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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to examiue conceptually and 
empirically the relation between change in task characteristics and 
satisfaction with pay. Specifically, changes in task characterrstics 

were described and persons reacted to then, in terms of several 
hypothesized equity balance variables (difference-in-inpnts, employees' 
outcome benefits, and organizational benefits), how much they 

thought they should be paid, equity, and pay satisfactron after the 
job change. 

The two predominant models of job satisfaction (i.e., the 
fulfillment model and the discrepancy model) were reviewed. Each 

of these models considers intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction as 
independent of each other. However, they disagree as to the inter-
changeability of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction. Field 
reports were reviewed, suggesting that intrinsic and extrinsic 
satisfaction may be neither interchangeable nor independent. Two 

major points emerged: (1) Task characteristics, the major source of 
intrinsic satisfaction with the job, are simultaneously the source 

of both expectations about pay and subsequent satisfaction with 
pay; (2) When task characteristics are changed, workers re-evaluate 
their extrinsic equity. A model of satisfaction, incorporating 

these two major points, was proposed: the hypothesized Interactive/ 
Equity model of satisfaction is distinct from the other two models 
in suggesting that intrinsic and extrinsic satisfactions are neither 
independent nor interchangeable. 
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Task characteristics were manipulated via written descriptions 

approximating either job enrichment or job de-enrichment; and 

graduate students reported their reactions to the dependent measures, 

half in the condition of job enrichment (n = 108) and half in the 

condition of job de-enrichment (n = 108). Broadly significant 

results were achieved. In the enriched group, the results indicated 

that enriching tasks did create greater pay expectations and dis 

satisfaction with pay; both the interactive and the equity features 

of the hypothesized model were supported. In the de-enriched 

group, however, results indicated that, while recognizing that they 
should be paid less as a function of the change in characteristics, 

participants' satisfaction with unchanged pay was not significantly 
affected. Thus, in the de-enriched condition the interactive 

feature was supported, but not the equity feature. Additionally, 

examining differences between the relations under the two enrichment 

conditions indicated that the equity effect was significantly 

stronger with job enrichment (the under-equitable situation), but 

the interactive effect was equally strong in each condition. 

The findings have both theoretical and practical implications. 

They suggest that existing models of satisfaction may be inadequate. 

They also suggest that practitioners might keep two points in mind 
before beginning any job enrichment program. First, they should 

know that, even when jobs are de-enriched, persons do not expect 

less pay. This suggests that job enrichment may be very difficult 

to reverse. Thus, practitioners should be very certain of the 

impact of job enrichment on organizational effectiveness before 
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beginning a job enrichment program. Second, satisfaction from 
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are interactive and non-interchange 

able. A job enrichment program may provide increased intrinsic 
rewards and satisfaction, hut-rather than substituting for satis 
faction with pay-the enriched characteristics are likely to result 

in employees having greater pay expectations, and, thus, greater pay 
dissatisfaction if they do not get it. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The trend today in work organizations is to acknowledge the 

importance of workers' job satisfaction as a prerequisite for organi 
zational effectiveness (Lawler, 1971). Job satisfaction is "a plea 

surable or positive emotional state resulting from the appriasal of 

one's job or job experience" (Locke, 1976). Satisfaction is fre 

quently viewed as a function of two major components, factors which 
are intrinsic to the job itself and those which are extrinsic. In 

trinsic job factors are those "experienced by a worker during or 

following the completion of a set of task behaviors which is self-

or task-mediated in that the involvement of a source external to 

the task-person situation is not required for delivery to take place" 
(Brief & Aldag, 1977). The major source of intrinsic job factors 

are the task characteristics; these include task characteristics of 

skill variety, autonomy, task identity, task significance, and feed 
back (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Turner & Lawrence, 1965). These are 

the task characteristics which, at maximum levels, set the context 

for intrinsic satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1976); they are also 

the characteristics which have been specified for enriching jobs. 
Extrinsic job factors are "experienced by a worker following the 

completion of a set of task behaviors which is dependent on a source 

external to the immediate task-person situation for delivery to take 

place" (Brief & Aldag, 1977). Extrinsic factors include pay, working 
conditions, and relations with supervisors and coworkers (Herzberg, 

Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959). Pay seems to be the most important 
1 



extrinsic job factor, since some authors (e.g., Robinson, Athanisiou, 

& Head, 1978) conclude that the preponderance of evidence "pinpoints 

wages as a major, if not the major, determinant of job satisfaction." 
In the work setting, the motivating power of extrinsic rewards 

has been acknowledged since the time of Scientific Management (Taylor, 

1911). Then pay was the only reward used to influence behavior and 

job satisfaction. Attention to the potential motivating power of 
intrinsic rewards is relatively recent, but since the early experi 

ments with job enlargement at IBM in 1943, job enrichment has gained 

widespread acceptance in many organizations (Pierce & Dunham, 1976). 
This has resulted in job enrichment being frequently proffered in 

industry as a means of increasing intrinsic satisfaction. 

Persons advocating job enrichment claim that, through its ability 

to increase intrinsic satisfaction, it can increase overall job satis 

faction. They do not claim to increase productivity, although it 

may happen as a by-product of the job redesign. Many studies support 

the notion that job enrichment results in positive outcomes (Biganne 

& Stewart, 1963; Conant & Kilbridge, 1965; Ford, 1969; Kornhauser, 

1965; Paul, Robertson & Herzberg, 1969; Roche & MacKinnon, 1970, 
Walter & Marriott, 1951). However, other studies indicate that job 

enrichment may not be beneficial (Kennedy & O'Neill, 1958; Kilbridge, 

1960; Lawler, Hackman & Kaufman, 1973; Wild, 1970). 

These inconsistent findings may be due to some misconception 

of the relation between job enrichment, intrinsic and extrinsic 

satisfaction, and overall satisfaction. It seems that the present 

theories of job satisfaction, the need fulfillment and the discrep 

ancy models, in holding that extrinsic and intrinsic satisfactions 



are interchangeable or independent, respectively, in conjunction 

with the proposition of job enrichment promote a simplified view 

that workers' satisfaction can be increased by job enrichment, with 

out concomitant changes in remuneration. A possible explanation of 

the conflicting results of job enrichment programs lies in whether 

or not pay changes were made concommitantly. The models overlook 
the fact that the attributes of a job are used in job evaluation to 

determine the appropriate compensation. The very characteristics 

used to enrich jobs, the ones affecting intrinsic satisfaction, are 

also relevant for compensation. Satisfaction from intrinsic rewards 
and satisfaction from extrinsic rewards both originate from the same 

source, i.e., task characteristics. Thus, it is possible that job 
enrichment programs which do not involve increased pay may result 

in employees being dissatisfied with their pay. 

In the present research, a model is proposed in which intrinsic 

and extrinsic reward facets are not only non-interchangeable, but 

are interactive as well. The model is empirically tested by study 

ing the effects of changes in task characteristics (involving both 
job enrichment and job de-enrichment) on pay satisfaction. 

This dissertation is organized into eight chapters. In Chapter I 

the current models of satisfaction are presented. Evidence conflicting 

with the present models is reviewed in Chapter II. In Chapter III, 
the hypothesized interactive/equity model of satisfaction is presented. 
Theoretical bases of the proposed model are discussed in Chapter IV. 

In Chapter V, the objectives of this research are explained. The 
research method is discussed in Chapter VI. In Chapter VII, the 
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relations suggested by the interactive/equity model are statistically 
analyzed and the results are presented. Chapter VIIl consists of 
discussion and conclusions. 



CHAPTER I 

CURRENT MODELS OF JOB SATISFACTION 

There are, presently, two major models of satisfaction. These 

two models are the need-fulfillment model of job satisfaction (Morse, 

1953; Schaffer, 1953; Vroom, 1964) and the discrepancy model of job 

satisfaction (Katzell, 1964; Locke, 1968, 1969; Porter, 1961). 

Depending on the model of satisfaction applied, different proscrip 

tions are made for administering intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. 

I. THE NEED-FULFILLMENT MODEL 

According to a fulfillment model, ". . .job satisfaction will 

vary directly with the extent to which those needs of an individual 

which can be satisfied are actually satisfied. . ." (Schaffer, 1953). 

The fulfillment model suggests that, the more rewards persons receive 

from job facets, whether they be intrinsic or extrinsic, the more 

satisfied they will be, providing the rewards are appropriate to 

their need level. Using the fulfillment model of job satisfaction 

or, in modified form, the need-satisfaction model (e.g., Hackman & 

Lawler, 1971), one might predict that it is possible to effectively 

substitute intrinsic for extrinsic factors, and vice versa, to pro 

mote approximately similar levels of overall job satisfaction. Utiliz 

ing this model to increase overall job satisfaction, one would expect 

that increasing either intrinsic or extrinsic rewards would produce 

an equivalent increase in overall satisfaction. Thus, in answer to 
5 
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the question, "is it better to increase intrinsic or extrinsic rewards, 
in terms of overall job satisfaction?", one would respond, "it makes 

no difference." 

In effect, this model implies that intrinsic and extrinsic 

factors are psychologically independent and additive with respect 

to overall satisfaction (e.g.. Porter & Lawler, 1968). See Figure 1. 

They are additive because, for a given level of overall satisfaction, 

a high level of one facet can compensate for a low level of another 

facet. Yet they are independent because changing the level of either 

factor is not expected to affect the experienced level of the other. 

II. THE DISCREPANCY MODEL 

The other major model of work satisfaction is the discrepancy 

model. According to the discrepancy model, ". . .job satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction are a function of the perceived relationship 

between what one wants from one's job and what one perceives it as 

offering" (Locke, 1968). This definition indicates that the basic 

determinant of satisfaction is what persons want, and not what they 

expect or feel they should receive. However, as far as pay satis 

faction is concerned, other discrepancy researchers (e.g.. Porter, 

1961), in measuring pay satisfaction have used the base of how much 

pay persons feel they should receive. Research has shown that per 

sons' responses are higher when they are asked how much they want 

than how much they should receive; how much they should receive is 

based more on relevant factors such as job level (Wanous & Lawler, 

1972). Thus, in studying people's feelings about their jobs, the 
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"should be" approach makes more sense and is more widely used (Lawler, 

1973). As Lawler (1971) states: 

There is a difference between asking a person how much he 
wants and how much he thinks he should receive 
he is doing. In a sense they help us understand different 
aspects of a person's feelings toward his present pay.
person's satisfaction with the fairness of the pay for 
his present job would seem to be more influenced by what 
he feels he should receive than by what he ultimately 
aspires to. (p. 208) 

The discrepancy model suggests that persons will be more satis 

fied as the difference between the rewards they should, or want to, 

receive and the rewards they actually do receive approaches zero. 

This model differs from the fulfillment model in suggesting that 

over-reward, as well as under-reward, may create dissatisfaction. 

Persons receiving either more intrinsic rewards or more extrinsic 

rewards than they want can be as dissatisfied with the over-rewarded 

facet as they would be with a deficient facet. Attempts to substi 

tute satisfaction of extrinsic facets with satisfaction of intrinsic 

facets (or vice-versa) may lead to more of that facet than is wanted, 

and result in dissatisfaction with it. Using the discrepancy model 

of job satisfaction, one would expect that it is not possible to 

effectively substitute satisfaction of intrinsic and extrinsic factors. 

Further, as indicated by the model, those rewards which exceeded 

the desired basal level would result in dissatisfaction. Therefore, 

contrary to the fulfillment model, the discrepancy model argues that 

satisfaction with intrinsic and extrinsic job facets are addi 

tive; increasing the rewards of one factor does not compensate for 

a deficiency of the other factor. Similarly to the fulfillment model, 

however, the discrepancy model suggests that satisfaction with 
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intrinsic and extrinsic facets are independent of each other. In 

other words increasing or decreasing satisfaction with either factor 

will not influence the other. Using this model to increase overall 

job satisfaction, one would expect increasing either intrinsic or 

extrinsic rewards would produce—as in the fulfillment model—an 

equivalent increase in overall satisfaction, but—contrary to the 

fulfillment model-only up to the point where the rewards are equiva 

lent to what is wanted. Thus, in applying the discrepancy model to 

the question, "Is it better to increase intrinsic or extrinsic rewards, 

with respect of overall satisfaction?", one would respond that it 

is better to increase only those rewards which are deficient; how 

ever,—if both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are deficient—, then 

either could be increased with equal effectiveness. 

111. SUMMARY 

The fulfillment model and the discrepancy model are inconsistent 

concerning the nature of the relation between satisfactions from 

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Utilizing the fulfillment model, 

with its belief that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are both addi 

tive and independent, one would expect employee satisfaction to 

increase either when jobs are enriched or when pay is increased. 

One would believe that enriching jobs increases intrinsic satisfaction, 

increasing pay increases extrinsic satisfaction, and with the two 

being compensatory and independent in their relation to overall job 
satisfaction—enriching jobs or increasing pay increases overall 

job satisfaction. When jobs are de-enriched or when pay is decreased, 
one would expect the identical converse situation to hold, i.e.. 
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that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are decreased, and results in 

decreased overall job satisfaction. 

However, the discrepancy model, as explained above,- although 

concurring with the fulfillment model that intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards are independent-differs from the previous model by stating 

that the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are not compensatory, since 

dissatisfaction may result from having too much, as well as too little, 

of a job facet. Utilizing the discrepancy model to increase overall 
job satisfaction, one would predict that it does make a difference 
whether jobs are enriched or pay is increased: only that facet which 

is presently deficient should be increased; increasing the rewards 
relevant to either facet which is already at, or above, a satis 

factory level would produce a decrease in satisfaction with that 

facet and, thus, a reduction in overall job satisfaction, whereas, 

increasing the rewards relevant to either facet which is below a 

satisfactory level would increase satisfaction. A parallel relation 

would be expected by decreasing either job enrichment or pay: for 

that facet already above a satisfactory level, satisfaction would 

increase; for that facet below, or at a level equal to, satisfactory, 

satisfaction would decrease. 

Focus. The models conflict as to whether or not intrinsic and 

extrinsic rewards are compensatory, but the models each maintain 

that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are independent. In the next 

chapter, results from the field are presented which suggest that 

each of these models may be inadequate. Both models assume that 

certain characteristics of a job are singularly related to onlY one 
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facet of satisfaction. They suggest that job characteristics (e.g., 

task variety, identity, autonony, and significance) relate to growth, 

but not pay satisfaction; and level of pay relates to pay satisfaction, 

but not growth. Both models assume that overall satisfaction is an 

unweighted additive function of the intrinsic and extrinsic facet 

satisfactions. The theoretical problem is that in assuming this 

additive function of the facets, they also imply independence between 

them. In expecting enrichment of job characteristics to increase 

growth satisfaction, and result in an increase in overall satisfac 

tion, the models tend to ignore the possibility that level of job 

characteristics may indirectly affect pay satisfaction, and hence 

overall satisfaction, as well. Thus, the net effect on overall 

satisfaction may be null. 



CHAPTER II 

EVIDENCE COUNTER-INDICATIVE OF THE PRESENT MODELS 

OF JOB SATISFACTION 

The two defining characteristics of the two major models of 

job satisfaction are whether or not intrinsic satisfaction and ex 

trinsic satisfaction are compensatory (i.e., interchangeable), and 

independent in relation to overall job satisfaction. The variables 

in question are satisfactions from intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. 

Because the cognitive evaluations of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 

are mutually rooted in the job characteristics, intrinsic and extrin 

sic satisfaction may be non-compensatory and inter-dependent. The 

independence of the facets themselves has been questioned by other 

researchers (Burke, 1966; Dunnette, 1965; Ewen, 1964; Friedlander, 

1963, 1964; Wernimont, 1966). The independence of the resulting 

motivations has also been questioned (Deci, 1971). 

In this chapter, evidence relating to the non-interchangeable 

and inter-dependent nature of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfactions 

is examined. The fulfillment model, states that satisfaction from 

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are compensatory and independent 

with respect to overall satisfaction; the discrepancy model also 

holds satisfaction from these two divergent sources to be independent, 

but maintains that they are compensatory only when both facets are 

in the same affective state (i.e., satisfied or dissatisfied). Other 

wise, attempts to alleviate dissatisfaction from a deficiency in 

one facet by increasing the other facet results only in increasing 
12 
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dissatisfaction with the second facet, and thus increasing overall 

dissatisfaction. The characteristic of interchangeability is exam 

ined in the first section; independence is examined in the second 

section. 

I. NON-INTERCHANGEABLE SATISFACTIONS 

Extrinsic Satisfaction Is Essential 

Evidence is accumulating which supports the notion that intrin 

sic and extrinsic job factors are not interchangeable. Various indi 

cators suggest that satisfaction with pay, an extrinsic job factor, 

is essential. Strauss & Sayles (1957) have argued that satisfaction 

with pay is essential, stating that "there is little evidence that 
money has ceased to be a prime motivator" (p. 53). Geare (1976) 
also criticizes theories which question the motivational role of 

money. Empirical support of the importance of pay can be found in 
studies where workers have actually "withdrawn from the field" (Adams, 

1965) because they perceive their pay as too little. In a study by 
Patchen (cited in Steers & Porter, 1979), men who said their pay 

should be higher had more absences than men who said the pay for 

jobs was fair. 

That absenteeism in this study was a form 
is strongly supported by the fact that men with high absence 
rates were significantly more likely than men with low 
rates to say that they would not go on working at 
job, if they should chance to inherit enough money to live 
comfortably without working, (p. 118) 

Low pay has also been associated with a more permanent with 

drawal from a job (Diettrich & Carrell, 1979). And high turnover 

occurred among hourly workers who believed their pay was too low 
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(Telly, French & Scott, 1971). Additionally, Klein (1972) found 

under-equity related to turnover. Other research (Adams, 1963; Adams 

& Jacobsen, 1964; Adams & Rosenbaum, 1962) has found that low pay 

effects productivity. The weight of the evidence from this group 

suggests that pay satisfaction is an essential component of motiva 

tion. Dissatisfaction with pay appears to affect the decisions both 

to produce and to remain with the organization. 

Evidence of the noncompensatory nature of intrinsic and extrin 

sic rewards comes from a study (Oldham, Hackman & Pearce, 1976) in 

which it was found that reactions to enriched jobs are moderated by 

satisfactions with peer and supervisory relations and with pay. 

When the work environment is characterized by a high degree of em 

ployee suspicion and distrust of management, job enrichment strate 

gies may have negative consequences. This suggests that intrinsic 

and extrinsic facets are non-compensatory with respect to overall 

satisfaction, even when both were previously in a dissatisfied state 

due to deficient facets. If the conclusions of these researchers 

hold, positive reactions to job enrichment may occur only if extrin 

sic factors (i.e., pay, security, social, supervisory) are already 

satisfied. 

Xnt.rinsic Satisfaction is Essential 

Although satisfaction with pay is a necessary component of over 

all satisfaction, there are other indications that it is not suffi 

cient. In a national survey, (Michigan Research Center, 1971), 

workers ranked "interesting work" (an intrinsic factor) as the most 

important aspect of their job, while "amount of pay" (an extrinsic 



15 

factor) was ranked only fifth in importance. Friedlander (1964) 

found intrinsic job characteristics to be important both to satis 

faction and dissatisfaction, while extrinsic job characteristics 

were relatively unimportant, either as satisfiers or dissatisfiers. 

Thus, some level of intrinsic satisfaction may be a necessary com 

ponent of overall satisfaction. 

Similarly, one study found that extrinsic rewards alone were 

not sufficient for productivity. In a factory experiment, Wyatt 

(1934) found that output would remain poor--even under a piece-rate 

system-if the task were disliked. He observed a strong positive 
relation between an incentive plan's effectiveness (defined as in 

creased productivity) and liking for the job. On the best liked 

job, employees increased their output 200 percent when payment was 

changed from straight pay to group bonus and, finally, to piece-rate 

payment. In contrast, on the most onerous task, output showed no 
change under different conditions of pay. This interaction between 

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards suggests that both intrinsic and 

extrinsic rewards are necessary for productivity. Neither intrinsic 

nor extrinsic rewards alone were able to motivate for better perform 

ance. This indicates that some satisfaction of both intrinsic and 

extrinsic factors is necessary for overall satisfaction, and supports 

the position that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are not interchange 

able. 

Still more direct support of the non-interchangeable character 

of intrinsic and extrinsic factors comes from Gupta & Quinn (1973). 

These researchers examined whether workers could be satisfied with 

dull jobs when they were compensated with high pay. They found that 
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increases in one kind of satisfaction do not necessarily affect satis 

faction from other facets. Specifically, 

.there were no trade-offs between challenge and 
income in their effects on job satisfaction and lack of 
challenge in a job was not compensated for by high pay o 
obtain a specific level of job satisfaction. Cp. idJJ 

Summary 

A conclusion that could be drawn from these studies is that 

satisfaction from interesting work and satisfaction with pay are 

not interchangeable in producing an overall level of satisfaction. 

These reports appear to indicate that, regardless of how much satis 

faction workers get on one facet (intrinsic or extrinsic), they will 

not be satisfied, unless the other facet is also at a satisfactory 

level. Intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction do not seem interchange 

able, contrary to what the fullment model implies. 

II. INTER-DEPENDENCE OF SATISFACTION FROM INTRINSIC 

AND EXTRINSIC REWARDS 

Recall that both the fulfillment model and the discrepancy model 

maintain that satisfaction from intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are 

independent. This section presents reports which run contrary to 

that notion. 

Work Environment and Intrinsic Satisfaction 

Characteristics of the immediate work environment must be con 

sidered as potentially important moderators of the effects of an 

enriched job (Steers & Mowday, 1977). Several authors (Hackman, 

Oldham, Janson & Purdy, 1974; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Trist, 1976; Turner 
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& Lawrence, 1965) have acknowledged that job redesign strategies 

must take into account the sub-system in which they occur. For in 

stance, work group and supervisory relations have important influence 

on how employees react to the job situation. Fein (1974) also has 

critically observed that most job enrichment programs (particularly 

the most successful ones) have been attempted only in specially 

selected locations or in new plants where a suitable climate could 

be developed (e.g.. General Foods, Topeka). The need to simultane 

ously consider satisfaction from intrinsic and extrinsic facets is 

further demonstrated by the following case studies of unsuccessful 

job enrichment programs. 

Pav Satisfaction and Intrinsic Satisfaction: Several Case Studies 

Locke, Sirota & Wolfson (1976) found that, the "hard" measures 

(productivity, absences, turnover, complaints, grievances) showed 

generally positive changes as a result of job enrichment; while the 

"soft" measures (attitudes) did not improve. The authors attributed 

changes in the "hard" measures to the new work methods which allowed 

for greater efficiency and competition between workers. In interviews 

following the experiment, the authors found that the adverse atti-

tudinal reactions were due to employees' disappointments in lack of 

better performance ratings, pay raises, and promotions; the employees 

wanted job enrichment, but they expected more pay as a result of 

enrichment. 

Another case study (Gray, 1971) found significant effects of 

pay satisfaction on workers' performance. A study of an unsuccess 

ful Scanlon Plan revealed that, as the bonus payout dropped, so did 
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the number of suggestions submitted. The conclusion was that workers 

needed to be satisfied with pay before they could have intrinsic 

concerns. 

More anecdotal evidence comes from workers' comments following 

a study by Stern (1978). Stern examined the degree to which partici 

pants desired certain changes relating to their jobs. Results showed 

that, although respondents considered job design changes equally 

desirable as other changes, they were unwilling to pay as much money 

for the job design changes. Comments expressed after the study in 

dicated that they believed that changes in their job characteristics 

"would improve productivity, and therefore, if anything, they should 

be paid more." This assumption is probably fairly common in spite 

of the fact that "job enrichment" programs do not always succeed in 

raising productivity (Katzell & Yankelovich, 1975). The assumption 

of increased productivity could be having an effect on reported re 

sults of other studies as well. Stern (1978) reports that partici 

pants were probably choosing between the dichotomous alternatives 

of "changes which they perceive to help others" vs. "changes they 

perceived to help themselves." 

This comment suggests the presence of a social comparison process 

of distributive justice. Workers wanted costs and benefits from 

the enrichment program to be distributed proportionately between 

themselves and the employing organization. Workers' comments indi 

cated that they might otherwise want the job enrichment, but to do 

so would increase the company's outcomes, i.e., productivity and 

profits. Interpolating between these comments, one could suggest 

that workers had set up equity ratios between the inputs and 
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outcomes of themselves and those of the organization, and that these 

equity ratios included job enrichment's impact or extrinsic factors. 

III. EARLY CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF THE INTERACTION 

BETWEEN INTRINSIC AND EXTRINSIC JOB FACETS 

Systems Equity 

The equity interpretation (above) is further supported by Beer 

& Ruse's (1972) report of a case study. In that study, job enrich 

ment led to increased quality and productivity, and decreased absen 

teeism. Beer & Ruse attributed changes in the pay system as one 

reason for the project's success: 

Changes toward a pay process more clearly based on merit 
.were made to reinforce and legitimate an escalat 

ing climate of work involvement. . . .(including appraisals
for hourly and weekly salaried, clerical, and technical 
employees, as well as for managerial and professional per 
sonnel. 

These authors suggest an equity model in which someone with a newly 

enriched job compares himself to another with an unenriched job. 

(See Figure 2.) In the words of Beer & Ruse (1972): 

.the increased responsibilities, commitment, and involve 
ment represented by job enrichment for assembly workers 
are not adequately represented in the normal job evalua 
tion program for factory workers and are difficult to 
handle adequately within the larger system. So pay and 
pay system changes must be modified to fit modern OD con 
cepts. (p. 75) 

Beer and Ruse's model reflects the non-independence of satisfaction 

from intrinsic and extrinsic factors. They suggest that augmenting 

job characteristics, the precise vehicle by which intrinsic satis 

faction is increased, results in necessary changes in extrinsic re 

wards (i.e., pay). 
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Determinants of Facet Satisfaction 

The non-independence of satisfaction with intrinsic and extrin 

sic factors was also proposed by Lawler (1973). Lawler presented a 

model of the determinants of facet satisfaction. (See Figure 3.) 

According to Lawler (1973): 

The model is intended to be applicable to understanding
what determines a person's satisfaction with any facet of 
the job. The model assumes that the same psychological 
processes operate to determine satisfaction with job
factors ranging from pay to supervision to satisfaction 
with the work itself. The model. . .is a discrepancy model 
in the sense that it shows satisfaction as the difference 
between a, what a person feels he should receive, and b, 
what he perceives that he actually receives. (p. 7AJ 

Lawler maintains that, although a person's perception of what his 

reward level should be is influenced by a number of factors, the 

perceived job inputs may be most important. Lawler (1973) states; 
Perhaps the most important influence is perceived job inputs.
These inputs include all of the skills, abilities, an 
training a person brings to the job as well as 
he exhibits on the job. The greater he perceives his inputs 
to be, the higher will be his perception of what his out 
comes should be. Because of this relationship, people
with high job inputs must receive more rewards than people
with low job inputs or they will be dissatisfied. The 
model also shows that a person's perception of what his 
outcomes should be is influenced by his perception of the 
job demands. The greater the demands made by the job, 
the more he will perceive he should receive. (p. 7bJ 

Both the Lawler (1973) and the Beer & Huse (1972) model indi 

cate the importance of maintaining equilibrium of inputs and out 

comes within the system. Specifically, both models stress the neces 

sity of adjusting pay outcomes in relation to job inputs. These 

models are based on equity considerations. The equity comparisons 

can arise between persons and similar others or between persons and 

themselves at a previous time (Adams, 1963). However, another type 
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of equity comparison is also involved. As evidenced by the remarks 

of the participants in the Stern (1978) study, workers also consider 

equity comparisons based on themselves and the employing organiza 

tion. Again, changing the levels of job characteristics can have 

reverberations throughout the system. 

IV. SUMMARY 

Evidence is available which suggests that satisfactions from 

intrinsic and extrinsic job facets are non-interchangeable and non-

independent. Views from a wide range of sources have questioned 

the relation between satisfaction from intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, 

as set forth in both the fulfillment model and the discrepancy model 

of satisfaction. Two fundamental and important points have evolved 

from these persons' experiences. 

Mutual source of satisfactions. The first major point is that 

aspects of extrinsic satisfaction, as well as intrinsic satisfaction, 

have as the origin the task characteristics of the job. It has long 

been recognized that intrinsic satisfaction emanates from task char 

acteristics, but-with application of either the fulfillment model 

or the discrepancy model of satisfaction-practitioners presumed 

independence of satisfaction from the two reward facets. This has 

led to changes in task characteristics to increase intrinsic satis 

faction, expecting extrinsic satisfaction to remain the same. Recog 

nition that both kinds of satisfaction emanate from the same source, 

i.e., task characteristics, suggests an interactive relation between 
ijxtrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction. 
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TnhPrPnt equity process. The second major point which is sug 

gested by the literature is that, using task characteristics as the 
basis of their perceptions of required inputs, persons revise their 

equity appraisals when the task is changed. Accordingly, any change 
in the level of task characteristics is related to a change in per 

ceived inputs. Based on the perceived level of inputs and outcomes, 

an equity equation^ is formed cognitively to determine the fairness 

of the situations' changed level of task characteristics (as it 

affects both intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes). 

These two major points, taken together, suggest that intrinsic 

and extrinsic satisfaction emanate simultaneously from the task char 
acteristics in an asymmetrical, interactive manner which is mediated 

by an interposing equity formulation involving intrinsic and extrinsic 
rewards. The relation is asymmetrical, in that intrinsic factors 

effect both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction, while extrinsic 

factors affect only extrinsic satisfaction. Further, equity formu 

lations are interposed between the task characteristic-satisfaction 

relations. Such a model is proposed in Chapter III. 



CHAPTER III 

THE HYPOTHESIZED INTERACTIVE EQUITY MODEL 

OF SATISFACTION 

I. THE MODEL 

Augmenting job characteristics is the predominately proposed 

method used to increase intrinsic outcomes (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 

However, concomitant with perceived increases in intrinsic outcomes, 

individuals may also perceive increases in several variables which 

may contribute to their estimate of the equity of the new job situ 

ation. Some of these "equity balance variables" might be the per 

ceived difference in inputs required by the new job relative to the 

prior job, and who benefits from the changes. Persons might assess 

how the change in task characteristics affects their job outcomes 

and how the organization might benefit from the new work arrangement. 

Based on these perceptions of inputs and benefits, an equity equation 

could be formed cognitively to determine the fairness of the situa 

tion's changed level of job characteristics. If the outcomes have 

been augmented proportional to the inputs, then persons might per 

ceive their pay to be right, and equity is maintained. However, if 

the inputs have been augmented proportionally more than the outcomes, 

then persons might perceive they should be receiving more money, 

and under-equity ensues. Their satisfaction with the pay is likely 

to be based on their appraisal of the equity of the situation. (See 

Figure 4). 
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II. COMPARISON OF THE HYPOTHESIZED MODEL WITH 

THE EXISTING PREDOMINANT MODELS 

The major distinguishing characteristics of the major models 

of satisfaction ate their description of the relation between satis 
faction from intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, specifically whether 

or not they are taken to he compensatory and whether they are taken 
as independent or interactive. Recall from Chapter 1 that the ful 
fillment model and the discrepancy model are inconsistent concerning 

this relation. In comparing them to the hypothesized Interactive 

Equity Model each of these characteristics will he considered sepa-
rately. 

To reiterate, the fulfillment model suggests that intrinsic 

and extrinsic satisfactions are compensatory and, therefore, inter 
changeable; while the discrepancy model suggests that they are not. 

The Interactive/Equity model proposed in this study concurs with 

the discrepancy model in suggesting that intrinsic and extrinsic 
satisfactions are compensatory, i.e., that dissatisfaction can 

result from receiving too much of the reward facets, as well as too 

little. The reason for this is that the issue herein examined is 

pay satisfaction. As has been discussed by Lawler (1971), when pay 
fairness is the concern, then satisfaction is best determined by 

comparisons against perceptions of what one should receive. 

Both the fulfillment and the discrepancy models represent satis 

factions of intrinsic and extrinsic facets to be independent. Yet, 

as presented above, evidence from the field is accumulating which 
gives support to the notion that they may be related. The 
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Interactive Equity Model proposed here suggests that the satisfaction 

from intrinsic and certain extrinsic rewards may be complexly inter 

related due to the simultaneous evaluation of intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards relative to job characteristics. 



CHAPTER IV 

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF THE HYPOTHESIZED INTERACTIVE 

EQUITY MODEL OF JOB SATISFACTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader with an 

understanding of the cognitive processes involved in the proposed 

Interactive/Equity Model of Job Satisfaction. The findings of some 

recent equity research which have provided the basis for the model 

are presented in this chapter. In the first section, basic equity 

theory is explained. Recent insights to the equity process, and 

subsequent revisions of the original equity formulation are presented 

in the second section. In Section III, intrinsic and extrinsic 

satisfaction are explained in relation to the equity ratios. Then, 

in Section IV the findings from all of this previous research are 

brought to bear for extrapolating the formulation of the hypothesized 

Interactive/Equity Model. Finally, the specific hypotheses, derived 

from the hypothesized Interactive/Equity Model, are presented. 

I. BASIC EQUITY THEORY 

Equity theory is rooted in the theory of distributive justice 

(Romans, 1961). According to Romans' (1961) general rule of distri 

butive justice:^ 

^In the socio-economic arena, Romans is acclaimed as the 
nator of this concept; however, credit must also be given to Hobbes 
(1651) who recognized the importance of fair distribution in three-
party exchanges (Leviathan, Chapter XV). 
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A man in an exchange relation with another will expect 
that the rewards of each man be proportional to his costs— 
the greater the rewards, the greater the costs and that 
the net rewards, or profits, of each man be proportional 
to his investments--the greater the investments the greater
the profit. . . • The more to a man's disadvantage the 
rule of distributive justice fails of realization, the 
more likely he is to display the emotional behavior we 
call anger. (p. 75) 

Distributive justice has a strong influence on persons' social be 

havior (Shaw & Costanzo, 1970, p. 79). 

From this foundation Adams (1965) derived a theory of equity, 

based on persons' comparisons of what they put into a situation 

("inputs", e.g., skill, age, experience) with what rewards they get 

from a situation, ("outcomes," e.g., wages, respect, benefits). 

According to Adams, equity exists whenever the ratio of a person s 

outcomes to inputs is equal to the ratio of other's outcomes to in 

puts. 

Outcomes Outcomes 
^ person _ other 
Inputs Inputs 

person other 

Inequity exists whenever the two ratios are unequal. The "other" 

in the comparison may be another person, group of persons, or even 

some internal standard based on the persons' own previous experience. 

As summarized by Mowday (1979), the theory postulates that (1) per 

ceived inequity creates tension in the individual; (2) the amount 

of tension is proportional to the magnitude of inequity, (3) the 

tension created in the individual will motivate him or her to reduce 

it; (4) the strength of the motivation to reduce it is proportional 

to the perceived inequity. Thus, persons become dissatisfied when 

they perceive that what they are putting into a job and getting from 

the job is disproportionate to that of a comparison other. 
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II. REVISED EQUITY FORMULATIONS 

Operations Have Similar Units 

While equity theory is well accepted in the literature (Walster, 

Berscheid & Walster, 1976), the specific details of the comparxsons 

have recently been questioned. Some researchers (e.g., Anderson & 

Farkas, 1975; Farkas & Anderson, 1979) noted the conceptual difference 

between the proportional processes implicit in Adams' equity theory 

and those of a similar model dating back to Aristotle. 

Adams Outcomes A = Outcomes B 
Inputs A Inputs B 

Aristotle: Outcomes A = Inputs A 
Outcomes B Inputs B 

Although the two models are mathematically equivalent, they differ 

in their assumptions about the comparison structure (Anderson, 1978). 

Adams' formulation is more cognitively difficult because the numer 

ator and denominator are expressed in different units. Anderson 

and Farkas postulated another ratio model, derived from an integra 

tion theory of social averaging: 

r T- 1 Tnniil-- A = Outcomes AA„der.oa S, FarUs. (Outcon.es A + Outcomes B, 

Using judgments of inequity to test the adequacy of the various models 

(Anderson & Farkas, 1975), Aristotle's model did better than Adams', 

but not as well as Anderson & Farkas' model. The most accurate equity 

model-[the Anderson & Farkas (1975) model]-was the one in which 

similar units are combined before the equity comparisons are made. 

https://Outcon.es
https://A�der.oa
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Dissimilar Inputs Have Separate Equity Ratios 

Input integration. Once the equity formula had been refined, 

the path was open to examine how the units were combined. The cog 

nitive underpinnings of equity theory have long been questioned. 

Even as Adams (1965) proposed equity theory, he recognized that 

research was needed to determine how individuals aggregate their 

outcomes and inputs. The ambiguity has stood as an obvious weakness 

in the theory for some time. The problem was well captured by Hook 

& Cook (1979): 

.there is the large assumption that the allocator is 
able to conceptualize heterogeneous outcomes (e.g., satis 
faction or dollars) and heterogeneous inputs (the quan
tity and quality of work or qualifications) and is able 
to weld them into a single unidimensional scale of out 
comes or inputs, (p. 433) 

Traditionally, the implicit assumptions have been that (a) inputs 

are summed, (b) rewards are summed, (c) one is divided by the other 

for both proportions, (d) the comparison is made, and (e) an equity 

judgment ensues (e.g., Adams, 1965; Walster, Berscheid & Walster, 

1973). This process is commonly called "input integration because 

it assumes the inputs are algebraically combined to yield a unitary 

input value before an equity ratio is formed. 

Eouitv integration. However, recent research (Farkas & Anderson, 

1974; Anderson & Butzin, 1974; Farkas & Anderson, 1979) has suggested 

that for dissimilar inputs, persons employ a process of equity inte 

gration, rather than input integration. Equity integration implies 

a reverse order of processing, a process which begins by forming 

equity ratios consisting of similar units. For dissimilar inputs. 
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persons tend to create several equity ratios, each having their dis 

tinct input dimension. The resulting equity ratios are then aver 

aged into one final equity estimate. In other words, it is the impli 

cit equity divisions that are integrated. This method is used as 

opposed to summatively combining the dissimilar inputs, doing the 

same with the dissimilar outcomes, and having one ratio. These two 

alternative rules, input integration and equity integration, have 

twice been experimentally tested (Anderson, 1976; Farkas & Anderson, 

1979), and "these results raised doubt about the validity of any 

rule of input integration." For example, Farkas & Anderson (1979) 

manipulated various levels of two input dimensions (effort and per 

formance) for Persons A and B, and had participants allocate rewards 

for Person A. They studied the data patterns to diagnose which, if 

either, model could predict the observed judgments. They plotted 

rewards of Person A as a function of all proportional combinations 

of inputs: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
h ^ 

(Pa Pj) (Ea - ®a ('■a " ■■b' (''a " '^a' 
where: 

P = performance 
E = effort 

subscripts = denotation of Persons (A,B) 

All six input combinations were consistent with predictions from 
equity integration, whereas, only the first two combinations (i.e., 
only those which were unidimensional) were consistent with input 
integration. The authors concluded, therefore, that for dissimilar 
inputs equity integration is employed. In practical terms, that 
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means that for dissimilar inputs there actually exist several dis 

tinct equity ratios before they are formed into a single entity. 

III. COGNITIVE INTEGRATION OF EQUITY OUTCOMES 

Separate Intrinsic and Extrinsic Equity Ratios 

Generalizing from those studies; If it can be assumed that 

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are dissimilar outcomes, and that 

dissimilar outcomes result in equity integration just as has been 

shown for dissimilar inputs, then workers will use equity integra 

tion, rather than input integration, in their equity evaluations of 

outcomes, as well. Thus, workers should have separate equity ratios 

for intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes. The formulation being sug 

gested, extrapolating from the Anderson & Farkas (1975) model, is 

as follows: 

Inputs . Intrinsic Outcomes^ Extrinsic Outcomes^ 

(Inputs^ + (Intrinsic Outcomes^ + (Extrinsic Outcomes^ + 
Inputs B) Intrinsic OutcomeSg) Extrinsic OutcomeSg) 

Phenomenologically, this suggests that equity from intrinsic and 

extrinsic job facets have separate and distinct identities, and thus 

are evaluated separately. 

Distinct Levels of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Satisfaction 

The notion that there are distinct equity ratios for intrinsic 

and extrinsic inputs and outcomes is relevant to understanding the 

process of appraising satisfaction. Recalling that equity is directly 

related to satisfaction. (Hurt & Sundstrom, 1979; de Carufel, 1979; 

Dittrich & Carrell, 1979; Klein, 1973; Pritchard, Dunnette, & Jorgenson, 
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1972; Sears & McConahay, 1973), then having the intrinsic and extrin 

sic ratios processed separately implies that there may be two sepa 

rate estimates of satisfaction, that intrinsic satisfaction and ex 

trinsic satisfaction are appraised separately. 

In fact, since intrinsic and extrinsic satisfactions are commonly 

measured as two distinct variables (Herzberg, et al., 1959; Wanous, 

1974; Weiss, Dawis, England & Lofquist, 1967), it may be said that 

intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction are well accepted in the liter 

ature as distinct cognitive realities. This notion is consistent 

with each of the major models of satisfaction previously discussed, 

the fulfillment and the discrepancy models, as well as with the hypo 

thesized model, each of them recognizing that overall satisfaction 

is an unweighted combination of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction. 

Separate entities of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfactions are also 

consistent with the findings presented above which indicated that 

satisfactions of intrinsic and extrinsic factors are not interchange 

able. The non-interchangeable characteristic inherently suggests 

that they are different. Moreover, the separate identities of in 

trinsic and extrinsic satisfaction is implied in the equity formula 

tion of the previous section, stating that there are separate equity 

ratios for the intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes. And the finding 

that the level of extrinsic satisfaction moderates reactions to job 

enrichment implies that the two dimensions of intrinsic and extrinsic 

satisfactions are computed separately. Thus, it could be said that 

the present knowledge of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction is 

consistent with, and corroborates, the notion of separate equity 

ratios for intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes. 
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IV. RELATIVE BENEFITS FROM JOB CHANGE 

AND EXTRINSIC EQUITY 

There are two bases for believing that changing task character 

istics may affect the evaluation of extrinsic equity, and thus raise 

pay expectations. Each stems from considerations of "who benefits" 

from the job change. These become apparent after examination of 

the equity formula. As noted above, equity exists when. 

Inputs A _ Outcomes A ^ 
Inputs A + Inputs B (Outcomes A + Outcomes B) 

In this equation, "A" represents the person making the equity com 

parison; "B" could represent the person before the job change, another 

whose job was not changed, or the employing organization. 

Equity Comparisons Involving One's Self or Another at Previous Job 

Adams (1965) stated that persons "will minimize increasing inputs 

that are effortful and costly to change"; this premise has also been 

empirically supported (Weick & Nesset, 1968). If persons perceive 

that job enrichment has high costs to themselves relative to its 

rewards, they will not want it and will be dissatisfied with it. 

In the words of Steers & Porter (1979): 

.redesigning someone's job may not increase motivation 
if such efforts are not seen by the individual as changing
the inputs-outcomes matrix. If the employee still believed 
he or she was inequitably treated (perhaps paid at a lower 
rate than comparable others), there is little reason to 
believe that such an individual would be motivated to in 
crease effort. (p. 105) 

Accordingly, after a change in job characteristics, persons 

will form equity comparisons of the inputs and outcomes of the new 

situation to those they had before the job change. If augmenting 
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task characteristics is perceived as increasing inputs, a relevant 

variable for job evaluation, and pay has not changed, then persons 

might perceive pay as under-equitable. Similarly in job de-enrich 

ment, if decreasing task characteristics is perceived to decrease 

inputs, and pay has not changed, then persons might perceive pay as 

over-equitable. 

Equity Comparisons Involving the Employing Organization 

The second phenomenon which can effect extrinsic equity when 

job characteristics are augmented is inherent in the idea that per 

sons compare the rewards each gets from an exchange. The comparison 

process can elicit emotional behavior due to "relative deprivation" 

(Merton & Kitt, 1950). Relative deprivation occurs when persons' 

are receiving less reward(s) than others with whom they compare them 

selves, although they feel equally entitled to them. Relative depri 

vation arises from the notion of equity, but it has unique applica 

tions. 

Employees have an exchange relation with their employer, and 

they compare their inputs and outcomes not only with other workers, 

but also with those of the employer. If employees perceive that 

their augmented job characteristics increase the employer's outcomes, 

they may feel themselves entitled to increased outcomes, as well. 

Others (Crosby, 1976; Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star & Williams, 

1949) have also noted that outcomes are not evaluated in objective 

terms, but rather in relation to a subjective standard of deserving. 

Empirical evidence (deCarufel, 1979) supports the contention that 

the adequacy of compensation is a function of the resources available 
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to the allocator. Therefore, as workers perceive job enrichment to 

benefit the organization, they would probably expect more pay and 

there should be a concommitant decrease in their pay satisfaction; 

as workers perceive job de-enrichment to be costly to the organiza 

tion, they are likely to expect less pay and there should be a con 
comitant increase in their pay satisfaction. 

Analogously, however, one might expect that, as workers perceive 

additional costs to the organization due to job enrichment, the net 

value of that outcome to the workers might increase. Fein (1974) 

has argued that job redesign does include inherent organizational 
costs, e.g., additional training time and production costs. Workers 
who are more cognizant of these costs should experience less under-

equity from the enriched job, or more over-equity from a de-enriched 
job. 



CHAPTER V 

OBJECTIVES OF THIS RESEARCH 

All of these previous studies are relevant for the present re 

search. Augmenting job characteristics is the method used to in 

crease intrinsic outcomes. Job evaluations, the basis of pay deter 

minations are also tied to job characteristics. Even though aug 

mented job characteristics may produce "experienced psychological 

states" which result in increased intrinsic satisfaction, it is also 

possible that augmented job characteristics produce some psychologi 

cal phenomena (e.g., equity) relating to the extrinsic outcomes. 

And since past research (Anderson & Farkas, 1974; Farkas & Anderson, 

1979) suggests that there are separate equity ratios for dissimilar 

outcomes, then it is possible to examine the relation of changes in 

task characteristics with extrinsic outcomes, and the resulting esti 

mates of extrinsic equity and pay satisfaction. 

Adams, (1965) said that the inputs and outcomes of the exchange 

relationship 

.are conceived as being the sum of such outcomes and 
inputs as are perceived to be relevant to a particular
exchange. Furthermore, each sum is conceived as a weighted 
sum, on the assumption that individuals probably do not 
weigh elemental outcomes or inputs equally. 

Equity dimensions are based on what persons perceive as relevant, 

rather than on any objective reality (Homans, 1950; Turk & Simpson, 

1971). Lawler (1973) has speculated about the relevant dimensions 

for extrinsic facet satisfaction, but these variables have not been 

empirically examined as they relate to changes in task characteristics. 

39 
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The Interactive/Equity Model examines two variables suggested by 

Lawler, i.e., perceived inputs and benefits to the workers, and also 

a third one, perceived benefits for the employing organization. 

The purpose of this study is to empirically test the hypothe 

sized Interactive/Equity Model of Job Satisfaction. Specifically, 

the Interactive/Equity Model of Job Satisfaction suggests that chang 

ing task characteristics results in changes in perceptions of: inputs 

required by the job, who benefits from the work re-design (i.e., 

the employee or the organization), the amount of pay that should be 

received, the equity of the new situation, and pay satisfaction. 

Thus, it is predicted that—when task characteristics are changed 

and pay remains constant--persons should feel they have changed their 

job inputs and other variables of their extrinsic equity ratios, 

without increasing extrinsic outcomes; they should perceive inequity. 

The predictions from the hypothesized model, all involve per 

sons' reactions to changes in their jobs' level of enrichment, en 

richment represented by levels of task variety, identity, signifi 

cance, and autonomy, since Hackman & Lawler (1971) found that high 

levels of these task attributes should be present in order for jobs 

to encourage higher levels of intrinsic motivation. The changes 

involve either more or less enrichment, with constant pay. Speci 

fically, the expected relations were as follows: 

Hypothesis I--The perceived difference-in-inputs after a job 

change is a positive function of the difference in the job's level 

of enrichment before and after the job change. 
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Hypothesis II—The perceived benefits (i.e., employees' out 

come benefits and organizational benefits) resulting from the job 

change are positive functions of the change in level of enrichment. 

Hypothesis III—Expected pay is a positive function of the change 

in level of enrichment. 

Hypothesis IV-In the enriched condition, the perceived equity 

of a job, and pay satisfaction, are negative functions of the change 

in level of enrichment, when task characteristics are changed and 

pay remains constant. 

In the de-enriched condition, perceived equity is a negative 

function of change in level of enrichment; satisfaction with pay 

(due to shift in direction of the neutral point, caused by the con 

ditions' different direction of inequity) is a positive function of 

change in enrichment. 

Hypothesis V—When task characteristics are changed, a positive 

relation exists between the perceived difference-in-inputs and the 

perceived benefits (i.e., employee outcome and organizational out 

come) resulting from the job change. 

Hypothesis VI--When jobs are changed, a positive relation exists 

between perceived difference-in-inputs and expected pay. 

Hypothesis VII-- In the enriched condition, when task charac 

teristics are changed while pay remains constant, a negative rela 

tion exists between the perceived difference-in-inputs and perceived 

equity of the new job, and also between, perceived difference-in-

inputs and pay satisfaction. 

In the de-enriched condition, a negative relation is expected 

between perceived decrease in inputs and equity. This is predicted 
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to be in the same direction as the enriched condition, since bo^ 

variables have shifted directions corresponding to the directional 

shift in the manipulation of de-enrichment. A positive relation is 

expected between difference-in-inputs and pay satisfaction (since, 

in this relation, only one variable—i.e., the perceived difference-

in-inputs--has a shift of direction, from one enrichment condition 

to the other. 

Hypothesis VIII—When task characteristics are changed, there 

is a positive relation between the benefits (i.e., both employee 

outcome benefits and organizational benefits) believed to result 

from the job change and the amount of expected pay. 

Hypothesis IX--In the enriched condition, when task character 

istics are changed while pay remains constant, there is a negative 

relation between the benefits (i.e., employee outcome benefits and 

organizational benefits) believed to result and the perceived equity 

on the new job; also a negative relation between benefits and the 

new pay satisfaction. 

In the de-enriched condition, also, the relation between bene 

fits and equity is negative; benefits and pay satisfaction have a 

positive relation. The shift in algebraic sign is due to the shift 

in benefits, from increasing to decreasing in the conditions of job 

0iirichment and job de—enrichment, respectively. 

Hypothesis X-- In the enriched condition, when pay is unchanged, 

a negative relation exists between the perceived equity of the re 

designed job and the expected pay; and a negative relation exists 

between pay satisfaction and allocated pay. 
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In the de-enriched condition, also, there is a negative rela 

tion between allocated pay and perceived equity; there is a positive 

relation between allocated pay and pay satisfaction. (Again, the 

difference in predictions between the conditions due solely to the 

shift in directions of the scales involved.) 

Hypothesis XI—Each of the preceding hypothesized relations 

(with the exception of perceived difference-in-inputs as a function 

of change in enrichment) is stronger under the condition of job en 

richment (the hypothesized under-equitable situation) than de-enrich-

ment (the hypothesized over-equitable situation). 



CHAPTER VI 

METHOD 

I. DESIGN 

This questionnaire study employed a balanced analysis of vari 

ance design involving six levels of the independent variable (dif 

ference between described level of job enrichment before and after 

a job change) to examine the effects of changes in the level of job 

enrichment. The direction of the job change (i.e., enriched or de-

enriched) was counterbalanced in order to allow for comparisons of 

persons' reactions to the described job changes due to the direction 

ality of the difference. The two independent variables ((1) the 

degree of change in job enrichment; and (2) the direction of the 

change) were fully crossed in a balanced design. The dependent mea 

sures were perceived difference-in-inputs, outcome benefits for 

employees, organizational benefits, perceived equity of the new job 

situation, and expected pay from the new job. 

11. PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE 

The questionnaires were distributed during class meetings to 

Business graduate students at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville. 

The researcher explained that the data were to be used for research 

purposes only, and assured the students of the confidentiality of 

their responses, if they should choose to participate. Some ques 

tionnaires were completed during class time, and some were taken 

44 
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home to be completed. Data were collected in six waves. Within 

each wave, questionnaires were distributed randomly until some levels 

of the independent variable reached their quota for that wave, and 

then randomly from among the remaining levels until they reached 

their quotas. Two hundred sixteen completed questionnaires were 

returned, yielding a response rate of 66%. The sample consisted of 

138 males and 78 females. 

III. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Changed Level of Job Enrichment 

Defining job enrichment. Hackman & Lawler (1971) found that 

high levels of the task attributes of skill variety, autonomy, task 

identity, task significance, and feedback should be present in order 

for a job to be "enriched" in the sense of encouraging higher levels 

of intrinsic motivation. However, feedback does not imply any inputs 

for the worker, and the feedback characteristic was omitted in this 

operationalization of job enrichment. Thus, the job characteristics 

manipulated in this study were those found important by Hackman & 

Lawler (1971) (skill variety, task identity, task significance, and 

autonomy), excluding the characteristic of feedback. 

These job characteristics were manipulated through seven-point 

scaled descriptions in the questionnaire. Although a separate des 

cription and, thus, separate seven-point item was used to visually 

describe the level of each job characteristic, participants receiv 

ing a given level of one characteristic received the same level 
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of the other characteristics. Thus, all job characteristic, within-

subject, were present at the same degree. The level of described 
job characteristics was constant within-subject in order that, taken 
together, the described level of characteristics could represent a 

non-ambiguous level of enrichment. 

The strength (or level) of job characteristics was manipulated 

through an anchored scale, utilizing verbal descriptions of these 
dimensions as found on the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 

1974), Section One. Only minor grammatical changes were required 

to adapt them to this present purpose. It should be noted that the 
use of the items in this questionnaire was different from that in 

the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS). In the JDS the items are used as 

a response format for respondents to describe their present jobs; 
here the items were a stimulus vehicle. The items served as stimuli 

by describing each of two jobs, A and B, with the job letters written 
above each of two numbers on the scale, representing the degree of 

that job dimension in the respective job. For example, the dimen 

sion of "autonomy" was presented as: 

How much autonomy there is in the jobs. That is, the 
extent to which the jobs permit you to decide 
on vour own how to go about doing the work? 

T V- A Tnh B Very much; 

' %the job gives U; 2 3J 5Mo^ate 6 7 the job givesalmost complete 

sonal r''" say Autonomy responsibility£qj. deciding 
about how and how and when 
when the work 
is done. done. 

This examples states that a person initially had Job A, with very 

little autonomy, and the job was changed to Job B, a job with moder 

ate autonomy. 
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Operationalizing a change in the degree of job enrichment. As 

shown above, each description of a job characteristic was accompanied 

by a representative level of that characteristic in Job A and Job B. 

Participants were asked to imagine that the composite of the char 

acteristics defined Job A and Job B, in terms of their respective 

levels of the job characteristics. Job A was used to represent the 

level of characteristics present in the hypothetical job before a 

job change. Job B represented the level of the characteristics pre 

sent after the job was changed; Job B varied between persons. The 

independent variable, the amount of change in job enrichment, was 

manipulated by holding Job A (the initial job) at a constant level 

at either end of the seven-point scale (low or high enrichment), 

while Job B (the redesigned job) varied across participants along 

the remaining six scale points. (See Figure 5). Thus, the value 

of the independent variable, change in job enrichment, was calculated 

by subtracting the described level of characteristics in Job A (the 

initial Job) from the level described for Job B (the redesigned Job). 

For example, in the enriched group, when Job B (the redesigned job) 

was described at Level 5, the change in enrichment was "+4" (i.e., 

5-1). 

Directionality of the Changed Enrichment 

The second independent variable was the direction of the change 

in the described levels of enrichment, representing Job A and Job B. 

This manipulation was achieved by having Job A, the initial job, 

held at a low enrichment level ("1" on the job characteristic scales) 

for half of the participants and at a high enrichment level ("7" on 

the job characteristic scale) for the other half, while Job B-the 
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job after the described redesign—varied across the other six levels. 

Thus, for one group the job change involved greater levels of job 

characteristics, resulting in job enrichment. This group will here 

after be referred to as the "Enriched group." For the other half 

of the participants, the described job change resulted in lesser 

levels of the job characteristics. This group will hereafter be 

referred to as the "De-enriched group." 

IV. DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Participants responded to the questionnaire based on their com 

parisons between the constant-comparison job and the manipulated 

job. They were instructed to respond as if persons had had Job A 

(the constant job) and then their job were changed to Job B (the 

job with manipulated characteristics), while their pay remained un 

changed. The dependent measures were: Several equity balance vari 

ables, i.e., the difference in perceptions (after the job change) 

in required inputs of the job, outcome benefits to the employees, 

and benefits to the organization; expected pay for the redesigned 

job; equity; and pay satisfaction (considering the job was changed, 

but pay was not). The equity section of the questionnaire directed 

participants to respond as they would feel if it were their own job 

that had been changed, while pay was unchanged. Thus, the equity 

considerations involved comparison of the situation for themselves, 

before the job change versus after the job change, with pay unchanged, 

The comparison with self at the previous job was preferred to com 

parisons with another, since research (Oldham, 1980; Weick & Nesset, 

1968) has shown that self-referent comparisons are the most common 
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and the most salient in equity evaluations. A copy of the entire 

questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A. 

Change-In-Perceptions: The Equity Balance Variables 

Several variables were used to gauge participants' change in 

perceptions after the job redesign, perceptions which might influ 

ence their equity estimates. These were the perceived difference-

in-inputs required by the job, the perceived outcome benefits to 

employees, and the perceived benefits to the organization. 

Perceived Difference-ln-Inputs. To measure the difference-in-

inputs which persons associate with the various levels of changed 

job characteristics, items adapted from the Tornow Input Outcome 

Checklist (TIOC) were used. The TIOC contains 80 items of ambiguous 

inputs and outcomes, thought to measure individual differences in 

perception, and 40 nonambiguous items "included to insure adequate 

anchoring of the inputs and outcomes." (Tornow, 1971). In construct 

ing his scale, Tornow empirically identified the 40 non-items as 

ambiguous, as those which had agreement among his respondents of at 

least eighty percent. It should be note that, because the items 

are nonambiguous, this study did not require that participants indi 

cate whether the item was perceived as inputs or outcomes. Such an 

indication might have induced participants to respond to the equity 

items from a mental set of inputs and outcomes, thereby detracting 

from the goal of measuring intuitive perceptions. The use of Tornow's 

"nonambiguous items" avoids that difficulty while still permitting 

a measure of the perceived difference in inputs and outcomes asso 

ciated with augmented or decreased job characteristics. 
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In the present study, twenty-one items were adapted from Tornow's 

set of 40 non-ambiguous items. Ten of these items are known to be 

non-ambiguous inputs, nine are non-ambiguous outcomes, and two were 

considered as manipulation checks on the task characteristic descrip 

tions for this study. 

The "input" and "outcome" items were randomized when presented 

to participants. For each item persons were asked, first, to choose 

which job had more of that characteristic; and, second, to rate the 

items as to the diference, if any, between the two jobs (0 = no dif 

ference; 1 = very small difference; 2 = somewhat small difference; 

3 = moderate difference; 4 = somewhat large difference; 5 - very 

large difference). Only the input items and the manipulation checks 

are considered in the present study. These are: 

2. experience needed to get the job 

5. education required 

6. long hours 

9. variety (manipulation check) 

11. schooling of persons holding the job 

12. hard work 

13. frustration 

15. independence (manipulation check) 

16. skill required for job performance 

17. difficult work 

20. effort required 

21. training required by the position 

Item values were computed by multiplying the difference rating by 

"-1" when Job A, the initial job, was designated as having more. 
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and by "+1" when Job B, the redesigned job was designated as having 

more. A coefficient alpha of .90 was obtained for the ten input 

items. An index of difference-in-inputs after the job redesign was 

formed by averaging these items. 

Perceived difference-in-benefits to emplovees and to the employ 

ing organization. Perceptions of benefits that might result from 

the described job change were measured using two different concepts: 

(1) the benefits and costs believed to accrue to the individuals as 

employees, and (2) the benefits and costs believed to accrue to an 

employing organization. A nineteen-item questionnaire, using seven-

point Likert-type response format, was constructed to measure these 

two concepts. 

To measure "perceived benefits to employees" the following thir 

teen items were used, two of which served as a reliability check: 

1. I wouldn't have to work as hard. 

2. 1 would have more self-esteem. 

3. I would feel more confused. (reverse scored) 

4. I would get more respect from others. 

6. I would have a lot more freedom. 

7. I would enjoy my work more. 

9. I would need more skills. (reverse scored) 

10. I could get promoted faster. 

11. I would have to work harder. (reverse scored; reliability 
item) 

14. I would feel a greater sense of accomplishment. 
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16. I would end up working longer hours, (reverse scored) 

18. 1 would take more pride in my work. 

19. 1 would enjoy my work less, (reverse scored; reliability 

item) 

The average reliability of the two manipulation checks was .75. 

However, with the other eleven items having a coefficient alpha - .33, 

this item set was divided into two more homogeneous subsets. These 

were labelled as "input benefits to employees" and "outcome benefits 

to employees." "Input benefits to employees consisted of items 1, 

3, 9, 16 (see above). Item 11 served as a reliability check, r = .64, 

£. <.001. Coefficient alpha on these four items was .80. Since 

input benefits overlap conceptually with the index of perceived dif 

ference in inputs, they were dropped from the study. 

The other homogeneous subset, 'outcome benefits to employees , 

consisted of items 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 14, 18 (see above). The reli 

ability check, using item 19, yielded r = .83, £. <.001. Coeffi 

cient alpha on these seven items was .97. Thus, an index of 'out 

come benefits to employees' was formed on the average of these items. 

These items represent outcomes to employees that would result 

from the job change. They are, for the most part, a measure of 

intrinsic benefits. 

Change-in-benefits to the employing organization. The last 

operationalization of perceived benefits was the benefits and costs 

believed to accrue to the employing organization after the described 

job changes. The following five items were included in the perceived 

benefit scale to measure perceived 'organizational benefits . 



54 

5. Organizational productivity would decrease, (reverse scored) 

8. People could work more efficiently. 

12. Organizational profits would increase. 

15. The organization's profits would increase. (reliability 
item) 

17. Redesigning jobs would cost the organization a lot of 

money, (reverse scored) 

The reliability check on this group yielded an r = .54. Coefficient 

alpha, using items 5, 8, 12, 17, was .61. The average of these four 

items was used to form an index of 'benefits to the organization.' 

Equity 

Items measuring equity appeared together in a separate section 

of the questionnaire. Participants were instructed to respond to 

the items based on how they would feel if their jobs were changed 

from Job A to Job B (i.e., the independent manipulation previously 

described), noting simultaneously that their pay were unchanged. 

In other words, half of the participants were responding to situa 

tions where pay was to remain unchanged, while the job character 

istics became enriched; the other half of the participants responded 

to situations where pay was to remain unchanged, while the job charac 

teristics became de-enriched. 

Equity was measured using five items (Section Three, Items 1-5). 

The first item measured participants' perceptions of their inputs 

relative to their outcomes in the new job situation. Drawn from 

the Tornow (1971) study, alternative responses ranged from an under-

equitable position of "Persons put much more into this job than they 
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get out of it" ("1"), to an over-equitable position of "Persons get 

a great deal more out of it than they put in" ("13"). This item 

was previously unique to the Tornow (1971) study, but it was strongly 

significant in that study. The next item, fairness of pay, is the 

standard (and generally only) measure of perceived equity, with re 

sponse alternatives ranging from "very fair" to "very unfair ( 13 ). 

Fairness of pay was measured in the third item by asking to what 

extent pay on Job B should be increased or decreased relative to 

Job A. Response alternatives ranged from "increased substantially" 

("1") to "decreased substantially." ("13"). Item 4 was a rating of 

the degree of underpayment or overpayment, having response alterna 

tives from "very overpaid" ("1") to "very underpaid" ("13"). Item 

5 asked the participants to rate the pay for Job B in comparison to 

what people in that job are worth. Response alternatives ranged 

from an under-equitable position of "very unfair" ("1") to "very 

unfair to the person who pays their salaries" ("13"). Each of these 

five items relating to fairness had thirteen response alternatives, 

with under-equity and over-equity being represented at the extremes 

(1;13), and equity being represented by the mid-point (7). To mini 

mize response bias, items were alternatively reflected. Thus, items 

2 and 4 were reverse scored before being averaged with the other 

three items to form a fairness index. The coefficient alpha of these 

items was .87. 

Pav Satisfaction 

Measures of pay satisfaction were adapted from the JDS (Hackman 

& Oldham, 1974). Two items were used, each containing a reminder 

to the respondents that pay for the redesigned job was the same as 
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it had been before the job change. One item asked how . .The 

amount of pay for Job B should make persons holding Job B feel." 

The other item asked: ". . considering what they contribute to this 

organization, persons with Job B would feel. . •" These items were 

presented in the same section of the questionnaire as were the items 
concerning equity as fairness. These items had a response format 

of thirteen response alternatives. The first item's responses ranged 

from "very satisfied" ("1") to "very dissatified" ("13"). This item 

was reverse scored. The second item contained the same response 

alternatives, but in reflected order. The coefficient alpha of these 

two items was .77. Their average was used to form an index of 'pay 

satisfaction.' 

Pay Expectations 

Two separate measures allowed respondents to indicate how much 

pay they would expect from their jobs after the job had been changed. 
One of these measures, in an effort to attain a response less influ 

enced by personal history, was a symbolic measure using millimeters 

on a graphic horizontal bar; the other required a response in a spe 

cific dollar amount. 

Mnnm«ters on cMPhic bar. This »as the first measure of ex 

pected pay associated with the redesigned job. Using a technique 
similar to that of Farkas & Anderson (1979). participants were asked 

to divide a fixed amount of pay fairly between Job A and Job B, based 

on the respective job characteristics. Judgements were made on a 

150mm horizontal graphic bar labeled "Job A" and "Job B" at the ends. 
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The number of mm allocated to Job B served as the dependent vari 

able of "expected pay." The instructions read: 

The horizontal bar below represents a fixed amount of money 
to be divided as pay for Job A and Job B. 

You are to allocate that money in whatever propor
tion you think it should be divided between Job A 
and Job B. Please look again at the descriptions 
of Job A and Job B in Section One. 

Note that you are to indicate how you personally think it should 
be divided. Please base your response on your personal ju^ 
ment, ignoring any specific previous experience. 

Job B 
Job A 

Dollars allocated. This measure of expected pay asked respond 

ents to allocate annual pay for Job B, the redesigned job, relative 

to a fixed annual amount which the person holding Job A receives. 

Specifically, the question was: "Suppose that a person holding Job 

A is paid $17,000 on an annual basis. Then how much annual pay do 
you think should be allotted to Job B? $_ • 

The correlations between the two measures of expected pay were: 

r = 0.69, £ <.001 in both the enriched and the de-enriched groups; 

r = 0.82, £. <.001 when the two groups were combined. In the analy 
ses that follow, each measure of expected pay was separately examined. 



CHAPTER VII 

RESULTS 

To serve as a check on the manipulations of the job character 

istic descriptions, the items of "variety" and "independence" were 

included in the difference-in-inputs scale. Variety was one of the 

characteristics used in the job characteristic descriptions; inde 

pendence is synonymous with autonomy, another of the job character 

istics included in the descriptions. Using the Pearson coefficient 

of correlation, responses to the manipulation checks correlated highly 

with the actual manipulations (p <.0001, for each correlation) in 

the conditions of both enrichment and job de-enrichment, indicating 

that participants understood the manipulations of the task descrip 

tions. (See Table 1). 

Scores on the indices of the dependent measures formed the data 

base for the statistical analyses. (See Appendix, Table 1, for the 

means and standard deviations of the indices). Responses from the 

job enrichment group and the job de-enrichment group were examined 

separately in testing the hypotheses. Then the results from each 

of these groups were tested for significant differences between the 

groups. 

1. TESTS OF HYPOTHESES, UNDER THE CONDITION 

OF JOB ENRICHMENT 

This chapter has three major divisions: (1) results within 

the condition of enrichment, (2) results within the condition of 

58 
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TABLE 1 

CORRELATIONS AMONG THE MANIPULATION CHECKS AND 

CHANGE IN LEVEL OF ENRICHMENT 

Enriched and 

Enriched De-Enriched De-Enriched groups 
Variables group group combined 

Task variety with 
change in 

enrichment .74 .79 .95 

Autonomy with change 
in enrichment .70 ,71 .95 

Variety with 
autonomy .77 .79 .97 

n = 108 for each group; 216 for the groups combined. 

£ < .0001 for all correlations. 
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de-enrichment (3) an examination of any differences between the 

results of the two conditions. In this section of the chapter the 

hypotheses will be examined under the condition of job enrichment. 

In each condition, attention is initially placed on those hypotheses 

where the measurement variables are expected to be a function of the 

change in levels of task characteristics. (In this first section, 

that change in levels of task characteristics creates the condition 

of enrichment). In the latter part of these first two sections, the 

relations among the variables are examined. 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Perceived 

Difference-in-Inputs 

It was predicted that the perceived difference-in-inputs after 

a job change would be a positive function of the change in the job's 

level of enrichment (i.e., job characteristics of task variety, task 

significance, identity, and autonomy). In the case of job enrichment, 

this meant that the greater the job change, the greater the increase 

in perceived difference-in-inputs. A one-way analysis of variance 

examined perceived difference-in-inputs as a function of job enrich 

ment. The effect was significant: F (df = 5, 102) = 7.48, £ <.0001. 

(See Table 2). 

Figure 6 depicts the cell means of this relation for the enriched 

group. From the graph, it can be seen that the perceived difference-

in-inputs was a positive function of the change in level of enrichment, 

r = .45, £ <.0001. The more task characteristics were enriched, the 

more inputs were perceived to increase. Hypothesis I was supported. 
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TABLE 2 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION 

OF ENRICHING JOB CHARACTERISTICS 

Devi 

ation 

from 

Dependent Overall^ Linear linearity 
Variables MSg F (Eta) FF (r) 

1. Difference-in 
.... 

yv y\ 

inputs 0.92 7.48(.52) 28.30(.45) 2.27 
3. Outcome benefits 

y\ y\ y\ yv y* 

to employees 0.77 7.42(.52) 24.49(.42) 3.15 
3. Benefits to 

organization 0.69 0.54(.16) 0.15(-.04) 0.64 

4. Equity 
/wwWv yV'l^'y*' A, 

yv 

1.65 11.22(.60) 45.27(-.54) 2.71 

y\ y> y* y\ 

5. Pay satisfaction 3.17 6.06(.48) 28.39(-.46) 0.48 
6. Allocated salary 

/* /\ yv r\ -k-kirk 

(in mm) 98.5 6.88(.50) 22.98(.4l) 2.85 
7. Allocated salary 

vV*A'rr*jV yWC/V^ 

(in dollars) 575,638,784 9.32(.56) 45.43(.55) 0.29 

df = 5, 102 

^df = 1, 102 

■^df = 4, 102 

^Difference is in direction opposite of prediction. 
" £ < .05 

£ < .01 
£ < .001 
£ < .0001 

https://45.43(.55
https://9.32(.56
https://22.98(.4l
https://6.88(.50
https://28.39(-.46
https://6.06(.48
https://45.27(-.54
https://11.22(.60
https://0.15(-.04
https://0.54(.16
https://24.49(.42
https://7.42(.52
https://28.30(.45
https://7.48(.52
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Post hoc comparisons. Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) method is used in all of the aposteriori comparisons. Tukey 

HSD method is recommended by Myers (1972) for making multiple post 

hoc pairwise comparisons among means of equal cell size. The risk 

of a Type I error for the fifteen pairwise comparisons performed 

for each dependent variable under each enrichment condition is never 

greater than .05. The cell means of difference-in-inputs, and of 

the other dependent variables, as functions of change in task char 

acteristics are presented in Appendix B. Tukey's HSD test resulted 

in a number of significant pairwise comparisons. 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Perceived 

Outcome Benefits to Employees 

Since outcome benefits to employees was almost a wholly intrin 

sic measure, it was predicted that perceived outcome benefits to 

employees would vary as a positive function of the change in levels 

of enriching task characteristics. In the job enrichment condition, 

this meant that respondents would perceive outcome benefits to em 

ployees to increase as a function of enriching the levels of task 
characteristics. A one-way analysis of variance was used to examine 

perceived outcome benefits to employees as a function of change in 

level of enrichment. The results are presented in Table 2. Change 

in level of enrichment was significantly related to perceived out 

come benefits: F (5, 102) = 7.42, £ < .0001. The cells means of 

this relation are depicted in Figure 6. 

For the job enriched group, the more the job was changed the 

more outcome benefits participants perceived for employees (r = .42, 
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2 < .0001). The job enriched group also had a significant non 

linear relation (eta = .52; deviation from linearity, F = 3.15 £ < 

.05). This curvilinear trend was due to the relatively large differ 

ence in perceived outcome benefits between persons whose jobs were 

enriched only one unit and those enriched more than one unit. As 

indicated on the a posteriori test results from Appendix B, persons 

whose jobs were enriched only one level perceived significantly less 

outcome benefits than persons in any other cell. 

Summary. In the enriched group, perceived outcome benefits of 

employees increased as a function of enriched job characteristics. 

The linear relation (r = .42) was within the range of what can be 

considered a moderately strong effect size (Cohen, 1969). 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Perceived 

Benefits to the Organization 

It was predicted that perceived benefits to the organization 

in which job changes occur vary as a positive function of change in 

level of enrichment. In the enrichment condition, this meant that 

perceived benefits to the organization would increase as a function 

of increasing levels of task characteristics. A one-way analysis 

of variance examined perceived outcome benefits to the organization 

as a function of change in level of enrichment. The results, shown 

in Table 2, indicate that there was no significant relation between 

the variables: F (5, 102) = 0.54. Furthermore, there was neither 

a significant linear nor non-linear relation between "change in level 

of enrichment" and "perceived benefits to the organization" (r = 

.04; eta = .16). 
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Summary. In the enriched condition, there was no significant 

relation between increasing levels of job enrichment and outcome 

benefits to the organization where job changes would occur. 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Perceived 

Equity 

It was hypothesized that perceived equity would be a negative 

function of the change in level of enrichment, i.e., the levels of 

task variety, task significance, identity, and autonomy. In the 

enrichment condition, a one-way analysis of variance found that en 

riching task characteristics significantly effects perceived equity, 

F (5, 102) = 11.22, p <.0001. (See Table 2). The cell means of 

this relation are presented in Appendix B. Using the Tukey HSD test, 

many significant comparisons were found. Note especially that, when 

job characteristics were increased two units, perceived equity de 

creased significantly more than when job characteristics were en 

riched only one unit. Perceived equity was highly sensitive to the 

changes increasing the enrichment. 

Figure 7 depicts the cell means of this relation for the en 

riched group. As predicted, perceived equity was a negative func 

tion of increased enrichment (r = -.54, p <.0001). The more enriched 

the job became, the more under-equitable persons perceived the un 

changed pay to be. As shown in Table 2, the overall correlation 

(eta = .60) was slightly greater than the correlation of the vari 

ables involving only the linear component, F (4, 102) = 2.71, p < 

.05. Thus, in the enriched condition, there was a significant 
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non-linear component to the relation between perceived equity of 

pay and increased levels of task characteristics. 

Summary. This hypothesis was supported in the condition of 

job enrichment. Increasing the levels of enriching task character 

istics, without making a change in pay, significantly decreased per 

sons' perceptions of the equity of the pay. Perceived equity was 

highly sensitive to increases in enrichment, especially to the dif 

ference in increases from one unit to two units, and there was a 

significant non-linear component in the relation between pay equity 

and change in task characteristics. 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Pay 

Satisfaction 

It was hypothesized that, when task characteristics are changed 

and pay is unchanged, pay satisfaction varies as a negative function 

of the change in levels of task characteristics. In the enriched 

condition this meant that pay satisfaction decreases as a function 

of enriching levels of task characteristics. A one-way analysis of 

variance was used to examine pay satisfaction as a function of change 

in level of enrichment. Results are given in Table 2. In the job 

enrichment condition, satisfaction with pay was effected by change 

in level of job characteristics, F (5, 102) = 6.06, p < .0001. 

For the enriched group, the greater the increase in levels of 

job characteristics, the less was the projected satisfaction with 

pay (assuming pay for the two jobs was equal); r = .-.46, £ < .0001. 

The measure of overall association did not have a significant non 

linear component (eta = .48; deviation from linearity, F = .048). 
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Summary. Pay satisfaction clearly operated as a function of 

increased level of job characteristics. In the enrichment condi 

tion, when pay remained unchanged while job characteristics were 

enriched, persons projected pay satisfaction to decrease. This 

finding is logically consistent with what would be expected based 

on the significant relations of change in task characteristics with 

perceived difference-in-inputs and with pay equity in the enriched 

condition; persons perceived an increase in inputs and decrease in 

pay equity. However, using a compensatory/additive equity model, 

it is not logically consistent with what would be expected from the 

significant positive relation between enriching job characteristics 

and outcome benefits to employees, in the enriched condition. 

According to the compensatory model, the positive relation between 

job characteristics and employees' outcome benefits implies that, 

because the intrinsic outcomes have increased, the change in task 

characteristics should have a positive relation to pay satisfaction. 

The result, indicating that change in task characteristics effects 

evaluation of extrinsic equity, suggests support for the hypothe 

sized interactive/equity model. 

The Effect of Enriching Levels of Job Characteristics on the Amount 

of Pay Allocated to the Changed Job 

Responses concerning the amount of pay allocated to the changed 

job were elicited relative to comparison amounts for the job before 

it was changed. Allocated pay was operationalized in two ways, annual 

salary and millimeters. The correlations between allocated salary 

and allocated pay in millimeters, in the enriched condition, was 
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r = .69 (£ < .0001). Each of these variables was analyzed separ 

ately, and treated separately, below. 

It was predicted that expected pay from the redesigned job is 

a positive function of the change in the levels of enriching job 

characteristics, i.e., task variety, task significance, identity, 

and autonomy. In the enriched condition, this meant that the amount 

of pay allocated for the changed job would increase as a function 

of increased levels of job characteristics. 

Allocated salary using millimeters. A one-way analysis of vari 

ance was used to examine allocated millimeters as a function of change 

in the level of enriching job characteristics. Results are given 

in Table 2. Change in the level of job enrichment significantly 

effected the millimeters allocated, F (5, 102) = 6.88, £ < .0001. 

Figure 8 depicts the cell means, demonstrating allocated millimeters 

as a positive function of change in level of enrichment. Allocated 

millimeters and enriched job characteristics were linearly related 

(r = .41, £ < .001). However, there was also a significant non 

linear relation (eta = .50; deviation from linearity, F = 2.85, 

£ < .05). As shown by the a posteriori test results in Appendix B, 

the curvilinear tendency was caused by the relatively low amount of 

millimeters allocated by persons whose jobs were enriched only one 

unit, relative to the amount of millimeters allocated by those in 

other sub-groups. (The non-linear relation becomes non-significant 

when the cell representing one unit of enrichment was dropped from 

the analysis). 
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Allocated salary using dollars. A one-way analysis of variance 

was used to examine the amount of annual pay allocated to the changed 

job as a function of change in the level of enriching job charac 

teristics. Results are presented in Table 2. In the enriched condi 

tion, allocated dollars was significantly effected by the change in 

level of enrichment: F (5, 102) = 9.32, £ < .0001. The sub-group 

means are plotted in Figure 8. The amount of dollars allocated to 

the redesigned job was a monotonic function of change in level of 

enrichment (r = .55, £ < .0001). The greater the job enrichment, 

the more dollars were allocated for annual salary of the redesigned 

job. There was no significant non-linear component (eta = .56; de 

viation from linearity, F = .029). The hypothesis was supported 

using both operationalizations of expected pay. 

Relations Among the Dependent Measures in the Condition of Job 

Enrichment 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and outcome benefits for employees. 

Both of these variables were expected to be a positive function of 

change in task characteristics. Thus, perceived difference-in-inputs 

and outcome benefits for employees were likely to be positively re 

lated, also. In the enriched condition, this meant that greater 

perceived increases in inputs would be associated with greater out 

come benefits for employees. A Pearson coefficient of correlation 

indicated a significant linear relation of the variables, r = .43, 

£ < .0001. (See Table 3). Thus, in the enriched group, the hypothe 

sis was supported. 
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P.r-n.wpd difference-in-inputs and benefits for the organization. 

A positive relation was predicted between perceived difference-in-

inputs and benefits for the organization. In the enriched condition, 

it was expected that greater perceived increases in inputs would be 
associated with greater organizational benefits. Using the Pearson 

coefficient of correlation to test the relation, it was non-signifi-

cant, r = = .09. Thus, in the enriched group, the hypothesis was 

not supported. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and expected pay. It was pre 

dicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists be 

tween the perceived difference-in-inputs required by the job and 

expected pay. In the enriched condition, this meant that the greater 

the perceived difference-in-inputs, the greater would be the amount 

of expected pay. Pearson coefficients of correlation were computed 
between perceived difference-in-inputs and each of the two measures 

operationalizing expected pay (millimeters and dollars). Both co 

efficients indicated that there was a significant linear relation 

between difference-in-inputs and expected pay: as millimeters, 

r = .44, E < .0001, and as dollars, r = .40, £ <-0001. Thus, in 

the condition of job enrichment, the greater the perceived increase-

in-inputs the more millimeters persons allocated as pay. The hypo 

thesis was supported. 

Perceived outcome benefits to employees and expected pay. It 

was predicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists 
between outcome benefits to employees and expected pay. Each of 

these variables was expected to be a positive function of change in 
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task characteristics, and, thus, to have a positive relation between 

them. Conceptually, the Interactive/Equity Model suggests that they 

would be positively related due to their simultaneous relation to 

task characteristics. In the enriched condition, this meant that 

the greater the perceived outcome benefits to employees, the larger 

the amount that would be expected as pay. Pearson coefficients of 

correlation tested the prediction of a positive relation between 

outcome benefits to employees and expected pay, operationalizing 

expected pay in both millimeters and in allocated dollars. Both 

coefficients indicated significant linear relations between outcome 

benefits to employees and expected pay: millimeters, r - .35, £ 

< .0001; dollars, r = .30, £ < .001. Thus, the hypothesis was sup 

ported. 

Because the measure of "outcome benefits to employees" was 

almost wholly a measure of intrinsic outcomes, the direction of this 

relation between "outcome benefits to employees" and "amount of pay 

that should be allocated to the changed job" was able to indicate 

in a mutually exclusive manner, whether the results support the hypo 

thesized interactive equity model or the existing compensatory/addi 

tive model. A negative relation between the two variables would 

have suggested the trade-off potential of intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards, and would have supported a compensatory/additive equity 

model. As it was, the positive relation between the variables sup 

ports the hypothesized Interactive/Equity Model. 

Perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists 
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between perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. In the 

enriched condition, this meant that the greater the perceived 

organizational benefits, the larger the amount that would be expected 

as pay. As before, Pearson coefficients were used to measure the 
relation between perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. 

Once again, expected pay was expressed in both millimeters and dol 

lars. Both coefficients were non-significant: millimeters, r = .01; 

dollars, r = -.08,. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and equity. It was predicted 

that, when pay is unchanged, a negative relation exists between the 

perceived difference-in-inputs resulting from the job changes and 

the perceived equity of the new jobs. In the enriched conition, 

this meant that the hypothesized increase-in-inputs would be asso 

ciated with perceptions of lower equity. Pearson coefficients of 

correlation were used to test the prediction of a negative relation 

between difference-in-inputs and perceived equity. Results are pre 

sented in Table 3. There was a significant linear relation r = -.56, 

£ < .0001. When pay was unchanged and the job was enriched, the 
greater the change in level of enrichment the more under-equitable 
persons thought the pay. Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 

Perceived outcome benefits to emplovees and equity. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains unchanged, a 

negative relation exists between perceived outcome benefits to em 

ployees and equity. In the enriched condition, this meant that the 

greater the perceived outcome benefits to employees (as expected in 
enrichment), the more under-equitable persons would perceive the 
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unchanged pay. A Pearson coefficient of correlation indicated a 

significant linear relation between the variables, r = -.29, £ < .001. 

The hypothesis was supported. The prediction was consistent with 

the notion that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are interactive, 

rather than compensatory or additive. This finding lends support 

to the hypothesized interactive equity model. 

Perceived organizational benefits and equity of pay. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains constant, a 

negative relation exists between benefits believed to accrue to the 
organization and person's perceptions of equity. In the enriched 

condition, this meant that the greater the perceived organizational 

benefits, the more under-equitable persons would perceive the un 

changed pay to be. A Pearson coefficient of correlation was used 

to examine this relation. As indicated in Table 4, the relation 

was non-significant, r = .01. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and pay satisfaction. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed, there exists a negative rela 

tion between perceived difference in-inputs and pay satisfaction. 

A Pearson coefficient of correlation was computed to test the pre 

diction of a negative relation between difference-in-inputs and pay 

satisfaction, operationalizing equity. There was a significant linear 

relation, r = -.35, £ < -0001. When pay remained unchanged while 

the job was enriched, the more persons perceived inputs to increase, 

the less satisfied they expected persons to be with the pay. Thus, 

the hypothesis was supported in the enriched group. 
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Perceived outcome benefits to employees and satisfaction with pay. 

It was predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains unchanged, 

a negative relation exists between perceived outcome benefits to 

employees and their expected pay satisfaction. The relation was 

examined via a Pearson coefficient of correlation. Results indi 

cated a significant linear relation between the variables, r = -.16, 

£ < .05. In the enriched condition, when levels of job character 

istics were enriched and pay remained unchanged, greater perceived 

outcome benefits for employees was associated with expectations of 

lower pay satisfaction. 

This finding (as was said about the finding of the relation 

between outcome benefits to employees and expected pay) supports 

the hypothesized Interactive/Equity Model, and is contradictory of 

models suggesting that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are compen 

satory and independent. To reiterate, outcome benefits to employees 

was a measure of almost wholly intrinsic outcomes, thus a relation 

between this measure and a measure of expected extrinsic rewards is 

able to distinguish which of the satisfaction models the results 

are conforming to more closely. The proposed Interactive/Equity 

Model predicts a negative relation between these variables, since 

it predicts outcome benefits to employees to be contingent on en 

riched levels of task characteristics and expects the intervening 

equity process to result in persons having less pay satisfaction. 

Whereas, the other satisfaction models, in assuming that intrinsic 

and extrinsic rewards are independent, predict a positive relation 

(when a compensatory relation is also assumed, i.e., in the 
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fulfillment model) or no relation (when compensatory is not assumed, 

i.e., in the discrepancy model). 

Perceived organizational benefits and pay satisfaction. It 

was predicted that, when there is a change in jobs' levels of enrich 

ment and pay remains unchanged, a negative relation exists between 

organizational benefits believed to accrue to the organization and 

the satisfaction with pay employees were expected to have in the 

new job. Using a Pearson coefficient of correlation, a non-signifi 

cant relation was found between the variables, r = .16. The hypo 

thesis was not supported. 

Expected pay and perceived equity. It was predicted that, when 

jobs are changed and when pay is unchanged, a negative relation exists 

between the perceived equity of the redesigned job and the expected 

pay. In the enriched condition, this meant that the lower the esti 

mate of equity, the greater would be the amount of expected pay. 

Pearson coefficients of correlation tested the prediction of a nega 

tive relation between perceived equity and expected pay, operation-

alizing expected pay first as allocated millimeters, then as allo 

cated dollars. Results, shown in Table 4, indicated significant 

linear relations between perceived equity and expected pay: milli 

meters, r = -.55, £ < .0001; dollars, r = -.49, p < .0001. Thus, 

in the condition of job enrichment, the less the perceived equity, 

the greater was the amount allocated as expected pay. 

Expected pav and pay satisfaction. It was predicted that when 

jobs' levels of enrichment are changed and pay remains unchanged, a 
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negative relation exists between the amount of pay persons think 

should be allocated to the new jobs and the level of pay satisfaction 

they expect employees to have with the unchanged pay. The relation 

between expected pay and pay satisfaction was examined, operational-

izing expected pay in both allocated millimeters and dollars. Using 

Pearson coefficients of correlation significant linear relationships 

were found between pay satisfaction and each measure of expected 

pay: millimeters, r = -.38; dollars, r = -.43, £ < .0001 for each 

correlation. When jobs were enriched while pay remained unchanged, 

the more pay persons thought should be allocated to the new job, 

the more dissatisfied they expected workers to be with unchanged 

pay. 

Perceived equity and expected pay satisfaction. It was pre 

dicted that, when jobs' levels of enrichment are changed and pay 

remains unchanged, a positive relation exists between perceived equity 

on the new job and persons expectations of workers' satisfaction 

with pay. As shown in Table 4, a Pearson coefficient of correlation 

indicated a significant linear relation between the variables, r = .66, 

£ < .0001. When jobs were enriched and pay was unchanged, the more 

under-equitable persons perceived the pay, the more dissatisfied 

they expected employees to be with the unchanged pay. 

II. TESTS OF HYPOTHESES, UNDER THE CONDITION 

OF JOB DE-ENRICHMENT 

This section of the chapter examines the same hypotheses as 

Section I, but involves the data from the condition of job 
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de-enrichment. As in the previous section, initial attention is 

focused on those hypotheses where the measurement variables are ex 

pected to function dependently on the de-enriched level of task 
characteristics, then the relations among the dependent measures are 

examined. 

The Effect of De-Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Perceived 

Difference-in-lnputs 

It was predicted that the perceived difference-in-inputs after 

a job change is a positive function of the difference in the job s 

level of enrichment (i.e., job characteristics of task variety, task 

significance, identity, and autonomy) before and after the job change. 

An analysis of variance examined perceived difference-in-inputs as 

a function of de-enriching levels of task characteristics. The effect 

was significant, F (df = 5,102) = 6.23, £ < .0001. (See Table 4). 

The Tukey HSD test of paired comparisons indicated several compari 

sons of significant difference, each involving the cell group where 

characteristics were decreased by six units. (See Appendix C). 

Figure 9 depicts the cell means of this relation for the de-

enriched condition. From the graph, it can be seen that the per 

ceived difference-in-inputs was a positive function of the de-enriched 

task characteristics (r = .38, £ < .0001). The greater the job change 

(i.e., de-enrichment in task characteristics), the greater the per 

ceived decrease-in-inputs. Hypothesis I was supported in the de-

enriched condition, as well as in the enriched condition. 

Additionally, there was also a non-linear component of the re 

lation (eta = .48, £ < .0001) which differed significantly from the 

linear relation [F (4,102) = 3.03, £ < -05]. 
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TABLE 4 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION OF DE-ENRICHING 

JOB CHARACTERISTICS 

Devi 

ation 

from 
Dependent Overall Linear linearity 
Variables MS. F (Eta) F (r) F 

*\ 4\ f\ f\1. Difference-in 

inputs 1.18 6.23(.48) 19.01(.38) 3.03 
/\ /V /\ /\ /» /> 4\3. Outcome benefits 

to employees 0.35 9.07(.56) 43.39(.54) 0.49 
3. Benefits to 

organization 0.72 1.89(.29) 6.94(.25) 0.62 
4. Equity 

3.05 0.94(.21) 1.91(-.13) 0.70 
5. Pay satisfaction 6.09 1.19(.23) 0.27(.05) 1.42 

*\ /V6. Allocated salary /* r\ 

(in mm) 125.84 3.74(.39) 16.51(.37) 0.55 
/w» /\ *\ /\ A /V7. Allocated salary 

(in dollars) 93,247,296 17.93(.68) 80.21(.65) 2.35 

df = 5, 102 

^df = 1, 102 

■^df = 4, 102 

"^Difference is in direction opposite of prediction. 
" £ < .05 

** £ < .01 
£ < .001 

**** £ < .0001 

https://80.21(.65
https://17.93(.68
https://16.51(.37
https://3.74(.39
https://0.27(.05
https://1.19(.23
https://1.91(-.13
https://0.94(.21
https://6.94(.25
https://1.89(.29
https://43.39(.54
https://9.07(.56
https://19.01(.38
https://6.23(.48
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The Effect of De-Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on 

Perceived Equity 

It was hypothesized that perceived equity would be a negative 

function of the change in levels of enrichment. In the de-enriched 

condition, this meant that decreasing the levels of task character 

istics would make the pay, which was unchanged, seem over-equitable 

relative to before. A one-way analysis of variance was used to 

examine perceived equity as a function of de-enriching task charac 

teristics. Table 4 shows the results. For the de-enriched group, 

the relation was not significant, F (5, 102) = 0.94; p < .46. 

Figure 10 depicts the cell means of this relation. However, change 

in level of enrichment and perceived equity has a slight linear rela 

tion [r = -.13, E < .05 (one-tailed); eta = .21, but the deviation 

from linearity was not significant]. 

The Effect of De-Enriching Levels of Task Characteristics on Pay 

Satisfaction 

It was hypothesized that, when job characteristics are changed 

and pay is unchanged, pay satisfaction varies as a positive function 

of the change in levels of task characteristics. In the de-enriched 

condition, this meant that pay satisfaction decreases as a function 

of de-enriching levels of job characteristics. A one-way analysis 

of variance was used to examine pay satisfaction as a function of 

change in level of enrichment. As shown in Table 4, in the de-

enriched condition, pay satisfaction was not significantly effected 

by change in level of job characteristics, F (5, 102) = 1.19. Neither 

was there any significant association between the two variables 

(r = .05, eta = .23). (See Figure 10). 
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The lack of relation between pay satisfaction and changed levels 

of job characteristics in the de-enriched condition is inconsistent 

with what would have been expected if persons were using a mediating 

equity process. Based on the significant positive relations between 

decreased levels of job characteristics and the equity balance vari 

ables of difference-in-inputs and benefits to the organization, the 

equity process would have suggested that, when task levels were de 

creased, pay satisfaction would decrease due to dissonance from over-

equity. The finding is also inconsistent with what would have been 

expected, based on the significant relations of decreased levels of 

job characteristics with the equity balance variable of outcome bene 

fits to employees (a measure of intrinsic outcomes). According to 

the proposed Interactive/Equity model, the relation of changed level 

of job characteristics with each of these variables would have sug 

gested that, when task levels were decreased, pay satisfaction would 

decrease. Thus, this relation failed to support the Interactive/ 

Equity model. 

The fulfillment and the discrepancy models do not make predic 

tions about this relation. The lack of significance between change 

in level of enrichment and pay satisfaction in this de-enriched con 

dition is neither supportive nor contrary to those models. 

The Effect of De-Enriching Levels of Job Characteristics on the Amount 

of Pay Allocated to the Changed Job 

It was predicted that expected pay from the redesigned job would 

be a positive function of the change in the levels of enriching job 

characteristics, i.e., task variety, task significance, identity, 

and autonomy. In the de-enriched condition, this meant that the 
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amount of pay allocated for the redesigned job would decrease as a 

function of decreased levels of job characteristics. 

Allocated salary using millimeters. A one-way analysis of vari 

ance was used to examine allocated millimeters as a function of change 

in the level of enriching job characteristics. Results are given 

in Table 4. Decreasing the levels of job characteristics signifi 

cantly effected the millimeters allocated, F (5, 102) = 3.74, p < .01. 

Figure 11 depicts the cell means, showing allocated millimeters as 

a decreasing monotonic function of change in level of enrichment. 

Allocated salary in millimeters and decreased levels of job 

characteristics were linearly related (r = .37, p < .0001). The 

relation did not significantly deviate from linearity (eta = .39; 

deviation from linearity, F = 0.55)). The more de-enriched the 

levels of job characteristics became, the less was allocated as 

salary for the redesigned job. 

Summary. In the de-enriched condition, using millimeters, al 

located salary was a positive function of decreasing levels of job 

characteristics. The positive function of allocated millimeters on 

changed level of characteristics was also found in the enriched con 

dition. The hypothesis was supported in both conditions. 

Allocated salary using dollars. A one-way analysis of variance 

was used to examine the amount of annual pay allocated to the changed 

job as a function of decreased levels of enriching job characteristics 

Results are presented in Table 4. In the de-enriched condition, 

the amount of allocated annual pay varied as a positive function of 
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decreased levels of job characteristics, F (5, 102) = 17.93, £ < .0001. 

There was also a "strong" linear association between allocated annual 

pay and changed levels of enrichment (r = .65, £ < .0001), using 

Cohen's (1969) classification of strength. (See Figure 11). 

In the de-enriched group, using allocated annual salary in dol 

lars to measure expected pay, persons' pay allocations decreased as 

a function of the de-enriched levels of job characteristics. The 

hypothesis was supported, using both operationalizations of expected 

pay. 

Relations Among the Dependent Measures in the De-enriched Condition 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and outcome benefits for employees. 

A positive relation was predicted between perceived difference-in-

inputs and outcome benefits for employees. In the de-enriched con 

dition, this meant that larger decreases in inputs would be asso 

ciated with lesser outcome benefits for employees, since it was ex 

pected that each of these measures would have a positive relation 

with change in task characteristics. A Pearson coefficient of cor 

relation indicated a significant linear relation between the vari 

ables, r = .31, £ < .001. (See Table 5). Thus, in the de-enriched 

group, the hypothesis was supported. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and benefits for the organization. 

A positive relation was predicted between perceived difference-in-

inputs and benefits for the organization. Testing the relation with 

the Pearson coefficient of correlation, results indicated a signifi 

cant linear relation, r = .18, £ < .05. In the de-enriched condition, 

greater perceived decreases-in-inputs were associated with greater 
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estimated decreases in benefits for the organization. Thus, in the 

de-enriched group, the hypothesis was supported. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and expected pay. It was pre 

dicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists be 

tween the perceived difference-in-inputs required by the job and 

expected pay. In the de-enriched condition, this meant that the 

greater the perceived-in-inputs on the redesigned jobs, the less 

pay would be allocated for the jobs. Pearson coefficients of corre 

lation were computed between perceived difference-in-inputs and each 

of the two measures operationalizing expected pay (millimeters and 

dollars). Both coefficients indicated that there was a significant 

linear relation between difference-in-inputs and expected pay. as 

millimeters, and r = .41, p < .0001; and as dollars, r = .53, p < .0001. 

In the de-enriched condition, the more inputs were perceived to de 

crease from the job changes, the less pay persons allocated for those 

jobs' salaries. Thus, in both job enrichment and job de-enrichment, 

the hypothesis was supported. 

Perceived outcome benefits to employees and expected pay. It 

was predicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists 

between outcome benefits to employees and expected pay. In the de-

enriched condition, this meant that the less employees were perceived 

to benefit from the job change, the smaller the amounts persons would 

think they should be paid. Such a relation was expected due to 'per 

ceived outcome benefits to employees' being a measure of almost wholly 

intrinsic outcomes and, thus, being expected to be associated with 

greater inputs and greater pay expectations. Pearson coefficients 
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of correlation tested the prediction of a positive relation between 

outcome benefits to employees and expected pay, operationalizing 

expected pay in both millimeters and allocated dollars. Both coef 

ficients indicated significant linear relations between outcome bene 

fits to employees and expected pay: using millimeters, r = .25, 

p < .01, using dollars, r = .47, £ < .0001. Thus, in the de-enriched 
condition, as well as in the enriched condition, there was a positive 

relation between perceived outcome benefits to employees and allo 

cated pay. The hypothesis was supported in both conditions. 

As was explained in the results of the enriched condition, the 

direction of this relation between "outcome benefits to employees' 

and "amount of pay that should be allocated to the changed job" was 

used to indicate whether the results support the hypothesized inter 

active equity model or the existing compensatory/additive model. A 

negative relation between the two variables would have suggested 

the trade-off potential in intrinsic an extrinsic rewards, and would 

have supported a compensatory/additive equity model. As it was, 

the positive relation between the variables supports the hypothesized 

interactive equity model. 

Perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed, a positive relation exists 

between perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. In the 

de-enriched condition, this meant that the less the perceived organi 

zational benefits (i.e., the greater the costs to the organization), 

the smaller the amounts persons would allocate as pay. As before, 

Pearson coefficients were used to measure the relation between 
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perceived organizational benefits and expected pay. Once again, 

expected pay was expressed in both millimeters and dollars. Both 

coefficients were significant in the predicted direction: using 

millimeters, r = .16, £ < .05; using dollars, r - .17, £ < .05. 

The less benefit the organization was perceived to get from the job 

changes, the less pay persons allocated to the changed jobs. Thus, 

in the de-enriched condition the hypothesis was supported, while in 

the enriched condition it was not. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and equity. It was predicted 

that, when pay is unchanged, a negative relation exists between the 

perceived difference-in-inputs resulting from the job changes and 

the perceived equity of the new jobs. In the de-enriched condition, 

this meant that the hypothesized decrease-in-inputs would be asso 

ciated with perceptions of over-equity. Pearson coefficients of 

correlation were used to test the prediction of a negative relation 

between difference-in-inputs and pay equity. Results are presented 

in Table 5. There was a significant linear relation: r = -.29, £ 

< .001. When pay was unchanged and the job was de-enriched, the 

greater the decrease in level of enrichment the more over-equitable 

persons thought the pay. Thus, the hypothesis was supported in both 

the job-enriched and the job de-enriched conditions. 

Perceived outcome benefits to employees and equity. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains unchanged, a 

negative relation exists between perceived outcome benefits to em 

ployees and equity. In the de-enriched condition, this meant that 
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the less the perceived outcome benefits to employees (as expected 

in de-enrichment), the more over-equitable persons would perceive 

the unchanged pay. A Pearson coefficient of correlation indicated 

that the linear relation between the variables was non-significant, 

r = -.08. In job de-enrichment, there was no relation between a 

change in outcome benefits for employees and perceived equity of 

pay. The positive relation found in the condition of job enrich 

ment did not hold up in the de-enriched condition. 

The non-significant relation does not support the hypothesized 

Interactive/Equity model; a negative relation was needed. A positive 

relation would have supported the juxtaposed additive/compensatory 

equity models. This would have indicated that the less the perceived 

outcome benefits, i.e., intrinsic rewards, for employees (as expected 

in de-enrichment), the more under-equitable the unchanged pay appeared. 

In other words, a positive relation would have suggested that greater 

perceived decreases in intrinsic rewards were associated with per 

ceptions of greater under-equity from the unchanged pay. Thus, the 

result is not supportive of the additive/compensatory equity models. 

Recalling that, in previous equity research, it has been found 

that perceived over-equity is much less sensitive to variation than 

perceived under-equity, then a plausible explanation may exist for 

the non-significance between variables in the de-enriched condition. 

Using the h3Tpothesized Interactive/Equity model, it was predicted 

that, in de-enrichment, the less the perceived outcome benefits to 

employees, the more over-equitable persons would perceive the un 

changed pay. Since it was over-equity that persons were expected 

to perceive, the lack of significance may be due to what has been 
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previously established as persons' inherent relative insensitivity 

to over-equity. Therefore, the relation indicated by the data is 

not inconsistent with the hypothesized interactive equity model. 

Perceived organizational, benefits and equity of pay- H 

predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains constant, a 

negative relation exists between benefits believed to accrue to the 

organization and person's perceptions of equity. In the de-enriched 

condition, this meant that the less the perceived organizational 

benefits, the more over-equitable persons would perceive the un 

changed pay to be. A Pearson coefficient of correlation was used 

to examine this relation. As indicated in Table 5, the relation 

was non-significant, r = .04. Thus, in neither the job-enriched 

condition nor the job de-enriched condition was there a significant 

relation between perceived organizational benefits and equity of 

pay. 

Perceived difference-in-inputs and pav satisfaction. It was 

predicted that, when jobs are changed, there exists a positive rela 

tion between perceived difference-in-inputs and pay satisfaction. 

In the de-enriched condition, this meant that the greater the per 

ceived decrease-in-inputs, the greater the pay dissatisfaction. A 

Pearson coefficient of correlation was computed to test the predic 

tion of a positive relation between difference-in-inputs and pay 

satisfaction. The relation was not significant, r = .13. Thus, 

the predicted relation (a positive relation between perceived dif-
ference-in-inputs and pay satisfaction) was significant in only the 

job enriched condition. 
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Again, here is a case where the predicted relation (based on 

the hypothesized interactive equity model) was significant in the 

enriched condition, the condition where perceived under-equity was 

expected, and yet the predicted relation was not significant in the 

de-enriched condition, the condition where perceived over-equity 

was expected. Just as with the relation between perceived 'outcome 

benefits to employees' and 'equity of pay', a plausible explanation 

for the non-significance appears to be persons' relative insensiti-

vity to over-equity (here, expressed as dissatisfaction with pay) 

Perceived outcome benefits to employees and satisfaction with pay. 

It was predicted that, when jobs are changed and pay remains unchanged, 

a positive relation exists between perceived difference in outcome 

benefits to employees and their expected pay satisfaction. The rela 

tion was examined via a Pearson coefficient of correlation. Results 

indicated a significant linear relation between the variables, 

r = .19, E < .05. The relation was in the direction of that pre 

dicted. The results indicate that, in the de-enriched condition, 

when levels of job characteristics were decreased and pay remained 

unchanged, greater perceived decrease in outcome benefits for employ 

ees was associated with expectations of dissatisfaction with pay. 

In the enriched condition, the predicted relation was also sup 

ported. Thus, in the enriched condition, greater perceived outcome 

benefits to employees was associated with expected greater pay dis 

satisfaction; and in the de-enriched condition lesser perceived out 

come benefits to employees was also associated with expected greater 
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pay dissatisfaction. Since 'outcome benefits to employees' repre 

sents intrinsic rewards which, in the independent compensatory models 

of satisfaction, would increase satisfaction, the negative relation 

between the variables in the enriched condition is supportive of 

the hypothesized interactive equity model, and contrary to the addi 

tive/compensatory models of satisfaction. The positive relation 

between the variables in the de-enriched condition is also supportive 

of hypothesized interactive equity model. The direction of the rela 

tion changes from one condition to the other due to the shift from 

under-equity to over-equity, respectively. 

Perceived organizational benefits and pay satisfaction. It 

was predicted that, when there is a change in jobs' levels of enrich 

ment and pay remains unchanged, a positive relation exists between 

the difference in organizational benefits believed to accrue to the 

organization and the satisfaction with pay employees were expected 

to have in the new job. A Pearson coefficient of correlation indi 

cated a significant linear relation between the variables, r = .21, 

£ < .05. It was in the direction opposite of that predicted. In 

the de-enriched condition, when task characteristics were de-enriched 

and pay remained unchanged, the greater the decrease persons per 

ceived in organizational benefits, the less satisfied they were with 

their pay. As in the enriched condition, this result suggests that, 

rather than equity (i.e., pay satisfaction) being determined by al 

locator's resources (i.e., organizational benefits), it is more 

related to an internal comparison with the self or with another. 
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Expected pay and perceived equity. It was predicted that, when 

jobs are changed and when pay is unchanged, a negative correlation 

exists between the perceived equity of the redesigned jobs and the 

expected pay. In the de-enriched condition, this meant that the 

more the perceived over-equity, the less would be the amount of ex 

pected pay. 

Pearson coefficients of correlation tested the prediction of a 

negative relation between perceived equity and expected pay, opera-

tionalizing expected pay first as allocated millimeters, then as 

allocated dollars. Results, shown in Table 5, indicated significant 

linear relations between perceived equity and expected pay: milli 

meters, r = -.43, E < .0001; dollars, r = -.39, £ < .0001. Thus, 

in the condition of job de-enrichment, perceived over-equity was 

associated with smaller amounts of allocated pay. Thus, the hypothe 

sis was supported in both enrichment conditions. 

Expected pay and pay satisfaction. It was predicted that when 

jobs' levels of enrichment are changed and pay remains unchanged, a 

positive relation exists between the amount of pay persons think 

should be allocated to the new jobs and the level of pay satisfaction 

they expected employees to have with the unchanged pay. The hypo 

thesized equity process suggests that those who think pay should be 

greater would have less reason to be dissatisfied with the unchanged 

(over-equitable) pay. The relation between expected pay and pay 

satisfaction was examined, operationalizing expected pay in both 

allocated millimeters and dollars. Using Pearson coefficients of 

correlation, a significant linear relation was found between pay 
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satisfaction and expected pay using millimeters, r = .16, £ < .05. 

The relation was in the direction of that predicted. The relation 

between pay satisfaction and allocated pay, using dollars, was non 

significant, r = .12. When jobs were de-enriched while pay remained 

unchanged, the less pay (in millimeters) persons thought should be 

allocated to the new job, the less satisfied they expected workers 

to be with unchanged pay. The h3^othesis was supported in both the 

enriched and the de-enriched conditions. The results were supportive 

of the equity feature of the proposed model. The predicted direction 

of the correlation necessarily changes from negative in the enriched 

condition to positive in the de-enriched condition due to the shift 

from under-equity to over-equity, respectively. 

Perceived equity and expected pay satisfaction. It was pre 

dicted that, when jobs' levels of enrichment are changed and pay 

remains unchanged, a negative relation exists between perceived over 

equity on the new job and persons' expectations of workers satis 

faction with pay. As shown in Table 6, a Pearson coefficient of 

correlation failed to find a significant linear relation between 

the variables, r = .14. The predicted relation between perceived 

equity of the unchanged pay and expected satisfaction with pay was 

supported in the condition of job enrichment, but not job de-enrich-

ment. 
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III. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CORRELATIONS UNDER THE TWO 

ENRICHMENT CONDITIONS 

It was predicted that the relations between the variables would 

be stronger in the condition of job enrichment than in the condition 

of job de-enrichment. This result was expected due to the equity 

feature of the proposed model. Previous equity research findings 

indicate that given a symmetrical deviation from parity, in the con 

ditions of under-equity and over-equity, persons' reactions are much 

stronger to the under-equitable situation than to the over-equit-

able situation. In this study, job enrichment represented an under-

equitable situation, while job de-enrichment was over-equitable. 

This prediction was tested by examining the difference between the 

respective Pearson correlation coefficients of the variables. The 

Pearson coefficients were converted to Fisher Z's, and then Z tests 

of difference were performed on the Fisher Z's, as shown in Table 6. 

Of the twenty-five tests, eight showed significant difference 

in the correlation of the variables between the two enrichment con 

ditions. All but one of the significant differences involved rela 

tions in which either equity or pay satisfaction was one of the vari 

ables. Clearly the reaction to inequity was stronger in the enriched 

condition where it consisted of under-equity. 

The only significant difference not involving either equity or 

pay satisfaction occurred in the relation of organizational benefits 

with change in enrichment, z = -2.12, £ < .05. The relation was 

stronger in de-enrichment, the direction opposite of that predicted. 
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TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF THE RELATION BETWEEN VARIABLES 

UNDER THE TWO ENRICHMENT CONDITIONS 

Variables Enrichment De-enrichment Z Score 

change in enrich 
ment/outcome 
benefits for 

employmees .42 .54 -1.17 

change in enrich 

ment/organizational 
benefits -.04 .25 -2.12 

change in enrich 
ment/mm .41 .37 0.35 

change in enrich 
ment/dollars .55 .65 -1.07 

change in enrich 
ment/equity -.54 -.13 -3.35 

change in enrich 
ment/pay satisfaction -.46 .05 ■3.24 

difference-in-inputs/ 
outcome benefits 
for employees .43 .31 1.01 

difference-in-inputs/ 
organizational 
benefits .09 .18 ■0.68 

difference-in-inputs/mm .44 .41 0.23 

difference-in-inputs/ 
dollars .40 .53 -1.17 

difference-in-inputs/ 
equity -.56 -.29 -2.43 

difference-in-inputs/ 
pay satisfaction -.35 13 •1.70 
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TABLE 6 (Continued) 

Variables Enrichment De-enrichment Z Score 

outcome benefits for 

employees/mm .35 .25 0.84 

outcome benefits for 

employees/dollars 
outcome benefits for 

employees/equity 

.30 

-.29 

.47 

.08 

-1.48 

-1.58 

outcome benefits for 

employees/pay 
satisfaction -.16 .18 0.15^ 

organizational benefits/ 
mm .01 .16 -1.12 

organizational benefits/ 
dollars -.08 .17 -0.70 

organizational benefits/ 

equity .01 .04 -2.21 

organizational benefits/ 
pay satisfaction .01 .21 

be 
1.62 

mm/equity -.55 .43 -1.15 

dollars/equity -.49 .39 -0.92 

mm/pay satisfaction -.38 , 16 -1.73' 

dollars/pay 
satisfaction -.43 12 

i 

-2.46 

equity/pay satisfaction .66 14 

j 

4.72' 

n = 108 
3 

one-tailed 
^ 
direction is opposite 
^of that predicted 

* 2 < .05 
** £ < .01 

£ < .001 
£ < .0001 

The algebraic sign of the de-enriched condition is reversed to 
compensate for the reversal of the direction of change which occurs 
between the conditions. 
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But the prediction from the additive or compensatory models 

suggested that, in de-enrichment, the less the perceived outcome 

benefits to employees, the more under-equitable the unchanged pay 

would be. Since persons are naturally sensitive to under-equity, 

there is no logical rationale that is consistent with the additive/ 

compensatory model to explain the non-significant relation between 

perceived outcome benefits to employees and pay equity. 



CHAPTER VIII 

DISCUSSION 

I. SUMMARY 

Overview 

The purpose of this research was to empirically examine the 

relation between change in task characteristics and pay satisfaction. 

Specifically, an Interactive/Equity Model of Satisfaction was hypo 

thesized in which changes in task characteristics are related to 

several equity balance variables (perceptions of differences-in-

inputs, outcome benefits for employees, organizational benefits), 

revised equity estimates, the amount of expected pay, and satisfac 

tion with the unchanged pay. 

The two predominant models of job satisfaction were reviewed, 

these are the fulfillment model and the discrepancy model of satis 

faction. The distinguishing characteristics of the models were shown 

to be their positions on whether or not intrinsic rewards and extrin 

sic rewards are compensatory and independent, relative to overall 

satisfaction. Each of these models considers intrinsic and extrinsic 

satisfaction as independent of each other; the fulfillment model 

maintains that they are also interchangeable, while the discrepancy 

model ascribes limited interchangeability to the two kinds of satis 

faction. 

Some reports were presented, suggesting that intrinsic and ex 

trinsic satisfaction may be neither interchangeable nor independent. 

103 
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Two major points emerged; (1) Task characteristics, the source of 

intrinsic satisfaction, is simultaneously the source of pay expecta 

tions and subsequent satisfaction with pay; (2) Changing task char 

acteristics triggers a re-evaluation of workers extrinsic equity. 

A model of satisfaction, incorporating these two major points, 

was developed and tested. Task characteristics were manipulated 

via written descriptions, and graduate students reported their re 

actions to the dependent measures. However, before reviewing the 

results of the research, limits to their generalizability must be 

considered. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study revolve around the fact that it 

was done under artificial conditions. The manipulation, being a 

vjritten description of task characteristics with the change in char 

acteristics represented visually on a scale, may have some inherent 

method bias. It is possible that participants transcribed the dif 

ferences to the dependent scales. However, this seems unlikely, 

since the results differed between the conditions of job enrichment 

and job de-enrichment. The manipulation might also be criticized 

for lacking veracity, for failing to identify with any specific job. 

While this was certainly the case, the written manipulation may have 

been preferable to manipulation of an actual task where a group of 

individuals are performing tasks in each others' presence. This 

latter situation can result in dependent measures varying more from 

the social cues, than from the actual task manipulations (O'Reilly 

& Caldwell, 1979). Moreover, Weick (1965) argues that, if the 
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cognitive processes, that would be involved in the actual situation, 

are able to be abstracted, then the phenomenon under investigation 

may be studied by simulation without damage to validity. 

The other important limitation is in the nature of the partici 

pants. They were a relatively homogeneous group. It may be that a 

more heterogeneous sample would have responded differently. 

Findings 

Job enrichment. In the condition of job enrichment, each of 

the dependent variables, with the exception of perceived benefits 

for the organization, was a significant function of change in task 

characteristics. Again with the exception of perceived benefits 

for the organization, each of the dependent measures was signifi 

cantly correlated with each of the other dependent measures. 

These results indicate strong effects on the dependent vari 

ables from change in task characteristics. Moreover, there were 

three variables whose relation with change in task characteristics 

involved conflicting predictions, depending on which of the compet 

ing models of satisfaction is applied. These variables are pay fair 

ness, pay satisfaction, and estimated amount that should be paid. 

The models' conflicting predictions are shown in Table 7. Change 

in task characteristics correlated negatively with pay equity and 

pay satisfaction, indicating that—when task characteristics increased 

with pay remaining constant--persons re-evaluated, and devalued, 

the equity of the job situation. Change in task characteristics 

correlated positively with estimates of amount that should be paid. 

This relation indicates that—when task characteristics increased 



� 

i
n
t
r
i
n
s
i
c
 

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
 

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 

i
n
-
i
n
p
u
t
s
 

A
A
 

A
5
 

h
.
5
5
 -
.
A
 

e
q
u
i
t
y
 

.
6
6
.
 p
a
y
 

o
v
e
r
a
l
l

c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
t
a
s
k
 

e
s
t
i
a
a
t
e
 
o
f
 

a
n
o
u
n
t
 
t
h
a
t
 

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
 
;

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
 

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
 

s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
p
a
i
d
 

A
2
 

.
3
 

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
-
i
n
-

b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
:
 

e
x
t
r
i
n
s
i
c
 

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

(
a
)
e
a
p
l
o
y
e
e
 

o
u
t
c
o
a
e
 

b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
 

(
b
)
 o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
 

t
i
o
n
a
l
 

b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
 

O
N

Fi
au

re
 1

2.
 
Re

pr
es

en
ta

ti
on

 o
f 
si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
st
at
is
ti
ca
l 

re
su

lt
s 
in
 t
he
 e
nr
ic
he
d 
co
nd
it
io
n,
 w
hi

ch
 

o
 

we
re
 c
on

si
st

en
t 
wi

th
 t
he
 h

yp
ot

he
si

ze
d 

In
te

ra
ct

iv
e/

Eq
ui

ty
 H
od
el
 o
f 
Sa
ti
sf
ac
ti
on
. 



 

  

T
A
B
L
E
 
7
 

PR
ED

IC
TI

ON
S 
FR

OM
 C

OM
PE
TI
NG
 M
OD
EL
S 
OF
 S
AT
IS
FA
CT
IO
N,
 C
OM

PA
RE

D 
WI
TH
 A
CT
UA
L 
RE
SU
LT
S:
 

DE
PE

ND
EN

T 
VA

RI
AB

LE
S 
AS

 A
 F
UN
CT
IO
N 
OF

 C
HA
NG
E 
IN
 T
AS
K 

CH
AR
AC
TE
RI
ST
IC
S 

P
r
e
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r
 

E
n
r
i
c
h
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
D
e
-
e
n
r
i
c
h
e
d
 

Mo
de
ls
 

R
e
s
u
l
t
s
 

I
n
t
e
r
 

a
c
t
i
v
e
/
 

D
i
s
c
r
e
p
-

E
n
r
i
c
h
e
d
 

D
e
-
e
n
r
i
c
h
e
d

E
q
u
i
t
y
 

a
n
c
y
 

F
u
l
f
i
l
l
a
e
n
t

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s
 

C
h
a
a
g
e
 
i
n
 T
a
s
k
 

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
,
 

w
i
t
h
:
 

•
f
M
r
 

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
o
c
e
-
i
n
-
i
n
p
u
t
s
 

N
/
A
 

N
/
A
 

^
•
H
r
 

e
a
i
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
o
u
t
c
o
a
e
 

b
e
a
e
f
i
t
s
 

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

N
/
A
 

-
(
n
.
s
.
)
 

+
(
n
.
s
.
)

N
/
A

b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
 

e
s
t
i
a
a
t
e
d
 
a
a
o
u
n
t
 
t
h
a
t
 

s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 p
a
i
d
 

+
 

•f
-A
-A
r 

+
*
*
 

d
o
l
l
a
r
s
 

♦
 

-
(
n
.
s
.
)
 

p
a
y
 
e
q
u
i
t
y
 

+
 

+
 

♦
(n

.s
.)

 
p
a
y
 s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
 

(
e
n
r
.
)
 -

(
d
e
-
e
n
r
.
)
 +
 

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n 

w
ith

 i
nt

rin
si

c 
an

d 
ex

tri
ns

ic
 r

ew
ar

ds
 a

re
 b

ot
h 

ei
th

er
 s

at
is

fie
d 

or
 

d
is

s
a

ti
s
fi
e

d
. 

. 
*p

 
< 

.0
1 

**
p

 
< 

.0
00

1 
+ 

in
di

ca
te

s 
a 

p
o

si
tiv

e
 
lin

e
a

r 
co

rr
e

la
tio

n
. 

-
in

di
ca

te
s 

s 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
lin

e
a

r 
co

rr
e

la
tio

n
. 

o
 



108 

while pay remained constant--persons expected greater pay increases 

for greater increases in task characteristics. Each of these rela 

tions was significant in the direction predicted by the hypothesized 

Interactive/Equity Model. Thus, the interactive feature of the pro 

posed model, as well as the equity feature, was supported in the 

enriched condition. 

In the enriched condition, only the variable of perceived bene 

fits for the organization yielded non-significant relations, not 

fitting the proposed model. Particularly, there was no significant 

relation between increasing levels of job enrichment and organiza 

tional benefits. This variable was based on a measure having rather 

low internal consistency (r alpha = .61). Either persons did not 

perceive a relation between the variables, or the scale used to mea 

sure "benefits to the organizations"—with its low internal consist 

ency (.6l)--was not capable of detecting the perceived relation. 

However, the significant relations in the de-enriched condition be 

tween perceived benefits for the organization and the other variables 

precludes the dismissal of the lack of significant relations for 

this variable in the enriched condition, as being due merely to its 

low internal consistency. While the low internal consistency may 

have made significance more difficult, it also appears that it did 

not fit well with the model in the enriched condition. Persons asso 

ciated increased outcome benefits for employees with increased 

organizational benefits, but organizational benefits was not related 

to their equity evaluation. Thus, contrary to deCarufel (1979), 

allocator's resources were not related to perceived equity, when 

the "allocator" in question was an impersonal organization. 
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Job de-enrichment. In the condition of job de-enrichment, only 

difference-in-inputs, employee outcome benefits, and estimated amount 

of pay that should be allocated (both millimeters and dollars) were 

significant dependent functions of change in task characteristics; 

perceived benefits for the organization, pay equity, and pay satis 

faction did not significantly vary as a function of change in task 

characteristics. (Note, however, that there was a significant linear 

association between decreasing task characteristics and perceived 

benefits for the organization, r = .25, £ < .01.) 

Also, in the relations among the dependent variables, signifi 

cance was less consistent than in the condition of job enrichment. 

(See Figure 13). Pay satisfaction was significantly correlated with 

only three variables: perceived outcome benefits for employees, 

benefits for the organization, and allocated salary using milli 

meters; each of these correlations was in the direction of that pre 

dicted, and, therefore, supports the Interactive/Equity Model of 

Satisfaction. The correlations of pay satisfaction with allocated 

salary was significant only with the operationalization using milli 

meters (r = .16). The relation between pay satisfaction and allo 

cated salary in dollars (r = .12) was not significant. It is pos 

sible that, were it not for a "floor effect" as to a reasonable 

minimum salary using dollars, allocated salary in dollars might also 

have been significantly related to pay satisfaction in the predicted 

direction. 

In the de-enriched condition, pay fairness correlated signifi 

cantly only with perceived difference-in-inputs and estimated amount 

that should be paid. And perceived benefits to the organization 
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correlated significantly (although at times in the direction opposite 

of that predicted) with all other dependent variables, except pay 

equity. 

Very little significance was obtained in the de-enriched con 

dition with the variables of pay equity and pay satisfaction. Of 

particular interest was the lack of significant results for each of 

these variables, respectively, as a function of change in task char 

acteristics. These are the relations which, because of the conflict 

ing predictions from the different models of satisfaction, were 

expected to shed light on the appropriateness of the equity feature 

of the Hypothesized Interactive/Equity Model. Contrary to the sup-

port it. received in the job-enriched condition, in the de-enriched 

condition these relations of the model did not support the equity 

feature. The lack of significance, however, also fails to support 

the competing models. (See Table 7). 

Several predicted relations in the study, especially those 

involving pay equity and satisfaction with pay, were significant 

in the enriched condition (the condition where perceived under-

equity was expected), and yet not in the de-enriched condition (the 

condition where perceived over-equity was expected. In previous 

equity research, it has been found that persons are less sensitive 

to, and/or are more willing to accept inequity where it is a situa 

tion of over-equity in their favor. Since it was over-equity that 

persons were expected to perceive in the de-enriched condition, the 

lack of significance may be due to what has been previously estab 

lished as persons' inherent relative insensitivity to over-equity. 

It may be that the equity process was equally present in the 
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de-enriched condition, but with a weakened effect due to the over-

equity of that condition. Therefore, the relation indicated by the 

data may not be inconsistent with the hypothesized Interactive/Equity 

Model. 

However, the results involving equity and satisfaction with 

pay, in the de-enriched condition, are contradictory of predictions 

from the fulfillment and the discrepancy models. For example, a 

telling relation was that between employees' outcome benefits 

and pay equity (r = -.08). The fulfillment and the discrepancy 

models would suggest that, in de-enrichment, the less the perceived 

outcome benefits to employees, the more under-equitable the unchanged 

pay would be. Since persons are naturally sensitive to under-equity, 

there is no logical rationale that is consistent with these models 

to explain the non-significant relation between perceived outcome 

benefits to employees and pay equity. 

The other important relation in comparing the validity of the 

competing models was the effect of change in task characteristics 

on the estimated amount that should be paid. This relation has bear 

ing on both the interactive and the equity features of the hypothe 

sized Interactive/Equity Model. As shown in Table 7, the hypothe 

sized model predicted a positive relation between these variables, 

while the other models predict it to be negative. These positive 

relations, r = .37, r = .65, £ < .0001, using millimeters and dol 

lars, respectively, indicate that, when task characteristics were 

decreased, persons thought that employees should be paid accordingly. 

Thus, these relations support the interactive/equity features of 

the hypothesized model. 
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Differences under the two conditions. Of the eight significant 

correlational differences, seven involved the perceived equity vari 

able of either pay satisfaction or pay fairness. These results indi 

cated that the equity feature of the hypothesized Interactive/Equity 

Model was much stronger in the condition of job enrichment. 

Also noteworthy is the lack of differences between the two con 

ditions involving estimates of how much should be paid. It suggests 

that in the over-equitable condition of job enrichment, persons were 

able to cognitively minimize the over-equity, while simultaneously 

being aware that the unchanged pay was more than "should be" asso 

ciated with the de-enriched levels of task characteristics. The 

only significant difference involving estimates of how much "should 

be paid" occurred in its relation with pay satisfaction. From con 

sistency between the conditions of other results involving what 

should be paid, versus the significant differences between condi 

tions in those results involving satisfaction with pay, it appears 

that this difference was due more to pay satisfaction than to the 

variable of allocated pay. The general lack of significant differ 

ences with this variable suggests that, for recognizing the amount 

that "should be" paid, the interactive feature of the hypothesized 

model was not significantly stronger under job enrichment or job 

de-enrichment. 

II. IMPLICATIONS 

Theoretical 

The results were generally supportive of the notion that intrin 

sic satisfaction and extrinsic satisfaction are interactive. In 
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both the job enriched and the job de-enriched conditions, persons 

expectations of what should be paid was a function of the job char 

acteristics. In the job enriched condition, the equity predictions 

were supported, while in the condition of job de-enrichment they 

received partial support. However, where they were not supported, 

results may have been due to persons' relative insensitivity to over-

equity. In any case, the results which failed to support the Inter 

active/Equity Model were not inconsistent with it, while they were 

inconsistent with predictions from the fulfillment and discrepancy 

models. The results were supportive of the idea that, contrary to 

the other models, intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction are non-com 

pensatory and independent. Other models overlook the fact that 

intrinsic outcomes and expectations of extrinsic outcomes each stem 

from the same source, i.e., job characteristics. Thus, they have 

failed to take into account the equity process which intervenes, 

creating dissatisfaction with pay. Due to dissatisfaction with pay, 

and thus reduced extrinsic satisfaction, any increase in intrinsic 

satisfaction may be nullified, with respect to overall satisfaction. 

The model may be useful in explaining findings of previous researchers 

For example, the Locke, Sirota, and Wolfson (1976) results found that 

job enrichment improved the "hard" measures, but not the attitudinal 

ones; workers might have been working more effectively and exper 

iencing intrinsic rewards, and concommitantly experiencing a reduc 

tion in extrinsic satisfaction. 

The effect of reduced satisfaction with pay becomes even more 

important in view of some previous research. Research on the impor 

tance of different rewards shows that the amount of any given reward 
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persons receive influences the importance they attach to it (Alderfer, 
1969). This suggests that, as persons receive comparatively less 

extrinsic rewards relative to the intrinsic rewards, the extrinsic 

ones may become that much more important. Additionally, in a recent 

study examining trade-offs between job attributes, Shapiro (1981) 
found that the trade-offs of attributes for losses or gains, are 

not symmetrical. In examining trade-offs on the aspects of salary, 

authority, interest in job, influence on company's policy, and status, 

Shapiro found that the change in the trading direction affected the 

relative importance of the attributes; "losses" were more important 

to people than "gains." This notion, besides being consistent with 
the equity literature which finds greater sensitivity to under-equity, 

is also consistent with negative and positive utility functions. 

According to Stevens (1959), outcomes of negative utility function 

as [-(x)^], while positive utilities function as [ x]. It would 

be interesting, in light of the Shapiro results combined with results 

of this study, in future research to examine the Interactive/Equity 

Model with respect to how specific intrinsic and extrinsic outcome 

adjustments affect intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction, respectively, 

and the net effect on overall satisfaction. 

Practical 

Job enrichment. When enriching jobs while keeping pay constant, 

employees will probably perceive their job inputs have increased; 

they will be dissatisfied with their pay. Employees' dissatisfaction 

with pay may be avoided by increasing pay, opportunity for promotion, 

etc. (Beer & Huse, 1972), simultaneous to job enrichment. Another 

possibility for offsetting dissatisfaction with pay may be to directly 
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influence the social perceptions of inputs involved in the new tasks 

(O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1979, White & Mitchell, 1979). Perceptions 

might be effected by the comments with which the new tasks are intro 

duced and the attitudes expressed therein. However, according to 

this research, employees are not likely to associate any signifi 

cant costs or benefits to the organization itself from the job change. 

Thus, for job enrichment, effects at attitudinal influence should 

be directed toward the workers' benefits and costs, in order to main 

tain credibility. 

The results of this study were based on examining the dependent 

measures as a function of the task characteristics. It should be 

noted, however, that the other major method of evaluating jobs is 

based on individuals' skills and skill levels, rather than on the 

job characteristics. The findings from this study should generalize 

to situations where compensation is skill-based, because the same 

underlying variables and equity processes are involved. The measures 

of difference-in-inputs, employees' outcome benefits, and organiza 

tional benefits would still play an integral part in the equity con 

siderations, and thus be equally relevant in a skill-based program. 

Job de-enrichment. If an organization de-enriches, or simpli 

fies jobs, while keeping pay constant, it should expect employees 

to perceive that the jobs are less demanding, to believe that they 

should be paid less for them, but to not be dissatisfied by their 

unchanged pay. If that is so, then one might guess that an organi 

zation which de-enriches jobs and also adjusts pay downwards might 

have employees being very dissatisfied with pay. Thus, it is 
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difficult for organizations to de-enrich jobs: On the one hand, 

leaving pay unchanged, the organization is paying inflated labor 

costs; on the other hand, decreasing pay relative to the task char 

acteristics, employees are likely to become dissatisfied. This sug 

gests that, before enriching any jobs, organizations should carefully 
examine how it is likely to impact on organizational effectiveness 

and how it will be accepted by employees, because—once it is put 

into practice--job enrichment is difficult to reverse. 

The Interactive/Equity Model can be used to infer what would 

happen if the situation of over-equity came about—not by decreasing 

task characteristics, as in this study, but-by leaving task charac 

teristics the same while increasing pay. The effect might be similar 

to that of over-equity in this study: employees would perceive they 

should be paid less, but would not be dissatisfied with the higher 

pay. 
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appendix a 

JOB EXPECTATION SURVEY 

Thii questionnaire was developed In order to study
what people expect from jobs. The questionnaire
helps to determine how organizacinns can design
jobs, by obtaining information about what people 
expect from different kinds of jobs. 

about jobs. Specific instructions are given at the of 
Please read them carefully. It should take no more 
complete the entire questionnaire. Please move through it quickly. 

The questions are designed to obtain your
tions of a job and how 22H. think outcomes should 

There are no "trick" questions. Tour individual answers will he kept _
completely confidential. Please answer each item as honestly and fran y 
as possible. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

For more information about this questior.naire end its use, please contact: 
Kanner Boyle 

Department of Managemeti» 

University of Tennessee - Knoxville 
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Sicnoil OHE 

tha foUowlns •action*. 

CAfIC*. tACh ChAtACCerimti*; *■ w» 4«v-
• ̂ a.. ^LMfUmmn thft CVO iobsaaetarittlc and tha dittaranea batwaan tha tvo job*. 

A sanpla charactariatle !• glvan balcw: 
to vork vlth HECHAHICAL aqulpiaant;A, Tha aatant that tha Job* ta<|ulra you 

Vary nuch; tha
Job B

Job A Job TcqulraiVary Uttla; 
tha Job ra- alnoat constant 
quira* alnoat . _ _0- - - - 5 6 - - - * work with mechan 

ical aqulpmant. 
with aachani- Modarataly 
cal aquipnant 
of any kind. 

no contact 

l[ rSa^trnl ^al!'"™ "'thl 
of tha Job charactariatica of Job A and Job B. 

" .1- <."-»■ - »■■'. ■" •' " ■" 
tha following aactiona. 



129 

(Bcrioii on — Jm btscKiPtioNs) 

■tow Buch AOTWOWT tbcr* la la tba Joba. That la, Cha axtant to which the 
joba panl c you to daelda en your own how to go about doing the work: 

Vary llttla; jpbB
tha Job glvaa 
•laeat no per-
■ooal Say" 

Moderate
about how and Autoooay
when tha work 
la dona. 

2. The extent to which the Joba Involve doing a loPU'and Identifiable 
piece of work. That la, whether the Joba Involve a conplete place of 
work that haa an obvloua beginning and and; or, whether they are only 
a aaall pert of the overall place of work, which la flnlahad by other 
people or by autoaatlc Bechlnea: 

The Job la 
only a tiny 
part of the 
overall place 

i L & 

G> 
Job B 
-<D--

of work; the A Boderate - altad 
reaulta of ay "chunk" of the 
actlvltlea overall place 
cannot be 
aeen In the 
final product 
or aervlce. 

3. Bow Buch VMorry there la la the Joba. That la, the extent to which the 
Joba require you to do aeny different thlnga at work, ualng a variety of 
your akllla end talenta: 

Very little; t L 
the Job re-
qulrea ne to 
do the aaae 
routine things Moderate 

Varietyover and over 
again. 

*. In general, the SiatiriCAWCE or IMPOMWICE of the Joba. That la, the 
extent to which the reaulta of your work are likely to algniflcantly 
affect the llvea or well-being of other people; 

Hot very alg- vL Anlflcfit; thc-*^" 
outcoaes of siy ( * i" 7 

work are not 
Moderatelylikely to h.ive 
Slgnlfle—••laportant effects 

on other people. 

Vary aueh; 
the job glvaa 
alaoat coaplata 
raaponalblllty 
for deciding 
how and whan the 
work la dona. 

The Job Involvea 
doing the whole 
piece of work froa 
atart to flnlah; 
the reaulta of ay 
actlvltlea are 
eaally aeen In the 
final product or 
aervlce. 

Very auch; the 
Job requlrea ae 
to do aany dif 
ferent things, 
ualng a nuaber 
of different 
akllla and talenta. 

Highly algnlfleant; 
the outconea of ay 
work can affect 
other people In 
very laportant vsya. 
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SeCTIOM TWO 

Ll...d b.lo-.r..n«.b« of phr..« «Klch emOd b, to d..erlb..Job. or p.r«n. hoXdin. 
a Job: 

xrj:r.s'LS:'ir.s; ° 
euabcnta. 

rirat. indicate which ^ 1°'' J~^3ifia^tScrb««e^*^h"job»^n^*n^i'<^^ indicate no 
in the blank. If you think . blank and skip to the next iten.
difference between the Job. by placing H" in th. blank, and sxip aiff.renca 
Second, if there i. a diff.r«.ca batw.«: the Joba. than rate the strength of this 
using the following acala: 

- ■< '■ "" ' "* '■ F'"—"' 

. 
Vary largeSoaewhat 

Very Saall DifferenceHodarataScBeuhat 
Difference Large

Difference SmlU DifferenceDifferenea 

For «ta«pla. using th. sanple fro. th. previous page, you could be asked to rate th. difference 
bccwccn th« jobs on Mchsnlcsl skill' 

Mchsnicsl skill 1 2 3 * 3 

the Jobs require. 

wb.r diff.r«.c.. any- i« there in Job A and Toh B, pertaining 
en each phrase? 

SoaewhatVhich Job has norsT Soaawhat 
Large Very LargeModerate 

<A. B. *) Vary Saall Bull 
Difference Difference Difference 

DifferenceDifferanea 

21. status 

5 
2. exparicnca needed 

to gat the Job 
3313. aucasa 

3 
4. knowledge obtained 1 3 

on the Job 

j. education required 1 3 

31g. long fiOurs 

https://diff.r�.ca
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ncncR mo — can. 

T«ry Saall 
Dlffereace 

Bomubkt 

SuU 
Difference 

Moderate 
Difference 

Sonewhat 

Large 
Difference 

■Very Large 
Difference 

7. ___ lotereat 

8. enjoyMof o' 1°^ 

8. variety 

ID. 

IJ. 

feeling of acco»-
pliahing aoaething 

achooling of peraona 
holding the job 

12. hard work 

13. fruatration 

14. reapect froa othera 

15. independence 

16. 

17. 

akill required for 
job perforaance 

difficult work 

18. Influence 

19. recognition 

20. effort required 

21. training required 
by the poaiCion 
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stcnoH n«g 

»K Sb •#«*»» •• — 

tSrrouoob'u ^' 
th, mm for Job A oni Job •• 

dcseilbas your reoetion 

-uocotod for Job B and Job A, than. In da-Conaldcring that the aaae pay wara allocatao 
BCtlblng Job B. I would aay 

Paraon. put -ucb «r.Into thl. Job than tbay gat out of It.1. 

2. Paraon. put aoMwhat «ra into thla Job than tha, gat out of It.3. 

4. Paraona put a llttla -ra Into It than thay gat out of It.5. 

6. What paopla gat out of thla Job la about right for what thay put Into It.7. 

8. 

9. Paraona gat a llttla -era out of thl. Job than thay put Into It. 
10. 

11. • Paraona gat aonawhat «ra out of It than thay put In. 
12. Paraona gat a graat daal -ora out of It than thay put In.13. 

.a pay vara alloeatad lor Job B and for Job A. than tha2. Conaldarlng that tha 
pay for Job B is 

1. wary fair 
2. 
3. toi' 

i\ ollghtly fair 
B. .
7. nautral 
8.
9. allghtly unfair 
10. 
11. ____ unfair 
12. .,
Xj, wary unfair 

.!.»•_ rha oaw on Job B ahould ha 
TO ba raally fair, than - raUtlwa to Job A tha pay3. 

1. 
Incraaaad aubatantlally 

2. 

3. ~ Incraaaad oodarataly 
4. 

~ Incraaaad ollghtly3. 

6. 

7. 
- tha aoM (an It U now) 

8. 
dacraaaad ollghtly

9. 

10. 
dccraaaad oodarataly

11. 

12. 
dacrcaaad aubatantlally

13. 
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4. eon.ld.rl», ch.c th. — W vr,.Uoc«^ for Job..nd Job A. p.r.ca. vlth 
Job B vould {Ml 

1. Mrjr ow«rp«ld 
2. 
j. ___ ovarpaid 

5* altsbtlp orarpald 
«. ^ 
7. paid about right 

j' allghtly undarpald 
10. 
11. undarpald 
11. 
13. ___ nary undarpald 

5 Conaldarln, that tha a-a pa,-ara allocate, for Job.and Job A. vhan It cones
tT^t pMpla ara vorth and uhat tha, ara paid on Job B-

It la oar, unfair. 

2. 
3. 

It la allghtl, unfair. 
t. 

'Tha, ara gattlng about idiat tha, ara worth.7. 

8. ;It la allghtl, unfair to tha paraon who paya their aalaries.9. 

10. [It la unfair to tha paraon who paya their salaries.11. 

12. 

13. It la war, unfair to tha paraon who paya their aaUrlaa. 

. war, aatlaflad 

Mtlaflad 

aUghtl, aatlaflad 

nautral 

allghtly dlaMtlaflad 

dlaaatlaflad 

] war, dlaaatlaflad 

Kaaaaibaring that tha pay f« Job ® *J^Mtia'Sth''job'B woSriaar*7. 
whsf thev contribute to thia organization, paraona witn j 

I. war, diaMtiafiad 

3I ^^2diaaatiafied 

allghtl, dlaMtlaflad 
9.
7. neutral 

5'. allghtl, Mtlaflad 
10. . ^ 
II. _____ Mtlaflad 

13. 223vcr, aatisfied 

https://eon.ld.rl
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acncN Foam 

.orixoncl b.lov r.pr..«c..fix.a .«unc of to b..Ivtded .. p., for 
Job A and Job B. 

Tou .r. CO aiioct. that -^T ''n::::i:or::gri»ic"ch.
ahould ba dlvldad bawaon Job A and Job B. '•» » 
daacrTptlona o£ Job A and Job B In Saetion Ono. 

Dran a vertical Una through the bar to Indieata pay aUoeatlon. 
Job B

Job A j 

Suppoaa that a parao. holding Job A 1. ~"̂ 2^ 
pap do you think ahould ba allotted to Job 
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SKTIOH FIVE 

:r 

"ror ..ch .tat«..nt. clrcl. th. «-b« «hlch r.pr.M.e. ho« »ch you .,t.. 
with th« atoteunt. 

fH a 
*d u u 
X « u.9% 

e• 

Si s as 
9-4 <9* M 
M0 V 

1. 1 wouldn't have to work as hard. 1 

1 
2. I would have wore aelf-astae». 

3. 1 would feal "ore confuaed. 1 

*. 1 would gat nora raspaet fto« 
1 

others. 

5. Organizational productivity 1 

vould dACrM9€a 
1

6. I would have a lot oota fraadoo. 
I 

7. 1 would enjoy ny work nora. 

g. Paopla could work nora effi 1 

ciently. 

9. I would need nora akilla. 
1 

I 
10. I could gat pto«itad faatar. 

1
U. I would have to work harder. 

12. Organizational profits would 
1 

decrease. 

13. I would get higher wages. 
1 

14. I wouU feel a greater sansa of I 

accoaplishnent. 

15. The organization's profits would 
increasa. 

1«. t would end up working longer 
hours. 

13. EedeslRning Jobs would cost thn 
organization a lot of noney. 

IS. I would take uore pride in uy 
work. 

19. I would enjoy uy work less. 

https://tat�..nt
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SECnON SIX 

Haw picas* Indloc* how you p«r»on*llT f««I «bcut Job A «nd Job B. 

Ccch of ttio staieaents below is soaathlns a parson night say about his or her job. lou ara to 
Indicate .our o-m personal feelings about tha jobs by narking what dlfferane* you think thara 
la beevecn tlie jobs on each of the statananta. 

Ooca again, write the appropriate job latter In tha first blank baslda each statcnent, to Indl-
at* which job -- "a" or "B" — has nor* of tha Iten. If you think thara Is no difference 
between the jobs on an Iten, place "H" In the blank, and skip to tha neat Iten. 

Second, if there la a dlfferanca, then mta tha diffarenea between tha Jobs usln( tha followlns 
aeala: 

What difference. If any, la there In how well each phrase applies 
to Job K and Job BT « a a a a

Vhlch job la u w ,g g 
better dejcrlbed? 8 wa 8 

^8 ^8 Sa aa av(A. B. H) tSi qi 
S Is 3o 

1. It's h-ird. on the Job. for na to care 1 2 3 * 
vjty rwch about whether or not tha work 
gets dons right. 

2. Hy opinion of nyaalf goes up whan I do 1 2 3 ♦ 
the job yell. 

3. Generally speaking, I aa wary satisfied 1 2 3 * 
with the job. 

4. I get a let of personal growth and 1 2 3 ♦ 
develcpnenc In doing tha Job. 

5. __ Most of tha things 1 have to do on the ' I 2 3 A 
Job seen useless or trivial. 

6. I urually know whether or not ny work I 2 3 4 
la satisfactory on tha job. 

7. I feel a great sense of personal satis- 1 2 3 4 
faction when I do tha Job wall. 

8. The work I do on tha Job la wary naan- 1 2 3 4 
Ingfal Co ne. 

9. I feel a very high degree of personal 1 2 3 4 
responsibility for the work I do on this 
Job. 
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Uhlch Job la 
baetar daaerlbcdT 

(A, B. M) 

aCTXON SIX — CONT. 

What dUfcrence. It ana, la thare In how veil each phrase appllai 
to Job A and Job BT • 2 8 * 

§ 8 2 S • 
u h ax a a 

b hd 
a a • 

J a > JIjils 

10. I fraquantly think of quitting thla Job. 

11. I gat a faallng of uorthahlla accoapliah-
aant froa doing tha Job. 

12. I feal bad and unhanpy uhan I dlacovar 
that I hava parfoiaed poorly on thla Job. 

13. I oftan hava trouble figuring out whathar 
I'n doing well or poorly on thla Job. 

14. I can axarciaa a lot of Indapandant 
thought and action In tha Job. 

13. I fcal I ahould peraonally taka tha 
cradlt or blana for tha raaulta of 
ny vork on thla Job. 

16. I an ganarally satlafled with tha kind 
of work 1 do In thla Job. 

17. My own faallnga generally era not affactad 
much ona way or tha othar by how wall I 
do on thla Job. 

15. Thara la a great deal of ehallanga 
In tha Job. 

19. Whathar or not thla Job gata dona right 
la clearly raaponalblUty. 



 

 

� 
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SCCnOM SEVEN 

How, plcaoo think of how other people Bight react to Job A and Job B. 
(Refer again to the "fold-out".) 

For each ptateaent, pleaee think about how other people might feel obout the Job. 
It la quite aU right If your aniwcrt are different from when you deeerlbed your own reactlona 
to the Job. Often different people feel quite differently about the same Job. 

Once again, write the appropriate Job letter In the flret bUnk beelde each itatemmt, to Indi 
cate which Job — "A" or "B" — has more of that item. If you think there la no difference 
between the Joba on the Item, place "H" In the blank and aklp to the next Item. 

Second, If there la a difference, then rate the difference between the Joba ualng the following 
acale: 

What difference. If anr. le there In how well each phrase appUee to Job A 
and Job B7 

Which Job la 
deeerlbed better? i 

!•< e 

I 
o 

o ̂  
u « 
a b 
b O 
o <b 

o 
u 

5 
e S 

I 
e S 

K aa«M 

(A, B, H) w 

o i 
» w a i a 

1. Moat people on the Job feel e great 1 2 

aenae of personal satisfaction when 
they do the Job well. 

2. Most people on the Job are very satisfied 2 

with the Job. 

3. ___ Host people on the Job feel that the work 2 

la ueeless or trivial. 

A. Host people on the Job feel a great deal 
of personal responsibility for the wrk 
they do. 

5. 
' 

Most people on the Job have e pretty 
good Idea of how well they are performing 
their work. 

4. Most people on the Job find the work very 
meaningful. 

7. Most people on the Job feel that whether 
or not the Job gets done right la clearly 
their own responsibility. 

g, People on the Job often think of quitting. 

9, Most people on the Job feel bad or'unhappy 
when they find that they have performed 
the work poorly. 

10. Most people on the Job have trouble flgur-
out whether they are doing a good or 

a bad Job.. 
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I 

ION EIGHT 

\ One* iTaln, your rtsponias ar* to ba txsad on Job * md Job B froa the -fold-
out.* (Plooaa "fold-out.") 

In thii soctlon. plaasa baaa your raaponaat on your ob^ectlva 
eonparisona of Job K and Job B. Suppoaa that you don t 
praaantly hava aithar Job X or Job B. Baapond aa you would 
faal in thia caaa. 

Nota that thia la diffarant than pravioua aactiona which aakad you to raapond aa if you 
already had Job A and your Job had baan chancad. 

Plaaaa indicate your anawara by placing a nark on the appropriate 
blanka. 

1. Mhidt job would you prefer to havaP 

1. job X a. Job B 

2. If jou had Job B. would you faal you ahould be paid nora than a parson 
who has Job X7 

1. Tea a. Bo 

J. If you anawarad "YES* to the prawioua question thant «hat percent more 
pay would you expect? 

S% 55% 

15% 55% 

a5% 75% 

35% 85% 

45% 95% 

4. If you had Job X, would you faal you should be paid aora than a parson 
who has Job B7 

I. Tea a. Bo 

5. If you answarad TES* to the previous question, thani What percent 
■ore pay would you expect? 

5% 55% 

15% 65% 

15% 75% 

35% B5% 

45% 95% 
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5 

Tcuit M»cxaaam 

Hal. 2-X. Gandart l-__ 

, IHH.««,Y.«- o« -o'" 
5. 3 to 4 yaara 

1. 
6. 4 to 5 yaara

lass tban 1 ysar 
* 7. 5 or oora 
3. 1 to a ysaro 

4. a to 3 ysaro 

4. HO.-och la-ar-.ip. «:;2:ry::^4Tn«rorTi:.S:oroI othara.)
(includa Miy axpatianca ifhara you mu 

5. 2 to 3 y««r« 
1 nopo

' 6. 3 to 4 yaara
2. 1 to 6 sooths 

7. 4 or sora yaara
3. 7 to 12 oonths 

4. 1 to a yaara 

Hhat U tha hluhaat ynthly, salary you has. aaroad? 

» oonthlv salary? (It unasployad, plaaaa mark aero. )4. What is your praaant oonthly aaisry 

opXoyad at tha praaant tioa?7. Ara you 

1. yaa »- ■» 

.continua on to tha naxt <p-ations. 

B. Xra you aaployad full-ti* or pnrt-tl*s? 
X. P»ll-tl- »• 

HO. ion, haaa you baan .orkin, for tha praaant or,ani«.tion? 
1. 1 to • sonths 

j, « sooths to a ysar 

3. 1 to 3 yasrs 

4 . 3 to 5 yaara 

ba «,rktn, in tha aaoa orpaniaatlon thraa yaara fro- no.?10. Do you aapaet to 
1. Tas 

https://la-ar-.ip
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APPENDIX E 

TABLE E-1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE DEPENDENT INDICES 

Dependent 
Indices 

Enriched Group 
Means S.D. 

De-enriched Group 
Mean S.D. 

Difference-

in-inputs 1.80 1.10 -1.99 1.21 

Employees' 
outcome benefits 5.37 1.00 2.11 0.70 

Benefits to the 

organization 4.31 0.82 3.34 0.87 

Allocated salary: 
Using mm. 
Using dollars 

96.64 
25.85 

11.21 

9.26 

59.37 

12.37 

11.92 

3.05 

Pay equity 3.59 1.56 8.56 1.74 

Pay satisfaction 3.99 1.98 9.19 2.48 

n = 108 for each group. 



VITA 

Kammer Boyle was born in New Orleans, Louisiana on June 17, 1946. 

She attended Mercy Academy and graduated in 1964. The following 

September she entered Newcomb College/Tulane in New Orleans. In 

1966, she discontinued her studies to follow her husband's career. 

Resuming her education in 1974, she was awarded a Bachelor of Science 

degree in Management, Magna cum Laude, from the University of West 

Florida at Pensacola, in 1976. 

She entered the graduate program in industrial and organiza 

tional psychology at The University of Tennessee at Knoxville in 

the autumn of that year. During the first two years, she served as 

a graduate assistant, teaching and doing research. In 1978, she 

accepted an internship with the Central Intelligence Agency 

(Alexandria, Virginia), in the Office of Management Development. 

Upon returning to the university, she supplemented the academic 

experience with teaching, researching, consulting, and management 

training. She received the Doctor of Philosophy degree with a major 

in industrial and organizational psychology in August 1982. 

The author was a recipient of the Walter Melville Bonham Dis 

sertation Award and holds memberships in Phi Kappa Phi National Honor 

Society, the American Psychological Association, the Academy of 

Management, and the American Mensa Society. Ms. Boyle is on the 

staff of Personnel Research and Development Corporation, Pepper Pike, 

Ohio, where she serves as a psychological consultant to management. 

145 


