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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research was to examine conceptually and
empirically the relation between change in task characteristics and
satisfaction with pay. Specifically, changes in task characteristics
were described and persons reacted to them in terms of several
hypothesized equity balance variables (difference-in-inputs, employees'’
outcome benefits, and organizational benefits), how much they
thought they should be paid, equity, and pay satisfaction 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 jntrinsic 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 extrimsic rewards are interactive and non-interchange-

able. A job enrichment program may provide increased intrinsic

rewards and satisfaction, but--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 extrinmsic. 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 & 0ldham, 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
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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 on

are interactive as well. The model is

ly non-interchangeable, but

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 in

the current models of satisfaction are

to eight chapters. In Chapter 1

presented. Evidence conflicting

with the present models is reviewed in Chapter II. In Chapter III,

the hypothesized interactive/equity mo
Theoretical bases of the proposed mode
In Chapter V, the objectives of this r

research method is discussed in Chapte

del of satisfaction is presented.
1 are discussed in Chapter IV.
esearch are explained. The

r 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 VIII consists of

discussion and conclusions.



CHAPTER 1

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 intrimsic and extrinsic rewards.

I. THE NEED-FULFILLMENT MODEL

". .job satisfaction will

According to a fulfillment model,
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 extrimsic 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.

I11. THE DISCREPANCY MODEL

The other major model of work satisfaction is the discrepancy

" .job satisfaction

model. According to the discrepancy model,
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 for what

he is doing. In a sense they help us understand different

aspects of a person's feelings toward his present pay. A

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 extrimsic facets with satisfaction of intrimsic
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 not 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



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, omne 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 jncrease intrinsic or extrimsic 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.

III. 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 extrimsic 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 nmot intrimsic 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 jntrinsic 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.

1. 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 nyithdrawn 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 of withdrawal

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 their

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.

Intrinsic 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
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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 intrinmsic ‘
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-interchangeafle 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 to
obtain a specific level of job satisfaction. (p. 333)

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 (intrimsic or extrinsic), they will
not be satisfied, unless the other facet is also at a satisfactory
level. Intrinsic and extrinmsic 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 fulfiliment 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,

0ldham, 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.

Pay 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
"goft" 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 intrimsic
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
& Huse's (1972) report of a case study. In that study, job enrich-
ment led to increased quality and productivity, and decreased absen-
teeism. Beer & Huse 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 jnvolvement. . . .(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 & Huse (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 Huse'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. 74)

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, and
training a person brings to the job as well as the behavior
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. 76)

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 pon-interchangeable and non-
independent. Views from a wide range of sources have questioned
the relation between satisfaction from intrinsic and extrimsic 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 extrimsic 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

intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction.
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Inherent 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 ITI.




CHAPTER 111

THE HYPOTHESIZED INTERACTIVE EQUITY MODEL

OF SATISFACTION

1. 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).

25
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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 are their description of the relation between satis-
faction from intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, specifically whether
or not they are taken to be 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 be 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 not 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 extrimsic 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, intrimsic 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.

1. BASIC EQUITY THEORY

Equity theory is rooted in the theory of distributive justice
(Homans, 1961). According to Homans' (1961) general rule of distri-

butive justice:

lln the socio-economic arena, Homans is acclaimed as the origi-
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).

29



30

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 2 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 comparisons
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 Qutcomes A = Outcomes B
Inputs A Inputs B

Aristotle: Qutcomes 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:

Anderson & Farkas: Inputs A = Outcomes A
(Inputs A + Inputs B) (Outcomes 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

32

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.

Equity 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:

(L (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Py Ep Ep Py Eg Py

(¢, +Pp) (B, +Ep) (B, + Py (B Ep) (Eg + Pp)  (Py + Ep)

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 A _ Intrinsic OutcomesA Extrinsic OutcomesA
(InputsA + (Intrinsic Outcomes, + (Extrinsic Outcomes, +
Inputs B) Intrinsic OutcomesB) Extrinsic OutcomesB)

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. (Burt & 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 intrimsic 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.8., 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.
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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 both
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
enrichment 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.

II1. 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
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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.

I1I. 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 your own how to go about doing the work?

Very little; Job A Job B Very much;

the job gives (f)----Z ----- 3-=--b4}---- §=m=== 6-~--- 7 the job gives

almost no per- Moderate almost complete

sonal "say" Autonomy responsibility

about how and for deciding

when the work how and when

is done. the work is
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-In-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
jtems. An index of difference-in-inputs after the job redesign was

formed by averaging these items.

Perceived difference-in-benefits to employees 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. I 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. 1 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. I 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,
p. <.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, p. <.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':
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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.

Pay 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



56
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

. These items were

organization, persons with Job B would feel.
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.

Millimeters on graphic bar. This was 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 judge-
ment, ignoring any specific previous experience.

Job A Job B

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

Laj
1}

I~
"

ses

think should be allotted to Job B? §
The correlations between the two measures of expected pay were:
0.69, p <.001 in both the enriched and the de-enriched groups;

0.82, p. <.001 when the two groups were combined. In the analy-

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.

P < .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, p <.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, p <.0001. The more task characteristics were enriched, the

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




TABLE 2

DEPENDENT VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION
OF ENRICHING JOB CHARACTERISTICS
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Devi-
ation
a from
Dependent Overall Linear  linearity
Variables MS F (Eta) F (r) F
1. Difference-in Sk St
inputs 0.92 7.48(.52) 28.30(.45) 2.27
3. Outcome benefits et Sedertete %
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 ek Jokde *
1.65 11.22(.60)  45.27(-.54) 2.71
ik Jokdek
5. Pay satisfaction 3.17 6.06(.48) 28.39(-.46) 0.48
6. Allocated salary Stk dedee %
(in mm) 98.5 6.88(.50) 22.98(.41) 2.85
7. Allocated salary i Sedetede
(in dollars) 575,638,784 9.32(.56)  45.43(.55) 0.29

%4f = 5, 102
bag = 1, 102
Cdf = 4, 102

dDifference is in direction opposite of prediction.

* p < .05
Kk P < .01
% p < .001
Fhkk p < .0001
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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, p < .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 (xr = .42,
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p < .0001). The job enriched group also had a significant non-
linear relation (eta = .52; deviation from linearity, ¥ = 3.15 p <
.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 (5 = .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, p < .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 (p < .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, p < .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, p < .001). However, there was also a significant non-
linear relation (eta = .50; deviation from linearity, F = 2.85,

p < .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, p < .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, p < .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,

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

sis was supported.
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Perceived 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, p < .0001, and as dollars, r = .40, p <.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, p
< .0001; dollars, r = .30, p < .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 intrinmsic 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,
p < .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 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 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, p < .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-
changéd pay to be. A Pearson coefficient of correlation was used
to examine this relation. As indicated in Table &, 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, p < .0001. When pay remained unchanged while

the job was enriched, the more persoms 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,
p < .05 1In 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, p < .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 pay 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, p < .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,
p < .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-Inputs

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, p < .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, p < .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, p < .0001) which differed significantly from the

linear relation [F (4,102) = 3.03, p < .05].
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DEPENDENT VARIABLES AS A FUNCTION OF DE-ENRICHING
JOB CHARACTERISTICS
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Devi-
ation
a b from
Dependent Overall Linear linearity
Variables MSE F (Eta) F () F
1. Difference-in wRAE wrik *®
inputs 1.18 6.23(.48) 19.01(.38) 3.03
3. Outcome benefits wkk wARK
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
6. Allocated salary %k wek
(in mm) 125.84 3.74(.39) 16.51(.37) 0.55
7. Allocated salary kA Ly
(in dollars) 93,247,296 17.93(.68) 80.21(.65) 2.35
%4f = 5, 102
baf = 1, 102
Cdf = 4, 102

d_. A . . . c o
Difference is in direction opposite of prediction.

* p < .05
** p < .01
**% p < 001
*ekE p <0001
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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, p < .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 persomns 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. 1In 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, p < .0001.
There was also a "strong" linear association between allocated annual
pay and changed levels of enrichment (r = .65, p < .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, p < .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, p < .05. In the de-enriched condition,

greater perceived decreases-in-inputs were associated with greater



Allocated Salary,
Using Millimeters

Allocated Salary, Using Dollars
(in thousands)

Figure 11.

65 ¢

60 ¢

55 <4

* 4
e
=)

1 2 3

Decrease in Level of Enrichment

16.04

14.0¢

12.04

10.0

8.0 ¢

%
€

Decrease in Level of Enrichment

Allocated salary as a function of decreased level of
enrichment.

88



89

1000° > d wuxs
100" > 9 yux -
10° > 9 x¢

o' > d g01 = ©

-- 91° (4 N~. 1Z2° 61° (30 (<N wotydejsties Aeg g
¥ ¥
-- go= ‘= : 80° - 62~ €l - £ynba Leg ¢
mII mﬁl 0 21 )

-- aN. L Ly’ €S’ G9° sief{Top 3uisn
* F e e ‘Kagyes paiedorly ‘9

-- | sT* 1% Le: ‘em Suisn
N > N ey ‘Aiees paIwdolIV °S

- Nm. 8t (1A uotyeztiuelio
* » aq3 03 syIJaudg 9y

-- 1€° 9G° sa2ko7des 03
o ey $11J9uUaq IwodIng ‘€
- g€’ sandur-uz-25ua12331q@ ‘T

E2 2

- juswyd1aua uy J¥uey) |
L 9 S 9 € [4 | ¢ sI[qeraey

INFWHOTUNA-Id 40r A0
NOILIGNOD HHL ¥AANN SATIVIIVA ONOWV NOILVIIIN0D

S TI9VlL




90
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

r = .53, p < .0001.

millimeters, and r = .41, p < .0001; and as dollars,
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, p < .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, p < .05; using dollars, r = .17, p < .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. 1In 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, p
< .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 hypothesized 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. 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 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 pay 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.



95
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, p < .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,

p < -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.



97

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, p < .0001; dollars, r = -.39, p < .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, p < .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 hypothesis 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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II11. 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.

0f 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, p < .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"b
change in enrich-

ment/mm 41 .37 0.35
change in enrich-

ment/dollars .55 .65 -1.07
change in enrich- dedee

ment/equity -.54 -.13 -3.35

change in enrich-
ment/pay satisfaction -.46 .05 -3.24

lantolts
v

ARAXAN o

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/ sk

equity -.56 -.29 -2.43
difference-in-inputs/ e

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 .30 47 -1.48
outcome benefits for

employees/equity -.29 -.08 -1.58
outcome benefits for

employees/pay c

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/ be

pay satisfaction .01 .21 1.62
mm/equity ~-.55 -.43 -1.15
dollars/equity -.49 -.39 -0.92
mm/pay satisfaction -.38 .16 -1.73"‘C
dollars/pay dote

satisfaction -.43 .12 -2.46 €
equity/pay satisfaction .66 .14 4.72“m"“

n = 108 *p < .05
* p < .01
a
one-tailed **% p < .001
&% p < L0001

bdirection is opposite
of that predicted
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
written 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
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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 (.61)--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 orgamization, r = .25, p < .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, £ = .65, p < .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 fairmess. 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-
jencing 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 gaims, 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 semsitivity to under-equity,
is also consistent with negative and positive utility functions.
According to Stevens (1959), outcomes of negative utility function
as [-(x)z], 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 jntrinsic and extrimsic 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
(0'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

This questionnaire was developed in order to study
what people expect from jobs. The questionnaire
helps to detcrmine how organizacinns can design
jobs, by obtaining information about what people
expect from different kinds of jobs.

On the following pages, you will £ind several different kinds of questions
sbout jobs. Specific instructions are given aL the start of each section.
Please read them carefully. It should take no more than 39 minutes to
complete the entire.questionnaire. Please move through it quickly.

The questions are designed to obtain your expecta-
tions of a job and how you think outcones should be.

There are no "trick" questions. Your {ndividual answers will be kept

completely confidential. Please answer each item as honestly and frankly
as possible.

Thank you for your cooperatiom.

For more information about this questiornaire and 1t3 use, piease contact:

Kamnmer Boyle
Department of Managemen.

University of Tennessee - Knoxville
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SECTION ONE

acteristic and the difference between the two jobs.

The items on the following “gold-out” graphically describe tvo jobs, Job A
and Job B. This description is to serve as the basis of your_responses to

the folloving sections.

The jobs are compared along four characteristics: sutonomy, wholeness, variety, and signifi-
ive scale. Note carefully each char-

cance. Each characteristic is defined with its respect

A sample characteristic is given below:
A. The extent that the jobs requirs you to work with MECHANICAL equipment:

Job A Job B Very such; the

Very little;

the jod n-. : job requires
glgztﬁru @""1""3""@-"5“--6"'-’L1§'512§“:§Z§§n.
vith mechani- 4icsl equipment.
cal equipment Moderately

of sny kind.

The circled number belov each job nane represents the amount of that characteristic in the job.
1f, for exaumple, Job A 4s at "1" and Job B is at "4", then note that Job A

requires almost no contact with any mechanical equipment, wvhile Job B re~

quires a moderate smount of work with machanical equipment.

tand any of these {nstructions, please ask for assistance. If you
and carefully exanine the descriptions

1f you do not unders
do understand thes, turn to the fold-out page,
of the job characteristics of Job A and Job B.

Use these descriptions on the fold-out ss the basis for all of your résgonsu to all of
tha following sections.
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1. How much AUTONOMY there 1s 4n the jobs. That is, the extent to which the

.

V'ury little; J.B A

the job gives
almost no par-
soval “say"
about how and
when the work
is done.

2.

Jobs permit you to decide on your own howv to go about doing the work:

b B

O ----2-----@-=--bomc--Scccciboon

Noderate
Avtonomy

The extent to which the jobs involve doing a “WHOLE® and identifiable

piece of work. That is, vhether the jobs involve s complete piece of
work that has an obvious beginning and end; or, whether they are only
a small part of the overall piece of work, which is finished by other

‘people or by automatic mechines:

The job 1s

only a tiny -‘Ob A

o SR

part of the
overall piece
of work; the
results of my
activities
cannot be
seen in the
fical product
or ssrvice.

3. How much VARIZTY there is in the jobs. That is, the extent to which the
jobs require you to do many different things at work, using a variety of

- JbB

A moderate - sized
%ehunk” of the
overall piece

your skills and talents:

Vary nttle;“ A
_~

the job re-
quires me to (!
do the same u
routine things
over and over
again.

4.

ot very ntg-_u‘h

Q)»----2-----@-----t-----s------o-----7

nificent; the
outcomes of my
work are not

1ikely to have
fmportant effccte
on other people.

L6 8

Moderate
Variety

In general, the SIGNIFICANCE of IMPORTANCE of the jobs. That is, the
exten. to which the results of your work are likely to significantly
affect the lives or well-being of other people:

8

Moderately
Sipnificn~r

ceemeboecceelcoancabee=el

R S S T |

Very much;

the job gives °
almost complete
responsibility
for deciding
hov and vhen the
work is done.

The job involves
doing the wvhole
piece of wvork from
start to finish;
the results of my
activities are
easily seen in the
final product or
service.

Very much; the

job requires me

to do many dif-
ferent things,
using & number

of éifferent
skills and talents.

Highly significant;
the outcomes of my
work can sffect
other people in
very important ways.
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SECTION TWO

Listed belov are a nusber of phrases vhich could be used to describe a job, of persons holding
a job:
You sre to indicate whether you think Job A and Job B differ in the extent to
wvhich each phrase could be used to sccurately describe the jobs, or job 1o~
cumbents. .

Please try to base your responses on the descriptions of the jobs in the fold-out.
Using these descriptions, indicate hov you think these jobs would sctually differ.

First, indicate vhich jodb, or job incumbent, has more of the item by placin'; that job letter
4n the blank. If you think there is no difference between the jobs on an item, indicate no

difference betueen the jobs by placing "N" in the blank, and skip to the next itea.

Second, 4f there is & dtl!eu'nu betwveen the jobs, then rate the strength of this difference
using the folloving scale:

What difference, if any, 1s there in Job A and Job B, pertaining to each phrase?

)} 2 3 4 5
Very Small Scoevhat Moderate Somevhat Very Large
Difference Swmall Difference Large Difference
pifference Difference

Yor example, using the sample from the previous pags, you could be asked to rate the difference

betueen the jobs on mechanical skill:

mechanical skill 1 2 3 4 S

You would probably place “3" {n the blank, since Job B requires more work vith mechanical equip~-
ment. Then you would circle & aumber to indicate the difference in levels of skill you think

the jobs require.

What difference, if any, is there in Job A snd Job B, pertaining
to each phrase?

Which job has more? s hat Somevhat
(A, B, N} Very Small Small Moderate Large Very large
Difference Difference Difference . Difference pifference
1. status 1 -2 3 4 S
2. experience nesded 1 2 3 L} S
to get the job
3. sucess 1 2 3 4 L)
4. knovledge obtained 1 2 3 4 L
on the job
s. education rcquired 1 2 3 4 ]
6. long tours 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION TWO — CONT.

Somevhat
Very Small Seall

Difference Difference
7. ____ interest 1 2
8. ____ enjoyment of the job 1 2
9. variety 1 2
10. ____ feeling of sccom- 1 2

plishing something

11. schooling of persons 1 2
holding the job

12. ____ hard work 1 2
13, ____ frustration 1 2
14, _____ respect from others 1 2
15. _____ independence 1 2
16. okill required for 1 2

job performance

17. ____ difficulc work 1 2
8. tnélucncc 1 2
19. _____ recognition 1 2
20, effort required 1 2
8. training required 1 2

by the position

Moderate
Difference

3

Somevhat
large
Difference

4

131

Very lLarge
Difference

5




SECTION THRZE

Please look at Job A snd Job B in the ngold-out”™, Section Ome.

Suppose that you have been working in Job A with a fair rate of pay, and
. then your job 18 changed to Job B. However, yout pay 1o unchanged; pay 1s
the same for Job A end Job B.

Please respond to the tollowing statements as yma~ would after your job is changed from Job A
to Job B. Please refer to the job descriptions on the fold-out.

The statcnents below describe a vide-range of possible reactions to Job B. Please
complete each statement by placing & mark alongside a number that most accurately
describes your reaction.

1. Considering that the same pay vere allocated for Job B and Job A, thes, in de-
seribing Job B, I would say

1. Persons put much more iato this job than they get out of it.

g ___— Persons put somevhat more {nto this job thsu they get out of it.

;. : Persons put a little more {nto it than they get out of 1it.

g : What people get out of this job is about right for vhat they put into it.
: _—: Persons get a little ‘more out of this job than they put into it.

:2. ___: Persons get somevhat sore out of it than they put in.

ig —_: Persons get a great deal more out of it than they put in.

2. Considering that the same pay vere allocated for Job B and for Job A, then the
pay for Job B is

1. very fair

2.

3. fair

[

S. slightly fair
6.

7. neutral

8.

9. slightly unfair
10.

11, ____ unfair

12.

13, ____ very unfsair

3. To be really fair, then - rslative to Job A ‘= the pay on Job B should be
1. {ncressed substantislly

g : incressed moderately

;: : increased slightly

g. :thcun(u 1t 1is nov)
: —:_ decressed slightly

i? : dccreased moderately
g: : decrcased lub-nnzhny




4.

S.

very satisfied

Considering that the same pay vere sllocsted for Job B and 168 A, persons vith
Job B would feel
| 8 very overpaild
2.
3. _____ overpaid
4.
S. ____ slightly overpaid
6.
7. paid about right
8.
9. slightly underpaid
10.
11, underpaid
12.
13. very underpaid
Considering that the sane pay vere allocated for Job B and Job A, vhen it comes
to what pecple are worth and vhat they are paid oa Job B —
1. It 1s very unfair.
2.
3. It 4s unfair.
4.
S. It is slightly unfair.
6.
:. They are getting about vhat they are vorth.
9. 1t 1s slightly unfsir to the person vho pays their salaries.
10.
i; 1c is unfair to the person vho pays their salaries.
13. " It is very vafair to the person vho pays their salaries.
Considering that the pay for Job B 1is the same as that for Job A —- then the
amount of pay for Job B should make persons holding Job B feel
1. very satisfied
2.
3. satisfied
4.
5. slightly satisfied
6.
7. neutral
8.
9. slightly dissatisfied
10.
11. dissatisfied
12.
13. vary dissatisfied
Remenmbering that the pay for Job B is the same as for Job A, — then, considering
what _they contribute to this organization, persons with Job B would feel
1. very dissatisfied
2.
3. _____ dissstistied
4.
S. slightly dissatistfied
6.
7. _____ neutral
8.
9. ___ slightly satisfied
10.
n. sstisfied
12.

133
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SECTION FOUR

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 {n vhatever proportion you think it
should be divided batveen Job A and Job B. Please look again at the
descriptions of Job A and Job B in Sectioo One. :

Note that you are to indicate how you personally thiok it should be divided. Please base
your response ot your personal judgement, ignoring any specific previous experiences.

Draw a vortical line through the bar to indicate pay allocation.

Job AI _lJob B

Suppose that a person holding Job A is paid $17,000 on an annual basis. Then hov much annual
pay do you think should be allotted to Job B?




SECTION FIVE
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Once agaln, your responses are to be based on the
(Please look at Job A and Job B in the fold-out, Section One.)

Respond to the folloving items as

As in the previous section, suppose that you have b
Then your job is redesigned and changed to Job B.

job descriptions from the "fold-out".

unchanged; pay is the same for Job A and Job B.

you would after your job is

een vorking ia Job A.
However, your pay is

changed from Job A to Job B.

9.
10.
1.
12.

13.

4.

15.

16.

19.

For each statement, circle the pumber vhich represents how much you agree

with the statement.

1 wouldn't have to work as hard.
1 would have more self-esteem.
I would feel more confused.

1 would get more respect from

others.

Organizational productivity
would decrease.

1 would have a lot more freedom.
1 would enjoy my work more.
People could work more effi-

ciently.
1 would need more skills.

1 could get promoted faster.
1 would have to work harder.

Organizational profits would
decrease.

1 would get higher vages.

1 would fcel a greater senss of
accoaplishment.

The organization's profits would
increasse.

1 would end up working longer
hours. )

Redesigning jobs would cost the

’organtuuon a lot of woney.

T would take wore pride in my
work.

1 wuld enjoy my work less,

= Strongly

- b

[

-

Disagres

e " ) Disagres

~

» N NN

Slightly

w W W W

w W W W “

(=]

Disagree

Neutral

> o = >

”~ & > & »

»

Slighly

Agree

w W W«

w w u W w

Agrae

o o0 o o

o o & o

« Strongly

-4

Agreé
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Each of the statements below is something a person might say about his or her job.
indicate ,our o'm personal feelings sbout the jobs by marking what difference you think there

Now please {ndicate how you personally feel about Job A and Job B.

1s betveen the jobs on each of the statements.

You are to

Ooce again, urite the appropriata job letter in the first blank beside each statement, to indi-

ate vhich Job == "A" or "B" — has more of the itea,
betveen the jobs on an item, place "N" in the blank, and skip to the next itea.

1f you think there is no difference

Second, 1f there is a difference, then rate the difference between the jobs using the following

What difference, if any, is there in howv well each phrase applies

scale:

Which job is to Job A and Job B?
better descrived?

(A, B, Y)

1. 1t's hard, on the job, for me to cars

s.

vary wuch nbout whether or not the work
gets doae right.

My cpinion of myself goes up when I do
the job well.

Cenerally speaking, I am very satisfied
with the job.

T get a leot of personal growth and

develcpmeat in doing the job.

Most of the things I have to do oa the

6.

Job seem useless or trivial.

T veuatly %now whether or not my work
4a satisfactory on thes job.

I feel a great sense of personal satis-
faction when 1 do the job well.

The vork [ do on the job is very mean-

{ngful to me.

I feel a very high degree of personal
responslbility for the work 1 do on this
Job.

Very
= Small

Difference

Small
Difference

Difference

Moderate

[™]

Large
Difference

»

Difference

Very
w Large
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SECTION SIX -- COMT,

What diffcrence, 1f any, is there i{n how waell each phrace applies

b B? . .
Which job 1s to Job A and Jo 3 : . § s s
better described? - § ] 26 H $
-8 a5 §5 el ok
. 8 1 p3E  FE ¥ IS BEC
S8 &3 iz aa 233
‘ 10. 1 frequently think of quitting this job. 1 2 3 4 ]
11. I get a feeling of worthwhile accomplish- 1 2 3 L} 3
ment from doing the job.
12. I feel bad and unhanpy vhen I discover 1 2 3 ) S
| that I have parformed poorly om this job.
13. T often have trouble figuring out whether 1 2 3 4 3
l 1'a doing well or poorly on this job.
14. 1 can exercise a lot of independent 1 2 3 & -]
thought snd action in the job.
1 ) 18. I feel I should personally take the 1 2 3 [} 5
credit or blame for che results of
my work on this job.
16. T am generally satisfied with the kind 1 2 3 ) S
‘ of work I do in this job.
‘ 17. My own feelings generally n'c. not affected 1 2 3 ) S
‘ such one vay or the other by how well I
| do on this job.
18. There is a great deal of challenge 1 2 3 4 3
in the job.
19. Whether or not this job gets done right 1 2 3 4 S

1s clearly my responsibility.
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SECTION SEVEN

Now, please think of how other people aight resct to Job A and Job B.
(Refer again to the "fold-out™.)

For each statement, plesse think sbout how other people might feel about the job.

It {s quite all right if your ansvers are different from vhen you described your own reactions
to the job. Often different people feel quite differently about the same job.

Once again, write the appropriate job letter ia the first blank beside each statement, to indi-
cate vhich job — “A" or "B" -- has more of that ites. 1f you think there is no difference
between the jobs on the ftem, place "N" im the blank and skip to the next iteam.

Second, 1f there is s difference, then rate the difference betveen the jobs using the following
scale:

What difference, if any, is there in how well each phrase applies to Job A

Difference

and Job B?
Which Job s g % o g
described better? s 3 e E
- e - - ve -
@\, 8, ®) b’:‘: T . - - ] ol
3% 4% FE 33 &3
1. Most people on the job feel & great 1 2 3 4 ]
sense of personal satisfaction vhea
they do the job well.
2. Most people on the job are very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5
with the job.
3. Most people on the job feel that the work 1 2 3 4 5
is useless or trivial.
4. Most people on the job feel a great deal 1 2 3 4 5
of personal tesponsibilicy for the work
they do.
S. Most people on the job have s pretty 1 2 3 4 ]
good ides of how well they are perforuing
their wvork.
6. Most pecple on the job find the work very 1 2 3 4 S
weaningful.
7. Most people on the job feel that whether 1 2 3 ] S
or not the job gets done right is clearly
their own responsibility.
8. People on the job often think of quitting. 1 2 3 4 3
9. Most people on the job feel bad or unhappy 1 2 3 4 S
wvhen they find that they have performed
the work poorly.
10. Most people on the job have trouble figur- 1 2 3 : 3 S

1\; out whether they are doing & good or
a bad jobe
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Once sgain, your responses are to be based on Job A and Job B from the *fold-
out.® (Please see "fold-out.®) .

In this section, please base your resp on your objective
comparisons of Job A and Job B. Suppose that you don't
presently have either Job A or Job B. Raspond ss you wvould
feel in this case.

Note that this is different than previous sections wvhich asked you to respond as if you
already had Job A and your job had been changed.

Please indicate your ansvwers by placing a mark on the appropriate
blanks.

1. Which job would you prefer to have?
1. Job A 2. Job B

2. If you had Job B, would you feel you should be paid more than a person
who has Job A?

1. Yes 2. %o

3. If you answered "YES™ to the previous question then: What percent more
pay would you expact?

. 1) ___ss%
N 1) ___ese
__ass T
3% 85y
—dsy 9se

4. If you had Job A, would you feel yoo should be paid more than a person
who has Job B?

1. Yes 2. Wo

S. If you answered "YES" to the previous questicn, then: what percent
more pay would you expect?

5 1
1% 658
5% %
P (1) ___sss

458
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TOUR BACKGROUND

1. Gender: 1. Male 2. Pemale

 m—

2. Me: —_—

3. How many years of work experience have you had?

1.___ none S.____3¢t 4 years
2. less than 1 year 6. 4 to S years
3.__1uzynn 1.__50:-::.
4. 2 to 3 yeaxs

|

4. How much leadership, OF Supervisory. experisnce have you had?
(Include any experience whezre you had control or direction of othars.)

1.____ nome S.____2to ) years
2.__1“6!9!!:!:' 6.____ 3 to & years
3.___ Tt 12 months 9.____ 4 or more years
4. 1 to 2 ysars

5, What is the highest monthly salary you have earned?

6. What is your present sonthly salary? (If unemployed, please mark "zero.”)

“

9. Are you esployed at the present tine?

1. Yes 2. wo

(Continue on to the next questions, ONLY IP you are presently employed)

8. Are you employed full-time or part-time?

1. rull-time 2. Part-time

 emmp—

9. Sow long have you been working for the present organization?

l..__lt.o(mﬂu
2.___ ¢ sonths to a year
3.___1to 3 yesrs
4. 3 to § years

 comm——

10. Do you expect to be working in the same organization three years from now?

1. Yeas 3. ‘Mo

m—



https://la-ar-.ip

141

AT3uedTITudTs 9I® MOX BWeES 3Y1 UIYITA

s3dtadosaadns uowwod YITIM SUBSY

1000° > d 4
“(s0° > d) qusaazyIp

nw aw am AHV aU aﬂ. am

%CE'6 (5¢n0°CE (qepal 1€ €8°LT 11" %2 cq71° 12 ¢n¢p3C 81 (spuesnoyy
3 =P e 8 32 =4 3'pce utr) saefjop Suisn
AxeTes pa31ed0TTV
%889 Sf€°201 v¢¢‘wm 519786 nHw.mm 200796 w.v.u.n.mmw.qw um 3ursn
A1eles pajledo01TV
Aeg poioadxy
%90°9 w.uow.m w.nmo.m v.mom.m u.w.vmm.q iy'y u.n.mmm.m uorjodeysTieS Aeg
2T (5eqegh?’T g€€°€ ;08°C 5¢59L°€ peqb8 € geycaipett’S A31nbyg Leq
VARV €Ly A 0y % 9C°Yy ISy 61°Y uotrjezruedio
9yl 03 s3TIauUIayg
¥ty L 56976 p89°S ,88°6 Q¢S g0€°S a¢piaiqel®” soaLo1dws
01 S3TJ9uUaq swWodINQ
8% L wwH.N 50¢°¢ w.pwm.m 081 J8¢°I v“u,n.mom.o sINdUT-UT-32U3IIII(Q
sasoueTeg A31nby
I 9 S Y € 4 I aTqetaep
juspuadag
JUAWYDITIUY JO [9A9T UI 3SEIIDUJ

SOTLSTYALIVIVHD MSVI NI SASVIYONI 40

NOILONNL V SV STTAVIYVA INHUANIJAQd JO0 SNVIK

q

-9 TTdvVL

XIANIddV

INIWHOIYNA d0r



142

1000° > d
10° > d
(0" > d) jusaaz3TP

Aﬂ aw aw aw A.mv ﬁU aﬂ, a@

o
%
t)

X

AT1uedT3Tul3TS aie Mo Jwes IY]J UIYITM sidradsiadns uouwod YITm suesdly <

u.“».\‘mm.h._“ €6 qm.OH €~ ¢ mo.m < O.H.ﬂ.ﬁ P ﬂm.MH € € mo-qd” CQE € mm.mﬁ Awﬂu.ﬁﬁmﬂ.—o,ﬂu
3‘p‘q 9o‘e g3 139 q‘po T‘3q‘e ut) saejtop Sutsn
AieTes pajedol[V
L€ u.namﬁﬂ.mm 8T SG L9°SS 582766 nmm.mo 205719 < um 3ursn
Jeles paledolly
Leg poioadxy
611 9€°6 %9°8 %6°8 00°6 6€° 01 18°8 uoTldeysTieg Aeg
%60 €L°8 8Z°6 87°8 0e’g 058 %28 A3tuby Aeq
88°1 80°€ L6°C € 9z°¢ €9°€ 19°¢ uotjezIUR3IO
9yl 01 Ss3Tyauag
L0076 u.n.mﬁw.ﬁ w.mmm.ﬂ w.vqw.ﬂ 51C°C w.v.nqm.w w.v“mqo.m saafordud
01 S31J9Uaq 3WOIINQ
wx€C°9 ¢ A/ SL°¢C- €L°1- 60°¢- S0'¢~ 68 0~ sanduT-ur-35Ua1ayIT(Q
pfafqte P 2 1 © saadueTeg A3Inby
1 9 S Y € z 1 a1qetiep

juapuadag

JUSWUDTIUY JO [9A9T UI 9SEIID3(

SOILSTHULOVEVHD SVI NI SASVHYOHdd J0
NOIIONNA V SV SHTAVIVVA INIUINAdHA A0 SNVAW :LINIWHOTYNI-IA 90

1-0 dT19VL

0 XIANdddV



,

™ UOT}e[a1I0d Ydea I0F [000° > d
.
9I¢ = U
9L" 99" - L9 - 8¢ - L9°- L9 - €L~ uoT3ideysIIes Aed g
vl - g8 - 0y - 6L - €8 - €8 - A3tnbs Aeq -(
-- 4N SE” €L Vi 6L° saeTTop 3ursn
‘AieTes pajledoIIy -9
-- Ly €8° %8 8-” ‘ww 3ursn
‘AlerTes paledolIV °§
- 1G* 6Y" 6" uorjeztuedao
9431 031 s3Ijsu’dyg Y
-- S8 68° S31T3suaq
swoos3no ,sazdfoyduy ¢
-- 98" sanduT-utT-25Ul313IJIq °Z
- JULAMYDTIUS Ut 38ueyy -1
L 9 S j € [4 1 S971qeTIEp

TINIEHOO TIV SdNO¥YO AIHOIYNI-HA HHL ONV
QIHOTYNT HHLI NIHM ‘STTIVINVA ONOWV SNOIIVIINIOD

1-0 14Vl

d XIONdddV



144

APPENDIX E

TABLE E-1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF
THE DEPENDENT INDICES

Dependent Enriched Group De-enriched Group

Indices Means S.D. 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. 96.64 11.21 59.37 11.92

Using dollars 25.85 9.26 12.37 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.
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