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Abstract

Many situations require us to distributs rewards and resources
between different members of a group. The members are often described
with respects to their age, sex, experience, persaonality, and producti-
vity. Distribution of rewards and resources requirethhat all these
- gualitativaly different inputs be properly considered. How are multi-
dimens ional inputs handled in allocatiors of one-dimensional reward or
resource? In Experiments 1-4, the allocation tasks had heterogeneous
inputs such as effort on job and actual performance or behaviaf toward
administration and actual performance and allocators were college stu-
dents and professional managers. All the four experiments indicated
Wat allocators calculate separate equity ratics for each input of the
allocation task and then average the two ratios in detsrmination of
reward. The commonly held belief tﬁat all the inputs are converted to
a common currency of dessrvingness and then reward is allocated did not
’receive any support at all. In Experiments S-B,Ithe allocation task
consisted of performance over tuo.pericds and the allocators were
college students, professional managers, and union leaders. While
doliegs students and professional managers converted the two~ysar per-
fo:mance in a unitary measure of deservingness as is commonly believed,
union people followed the model employed in Experiments 1~4. The
instructions to divide fairly and to minimize conflict bstween the twe
claimants affected the percsption of inputs and not the rule of reward
distribution. Implications of these findings were discussed for managew

ment of reward systems in Indian organizations.
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INTRODUCT ION

Many situations require us to distribute rewards and resources
betwsen different members of a group, The members are usually
described with respects to their aga, sex, experience, productivity,
behavior, etc. Distribution of rewards and resources thus requires
that all these qualitatively dissimilar inputs be properly considered.
How are multidimensional inputs handled in allocations of one-dimen~

sional reward or resource?

Adams (1965), Anderson (1976), and Aristotle (See Walster &
Walster, 1975, p. 25) all three agrea that reward for a person should
be proportional to his input or comtribution to the group. But thay
differ in the structure of comparison between persons involved in the
exchange as well as between input and reward {Anderson & Farkas, 1975).
For simplicity in presentation, therefors, the present raport will be

restricted to Anderson's model alone.

MODELS OF REWARD ALLOCATION

According to information integration theory (Anderson, 1976;'
Anderson & Farkas, 1975), equity in social exchange betuween two pesrsons
exists if

DB/(DA+UB)=IB/(IA+IB), (1)

where DA and IA are the outcome and input of Person A and Uy and IB

thoss of Person B, If this definition of equity is correct, then
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revard (R) for Person 8 would be
Rg=LIg /{1, + 150/ T, (2)

whera T = R, + Ry« This ratio model makes a simple prediction: The

graphic plot of the I, x IB data should yield a slgnted bgrrel-shaps,

wider in middle than at either end (Anderson, 19763 Farkas & Anderson,
1979) .

Uhen information about more than one input of each claimant is
made available, tha ratio model may take one of the two forms. For
example, if the two claimants are described by their effort (E}, or
how hard they tried, and performance (P), or how much they actually
accomplished, and the two inputs are first converted into s single
value of input or deservingness, then the ratio model would be sxtended
as followss

RB=[-(EB+PB) /(EA P+ Eg 4Py )7 T. (3)
This model assumes that the twe inpute are first summed together to
- get an index of unitary input and then Equation 2 is employed in
reward allucatioﬁ. Accordingly, this model is called model of jpput
intsgration (Anderson, 1976, Farkas & Anderson, 1979). This process
of input summation hes been assumed by Adams (1965), Leventhal (1976a)

and Walster,Qerscheid, and Walster {1973).

An alternative to the input integration model has been proposed

by Anderson (1976, p. 296) and by Farkas and Andersomn (1973). They
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advocate that qualitatively different inputs, for example, £ and P, are
first compared separately to derive the equity ratios and then the two
raﬁins, one for £ and one for P, are averaged, More specifically,
Rg =Y LBy / (B, +E) T T |
+lp (Pg /(P +0p) T T, (4)
where EA and PA are effort and performance of Person A and EB and DB

those of Person B, W. and W, are relative weights of the tuwo equity

£ -
ratios, and T is the total amount to be distributed betwsen Persons A

and B.

Both the input integration and equity integration models have the
basic ratio structure, but they imply a different flow of information
processing. Naturally, thersfore, they predict guite different data
patterns. The former predicts a converging family of curves for plots
of A's Effort x A's Performance effect and B's Effort x 8's Performance
affect but very weak barrel-shape, almost closer to parallelism, for the
remaining four two-way graphs. In contrast, the latter predicts slanted
barrel-shape for A's Effort x'B'g Effort and A's Performance x B's Per-
formance effects but parallelism for the remaining four two-way graphs,
The patterns of two-way graphs thus help diagnose which of the two models

underlies the allocation of reward based on multidimensional inputs.

RELEVANT LITERATURE
Farkas and Anderson {1979) performed two experiments to examine

the plausibility of the input integration and equity integration models,
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In the experiment, the claimants were described by their £ and P, and
subjects distributed monsy betwsen them. AS-pfedictad, the results

conformed precisely to the requirements of the equity integration model.

In the second experiment, there wers two designs. One had effort
and performance as inputs just as in the first sxperiments other had
infbrmation about performance over two days as inputs. It was expected
that the equity integration and input integration models would apply to

the first and sscond desigms, respsctively.

Although the effort-performance design yielded resylts supportive
of the squity integration model, many of the interactioms which are
required to be abssnt were actually present. This led tha authors to
propose a configural-weight equity integration model: "“Each input
dimension seemed to have greater influence on the equity division when
the inputs of the two parties wsre unequal than when they were equal
(p. 888)". Evidence for this configural-weight wquity intsgration modsl
- was also noted in a study of young children who allocated rewards on the
basis of need and deed of claimants (Anderson & Butzin, 1978). Taken
togstheQ, these three experiments provide clear support for the equity

integration model,

Results from the performance-performance design did not conform
to the prescriptions of the input integration model, The two critical
graphs, A's Pe;formanca1 x A's Darforman092 and B's Parfo:man031 x B's
Psrformancaz, had divergence instead of the predicted convergence
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pattern. The other four two-way graphs had much stronger barreling
than actually predicted. Farkas and Anderson (1979), therefors, con-
cluded that discre@ancies from predicted patterns suggest underlying
cognitive algebra to be different than assumed in the input integration
model. It should be added that an earlier test (Anderson, 1976) had

also failed to yield support for the input integration model.

COMMENTS

The literature just reviewed suggests that common assumption that
different inputs are copverted into a unitary measure of input (Adams,
19653 Leventhal, 1976as Walster et al, 1973) does not account for alloca-
tions based on even similar inputs. With heterogeneous inputs, the
equity integration model provides a reasonably good account of the data.
' Accordingly, equity integration model may be considersd as a powerful
conceptualization of reward allocations based on multidimensional,

heterogenaous inputs.

Much of the evidence for equity integration model and against the
input integration model presented by Anderson and his associates is
based on samples of college students as subjects. This fact raises the

question of generalizability. As Schultz (1968) notes,.

If college students were truly repressentative samples of the popula-
tion at large, there would be no problem in generalizing from the
results of our studies. But { fortunately or unfortunately) they do

differ in highly significant ways from the geperal population, and
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we cannot have a truly meaningful science of human behavior by study~

ing such a restricted sample {p. 217).

Can the models of reward allocation then Ee expected to apply ta
nonstudent allocators? Are they models of cognitive processes of

Aﬁerican studente? Or are they generalizable to students with non-
western Foundétion? Do monetary and nonmonetary rewards follow the
same model? These questioms and the failure of the input'intagratimn
model in case of homogeneous inputs.led the writsr to undertake several
experimental tests of the models of input integration and equity inte-
gration. The details of the experiments and their results are presen-

ted in this report.

EXPERIMENT 1
The main purpose of this initial experiment was to provids an
exact test of the equity integration mcaal with a group of Indlan
college students., The effort-performance allocation task used by

Farkas and Anderson (1979) was therefore adapted for the purpose.

METHOD

Skid Desian. Eight-one two-person groups were formed from a
3 x'3 x 3x 3 (A's Effort x A's Performance x B's Effort x B's Per-
formance) factorial dssigﬁ. The three levels of sach factor were

very much below auergga; average, and very much abous average. The

input information for each group was typed on an index card.
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Thare were nine practice examples. They contained information
about input from a 7-step verbal scale: Extremely poor, very much

below average, below average, gveragas, above average, very much above

guerage, and sxcellent. Four examples had levels more extreme than the
ragular levels used in tha construction of thes main 81 st1mulus groups .

The other five were drawn from the set of main stimuli 1tself

Sybjects. The subjects were 16 fourth-year engineering students

snrolled in an introductory social psychology course at the Indian
Instituté of Technology, Kanpur, India., Thay participated in the
experiment for approximately 2 hours over two successive evanings.

Participation fulfilled their courss requirement.

Procedure. Tuwo subjects were run at a time. Upen arrival, each

subject received a typed sheet of instructioms which described the

. nature of the task and his role as allocator. The task was introduced
as one dealing with distribution of money betwsen two workers of several
groups. It was emphasized that distribution would be on the basis of
affort (how hard they tried) and performance (how much they actually
accomplished) of the two workers in the previous year, and that the
groups td be judged were a random sample from a large population of two-

worker groups in an industry,

The subject read the instruction shest twice and worked om nine

practice examples. B8ased upon information pertaining to effort and
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performance of the two worksrs of each group, the subject decided how
much he would pay to worker B out of Rupess twanty-four (Fse 24/.-)
available to the group. Mz was clearly told that the remainder would go
automatically to Worker A, for the money available to sach group had to
be distributed between the two workers. To facilitate allocation, a 25-
pﬁint graphic scale laheled 0O (Nothing té B) and 24 (a1l to B) at the

ends waS.plaCEd in front of each subject.

After practice session, the main points of the inétructions were
summarized to the subjects by the experimenter. ALl queries about the
task were answered.‘ To familiarize themselves with the nature of the
groups, the subjects also read the entire set of 81 cards. Finally,
they shuffled the cards thoroughly énd decided on the appropriate reward
for Worker B of sach of the 81 groups., The cards wers ratsd twice in

different shuffled orders.

The experiment wss conducted over two successive evenings. In one
conditipn, distribution was made in a way the subject thought it to be
fair, in‘other condition the distribution was made in a way uhich the
subject thought could minimize interpersonal conflict and hostility
between the two members. The order of the two instructions were balanced

over half of the subjects in sach evening.,

RESULTS AND DISCUSS 10N

Graphic Analyses. Figure 1 plots six two-way graphs. The upper set of

graphs pertain to condition of fair distributiony the lower sst of

.”grapha pertain to minimize conflict condition. The graphs have remark-
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ably similar shape across the two instruction conditions.

Figure 1 about here

According jo the equity integration model, the plots of A's
Effort x B's Effort and A's Performance x B's Performance effects
should exhibit slanted barrel-shape but the other four two-way
graphs should be.parallel. These specifications of the equity
integration model are clearly satisfied. The two graphs on the
left have the shape of a slanted barral; tha ramaining four graphs
have neat parsllelism., These patterns of graphs thus confirm the

- predictions of the equity integration model.

The input integration model requires that the two graphs on
the-lsft should show near-parallalism. But both qgraphs have strong
bafral-shapa. The plots of A's Effort x A's Performance and 8's
Effort x 8's Performance should display divergence and convergence,
respectively, according to the input integration model. These
~ reguirements are not satisfied sither: Both graphs are parallel,
The input integration modsl cannot, therefore, account for the

rasults of Figure 1.

Statistical Analyses. Analysis of variance provides direct statis-
tical tests of the squity integration model. If the model is correct,
then the two-way interaction for the two graphs on the left of Figure
1 would be statistically significant but for the other foup graphs

~ would be nonsignificant. Also, all the higher-order interactions

would be nomsignificant.
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Table 1 presents relsvant results from analyses of variance for
the two instruction conditions. The predicted interactions are highly
significant, whereas all other interactions are nonsignificant. These
sgatistical tests confirm the interpretation of barrel-shape and
parallelism in the graphs of Figure 1 convincingly. In addition, they
provide strong quantitative support for the aquity integratiocn model.
1t should be noted that present results are clearer than even those of

Farkas and Andefson (1979).

Table 1 here

The instructions to divide fairly and to minimize conflict did
not alter the graphic patterns of data at all as already noted.
Instead, they affected the valuation operation: The performance input
had greater effect under divide fairly than under minimize conflict
condition. A comparison of the secopd graph for the two conditions
iclearly shows this trends for performance input of both Worker A, F
(2430) = 11.06, p 4 401, and Worker B, F(2,30) = 11,09, p & .01, It
appears that instructions affected valuation of input and not rule of
rsward diétribution. Thus, the equity integration modsl held across

the two instruction conditions equally uwell,
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Disgussion. The principal result of the present experiment is that
qualitatively ﬁissimilar inputs, namely, effort and performance, were
handled according to the equity integration model. The allocators
processed different inputs separately im the calculation of equity,
and allocated reward by averaging the two equity ratios. The commonly
held beliaf that inputs are reducadzgjcommon currency is thus untenable,
Success of the equity integretion model shows (a) that the results
reported by Farkas and Anderson (1979) are reliable and replicable, (b)
that the model is generalizable acros allocators of different cultures,
and (c) that motivations behind distribution do not alter the sbructuse
of the model. These results are encouraging for the equity integration
model. They suggest that the model may be considered as a powerful

conceptualization of reward allocations based on multidimensional inputs.

It should be noted that money is not the only reward in organiza-
tions. Work facilities, verbal praise, encouragement from boss, respon-
sibility etc., are all copsidered as important outcomes of a job., In
fact, feelings of inequity and unfairress arise more-often from the dis-
tribution of these qualitative factors than money. Would the model, then,
be expected to apply to distribuytion of monetary as well as nonmonetary

rewards?

EXPERIMENT 2

The main intent of Experiment 2 was to seek generality of the
equity integration model to the distiibution of money, work facilities,

time on verbal praise, and time on encouragement,
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METHOD

The stimuli and design of Experiment 2 were identical to those
of Experiment 4. The subjects were alse from the same population of
fourth year engineering students. Each subject earned Rupess sixteen

for his participation in the expariment.

As the experiment requirad the subjects to distribute from types
of reward, the sixteen subjects were randomly divided into four groups
with four persons per group, and were asked to distribute rewards over
four successive evenings.. The orders of presentation of the four
rewards were balanced over four evenings according to a 4 x 4 Latin

square.

Tbe general procedure was identical to that of Experiment 1.
Howsver, the response measure was a 200-mm graphic scale with end
points defined as "Zero to B® and "All to B". Subjects made a vartical
mark to indicate theilr decision. For data analyses, the vertical lines
on the scale were converted to their nsarest whole number. Therefore,

the scores ranged from 0 £o 200,

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Graphic Analyses. Figure 2 presents two-way graphs for distribution
of money. The two graphs on the left have clear barrel-shaps., The
other four graphs have a nice pattern of parallelism. All the six
graphs are thus comsistent with the prescriptions of the equity inte-

gration model. This result confirms the previous resulés obtained in
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Experiment 1, and shows that distribution of money indeed obeys the

equity integration model.

figyre 2 here

Quite similar picture is present in Figure 3 which exhibits
;esults from distribution of work facilitles, The two graphs on the
left aré of barrel-shape as they should have been., The remaining four
graphs are parallel as predicted. All the six graphs are similar to
those in Figures 1-2. This means that work facilities were allocated

in a manner similar to monetary reward.

Figure 3 here

Results pertaining to distribution of praise time are shown in
Figure 4. Five of the six graphs are as predicted. The two grephs on
the left have strong barrel-shapej; the thres on the right haue.near-
parallelism. Only the third graph from the left is diserspant from
the prediction. This discrepant trend is consistent with neither
equity integration nor input intsgration model. The dverall picture
that emerges from the six graphs may also be considered as supportive

of the equity integration model.

fiqure 4 herg

Figure § presents null results for distribution of encouragement
time, There is no evidence of any main effect or any intesraction effect,
as thougﬁ subjects did not consider encouragement time as reward. This

null result is methodoligically important, for it shows that subjects did
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follow the instructions, and that the similarity in results across the
distribution of other three rewards is indeed attributable to their

similar properties.

Figure 5 here

Statistical Anglyses. Table 2 presents F ratios from analyses of
variance pesrformed on data obtained with the distribution of four types
of rewards, Accnrding to the equity integration model, only six terms
— four main effects and two two-way interaction effects ~- should be
statistically significant. Examination of Table 2 disclosses that the
results pertaining to distribution of meney, work facilities, and
praise time are in general consistent with the prescriptions of the
'aquity integration model, All the four main effects are highly signifi-
cant, 50 are the twe two-way interactions. A few other interactions are
also present but they are scattered. 1In gddition. they did not display
any interpretable trend as already noted. It can, therefore, be said
that analyses of variance for distribution of money, work facilities,
and praise time provide good quantitative support for the equity inteqra-

tion model.

Table 2 about here

As anticipated, all the sources of Variance'yielded rons ignifie
cant F ratios for the distribution of encouragement time. To uncover
the reasons behind the null results, data of each of the sixteen sub-

jects were analyzed separately (Singh, Gupta, & Dalal, 1979), and the
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marginal means for the four factors of each subject wers examined. 1In
general, most of the subjects had all the four main gffects as siognifi-
cant. They however differea widely in their interpretation of input-

encouragement relationship.

Of the sixteen subjects, only three had allacated sncouragement
time to Worker B as a positive function of his two inputs just as in
case of distribution of money, work facilities, and praise time, Seven
subjects encouraged Worker B as an inverse function of his effory and
performance contrary to the trend noted in Figures 2-4, four subjects
interpreted sncouragement as reward for one input but not for the other.
Of these four subjects, two distributed encouragement time as an inverse
%unctiﬂn of Bfs effort but a positive function of his performance; the
other twc did just the reverse. Results from the remaining two subjects
were uninterpretable. These trends suggest that the subjects have not
developed any clear idea about the input-encouragement relationship.
Accordingly, the null result with distribution of encouragement time

does not raflect any fault in the Equity integration model,

Discussion. Results of Experiment 2 provide an independent replication
of the results obtained in Experiment 1. Furthermore, they show that
distribution of work facilities and praise time also obey the equity
inteqration model. Thus, the equity integration model appears to be

generalizable to the allocation of other organizational reuwards.
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Both experiments 1 and 2 employed cellege students as allocators.
They also used only one allocation task. One may, therefore, argue that
the equity integration model is restricted only to college students and
to effort-performance allocation task. To claim generality of the model,
it is necessary that different subject populations and allocation tasks
bs used, Experiments 3 and 4 wers thus conducted with professional

managers.
EXPERIMENTS 3 AND 4

METHOD

Experiment 3 used the effort-performance task with a group of
gightsen professional managers. They were volunteers from the Manags-
ment ﬁducation Program of the Indian Institute of Managesment, Ahmedabad,

India-

_Experiment 4 had allocation task based on béhauior toward admini-
stration and performance. The levels of performance factor were identi-
cal to those used in Experiments 1=2. Thé fhree levels of behavior
toward administration were gpposed, neutral, and supportive. Twalve
branch managers who were attending 2 workshop on research methods at the
Bank of Baroda Staff Training Colleges, Ahmedabad, India volunteered as

sub jects,

Both Experiments 3 and 4 had procedures identical to those of

Experiment 1. However, these experiments required the allocators to
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come for only one session, and the instructions asked them to divide

" Rupees twenty-four between A and B in a way they thought it to be fair.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Effort-Performance Task. The lower part of Flgure 6 presents six two-

way graphs for the sffort-performance allocation task. The two graphs
on the left display a'pattern of barrel-shape, whereas the other four
graphs evince parallelism. These visual imprsssions were checked by
analysis of variance also, Only the graph on the right, B's Performance
x B's Effort effect showed significant departure from the predicted
parallelism, F (4,68) = 2,78, p L .05. This discrepancy seems to be
attributable to the two end-points of the graph andlnot to any fault in
the model. Accordingl&, allocations made by profeasjional managers are

also congruent with the prescriptions of the equity integration model.

Figure 6 here

Behavior-Performance Task. The upper part of Figure 6 presents results

from twelve branch mahagers who allocated money on the basis of the
behavior and performance of the claimants. All the six sets of curves

conform precisely to the predictions of the equity integration model.

In analysis of variance, only the two two-way interactiors shown
on the left of Figure 6 were statistically significant. The other four
yielded nomsignificant f ratios which supports the model. Tuwo three-way
interactions, A's Behavior x B's Bghavior x B's Performance, f (8,88) =

2,31, p4 .05, and A's Behavior x A's Performance x B's Performance,
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F (8,88) = 2,25, D & 05, were howsver significant, and they reflected
a configural-weight equity integration as in the study by Farkas and
Anderson (1979). 1In any case, the allocations based on behavioral and

performance inputs followed the equity integration model,

Discussion. Results from Experiments 3 and 4 converge to make a single
point: Rewards allocated on the basis af multidi?ensional, heterogensous
inputs obey the equity integration model, The model provides precise
description of decisions made by not only naive college students but also
prcfeésional managers. Similar results across effort-performance, beha-
vior-performance, and needwdeed tasks enhances the gensrality of the modsl
considerably. The equity integration model may, therefore, be regarded as

a general model of reward alloccation.

One possible objection against the generality of the equity integra-
tion model would be that it cannot account for the results obtained with
qualitatively similar multiple inmputs. Originally, Farkas and Anderson
(1979) thought that allocations based on homogeneous inputs may obey input
integration model, But the results they obtained conformed with neither

- input integration nor eguity integration model. So they suggestedlthat a
linear model based on simple adding and subtracting of the four perfor-
manra inputs could also account for the data. A linear model would hous
ever raiss doubt aboﬁt the basic ratio model itself., EXxperiment 5 was
thus conducted to examine the plausibility of iﬁput integration and equity

integration models in allocations based om two performance inputs.
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EXPERIMENT 5

The main purpose of this experiment was to test plausibility of
input integration and equity integration models in allocations based on
qualitatively similar inputs. The experimental task was thus patterned
after the performance-performance design of Experiment 2 of Farkas and

Anderson (1979).

METHOD

Sixteen engineering students, drawn from the same population as
in EXperiments 1-2, looked at the performance of Workers A and B in two
proceding years, 1976 and 1977, and distributed Rupees twenty-four bet-
ween them as in Experiment 1. Subjects uwere asked to consider the
information supplied about both claimants, and then to divide money bet-
ween them. Both the divide fairly and minimize conflict instructions

- were used, and the two conditions werse separated by a day.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSTON

Graphic Analysgs. Ffigure 7 shows six two-way graphs for allocations
made according to 1976 and 1977 performance of Workers A and B, The
upper and lowsr sets of curves pertain to the divide fairly and minimize

conflict conditions, respectively.

figure 7 here

The principal point of interest centers arocund the shape of the

six graphs of sach condition. The input integration model requires that
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the fourth and the sixth graph from the left should yield a pattern of
divergence and convergence, respectively, whereas the other four graphe
should yield weak barrel-shape, almost closer to parallelism. Examina—
tion of the graphs of the upper part of Figure 7 discloses that the
fourth and sixth graphs do show a pattern of divergence and econvergence,
respectively. The other graphs show near-parallelism. These results are

similar to the requirements of the input integration modsl.

The six graphs of the lower part of Figure 7 present a similar
plcture. But 1976 performance seems to have been ignored which reduces

the power of the graphic tests considerably.

Statistical Apalyses. If the input integration modsl applies, then all
the sources of variance should be nonzero in theory and statistically
significant in practice. Among the two~way interactions, the two inter-
. actlons having two-year performance of Worker A as wsell as Worker B s
should be stronger than other four. Furthermors, all the four thres-
way interactions should be Signifigéﬁt. Table 3 pressnts relevant

" rasults for the two imstruction conditions.

Table 3 here

The divergence trend in the fourth graph, F (4,60) = 3.86, p &
+01, and convergence in the sixth graph, F (4,60) = 2,61, p & .05, of
Figure 7 are indeed reliable. While the first three graphs do not

depart from parallelism, the fifth one does, F (4,60) = 2,76, p & .05,
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Since the predicted departure from parallelism is very mild, the non-
significant F ratics actually support the model. So, these statistical
tests of two-way interactions provids strong support for the input

integration model.

0f the four three-way interactions, only one interaction is sta-—
tistically significant. According to the model, all the four terms
should be significant. Thus, the pattern of significant and nonsigni-
ficant three-way interactions casts some doubt on the plausibility of

the input integration model.

Under the condition of minimize conflict, 1976 performance for
both WD;kers A-and B were ignored, for the two main effects are non-
significant. This discounting of one year performance decreased the
powser to deteet interactions. The nonsignificant interactions of the
minimize conflict condition are thus of little diagnostic value for

model tests.

1t should also be added that 1976 performance seems to have
gottenllower waight tﬁan 1977 performanca even in the divide fairly
condition. In fagt, mean proportion of total variance explained by
1977 performance (M = .28) was twice mors than that by 1976 perfor-
mance (M = «13), £ (1,15) = 15.76, p& .01, and the two instruction

conditions had similar trend, £ (1,15) = 1.01.
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Discussion. Experiment 5 yielded two important results. First, alloca-
tions made with instructions to act fair produced data patterns which

met the requirements of the input integration model. Although the three-
way interactions did not display similar picturs, the results may in
general be treated as supportive of the input integration model. Second,
there is a recency bias in allocations based on qualitatively similar
inputs. Both divide fairly and minimize conflict conditions yielded
svidence that the most recent input is welghted twice more than the pre-

ceding year performance. B8oth results require discussion.

While the present results favor the input integration model, the
rasults of Farkas and Anderson {1979) do not. What could be the ressons?
Is it attributable to cultural difference of the allocators in this task
or to0 the methodological differences in the tuwo experiments? The cultu=-
ral-difference hypothesis seems to be unlikely, because Experiments 1-4

' pbtained results similar to the American findings.

Perhaps the methodological differences are the crucial factors.
One notable differsnce is that subjocts of this experiment made alloca-
tions on the basis of just performance-performance inputs, while subjects
af Farkas and Anderson (1979) made decisions for both effort—performance
and performance-performance designs in a counterbalanced manner. 1t is
1iksly that the carry-over of strategy affected performance on both tasks.
One indication of this possibility is that the results pertaining to
effort-performanceldasign of Experiment 2 did not completely resemble

those of Expsriment 1.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Graphic Analyses. Figure 8 presents results from Experiment 6. In the
upper part, the fourth and the sixth graphs have clear divergence and
coﬁuergence pattern as is required by the input integration model. The
first, second, and fifth graphs show barrel-shape which is also consis-
tent with the model. Only the third graph is discrepant from barrel—
shape. Howsver, 1t shous near—paral;elism. The overall picture that

o

stands from these six graphs is one/support for the input integration

model,

Figure 8 here

The graphs of the lower part alsc display similar features. AlL-
though ssparation betwean the curves is markedly reduced under minimize
conflict condition, the pattern of results are comparable to theose in

~ the upper part.

Statistical Analysss. Table 4 presents F ratios for the two imstruc-

tion conditions. In the divide fairly condition, the divergence and
aonuergeﬁca trends of the fourth, F (4,76) = 4.73, p £ .01, and the
sixth,lﬁ (4,76) = 6.88, p& .01, graphs are gquite reliable. The second
graph, which depicts B's 1980 x A's 1980 performance profile, has strong
bafral—shape, but the remaining thres are near-parallel. All the six

graphs thus provide strong support for the input integration model.

Table 4 here
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The tendency to assign very high importance to the most recent per-
formance poses difficulty for model amalysis, The data patterns predic-
ted by the input integration model are based on the assumptiﬁn that all
inputs ére of equal importance. If the assumption is violated in a
serious way, then ne test of input integration model would yield clear

support.

It should be noted that the equity integration model does not apply
to reward allocations made from qualitatively homogeneous inpﬁts. Instead,
the input integration model appears to be more appropriate, as Farkas and
Anderson (1979) had anticipated. To put this possibility on a firm ground,

a replicatlion experiment was necessary.
EXPERIMENT 6

PURPOSE AND METHOD

The purpose of this experiment was simply to check that ths results
of Expefiment 5 are reliabls. The performance—=performance task ussed in
Experiment 5 was thus given to a new group of twenty fourth—ysaf'engineer—
ing stu&énts. They all were enrolled in a sociology course. Each subject

received Rupess ten for his participation in the experiment.

All the methodological aspects were identical to those of Experiment
5, sxcapt that years 1976 and 1977 wers replaced by 1979 and 1980, This

change was nscessitated by the fact that replication was tried in 1981.
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In the minimize conflict condition, the fourth graph does not
hawe statistically significant divergence, but the sixth one does have
conuergence; The second graph exhibits barrel-shape gquite similar to
the one in the divide fairly condition. Thus, the results from the
minimize conflict condition may also be considered as supportive of the

input integration model.

The 4980 performance has again received greater importance than
the 1979 performance. The mean proportion of variance explained by
19680 performancs (M= .26) is again twice more than 1979 performance
(M = A1), E (1,19) = 43,73, EL.D‘I, and this tendsncy is true in both

conditions, £ (1,19) = 0.00,

The effect of instructions to divide fairly and minimize conflict
was on valuation of the performance input. The two performance inputs
had stronger influence in the divide fairly that in the minimize con-
flict condition. This trend was statistically reliable for A's 1979,
F (2,38) = 5.60, p& .01, A's 1980, F (2,38) = 6.15, p & +01, and B's
1980, F (2,38) = 10.98, p & .01, performance. Although the trend is
clear with B's 1979 performance also, it was not statistically signifi-
--cant,.ﬂ (2,38) = 2.61. These results confirm the earlier finding that

imstructions alter input valuation and not rule of reward allocation.

Discussion. Results of Experiment 6 varify the results of Expsriment 5
and show that input integration model could very well account for the

allocations based on multiple homogensous inputs. The recency bias 1n
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performance appraisal has reappeared which means that temporal weight-
ing has to be incorporated in the model. Otherwise it may not always

be easy to yield results congruent with the model in its present form.

From the findings of Expesriments 5~6, it is quite evident that
rewards distributed on the basis of homogeneous inputs also follow the
ratio model. No subtractive model can account for the barrel-shape of
the second graph in'Figure B. The equity integration modél cannot
account for the divergence and convergence in the fourth and sixth
graphs. It is only the input integration model which can account for
barrel-shape and divergence and convergence patterns. Accordingly, it
can be said that commonly held assumption of input summation (Adams,
19653 Leventhal, 1976a, Walster st al, 1973) holds trus with qualita-

tively similar inputs.

If the input integration model reflects the normal mode of handl-
ing homogeneous inputs, as the findings from the two experiments suggest,
than it should app;y to decisions of those who ars directly concerned
with al%ncation decisions. Experiment 7 sought generality of the input

integration medel to managerial population.
EXPERIMENT 7

PURPOSE AND METHMmD
The purpose of this experiment wes to sesk generality of the

input integration model to subjects from a managerisl population. As
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managers are often involved in allocation of rewards and resources and
they also face the consequences of their allocation decisions, it was
felt necessary to test the i;put integration modsl with them.

Eight prospsctive managers from the second and final year of the
two-year post-graduate program in management and eight professional
managers from the management development program of the Indian Institute
of Management, Ahmedabad; India served as subjects. The stimuli, design,
and general procsdures were identical to those in Experiment 6. In

general, four subjects were run at a time.

REIULTS AND DISCUS#IUN

Erapbic Analyses. Figure 9 presents six graphs for the two-way inter-
actlons., The graphs of the upper part are from the condition of divide
fairly instruction. All the six graphs are of the form predicted by the
input integration model. The fourth and the sixth graphs have clear
divergence and convergence, whereas the remaining four graphs have
barrel-shape. So they provide clear support for the input imtegration

model, and extend the model to the managerial population.

Figura 9 hare

Although the graphs of ths lower part are not so clear, they are
in general supportive of the ipput integration modsl. The fourth and the
sixth graphs exhibit very small degree of divergence and convergence
" patterns; the other four graphs have weak barrel-shape, almost squiva=

lent to near-parallelism. Since minimize conflict reduces the seopara-
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tion of curves and so decreases the nonparallelism appreciably, those
weak patterns in the six graphs may be taken as evidence for the input

integration model,

At the first glance, however, the second and the third graphs
which have A's 1980 performance on ‘the horizontal axis appear to con-
verge toward right. Clﬁsef examination of these graphs discloses that
the difference between average and very much aboue-auerage lsvels of
1980 performance is much smaller than thét betwsen average and very
much below average performance. Perhaps managers did not make much
distinction bstween average and very much above average levels of the
most recent performance when minimization of interpersonal conflict was
of utmost importance to thems The seemingly convergence tendency in the
second and the third graphs is thus attributable to the change in value
of the most recent input and not'to any fault in the model of input
integration. It should be noted that the prediction of barrel-shape in
a symmetric design is hased on the assumption that fhe negative ahd

positive levels of input are sguidistant from the middle average level.

Statistical Apalyses. Analyses of variance for the data of the two
instruction conditiore yielded results which coincided largely with the
visual interpretations of the graphs. In the divide fairly condition,
the divergence and convergence trends present in the fourth, F (4,56) =
4462, p & .01, and the sixth, E (4,56) = 2,53, p & .05, graphs uwere

statistically reliable; so were the barrel-shape patterns in the second,
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F (4,56) = 5.73, p 4 .01, and the third, F (4,56) = 3,58, p & .05,
graphs. Alghough the first, F (4,56) = 2.26, p & .10, and the fifth,
F (4,56) = 2,35, p € .10, graphs also have the predicted barrel-shape,
their deviatioms from parallelism are significant only at .10 level of
confidence. Since the deviations from parallelism predicted by the
model are small, results from these six statistical tests of the two-

way interactions indeed support the model of input integration.

To the above it should be added that all the four three—-way inter-
actione were highly significant. The four-way interaction was also sub-
stantial and reliable. As these tests did not yield comsistent results
in Experiments 5 ahd 6, the present results provide quantitative support

to the input integration model in a rather clear way.

In the condition of minimize cnflict, the first four graphs had
statistically significant deviations from parallelism., The higher-
order interactions were all statistically significant. Thess results
from the condition oflminimize conflict also give good guantitative

support to the input integration modsel.

To ensure that data of the two conditions really conformed to the
requirements of the input integration model, an analysis of variance
with instructions as the additional factor to the design was run. This
analysis obtained highly significant f ratics for all tha'two-may inter~
actions shown in Figure 9. Also, all the higher order interactions

‘betuaen the factors of the main design were highly significant. These
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results support the interpretation that the input integration model
applied to the condition of divide fairly as well as of minimize con-

flict.

The factor of instructions interacted with the 1980 performance
of both Worker A, F (2,30) = 6.35, pe. .tﬁ, and Worker 8, F (2,30) =
14.59;.24L «01. These intefactions arcse mainly from the lower sffec-
tiveness of 1980 performance in the minimize conflict condition than in
divide fairly condition. This result agains suggests that imstructions
affect input valuation and not the rule of reward distribution. The
nature of input valuation was, however, not identical +to that of stu-—

dents as noted below,

The possibility that managers do not make much distinction bet-
waen average and very much above average levels of the recent paerfor-
mance when minimization of conflict is the dominant motive was further
BXamined.sfatistically. Separate analysis of variance was run on the
data of each subject (Singh et al, 1979), and diffsrences hetwean
avarage gnd very much below averags and between very much above averane
and average levels of 1980 performance factor werse calculated for
Workers A and B under the two instruction conditions. The resultingl
difference scores were subjected to an analysis of variance. This
anaiysis indicated that ths differsnce betmeen.uary much above averags
and average levels of 1380 performance (M = 1.48) was smaller than that

between average and very much below average lsvels (M= 2.10) in the
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condition of minimize conflict, F (1,15) = 12.64s p& .01. However,
fhare was no such difference in the condition of divide fairly. These
statistical tests confirm the interpretations made from graphs sarlier
and show that managers did not make much distinction between avarage
and very much above average levels of 4980 performance when they were

asked to reduce interpersonal conflict betwsen the two coworkers.

Cne more result also dessrves mention. In both instruction COn~
ditions, the 1980 performance had producsd stronger impact than the
1979.performance. The mean proportion of total variance accounted for
by the 1980 performance (M = .22) was significantly higher than that
by the 1979 performance (M = .15), F (1,14) = 15.68, p4& .01 and the
same trend was trus across both instruction conditions, F (1,14) = 0.2,
This suggests that the recency bias noted vith students is present in
managers as well. It should homeuer be noted that the difference in the
importance assigned to the 1979 and 1980 performance is not as high as
wae the case with students. Perhaps this small difference allowed the
data to satisfy the requirements of the input integration model in eclear

t

Iday .

D . slopn. There ars three main findings of Experiment 7. First, the
;nput integration model applies to reward allocation by managers. This
extends gensrality of the model beyond the college students, and indi-
cates that qualitatively similar inputs are, in fact, handled in a way

differsnt than qualitatively differant ones. Second, managers assign
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higher importance to the mos£ recent performance than the preceding ysar
performance just.as do students. The recency effeéct is also robust and
generalizabla. Third, the motivations behind allqc;ticns do nét alter
the structure of ﬁoqel. They affect the valuation of inputs as findings
of Experiment 1 and 6 had shown. It is, houwsver, interesting to note
that the subjects of this experiment processed the input in a novel way.
Instead of reducing the length of the entire input scale in the minimize
conflict condition as did students, the managers reduced the difference
between average and very much above évarage levals of the most recent
performance. This result will be taken up in the general discussion

saction.

No matter how carefully are rewards and resources distributed in
groups, recipients always feel that they are being treated unfairly. One
ragson of this feeling is that equity exists in the syes of the beholders
(Walster et al., 1973). But would thess same people define equity diffe-
rently if they are asked to serve as the third-party allocator? To
ans wexr this question, Experiment 8 was conducted on the members and
leaders of trade unions, a subject group which often complains that

rewards and resources ars not distributed fairly in organizatiors.
EXPERIMENT 8

The objective of the present experiment was two-fold. One objecw

tive was to sesk generality of the input integration model to members
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and leaders of trade unions. Anothsr objective was to find out the
ways in which union people try to minimizg interpersonal conflict bet-

waen c¢laimants.

METHOD

The stimuli, design, and general procedure of this experiment
wers identical to those in Experiment 7. Eight stenographers who were
members of one employees' union of the Indian Institute of Management ,
Ahmedabad and eight leaders (president, vice president, or general
secretary) Pfrom trade uniors of the state of Gujarat served as subjects.
A1l these sixtsen subjects wers available on the campus of the Indiaﬁ

Institute of Management, Ahmedabad, India.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Graphic Analyses. Figurs 10 presents results for the twe instruction
conditions. In the upper part, the first two graphe have strong pattern
of barrel-shépe and the third and the fith graphs have mild barrel-shaps.
The fourth graph exhibits slight tendency to diverge. 0On the basis of
tmupﬂWmmtMWfWGm@mimht%tmemwtmmuaMnmﬁl
was smployad in reward allogation. But ths pattern of the sixth graph 1is
Juet opposite of the prediction of the input integration model. The model
requires that it be of converging type, but it is of diuarging type simi-

lar to what Farkas and Anderson (1979) obtained.

Figgge 10 hers
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It deserves emphasis that the barrel-shaps of the first two graphs
of the upper part of figure 10 is much stronger than actually predicted
by the input integration model. The divergence tendsncy in the fourth
graph is much weaker than what the model predicts, and the sixth graph
has pattern just the opposite of the pradicfion. Bacause of the strong
barrel-shape in the first two graphs and the prevailing pattern of near-
parallelism in the remaining four graphs, it appears that the model under-

lying the data is eguity integration and not input integration.

The six graphs of the lower part.of Figure 10 display results from
the minimize conflict condition. These graphs have patterns quite con-
trary to the requirements of the input integration model. The first two
graphe have clear barrel-shape, whereas the other four have neat paralle-
lisme Such a pattern across the six graphs is pradicted by tha equify
integration model. So the graphs of the minimize conflict condition

clearly support the eguity integration model.

Statistical Analyses. Analysis of variance of the data of the condition
of divide fairly yieslded significant deviations from parallelism in ths
first, F (4,56) = 3.23, p&£ .05, and the second, F (4,56) = 6.59, p&.01,
graphs. The other four graphs did not depart from parallelism pattern.
These results from the statistical tests of the two-way interactioms
provide quantitative support for the equity integration model but re jects

the input integration model.
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However, the results from the tests of higher-ordar.interactions
were not so clear. 0One of the four threse-way interactions was statisti-
cally significant. The'four—uay interaction was also significant.
According to the equity integration model, all the higher-order inter-
actions should be nonsignificant under the condition of comstant weight-
ing of two inputé. Under the condition of configural weighting of inputs,
on the contrary, all the higher-ordsr interactions should be significant.
The obtained results de not conform to either prescription. Therefora,
ne support for either equity integration or input inteqration model can

be claimed.

But both the versions of the equity inteératinn model pradict the
same data patterns in two-way graphs. As already noted, the six graphs
of the divids fairly condition, in fact, fulfilled the requirements of
the equity integration model. On this basis, 1t can be said that the

union people did follow the equity integration model.

Analysis of variance of the data of the condition of minimize con-
flict confirmed the visual interpretations of the graphs made earlier.
The F rations for the six graphs were 3438, B.11, 1.94, 0.56, 1.96, and
0.56 in order. Only the first two,ﬁ ratios are statiétically significant

&8 squity integration model requires,

All the four thres-factor interactions were highly significant; so
was the four-factor 1nteraction. The three-way interactions are shown in

Figurg 1.
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Figure 11 hers

Examination of Figure 11 shows that the three graphs of sach thres-
factor have thres notable prOperties; First, thrse graphs of sach of the
four three~-factor interaction have a slanted barrsl-shape. The middle
curve is always of the steepest slope as the ratio model requires. Second,
the center graph of each interaction effect is of clear barrel-shape.
| Third, the graphs on the left aﬁd on the right sides have complimentary
patterns. The barrel-shape of the top two curves of the left graph is
present in the bottom two curves of the right graph., Similarly, the diver—
gence toward center graph in the lower two curnves of the left graph is proe-
sent in the upper two curves of the right graph. All these thrae proper-
ties are consistent with the predictions of the caonfigural-weight equity
integration model (Farkas & Andsrson, 1979)., It can, therefore, be said
that reward allocations in the condition of minimize conflict obeyed the

bguity integration model rather well,

An analysis of variance with instruction as the additional factor to
the design did not yisld any result which required any modification in the
interpretation. This means that union msmbers and leaders followed equity
integration madel in both imstruction conditions. The most marked impact
of instructions was again on input valuation and not on rule of reward
distribution. The 1980 performance of Worker A, F (2,30) = 5.82, p& .01,
- and Worker 8, F (2,30) = 4.08, p& .05, were more .effective in the divide

fairly condition than in the minimize confliet condition. This result was
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attributable to the reduction of the entire 1980 performance scale as

did students in Experiments 5 and 6.

The tendency té assign greater importance to the 1980 than 1979
performance was characteristic of allocations by union people also. The
mean proportion of total variance accounted for by the 1980 performance
(M = .20) was significantly higher than by the 1979 performance (M = .15),
F (1,14) = 5.68,p &£ .05, and this trend was present under both instruc—
tion conditions. Thus, the recency effect seems to be robust with the

different instruction conditions as well as subject populations.

Discussion. The most striking finding of Expgrimant 8 is that union
leaders and members follow equity integration model even when the inputs
are qualitatively similar. They cons idered performance in 1979 and in
1980 separately for calculation of equity ratio and then average the two

+ ratios. The alternative input integration model, which received goad
support in the previous three experiments with students and managers ,did
not hold true with union people. This means that input integration model
cannot bé expected to apply to all subject populations. Furthermore, the
equity integration model is not restricted to only heterogensows inputs as

was argued on the besis of Experiments 1-4 and the extant literature,

Tuc more results deserve mention, First, the tendency to give
greater importance to the performance in the most recent year than in the

bracading yéar is prevalent in the members and leaders of trade unions as
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well. Second, motlvations behind distribution affected the perception
of input and not the rule of money distribution. Both results are

similar to those obtained in experiments with students and managers.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

INPUT INTEGRATION AND EQUITY INTEGRATION MODELS

The main goal of the present serieé of eight experiments was to
examine the dausibility ef input integration and esquity integration
modals in allocations of rewards. Farkas and Andérson (1979), who
suggested the two models, aobtained clsar support for the squity integra-
tion model but not for the input integration model,. 8og-they suggested
that the model of equity integration is perhaps superior and also closer

to reality than the modsl of input integration.

Results from the present set of eight experiments -parformed on
"allocators of nonwestern foundation show that their operation is iinked
with the nature of inputs entering into the allocation task as well as

with the subject populations. \mhen the allocation task comsists of
hetaroge&eous inﬁuts, for example, effort and performance, behavior and
perfoimance, or need and deed, then rewards are apportionsd according to
the equity integration model. This modai holds with students as well as
professional managers. This indicates that the equity integration model
is generalizabls not only across student and nonstudent allocators but

also across allocators of different cultures.
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In contrast, allocation tasks having qualitatively similar inputs
such as perfdrmance over two periods invoke ths input integration model.
Although this was not true with American students due to a methodological
problem as alrsady noted, both Indian studeﬁts and managérs obeyed the
input integration model. But union people employed the equity integra-
tion model even when the allocation task consisted of homogeneous inputs,
fhese findings suggest that the input integration model is viable model,

but its gperation is rather limited.

Why should the model of input integ:ation be of so restricted use?
One major reason is its basic structure itself. It requires that all the
inputs, no matter how different they are, be reduced to a common currency
before the squity calculation is made. In practice, this may not be easy
to do with qualitatively dissimilar inputs such es seniority, productivity,
motivation, ability etc., for they will have different scales. In order
‘to combine differsnt inputs together, it is essential that the inputs have
a uniform scale. The findinglthat input integration holds with performance-

performance design attests the requirsment of a common scale.

Another reason may be the prevalsnce of the equity integration pro-
cess in daily 1ifae. As inputs of claiﬁants are often heterogeneous, per-
haps peoplé are wed to the equity integration operation. And this pro-
cess is called in whenever allocations are to be made on the basis of more
than one input. This may possibly account for the usage of equity integra-

tion by union people in a task for which input integration could have bsen
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the natural model. 'In any case, the limited success of the input inte-
gration model indigates that Farkss and Anderson (1879) are perhaps
correct in claiming superiority of equity intsgration model cver the

input integration model,

It should be noted that the constant-weight equity integration
model raceived good support in Experiment 1,2, and 3. The configural-
weight equity integration was supported in Experiments 4 and 8, This
means that both versions of the equity integration model received sup-
port in the present research. It is, however, difficult to Specify

when constant-weight and configural-weight versions will hold true.

The finding that monetary and nommonetary rewards obey ths same
equity integration model implies that various organizational rewards are
treated alike., This supports the traditional theory of job satisfaction
‘which considers various Job factors as qualitatively similar (Dalal,
1978; Graen, 1966, 19683 Singh, 1975), but rejects the two-factor theory
(Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959), It should, however, be noted
that genafality of the equity integration model across distribution of
.munetafy and nonmonetary rewards reflects a positivity bias: Those who
are good ars entitled for all the organizational rewards, whereas those
who are bad are unfit for sach reward. This can hardly be conducive to

a just socisty.

Success of the two models of reward allocation extends the concep-

tion of cognitive algebra conSiderabiy. It is pleasant to ses that
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allocations by Indian students, professional managers, and union leaders
chey algebra of thought and judgment just as American students do,
Accordingly, information integration theory may be considered as general

theory of human judgment and decision.

EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTIONS

Leventhal, Michaels, and Sanford (1972) asked their subjects to
distribute rewards betuween two claimants under the conditions of divide
fairly and minimize conflict. They found that the amount of differsnce
in reward for the best and the worst performers was smaller in the candi-
tion of minimize conflict than in the condition of divide fairly;
Leventhal (1976b) interpreted this decrease in diffsrance of reward as

consistent with the equality or parity rule of reward allocation.

Results of the present set of sxperiments confirm the tendency to
lower the diffefence in rewards of the best and the worst performers when
motivatioh is to prevent interpersonal hostility and conflict. In addi-
tion, théy show that this tendency is robust with various stimulus condi-
tions and subjsct groups. Howevar, the results argue against the inter-
pretation of the reduced difference as rafleeting a rule of reward distri-

bution other than equity.

Much of the literaturs on thé equity and parity rules of reward
allocation in developmental and sogial psychology relies on physical

counts of inputs and outcomes {Leventhal & Lane, 19703 Leventhal, Popp,
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& Sawyer, 1973). It is also commonly assumed that psychological value
is propoﬁtional to physical value (Lerner, 1974). This assumption is
arbitrary and uncertain. Anderson and Butzin (1578) and Farkas and
Anderson (1979) have, therefore, questioned the aquity'and parity inter=
pretations on the basis of physical counts of inputs and outcomes, argu-
ing that tests of equity models be made with subjective values with
which equity theeory actually deals.

The present integration-theoretical analysis of reward allocation
bears ﬁpon the céncern expressed above, The finding that the divide
- fairly and minimizs conflict instructions produced a common data pattern
in txperiments 1,5,6,7, and 8 indicates that the underlying ruls of
reward distribution remained the same across the two instruction condi-
tioms. The separation bstween nurves was reduced in the minimize con-
flict condition dus to the differential valuation of the input. Perhaps
the instructions to give importance to minimization of conflict enabled
the allocators to shorten the scale of performance input. According to
this interpretation, the reduced difference is attributable tb differen-
tial valuation of input and.not to a different rule of rsward distribu-

tion as Leventhal { 1976b) assumss .

There are at least two indications of the validity of the present
interpretation. First, changes in scale wers not made for all the inputs
entering into the allocation task. In Experiment 1, for exampls, the

performance scale was shorten but not the effort scale. Similarly, the
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-recent performance had shorter scale in Experiments 7 and 8 but not the
preceding year performance. Clearly, some inputs are percaived diffe-
rently under the two instruction conditions. Second, the reduction in
scale was not always of the same type. For example, students reduced
the entire scale, whereas managers reduced difference betuwsan very much
above averapge and average levels of performance. A strict parity rule
would require-reduction in difference betwsen averags and vary much
below average levels of performance also. This did net happenj hance
the parity rule interpretation cannot account for the results obtained
with managers. Considered together, these results indicate that motiva-
tions behind allocation affacted the valuation of input and not the rule

of reward allocation.

It should be emphasized that comparison bstween situations, stimuli,
groups, responses, etc., with respect to integration rule has an obvious
advantage (Gupta & Singh 19813 Singh, 1981; Singh et al., 1979). An
integration rule deals with the pattern of respomses, not the numerical
value of single responses. This aspect is vital for comparison betwesn
situations; responses, groups, stimuli and so on. No a priori knowlsdge
of value of stimuli or origin and unit of response scale is raguired. As
long as stimull are comstructed from factorial desigre, pattern in respon-
$68 can serve a® the base and frame for meaningful comparison betwsen
groups, responses, situations and even individuals. In additibn, integra-
tion rule permits comparison between situations with respects to informa-

tion utilization and information valuation. The result that behavisr
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‘toward administration and effort on job are considered as viable inputs
for reward reflacts the process of information utilization. The tendancy
to weight the most recent performance more than the preceding year per-
formance and to restrict the performance scale to minimize conflict het-

ween claimants illustrate the process of input valuation.

1t deserves mention that the integration-thecretical analysis
requires that the complete stimulus design be run on each subject. Use
of between subject design and only a few levels of stimulus factors such
a5 in the experiments of Kayser and Lamm (1980), Lerner (1974), Leventhal
and Lane (1970), and Leventhal st al. (1972) cannot take any theoretical
analysis very far. Instead, they would generate interpretations uwhose
meaning and validity will remain uncertain as Farkas and Anderson (1979)

rightly noted ahbout the extant literature on aquity.

TMPLICATIONS FOR ORGANIZATIONS

Findings of the present research have three major implications for
administration of rewards in Indian organizations. First, allocation of
rewards should be made according to the equity integration model. The
traditi onal practice of assigning weights to various inputs and then com-
ing up with a unitary measure of claim for reward is not the appropriate
way of apportioning rewards. In fact, union people determine appropriate
rewardiin accord with the eguity integration model sven when the inputs
are qualitatively similar. This means that thepe is a .need to change the

existing method of distribution of rewards and resources in organizations.
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Second, there is a heavy bias toward the most rescent performance.
This was pfesent in all ths four experiments which had performance over
two years as inputs. In most organizations, it is required that an
employee spend some years before he is promoted to the rext cadre. If
the performance of the most recent year would play the erueial role,
then a dangsrous message will be communicated to the employeess Work
hard only at the time your case is to be taken up! A certain period of
service in a cadre is presumably required to enabls the employees grow
well., Accordingly, he should be evaluated for his performance during
the entire period. A system of performance appraisal based on this

~ proposition is required.

Third, the managerial way of reducing conflict bstween two clal-
mants is to decrsase the difference in rewards for those who are averags
and vary much above average in their pérfurmance. This is not the way
union people react. To make union people happiar, therefere, it is nece-
ssary that the difference between very much above average and very much
below average levels of performance be reduced. As middle and top manage-

ment levels, however, the managerial way of reducing conflict may be tried,

The above recommendations are admittedly based on judgmental data
and not the actual behavior of Indian managers and union leaders. Never—
theless, they bear upon their conceptions of justice and fairnmess in
social exchange. If their models of reward allocation raflect upon their

true cognitive processes, the models ecan be useful aven in administration
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of rewvards and resources in actual organizatioms. The author thus
hopes that the present integration-theoretical analysis of allocation
decisions would help manage organizational rewards in a more scientific

and abjective way than what exists today.
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Tabls 1
F_Ratios for Main Effects, Two-, Threa~, and Four-way
Iptergctiop Effects under Two Instruction Conq;tioés
(Data from Experimént 1)
Source df Oivide fairly Minimize

Conflict
A: A's Effort 2, 30 29 .64%* 22,44%%
Bs A's Performance 2, 30 43,23%% 41.,99%%
C: B's Effort 2, 30 30,43%* 16.69%*
.D: 8's Performance | 2, 30 47 ,67%% 39,57##*
AxB 4, 60 1,22 2.21
AxC 4, 60 14,27%* B,96%*
AxD 4, 60 1,38 0449
BxC 4, 60 0.64 0449
Bx0D 4, 60 ' 4o 13% 12463%%
CxD 4, BO 0.84 1483
AxBxEC ]_ 8,120 1.52 1.04
Ax8xD 8,120 0.69 0456
AXCxD 8,120 1461 1,19
BXCxD 8,120 1003 1,76
AXBxCxbD 16,240 1.01 1.55

* 2(001
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Table 2
’F Ratios for Distribution of Money, Work Facilitis ’
ﬁg_ise Time, and Encouragement Time in A's Effort x
is Performance, x B's Effort x 8's Perforpance
bﬂélyses of Variance
{Data from Experiment 2)
Source df Money Work Facili- Praise Encourage-
ties ment
L: A's Effort (2, 30) 10 ,43%% B3 9, 38%% 8,09
B: A's Performance (2, 20) 324 42%% 27.,78%% 43,52 1456
C: B's Effort (2, 30) 12,3g%% 10.18%% 8. 173% 0,05
D: B's Performance (2, 30) 51,47%% 37, 03%% 79643 2.84
A x B (4, 80) 0435 3.02% 1447 1.54
AxGC (4, s0) B.06** 4o 26%% 3. 12% 0,17
Ax D ‘ (4, 60) 1.17 013 0.24 0.84-
BxC (4, 60) 1461 0.73 2.80% 0.47
8 x 0 (4, 60) Bo19%* 5.9 2% 11, 073 1012
£xD (4, 60) 1419 1421 0.48 0465
AXBxXC (8,120) 077 0.67 1.69 119
A x8xD | (8,120) 2. 27% 1424 34 2455 1467
AxCxD (8,120) 0498 1435 1497 0.82
BxCxD (8,120) 1.25 2,45% 2423% 1946
AxBxXCxD (16,240) 1.94% 0.84 1449 1402
* p & .05
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Tabls 3
F Ratios for Maip Effects, Two-, Three—, and Four-way
interaction Effects under Two Instruction Copditiops
(Data from Experiment 5)
Source df Divide Minimize

Fairly Conflict
A: A's 1976 Performance 2, 30 7.78%% 2.81
B: A's 1977 Performance 2, 30 L 97.59%* 38, 53#*
C: B's 1976 Performance 2, 30 8,71%* 3.06
D: B's 1977 Performance 2, 30 152,72%% 47, 02%%
AxB &4, 60 3. 86%% 1,08
A XC 4, 60 2.19 | 1.48
A XD 4, 60 2.76% 2.48
BxcC 4, 60 0.36 1455
B x D 4, 60 1.99 1426
CxD 4, 60 2.61% _ 1439
AxBxC 8,120 1044 1472
Ax B x b 8,120 1.79 167
AXCxD 8,120 2.08% 1.22
BXCXxD 8,120 1013 0.80
AxBxECxbD 16,240 T, 76 2o 340

* EL.DS
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Table 4
F _Ratios for Main Effecﬁs, Tomy Three—} and Four—way
Interaction Effects under Two Instruction Conditions
(Data from Experiment 6)
Source df Divide Minimize

Fairly Conflict
A: A's 1979 Performance 2, 38 24,14%% 12.62%%
B: A's 1980 Performance 2, 38 103,47%% 68 ,85%*
C: B's 1979 RPerformance 2, 38 13.87%* T 54%%
D: B's 1880 Performance 2, 38 102,59%# 66,53%*
A x B 4y 76 4, 73R 1432
AxC 4, 76 1,00 0.82
AxD 4, 76 2,06 1.52
BxC 4, 76 2.07 1.1
BxD 4, 76 7 +45%* B.56%%
CxD 4, 76 6488 ¢ 3.45%
AXBXC 8,152 2.36% 2,25%
A X8 XD 8,152 1.10 0.98
AXC XD 8,152 0.69 0.57
BxCxD 8,152 J,.24%% 1.9%
AXBXE XD 16,304 3,3g%* 1463

* p& ,05

*k _ﬂ‘-. «01
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Figure Captions

Mean reward for Worker 8 as a function of his effort and psr-
formance and thase of his Coworker A, Data from Experiment 1.
VBA = Very much below average; A = Average, VAA = Very much

above average.

Mean money for Worker B as a function of his effort and per-

formance and those of his Coworker A. Data from Expsriment 2.

Mean work facilities for Worksr B as a function of his effort
and performance and those of his Coworker A. Data from Experi-

ment 2.

Mean praise time for Worker B as a function of his effort and

performance and those of his Coworker A. Data from Experiment

2.

Mean encouragement time for Worker B as a function of his
effort and performance and those of his Coworker A. Data from

Experiment 2.

Mean reward for Worker B as a function of his effort and per-
formance and those of his Cowcrker A. Data from Experiment 3
in the lower part. Mean Reward for B as a function of his
behavior and performance and those of his Coworker A. Data

from Expariment 4 in the upper part.
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Mean reward for Worker B as a function of his 1976 and 1977
performance and those of his Coworker A. Data from Experiment

5.

Mean reward for Worker B as a function of his performance in
1979 and 1980 and those of his Coworker A. Dgzta from Experi-

ment G.

Mean reward for Worker B as a function of his performance in
1979 and 1980 and those of his Coworker A. Data from Experi-

ment 7.

Mean rsward for Worker B as a function of his performance in

1979 and 1980 and those of his Coworker A. Data from Experi-

ment 8,

Fig. 11. Profiles of three-way interactions from minimize conflict con-

dition of Experiment 8.
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