is important that ~ 

proofread ~ quickly and ~ accurately ~ poss.ibl~ and ~ the 

!:laster Pages to compare. Not ~ll of the errors ~ apparent in 

the Uncorrected Pages. 



APPENDIX B 

Please respond to the fol lowing questions by circling the 

number along each scale that best represents your opinion. 

Answer each question. These questions pertain to the proof-

reading task you just complete. Please answer accordingly. 

1. To what extent did you feel pressure to perform well on this 
proofreading task? 

not at 
all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to a great 
extent 

2. How hard did you work on this proofreading task? 

not at 
all hard 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very hard 

3. How satisfied were you at the quantity of work you completed 
on this proofreading task? 

not at 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
satisfied 

4. How satisfied were you with the accuracy of the work you 
completed on this proofreading task? 

not at 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
satisfied 

5. How well did you perform on this proofreading ask? 

very poorly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very well 

6. Based on your brief interaction, how much did you like the 
other participants? 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very much 
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7. Based upon your brief interaction, how much do you think 
that you and the other participants are similar to one· 
another? 

not at 
all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to a great 
extent 

8. Based upon your brief interaction, how much did you like the 
researcher (that is, the person who was running the experi
ment)? 

not at 
all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to a great 
extent 
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1. Based on your brief interaction, how much did you like the 
other participants? 

not Rt all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very much 

2. Based upon your brief interaction, how much do you think that 
you and the other participants are similar to one another? 

not at 
all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to a great 
extent 

3. Based upon your brief interaction, how much did you like the 
researcher (that is, the person who was running the experi
ment)? 

not at 
all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 to a great 
extent 

4. How fair was it that you survived the layoff? 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very fair 
fair 

5. How fair were those subjects treated that were asked to 
leave? 

not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very fair 
fair 

6. How satisfied were you with how the decision was made in 
choosing the method used to decide who would go? 

not at 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
satisfied 

7. How satisfied were you with the actual method use to layoff 
the two people? 

not at 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
satisfied 
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Did you formulate any opinions about the pur'pose of this study 

\"hil~ you ~ taking it? In answering this question, you should 

tell us what you may have been thinking about while the 

experiment vias in progress, that is, \'Jhil~ ~ ~ completing 

the proofreading task 2r the questionnaires. Thus, please do not 

tell us what you think the experiment is about~. Rather, 

please tell us what, if anything, you thouyht the experiment was 

about then. If you formed no opinions concerning the purpose of 

the experiment, please go on to the next question. 

Were you suspicious at all about any aspect of the 

experiment? 

Yes No 

If yes, what specifically were you suspicious about? 

When did you first become suspicious? 

As best you can tell, did these suspicions affect the way that 

you did the proofreading task, or the way you completed the 

questionnaires? 

---Yes No 

If yes, how did these suspicions influence you? 
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