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ABSTRACT

Compensation is an area of research rife with de@aiong experts. These debates are
primarily concerned with the effectiveness of payqierformance. The pay variation and
performance relationship is a subset of this reteahere disagreement and inconclusive
findings are common. Is pay variation conducivéitfher performance or is pay compression
ideal? This study contributes to the pay variadod performance debate by focusing on
performance-based pay variation and addressingafuedtal assumptions of prior work.

Past research has treated pay variation as a fwogjlocation rules and incentive
intensity. Separating these two constructs ratiar confounding them provides a more
comprehensive treatment. This study addressesffibets of these two policies, incentive
intensity and allocation rules, as separate, indéget influences on performance outcomes.
Incentive intensity is treated as a range of paéptay outcomes, whereas the allocation rule is
an approach to distributing rewards either basehdiridual contribution or equally to
members of a group. While theories predict indraildevel performance is affected by pay
variation, tests of these theories are typicallhatorganizational level. In this study, the efe
of pay variation policies are tested at the indmaldevel using an experimental design.

In addition to testing the relationship between payation policies and individual
performance, expectancy theory as an explanatanydwork is explored. Allocation rules and
incentive intensity are predicted to affect the inaitonal mechanisms described by expectancy
theory, which in turn influence individual motivati and performance.

Results of a real pay/real effort experiment prevedidence that allocation rules affect
objective individual performance while changesnoentive intensity are not significant in

predicting objective performance. Objective parfance is significantly higher in equity



allocation rule conditions than in equality alldoatrule conditions. In addition, expectancy
theory components are affected as predicted; tt@ms@onents are positively related to
motivation, and motivation is positively relateditoth subjective and objective individual

performance measures.
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CHAPTER 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Human behaviors indicate that money matters to leedpxamples abound. Around 50
percent of Americans play the lottery each yeamafey, 2005, p. 2274), hoping for a large
monetary windfall. Enron executives deceived itmesfor money (Sims & Brinkman, 2003).
Money is instrumental in fulfilling physiologicakeds through the purchase of goods and
services; it is also viewed as a measuring sticlsficcess. Interestinglyay is especially
meaningful to people. Devoe, Pfeffer, and Lee 8@bnducted an experiment on the
importance of money, finding that the importancenminey increased as pay increased for labor,
but the importance did not differ as pay increasbdn payments were randomly determined. In
studying the performance effects of pay, NybergpPi, and Trevor (in press) reported that pay-
for-performance increased future employee perfoomamhe accumulated evidence provides a
strong argument that money, and specifically pag,important implications for human attitudes
and behaviors. The way a firm chooses to allocairey through pay (i.e., the firm’s
compensation policies and practices) is likelyawdanmeaningful effects. Understanding these
effects represents an important area of the huesources management literature.

It is surprising, then, how little is known abowtyp Findings are inconclusive and
rigorous empirical tests are missing in many ofrtiast important compensation areas (Risher,
2012). This lack has led to substantial ongoinggatie in the field of compensation. For
example, Gupta and Shaw reviewed the accumulaficgsearch on pay, and stated “Financial
Incentivesare Effective!!” (1998, p. 26) while Kohn (1998) respted that paying for
performance was “behaviorist dogma” (1998, p. ZIMis debate continues with Daniel Pink,

from a well-known TEDTalk on financial incentiveRigk, 2009), arguing that pay is an



ineffective motivator and scholars writing rebusted his assertions (Gupta & Conroy, 2013;
Ledford, Gerhart, & Fang, 2013).

The nature of the relationship between pay vamatiod performance has also been at the
center of an ongoing academic debate in the comapenditerature. Pay variation is the extent
of pay differences across employees and jobs ianzgtions, and is commonly measured as
pay dispersion or pay range (Gupta, Conroy, & Bel2012; Trevor, Reilly, & Gerhart, 2012).
Scholars working in this area of research have ggeg@ competing arguments to explain pay
variation’s relationship with firm performance. @ one hand, it has been suggested that pay
must sufficiently vary based on performance acosganizational members to encourage
desired behaviors, indicating that greater vanmtias positive effects on firm performance
(Gupta et al., 2012; Kepes, Delery, & Gupta, 200®h the other hand, it has been argued that
high levels of pay variation lead to feelings opdeation and other negative employee
reactions, meaning minimal differentiation is sugefor ensuring high performance outcomes
(Bloom, 1999; Pfeffer & Langton, 1993).

Published evidence supports both views. Some ndsaalicates that pay compression
has a positive influence on performance outcoméso(B, 1999; Ensley, Pearson, &
Sardeshmukh, 2007) and other work reports pay digpeis more desirable (Firth, Leung, &
Rui, 2010; Heyman, 2005). Thus, empirical evidemae not sufficiently provided an answer
regarding the influence of pay variation on perfante, reporting both negative (e.g., Martins,
2008) and positive (e.g., Lee, Lev, & Yeo, 2008atienships. This unresolved debate has
important implications because it leads to incdesispractitioner guidance and disparate

evidence for pay applications of theoretical fraroes.



A thorough review of the pay variation literatur@ns to several existing assumptions
that limit progress (Conroy, Gupta, Shaw, & Pamnkpiess). One issue is that pay variation has
been confounded with concepts of equity and equaBpecifically, equality and equity
arguments have been applied to explain pay vanati@lationship with performance. This
confounding has occurred in various ways. A comiaproach is to suggest that pay variation
represents an equality to equity spectrum, sudidiapay variation represents equality and
high pay variation represents equity (Pfeffer & gom, 1993).Initial theorizing about pay
variation invoked equity (i.e., distributions ofyp@ employees based on individual contribution)
and equality (i.e., distributions of pay to empleydased on group membership) allocation rule
arguments, hypothesizing differential effects afthand low pay variation using these
arguments. The allocation rule logic applied wes tvhen equity allocation rules were in place
(operationalized as high pay variation), individualould be more individually focused than
when equality allocation rules were in place (operalized as low pay variation) (Pfeffer &
Langton, 1988, 1993). An implicit assumption tisatnade when applying this argument to pay
variation is that pay variations are based on iddial contributions (e.g., individual
performance). This assumption is flawed in thatyariations are certainly not always based on
individual performance. For example, Kepes e{24009) reported that some pay variation was
politically-based.

Another approach to confounding pay variation veitjuity and equality concepts is the
treatment of pay variation as an indicationraquity, such that increasing the size of pay
differentials is an inequitable practice. In othanrds, this approach suggests that creating large

differentials creates feelings of inequity amongtayees. This is also problematic. If pay



differences are based on performance, individu@dileely to view high pay variation as more
equitable than low pay variation (Werner & One)@0

Together, these examples illustrate that equityeanality should not be confounded
with pay variation. The confounding of equity aaglality with pay variation is a serious
problem (Trevor et al., 2012). Disambiguating égand equality from pay variation may allow
for theoretical progress in explaining pay variatoeffects on individual and firm outcomes.
This represents one of the purposes of this inyastin.

Another limitation of prior work is that cross-ldussues have rarely been addressed in
detail theoretically or empirically. Specificallhe pay variation and firm performance
relationship is tested most often from a singlelgerspective (Conroy et al., in press). Defined
asthe pay differences across jobs and individuals, the construct itself is typically measured at the
firm level (Gupta et al., 2012). For example, egshers assess the pay of multiple jobs or
individuals in an organization and combine thedae&into a firm level measure, such as the
gini coefficient (Bloom, 1999), the coefficient wédriation (Pfeffer & Langton, 1993), or the
range (Kepes et al., 2009). Based on this contstiefmition and measurement approach, pay
variation represents a firm level construct.

The firm level pay variation construct is testedssess its effects on other firm level
constructs, with the ultimate dependent variablet&rest being organizational performance
(e.g., Shaw, Gupta, & Delery, 2002). But this fiewel relationship is explained by applying
individual level theories. This represents a misiédetween theoretical and empirical
specifications. For example, equity theory (Adat®§3, 1965) and motivation theories (e.g.,
expectancy theory, Vroom, 1964; tournament thelomgear & Rosen, 1981) are used to explain

the organizational implications of pay variatiohhat is, it is proposed that pay variation



influences individual motivation and attitudes (eKepes et al., 2009). These individual
reactions are then assumed to be additive fronmtheidual to the firm level to explain firm
performance. The theorized causal relationshigysvariatiorr>individual
performance>organizational performance, but the empirical iestften simply of the pay
variation>organizational performance relationship.

Despite the use of individual level theory to eiplthis firm level relationship, there is
little empirical work in the management literature addressing wghiaappening at the individual
level in response to pay variations. The econofiterature has some work in this area. For
example, Harbring and colleagues asked particiganthoose their level of “work intensity” or
“effort” on a one to 100 scale in different payes conditions (Harbring & Irlenbusch, 2011,
Harbring & Luenser, 2008). The researchers refddHat effort levels chosen were higher, on
average, when the spread was wide than when inexasw (Harbring & Irlenbusch, 2011;
Harbring & Luenser, 2008). Abeler, Kube, AltmanmmdaVibral (2010) reported that effort
levels chosen on a one to ten scale were highayerage, for individuals assigned to
conditions where pay could vary within dyads thanifdividuals assigned to conditions where
pay could not vary within dyads.

This research is valuable as it addresses indi/idgponses to pay variation issues;
however, these studies have limitations. The piyrhenitation is that these studies are not real
effort studies. The dependent variable is a chofadfort level variable rather than an actual
effort or performance level. There is not a tregfgrmance dependent variable. Furthermore,
these studies do not address many of theoreticethamésms believed to explain the relationship
between pay variation and performance (e.g., eapegttheory components).

Since most work empirically addressing pay variaigsues is at the firm level and pay



variation theories are at the individual levelsihecessary to begin work that tests more
appropriate models. Addressing the assumptionpdmatvariation affects individual

performance represents another purpose of thiy.studing a study design that creates a real
performance situation, this investigation exteradts completed in economics. The fundamental
assumption related to individual level reactiomgcsfically performance, is explored.

This analysis is focused on individual performaaa&comes because this outcome is the
primary individual-level explanation for positivefects of pay variation on firm outcomes. That
is, when pay variation is performance-based, tleea® assumption that larger pay differences
based on performance will increase individual magton and this will increase performance.
Most empirical studies skip the individual leveloglether and those that do not tend to skip over
motivation. Thus, in addition to studying the loasifect of pay variation on individual
performance, motivational mechanisms are explaretdis study.

A final limitation of prior research is that the theds used in most management research
on pay variation have prevented causal inferenspitéethe assumption that pay variation, as a
representation of firm policies, is the independentable and performance is the dependent
variable. Foundational articles in the pay vaoiatiterature were in organizational settings with
non-experimental designs (e.qg., Pfeffer & Langt®88, 1993). This work provided external
validity and indicated that there exists a payatssh and performance relationship in some
form. This approach, however, has not establishedalidity of causal inferences. Without the
causal connection, theorizing and developmenttatked. For example, arguments that pay
variationcauses individual performance outcomes are theoretical hawe not been supported
by sufficient empirical evidence. Considering theonsistencies in the findings of this

literature, it is important to establish the cadsahdations of pay variation’s influence.



Therefore, the third purpose of this study is tdrads the assumption that there is a causal
relationship between pay variation and individuadfprmance.

In sum, this study is focused on assumptions tha¢ lyone unaddressed and untested in
prior investigations of pay variation by (a) di#atiating the pay policies that contribute to pay
variation, (b) making predictions about individmabtivation and performance outcomes of pay
variation, and (c) conducting an experimental téshese predictions. A broad range of
motivation theories are discussed, including exaent theory (Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom,
1964), tournament theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981)itedheory (Adams, 1963, 1965), and
relative deprivation theory (Crosby, 1976), toyulihderstand construct definitions and prior
research; expectancy theory is chosen as the arggriramework to understand individual
motivational responses to varied pay conditionsie i the breadth of the pay variation
definition, boundary conditions are establishedly(®ay variations related to performance are
considered.

Hypotheses are tested in a laboratory setting antkxperimental design to allow for
causal inferences. This approach has a numberpdrtant benefits. Using random assignment
and controlled manipulations strengthens interaéitlity (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).
Non-experimental, correlational research desigasrare common to pay variation research,
but these designs are limited because they ladettveo critical design characteristics. The
experimental research design makes it possibledio &t objective performance outcomes of pay
variation-related strategies. In field researtls often difficult to assess employee performance
levels (since performance appraisals are drivégast partially by non-performance factors,
Cleveland & Murphy, 1992). In the laboratory, altjee performance criteria can be measured

to determine performance levels. A general lacteaf pay/real effort studies of compensation



policies makes this endeavor especially worthwhRedressing these assumptions can help
move the pay variation literature forward, beyomdpde tests of positive or negative
relationships, to a more nuanced approach. Pagtiar has been inconsistently tied to concepts
of equity and equality. By exploring this issusuggest pay variation should not be viewed as
an equity/equality proxy. In this study, allocatiaules, where the equity and equality distinction
is appropriate, are separated from incentive intg(the relative size of pay-for-performance as
compared to base pay, Bamberger & Levi, 2009)es#tent to which pay can vary depending on
performance. This distinction allows for more ncechtheorizing regarding the theoretical
mechanisms that explain how pay variation and atloa rules influence individual motivation
and performance. Establishing the causal reldtiprisetween these variables provides evidence
that can strengthen arguments applying individenal theory to explain pay variation effects.
Expectancy theory has recently gained popularityépay variation literature (e.g., Downes &
Choi, 2014; Gupta et al., 2012). Testing its tkéoal mechanisms provides evidence of the
validity of the expectancy theory application tg pariation.

From a practical standpoint, better understandidg/idual motivation and performance
is valuable for managers. This study focuses mainlentry-level, low skill tasks where
performance is identifiable (i.e., can be measurgdl}he greatest benefit of this research is for
organizations that have a workforce engaged intypis of work. Managers are often
encouraged to make large distinctions among indaliémployees within workgroups. This
study can provide further information that may le¢pful when making these allocation
decisions for primarily entry-level, low skill engylee groups. Are large distinctions for
individual employees within groups preferable @& simall distinctions better? Are large

between group distinctions motivational? For mamnagoncerned with performance



implications of pay approaches, this study provielgdence regarding the effects of pay policies
for entry-level jobs. Organizational decision makean also benefit from findings that clarify
the influence of pay policies on employee outcom&ile contextual variables that are not
included in this study are also important for cdesation (see for example, Gupta & Conroy,
2013), this study sheds light on two policies #r& within the control of firm management.

In sum, this research investigates pay variatidated policies, allows for causal
inference in a real pay/real effort study, and ergs critical assumptions in the pay variation
literature. All of these issues are important atspef this complex research area. The variables
under investigation are HR practices over which agans have some control. This study can

benefit both the academic literature and managpraditice.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
Overview

The first section of this chapter is devoted tdewing the pay variation literature,
including a definition of the pay variation constrand a description of the theories applied to
explain the pay variation and performance relatigns Empirical findings are reviewed and
limitations of prior work are noted. Following ghieview, a relationship between pay variation-
related policies and individual performance is higgsized. Expectancy theory is then applied
to develop a model that predicts the individualiraitonal mechanisms that explain the
performance outcomes of pay variation-related pesic

Construct Definition

Pay variation is the extent of differentiation iypmade within an organization. This
definition is certainly broad. This breadth caey@ant precision in theorizing around the sources
and effects of pay variation. Recent work has eatgyl distinctions made about the pay
variation construct can improve theorizing (Guptale 2012). When these distinctions are
made, the sources of pay variation become clediee. effects of pay variation can then be
theorized with sources and types in mind. Here ctinstruct distinctions suggested by Gupta et
al. (2012) are discussed.

A review of prior work on pay variation pointsttoree main types of pay variation that
are studied in the literature. The types are loot&l, vertical and overall (Gupta et al., 2012).
Before addressing these types, it is importanote what is meant by the term pay. Here, pay is
defined as monetary compensation for work. Payssoim many forms. Common forms are

base pay (the wage paid for the job), pay raisesdases in base pay provided over time) and
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bonuses (one time payments). An individual’'s ahsakary at any given moment includes base
pay and the accumulation of wage adjustments {ifrpductions are assumed not to occur, these
adjustments can be viewed as pay raises). Thesmbsalary amounts are common forms of
pay included in pay variation measures. For exapmplcomputing pay variation measures,
researchers focused on sports teams have usedrthal galaries of athletes (Depken, 2000; Gee
& Wen-Jhan, 2008) and researchers focused on edndave used the annual salaries of
teachers (Heutel, 2009; Trevor & Wazeter, 2006ndéistanding the forms of pay is helpful in
thinking about the types of variation.
Horizontal Pay Variation

Horizontal pay variation is variation in pay acrasdividuals within a job (Gupta et al.,
2012; Siegel & Hambrick, 2005). Aligning this defion with empirical measures, this type of
pay variation can be assessed by collecting a paye\(e.qg., salary, bonus) for every employee
within a job or job category, then creating a measi the disparity. As noted, an employee’s
annual salary can be viewed as inclusive of twanmsamponents, base pay and the
accumulation of pay raises (base + raises). Thésjobnstant. So, base pay is constant since it
is the wage paid for the job. This means thatifferences in pay are the differences in wage
adjustments.

It is complicated to determine the precise soufdbese differences. Because the job is
constant, we can assert that the differences irapagriven mainly by differences in
individuals. These differences include seniomgigrformance, knowledge, skill, and political
connections. They could also include factors atered at hire, such as negotiation skills and
gender. Despite its complexity, understandingsthgrce of the variation is important to

predicting its effects. For example, Kepes ef2009) isolated performance sources and
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political sources of horizontal pay variation aegarted that pay variations with performance
sources were positively related to workforce perfance; pay variations with political sources
were negatively related to workforce performantethis example, performance and politics
were the sources of the pay differences among greetoin the job. Pay variation was the
extent that performance and politics were rewardHuhat is, pay variation is associated with the
size of pay differences associated with a sourgeagf(i.e. reward intensity).

Vertical Pay Variation

Vertical pay variation is variation in pay acrogbg. Its optimal operationalization
would be to collect a value for each job in theamigation. This value could be the lower limit
of each job level or the midpoint for a job levéh market pricing systems, it could be the value
associated with each market priced job (Milkovidlewman, & Gerhart, 2014). It could also be
estimated using the average, median or mode vakaemted with each job. This array of
values can then be used to create a disparity meeaslere, the pay values are a result of the
difference in the value associated with each jolitfe organization.

Vertical pay variation represents the firm’s phdphy on the values of various jobs. For
example, in a job evaluation system, each jobsgasd points based on its assessment
compared to compensable factors (Milkovich et2l14). These compensable factors are
chosen by organizational leadership to represeat shmportant to the firm. Because these
values are associated with jobs rather than pedjsferences in the values can be explained by
differences in the job, such as differences inlaher market for the job (e.g., market pricing
structures) or differences in job evaluations (gai evaluation systems). Brown, Sturman, and
Simmering (2003) studied the issue of vertical yparyation in hospitals by creating a measure of

pay dispersion (using the gini coefficient) acros®e job categories. In the vertical context, pay
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variation does not represent an intensity of reviardndividual behaviors as directly as it does
in horizontal pay variations. Rather, as in theecaf the Brown et al. (2003) study, it is
representative of the difference in pay structuspsgifically elitist (where there is great
dispersion among jobs) versus egalitarian (whegeetls little difference among jobs).
Overall Pay Variation

The last type of pay variation is overall pay vaoa. This variation includes both
vertical and horizontal variation. Overall payéion involves combining both job differences
and individual differences. It is inclusive of theurces of pay for individuals and the sources of
pay for jobs. This means it is representativeathbntensity of individual reward systems and
elitist/egalitarian pay structures. Because ofvidugety of factors that can explain the
differences in pay, teasing out the explanation®¥@rall pay variation is difficult. Still, this
type of variation has been at the center of mughvaaation research (Belfield & Marsden,
2003; Clark, Kristensen, & Westergard-Nielsen, 20@&man, 2005; Tsou & Liu, 2005).
Unfortunately, findings are difficult to interprbecause the reasons for the variation are rarely
specified in the empirical models.
Summary

Based on the above review of the pay variationttocs it is clear that research in this
area has two primary construct definition issu@s thust be clarified early in the research
process. One is that the type of pay variationtrhaspecified. The second is that the source
(also called the “basis” of pay, Gupta et al., 20df2he variation must be clear. In this study, |
focus onperformance-based horizontal pay variation. My focus on performance sources of pay
differences allows me to draw on the pay-for-perfance literature and to contribute to the

underlying arguments associated with the motivaitieffects of pay variation. Horizontal pay
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variation holds the job constant. By holding thke gonstant, | can ensure a true performance-
basis for pay differences (i.e., the source of\y@ation is performance).
Theories of Pay Variation and Performance

Pay variation has attracted the interest of masgiflines, including economics,
management, and finance. As such, theoreticabeatibns for pay variation’s influence on
performance are diverse. Theories that have rdguappeared in the literature include equity,
relative deprivation, agency, and tournament tlesoriMore recently, expectancy theory has
received attention. While the specific definitioinperformance as an outcome varies in
empirical studies, most of the work is primarilgésed on the organizational or workforce
performance outcomes of pay variation. At the same, all of the theories are focused on
individual responses as an outcome of pay variatlmse responses are assumed to lead to
higher level organizational and workforce perfore@outcomes. Here, | outline the
fundamental tenets of each of these theories.
Equity Theory

Equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965) is commonly aggpin the management literature to
explain the effects of pay variation on performa(eg., Ang, Hauser, & Lauterbach, 1998;
Brown, 2006; Brown et al., 2003; Carpenter & Saad2004; Cowherd & Levine, 1992). This
theory suggests that individuals compare their penceived input/outcome ratios to the
perceived input/outcome ratios of comparison oth&dams, 1963, 1965)Lnputs refer to
anything a person is perceived to contribute tootiganization, e.g., effort, education.
Outcomes refer to anything perceived to be received bypeson from the organization, e.g.,
pay, promotion. Inputs and outcomes aeceptions of the focal persanThat is, equity theory

is based on each individual’'s view of inputs anttomes of himself/herself and of others
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viewed as relevant (i.e., referent others). Toetktent ratios of inputs/outcomes between oneself
and relevant others are not equal, a person iscegbéo experience inequity. Inequities lead
individuals to experience tension that must beeveld. The way this tension is relieved depends
on the type of inequity experienced.

Positive inequity (overpayment) is experienced wbiea feels he or she contributes less
than others for the same or greater outcomes drilbotes the same as others for greater
outcomes. An overpayment behavioral responseiigtease one’s own contributions (i.e.,
inputs) to balance the ratio. Interestingly, ipag context, increasing one’s inputs may lead to
increased future pay, making a continued imbalamdee ratio likely. Research indicates that
feelings of overpayment are rare in western sog¢laetyine, 1993; Pinder, 1998). Thus, issues
of overpayment receive much less attention tharessf underpayment. Negative inequity
(underpayment) is experienced when one feels Ba@contributes more than others for the
same or lower outcomes or contributes the saméhassafor lower outcomes. Research
indicates that underpayment leads to negativeioFes;tsuch as reducing performance (i.e.,
lowering contributions, Cowherd & Levine, 1992; iew, 1993) or leaving the situation
(Adams, 1963, 1965). In sum, equity theory israhividual-level theory that considers the
inputs and the outcomes of oneself and others,sgs®al comparisons as a fundamental
building block, and suggests negative inequitylean to problematic individual responses in
organizations.

Since pay variation represents a difference in@muts among employees, it has been
proposed that greater pay variation representsegrpay inequity (Pfeffer & Langton, 1993).

This “pay variation = pay inequity” is a fundamdraasumption of many equity theory
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applications that may not be accurate, a pointestdd in the limitations section. Here, the
logic, if this assumption is accepted, is briefly reviewed.

Pay variation represents greater variation in aues When focusing on horizontal
variations, the job is the same, leading to themagsion that inputs are equal. As such,
employees are theorized to respond to negativalines| created by pay variation by quitting or
reducing effort, both of which are expected to riegéy influence performance outcomes for
firms. Since overpayment beliefs are uncommorhalthose at the top of the distribution are
believed to experience negative inequities. Tlegligtion follows that greater variation
increases the inequity tension experienced for mgtioyees in a job, and that this negatively
affects individual performance, and subsequent fiariormance.

Relative Deprivation Theory

According to relative deprivation theory, feelingfsdeprivation are experiences of
resentment about not having something (Crosby, J19Z&rtain conditions create feelings of
deprivation, and deprivation is entirely relative ( social comparison-based). Seeing others
with something one desires and to which one fagiied leads to deprivation. Deprivation, as
a negative feeling of resentment, can lead to meghehavioral reactions. This is especially
likely when the lack of something is assumed tobiside of one’s control. These negative
responses could include reducing effort or retalgphgainst the organization.

Applications of relative deprivation theory to paariation research are similar to
applications of equity theory. Differences in payiation are assumed to represent differences
in receipt of a desirable resource (i.e., pay/mdn&yhen variations are greater, these
differences are perceived to be greater, increagbmgleprivation experienced by those who are

not at the top of the distribution. As such, ait those at the top of the distribution are expskcte
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to experience deprivation. This deprivation iseptpd to be increasingly experienced as the
variation increases. Thus, high pay variation shhbave negative effects on most individual
employees, effort should be reduced and/or courddygtive behaviors increased, and
organizational performance should suffer. As vedjuity theory, there are problematic
assumptions in this application; these assumpaoasddressed in the limitations section.
Tournament Theory

Tournament theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981) is ort@imost prevalent economics
theories applied to explain the performance effet{gy variation. Unlike equity and relative
deprivation theories, tournament theory was spedlfi formulated with the intent of explaining
vertical pay variations and responses to vertiegl\ariations. According to this theory, pay
differences across levels are more motivating ¢ae¢hat lower levels when there are large pay
gaps between jobs than when the pay gaps are draaélar & Rosen, 1981).

This theory suggests that greater pay differenbatsveen jobs create competition to be
the best relative performer within a job so thagd can be promoted to the higher paying job. As
a result of this competition and the large prize\fionning' (i.e., getting the promotion),
individuals are especially motivated to be the Ipestormer in the group of competitors. This
increased motivation, then, is proposed to expldig pay variation should be positively related
to firm performance. Since this theory is spedifier vertical variations, which are between-job
variations, tournament theory is not an ideal tiidor explaining horizontal variations (i.e.,
within-job variations).

Agency Theory
According to agency theory, employees are agergagad in contracts with

organizations (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). As agesngployees have their own goals and
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agendas. Similarly, organizations are entitie$\gttals and agendas. In order to ensure
employees contribute to the organization’s godalks,.amployee’s goals must be aligned with
those of the organization. This can be done tHrougnitoring, in which an employee is
watched and must behave in a manner consistenthatbrganization’s expectations. It can
also be done through incentives, by aligning emgéoycentives with the organization’s
interests. Introducing these incentives alignsetim@loyee’s and the organization’s goals. The
employee desires the pay associated with the iiveeahd behaves in ways to access the
monetary payout associated with the incentive.uAssg incentives are aligned with the
organizations goals, the use of incentives shawdtease organization-focused behaviors (e.g.,
high performance) among employees.

Applying agency theory to pay variation, increago®y variation is assumed to represent
increasing incentives (e.g., Lee et al., 2008)rotigh this increased use of incentives, the firm is
aligning employee interests with firm interestdiislresults in higher employee motivation and
performance, which increases subsequent firm pedonce. Limitations and assumptions are
also present in applications and tests of agerexyryh These are addressed later.

Expectancy Theory

Expectancy theory has been applied to pay reséarchany years (e.g., Lawler, 1973).
In the area of pay variation, it has received iasneg attention recently (e.g., Gupta et al., 2012;
Kepes et al., 2009). Expectancy theory is basetire® fundamental perceptions that
individuals have regarding the exertion of efféto(ter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964). These
three perceptions are combined to determine mativaitforce. Increasing employee

motivational force toward performing well shoulédeto increased individual performance.
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The first factor in expectancy theory proposecftuence motivation is effort to
performance expectancy o expectancy (Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964).
Essentially, B P expectancies are the answer to the individuaéstpn, "if | exert effort, will |
perform?" That is, BP expectancies are the individual's perceptioteprobability that
effort leads to performance. Lawler (1973) ideaetifmultiple factors which influence&P
expectancies, including the actual situation, paperiences, and self-esteem.

The second component in the expectancy motivatjoiatson is performance to outcome
expectancy, i.e., PO expectancy (Lawler, 1973; Porter & Lawler, 1988om, 1964). PO
expectancies, also known as instrumentalities, antive question, “if | perform, will it lead to
outcomes?” Because there are multiple outcomeasmh an individual may concern himself or
herself, people can have severat® expectancies. Pay is the primary outcome for
consideration in pay research. Lawler (1973) psepdahat P O expectancies were influenced
by multiple factors, including the actuabf relationship (i.e., the objective situation), pas
experience, and communication from others. Mucthefresearch on pay focuses on thed
link because of all the links, it is likely to beost controllable for the organization (“most easily
and directly influenced by organizations,” Lawl#973, pp. 57-58). That is, an organization
may develop policies to address the extent thatomues are tied to performance and these
policies are likely to directly affect-PO expectancies.

Valence refers to the value an individual placesheoutcome of performance (Porter &
Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964). As noted earlier, antver of outcomes may be considered by an
individual. In addition to pay, individuals mayreder outcomes such as peer relationships,
respect and recognition from one’s supervisor,fagtings of achievement. While there are

multiple outcomes likely to be considered for apgdfic action, individuals can cognitively
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manage only a limited number of outcomes and &edylito satisfice in making effort decisions
(Lawler, 1973).

Each of the factors discussed*P expectancies, PO expectancies, and outcome
valences) come together to determine motivatioorakf. The specific formulation of this
relationship is: Motivation Force (MF) =&P * ) (P> O * Valence of Outcome). The sum
sign () indicates that there are multiple outcomes foiclviir> O expectancies and outcome
valences are assessed. All of the values assdaiatie outcomes are added together. The
multiplication signs indicate that the theory isltiplicative (Nagengast, Marsh, Scalas, Xu,
Hau, & Trautwein, 2011; Vroom, 1964). That iseither E5P or) (P->O*valence) equal O
(e.g., effort is not believed to influence performoa, performance will not lead to valued
outcomes), then there is no motivational force madivated effort will not occur.

It is important to note that expectancy theory haice-based theory. That is, it
suggests individuals may have many different equatto determine which level of effort is
optimal. So in a given performance situation,ititdvidual must choose whether or not to exert
effort toward the task, and if effort is exertedwhmuch will be exerted. In a task performance
situation, the individual's level of motivationtise effort level that is chosen.

Applications of expectancy theory to explain payiaton have focused mainly onz¥O
expectancies and valences (Gupta et al., 2012;Kefpa., 2009). In pay variation contexts,
P->0 expectancies can be interpreted @Ry expectancies, which are expected to be
strongest when pay is performance-based. The acedemssociated with pay in these
performance-based pay environments should be hwghen there is greater pay variation
because the potential rewards for high performamneef greater value compared to the

outcomes of poor performance, assuming pay is dal&pecifically, pay variation based on
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performance is viewed as a measure of the inteasggciated with the incentive system. As a
result, performance-based pay variations are thettio be positively related to individual
motivation and performance, which influences firerfprmance.

Empirical Findings of the Pay Variation and Performance Relationship

One set of theories suggests a negative effecyfariation on satisfaction (i.e., equity,
relative deprivation) and another set suggestssdipe effect of pay variation on motivation
(i.e., tournament, agency, and expectancy). Ofsegu propose that it is more complicated than
this (e.g., negative effects would depend on howopfeefeel about pay differences), but here |
discuss the typical treatment of these theoreimgiments in prior research.

Empirical research has dealt with this theoretieation by describing the theories as
competing arguments to explain the effects of pjation (e.g., San & Jane, 2008). These
competing arguments are then tested by asses&mathvariation and organizational
performance relationship with authors reportingchireffect is stronger based on the results
(e.g., “Our empirical results are more in line witle ‘fairness, morale, and cohesiveness’
models than the ‘tournament’ models,” San & J&0€8, p. 886). | review the published
findings supporting each perspective, particuldiiyse with a focus on horizontal pay variation.

Negative relationships have been reported in &waaf samples, including professional
athletes (Bloom, 1999; Depken, 2000), top managéteams (Fredrickson, Davis-Blake &
Sanders, 2010), and faculty members (Pfeffer & t@amgl993). Findings of a positive
relationship have also been reported in a variesamples, including professional athletes
(Becker & Huselid, 1992), truck drivers (Kepeslet2009), and students (Harbring & Luenser,

2008). Methodological differences may illumingtede disparate results.
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Negative relationships are typically found when plag variation of interest is not
performance-based or legitimate (Downes & Choi£Z@upta et al., 2012). For example,
Kepes et al. (2009) reported pay variation was tngg related to performance when it was
based on politics. Other studies have controlbegpérformance-based pay, leaving only non-
performance-based pay variation as the independeiatole (Gerhart & Rynes, 2003; e.g.,
Pfeffer & Langton, 1993).

When methods ensure performance as the source dlifferences (e.g, sports samples
where individual performance is clearly measuredtodies where organizations report the
influence of both political and performance factorsletermining pay), positive relationships are
often reported. For example, the Kepes et al. p6tudy reported a positive relationship with
firm performance for performance-based pay vamatidrevor et al. (2012) reported that pay
variations explained by individual input were pogty related to team performance in the
National Hockey League. Other sports samples wihelieidual performance is the clear
determinant of rewards have also supported a pesgilationship. Specifically, race car drivers
(Becker & Huselid, 1992), professional tennis ptay@&ilsdorf & Sukhatme, 2008), and
marathon runners (Frick & Prinz, 2007) have allrbfind to increase performance as prize
spreads increase.

A Critique of Prior Research

A number of limitations are apparent from the pdaeg review. This study aims to

address many of these limitations, which are oedibelow.
Pay Basis
Theoretical frameworks all point to the criticaledhat the performance source or basis

for pay variation plays in a positive relationsbgtween pay variation and firm performance.
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For pay to be motivating, expectancy theory propd320 expectancy links must be high,
which is essentially representative of the pay erdormance link. Similarly, agency theory
indicates tying pay to performance increases algrtrof employee behaviors with firm
performance goals. Tournament theory suggestsgiromof the highest performer to the next
level leads to higher individual performance. Egtineory indicates that inputs must be
balanced with outcomes. Performance representgpahviewed as one of the most legitimate
in a work context (Werner & Ones, 2000). Pay repnés an outcome. Alignment of pay with
performance should be tied to equity perceptidRelative deprivation theory proposes that
control over pay differences may alleviate feelingsegative deprivation (Crosby, 1976).
From this perspective, performance-based pay magreate feelings of deprivation to the
extent that an employee is able to perform thgijel, he or she has control over making
additional money).

Despite the clear importance of the basis for gayation, it has not been viewed as a
central issue in pay variation research until rdgerEmpirically, many of the early models of
pay variation did not ensure that performance-basgdvariation was central to the analysis.
Rather, it was implicitly assumed that pay variatieas performance-based. In reality, pay is
not always performance-based. For example, Kejpals @009) reported that some pay
variation was based on politics in a sample ofkmitvers. Research on the determinants of
wages indicates that pay is partially driven by keorproductivity, but not fully (Bishop, 1987).

Part of the issue may be that it is difficult tesare pay variation measures are
performance-based. Even performance appraisatsmoafally performance-based (Cleveland &
Murphy, 1992). Research that makes explicit the@of pay variation both theoretically and

empirically is important as work on pay variatioowes forward.
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Incentive Intensity versus Pay Allocation

In trying to understand pay variation’s effectsaaiety of pay constructs have been
viewed as related and sometimes as equivalentytogrétion. Consider the arguments made
above in various theoretical applications. Terrtagg for expectancy, agency, and tournament
theory focuses on incentive intensity and pay-ferfgermance. Terminology for equity and
relative deprivation theory tends to focus on ggartd inequity. Pay variation tests are viewed
as tests of equity and equality allocation apprea@nd/or as tests of incentive intensity. For
example, one approach taken by researchers hasdpaypose competing arguments for a pay
variation and performance relationship (e.g., Sara&e, 2008). Incentive intensity arguments
based on theories such as tournament or agencytaeoapplied to explain a positive
relationship and allocation rule arguments basethearies such as equity or relative
deprivation are applied to explain a negative reheship.

The application of these terms is related to tleelmanisms through which individuals are
believed to respond to pay variation, i.e., faisdeguity and motivation. The fairness view
based on relative deprivation (Crosby, 1976) andtgdgheory (Adams, 1963, 1965) has focused
on terms such as equity or inequity, equality equmality (e.g., Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1992).

As noted, the theoretical logic is that employegerpret large gaps in pay compared to others as
inequitable, which has negative performance corsecps.

The motivation view based on agency (Jensen & MegkIlL976), expectancy (Porter &
Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964) and tournament (Lazed@&en, 1981) theories describes pay
variation as pay-for-performance and incentive(esg., Franck & Nuesch, 2011). The take-

away is that higher pay variation is representativgreater pay-for-performance or greater
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incentive use, and this leads to higher motivaéind subsequent performance for individual
employees.

These two views essentially have their own languagkefine what pay variation
represents; this leads to confusion. Are pay tianaequity, equality, inequity, inequality, pay-
for-performance, and incentive intensity all addneg the same basic construct? Or are there
important differences between the constructs? |13ter seems more likely, as clarified below.

Pay-for-Performance and Incentive Intensity. Pay-for-performance is “pay that varies
with some measure of individual or organizatioraffgrmance...” (Milkovich et al., 2014, p.
686) while incentive intensity can be defined d&“bverall magnitude of the incentive as a
proportion of total pay” (Bamberger & Levi, 2009,30D2; Zenger & Marshall, 2000). At first
glance, it might appear that pay variation is acugate representation of incentive intensity for
performance. In reality, it is not so simple. Gsmue is that pay variation may or may not be
performance-based (Kepes et al., 2009) as notegeabo

Aside from the performance-basis issue, an aduitissue is that pay variation is an
aggregate measure, a snapshot of the pay distnmibatirange in an organization at a moment in
time. Data on specific pay strategies, such agtentive policy of the firm, may be difficult to
obtain; data on the range or dispersion of pagpime cases, is available publicly (e.g.,
professional sports, academic salaries). Theseplsarhave been the predominant samples of
management research in this area. The pay variateasures developed from these samples are
typically based on individual salaries of each mends the organization. Rather than
measuring the actual pay policy of the firm, thegaor dispersion in values is assumed to
represent the incentive intensity of the firm. $ha measure of pay variation is a proxy for

incentive intensity. A problem arises because phixy includes more than simply incentive
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intensity. For example, if the firm has high inttea intensity for employees in a job (i.e., there
is a large amount of money that can be awardebifir performance), this will be well-
represented by a pay variation measure only ietieheterogeneity in the performance
criterion. If performance is homogeneous, thelélhe little variability in a performance-based
pay variation measure. In sum, the level of vaimats created by both the pay policies that are
implemented in a firm as well as the heterogenaitgmployees and groups on reward criteria.

The arguments made using pay-for-performance razehtives to describe the
relationship between pay variation and performareeconcerned mainly with individual
motivation. Since pay variation acts as a meastimgcentive intensity, a stronger test of these
arguments would be to ensure a performance bapiayoind to isolate the incentive intensity
that is driving employee motivation from heteroggnef performance.

Equity and Equality. Foundational management articles addressing aagtion were
largely rooted in equity and equality allocatiog@mnents. Authors have argued that pay
variation represents an equity allocation appraelcite pay compression (i.e., low pay
variation) represents an equality allocation apghnd@.g., Pfeffer & Langton, 1988, 1993).
Findings about the pay variation and performantaiomship are then used to draw inferences
about equity versus equality allocation approacbgmy distribution (e.g., Bloom, 1999; Pfeffer
& Langton, 1993). Table 1 lists the use of thggquity and (in)equality terminology in some of
the most influential articles in the pay variatigarature. In looking across the definitions, a

number of flaws are notable.
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Table 1

Prior Uses of Equality and Equity Terminology

Article Equity/Equality Reference
Pfeffer & Equality and dispersion distinction treated as ends of &rmaum (p.
Langton (1988) 588, 589); Dispersion treated as synonymousdquality (p. 593)

Pfeffer & “Pay compression or everay equality is desirable to promote
Langton, (1993) harmonious social relations” (p. 382); Salary dism is described
as a measure afiequality (p. 391)

Bloom, (1999) High dispersion treatedwrequal allocation, which is treated as the
same asnequity (p. 26, p. 38)

Bloom & Michel, Dispersion treated as synonymous viriequality (p. 33)
(2002)

Shaw, Gupta, & Salary dispersion is described as a measuirgeqfiality (p. 500)
Delery, (2002)

Trevor, Reilly, & Argue thatinequality andinequity are often confounded in prior work
Gerhart, (2012) (p. 585)

One flaw occurs when pay variation is treated psoay for an equity allocation
approach (i.e., the distribution of rewards basedhdividual contributions). In reality, there are
different issues that should be considered wheoritiag around allocation approaches versus
pay variations. Equating the two involves the agsion that high pay variation is
representative of equity allocations. However, paation in organizations may not be the
result of legitimate sources (Downes & Choi, 20G8pta et al., 2012; Kepes et al., 2009).
Perceptions of equity tend to be higher when pégréinces are the result of performance
differences (Werner & Ones, 2000) versus othercasur In order for high pay variations to be
symbolic of equity allocation approaches, it isessary that the distributions are based on

performance or other bases that are viewed by gragetoas legitimate (Downes & Choi, 2013).
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In fact, Leventhal's (1976) conceptual definitioneguity allocation rules defined them as
distributions within a group based on individuahttdbutions. If pay variation is high, pay
differences may be related to individual contribosi, but they may not. Thus, the suggestion
that high pay variation is a proxy for an equitipetion rule is tenuous.

Another flaw with suggesting equity is the saméigh pay variation and equality is the
same as low pay variation is that allocation ratesy vary from work group to work group. So,
while pay variation is largely conceptualized aeganizational phenomenon, allocation rules
are not necessarily conceptualized at this leWhng and He suggested this distinction in their
work developing a team pay model:

“Note that most studies on pay compression anddgégrentiation are conducted at the

firm level, whereas team-based versus individuakedacompensation plans are discussed

at the team level. For nondedicated cross-functimasn members, an equal team

compensation plan could result in pay differenpiatat the firm level...” (2008, p. 763)
An equity allocation approach where high perfornmeesrewarded differentially than low
performers may be the preferred approach by sonmageas while others may be more prone to
equality allocations. Firms may have large pafedéntials across the organization, despite
equal allocations by some managers. In factnaWith high incentive intensity based on group
performance may have high pay variation despitecuality allocation rule approach. It seems
unreasonable to assume pay variation is a faiesgptation of the equity/equality distinction.

Further complicating the application of equity agliality arguments to pay variation
research is that some authors have treated equdtgg@uality as synonymous (rather than a
antonymous as described above) such that high grégtions are viewed as inequality, and this
is assumed to be inequitable (e.g., Bloom, 199&cby Trevor et al., 2012). Specifically, pay

variation represents varied pay outcomes amonga®ees, leading to the proposition that

greater pay variation represents both greatermeyuality and inequity (Pfeffer & Langton,
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1993). These pay variation arguments assume iffiatetht outcomes (different pay levels)
create inequity, but they ignore the role of inpi@sipta et al., 2012). Inputs are fundamental in
equity considerations (Adams, 1963, 1965). If gdferences are performance-based, the inputs
are different when high pay variation exists. Geeaariation indicates larger pay differences
based on inputs, something that equity theory iesplvould lead to feelings of equity, not
inequity. In fact, research suggests inequityeiceived when wages are the same but
performance varies (Werner & Ones, 2000). An aggiom that pay variation is representative
of both inequity and inequality is inaccurate wipaty is performance-based.

In sum, at least two faulty assumptions of equagiggity and equality arguments to pay
variation exist, 1) that equity and equality are ®nds of the pay variation spectrum, and 2) that
pay variation is equivalent to both inequity andgunality. Application of these assumptions
may simplify the study of firm pay policies by limk pay variation to equity/equality allocation
theoretical arguments. However, considering theas raised here, the inconsistent findings of
this research stream, and the importance of cartstlarity to the management discipline, it is
important to explore these issues, and empiricafarate the constructs.

Methodological Approach

Methodologies used in the bulk of pay variatiopeerch have approached both pay
variation and performance as firm level constru€s the one hand, this provides ease in study
design and analysis as the variables are at the @l of analysis; these studies are also field
studies, allowing for stronger external validit®n the other hand, this approach misaligns
theoretical applications and empirical models.

All five of the theories described suggest indiatllevel responses can explain the

effects of pay variation on firm performance; yatividual level responses have received
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limited attention. These theories suggest that#usal chain is: pay variation related policies
(measured as pay variatiory individual motivation and performance (unmeasured)
organizational performance (measured as workforadyztivity or firm financial performance).
There is a need to explore the assumption that thefcies influence individual performance.
The theoretical mechanisms described by motivahenories, such as valences argl®
expectancies, have not been tested in responsg/ tegpiations. In order to understand if and
how these policies influence individuals, these Ima@ésms also require attention.

It should be noted that in the economics litergtaxperimental design has been more
common than in the management literature. Tharfgslof this work are interesting and suggest
value in this approach. For example, Abeler et28110) reported that when wages were
allowed to vary, students intended to exert gregftert (representing high motivation).
Harbring and Luenser (2008) found that studentreffdentions were higher for high rather than
low prize spreads. Unfortunately, the methods usé¢kese studies are limited. One issue is
that effort allocation is an intention rather treantual effort, i.e., selected performance when
performance is not actually required or selectéarieivhen effort is not actually required. This
does not fully address the individual performaresponse of interest. This work also tends to
take a tournament theory focus (Harbring & Irlerdiy2008, 2011; Harbring & Luenser, 2008),
where individuals compete with others to win thiz@rrather than creating a group environment
where there are some common goals among individuals
Summary and Implications

This study is designed to deal with the limitatiolescribed as a way of moving the pay

variation literature forward. As noted earliemake explicit two main construct boundaries in
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my investigation, 1) a focus on horizontal pay &aon only and 2) a focus on performance-
based pay variation only. The rest of this in\gggion follows with these constraints in place.

The preceding discussion also indicates two congigmspolicies especially relevant to
the study of pay variation and its consequencesguity and equality allocations, and 2)
incentive intensity. Thus, in this study, | def@ed operationalize these constructs separately,
which allows for separate theorizing for each.

| define equity and equality within the allocatiarie framework (Leventhal, 1976).
Allocation rules guide the distribution of rewaidsa group; equity and equality rules are
predominant types of allocation rules (Leventh8l/@). An equity allocation rule exists when
pay is distributed within a group based on indialdcontributions to the group; an equality
allocation rule exists when pay is distributed with group equally.

Incentive intensity is the variable proportion afyp Specifically, | conceptualize this in
terms of the pay-for-performance range of pay fgaging in work. Larger ranges represent
greater incentive intensity since there is an iaseel difference between what is paid for low or
average performance and what is paid for high pexdoce. A pay range involves two main
considerations. Pay floors are the amounts thhbwipaid regardless of performance (Brown &
Huber, 1992). That is, floors are determined leyualue of the job to the organization, and are
independent of performance. As pay for the joffeddnces in floors are likely to be tied to
economic concerns such as labor supply and denfaodrs can be low where one makes very
little for performing poorly or high where even Igerformance results in a high level of
compensation. Pay ceilings are an aspirationauamorhat is, a pay ceiling is the amount that
is possible, that could be paid, if performanceigh. Pay ceilings set a cap on what is possible.

Together, the pay floor and the pay ceiling crélagepay range (Kepes et al., 2009), or the range
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of possible pay outcomes depending on performaimbé pay range represents incentive
intensity, or the proportion of pay that is varebl

In sum, an allocation rule can be viewed as a aetimade regarding distributions to
individual members, while pay range is the sizditierences established by pay-for-
performance plans. These two factors coexistaomapensation system when group
performance creates a pool of rewards to be akocaSpecifically, the potential amount of
money to be distributed to members of a group dépen thepay range of the firm’s pay-for-
performance plan. The way this reward pool isrithsted depends on allocation rules. In the
case of equality distributions, individual pay auttes depend on the pay range and the group’s
performance; in the case of equity distributionsgljvidual pay outcomes depend on the pay
range and the individual's performance (thougihdwdd be noted that group performance is
relevant to the creation of the pool). Figure fpides how these issues have been treated in the
past and the treatment approach used in this stlidigle 2 juxtaposes the two policies.

The model built and tested in this study is focusegerformance-based horizontal pay
variation and separates pay range and allocatiercanstructs as different policies. Definitions
of important terms, as defined in prior research,iacluded in Table 3 for definitional clarity.

These are the definitions used in this study.
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Figure 1

Pay Variation, Incentive Intensity, and AllocatiBales

Compression Dispersion
CONFOUNDING OF Equality > Inequality
CONSTRUCTS Inequity/Equity Inequity/Equity
High Incentive Intensity
Wide Pay Range
PN
REVISED Equality Equity
APPROACH Allocation < > Allocation
Rule Rule
)\ 4
Narrow Pay Range
Low Incentive Intensity
Table 2
Pay Range and Allocation Rules

Pay Range Equality Allocation Rule Equity Allocation Rule
Narrow Pay Range Narrow range of potential payNarrow range of potential pay
(Low Incentive outcomes; Allocated equally outcomes; Allocated based on
Intensity) across group members individual contributions
Wide Pay Range Wide range of potential pay Wide range of potential pay
(High Incentive outcomes; Allocated equally outcomes; Allocated based on
Intensity) across group members individual contributions

33



Table 3

Definitions
Term Definition
Ability The combination of knowing what to do andwto do it (Campbell,
1990)

Allocation Rule

Effort->
Performance
Expectancy
Equality Allocation
Rule

Equity Allocation
Rule

Incentive Intensity
Motivation

Motivational Force

Pay Basis
Pay Ceiling
Pay Floor

“principles or values as the bdsisdistributing outcomes” (Kabanoff,
1991, p. 417, Leventhal, 1976)

(E—~>P) “the perceived likelihood that effort will resuh the desired
performance” (aka, expectancy, Nyberg et al., espyp. 4; Vroom,
1964)

“give all recipients the same, regardless of themtributions”
(Leventhal, 1976, p. 94)

“outcomes are distributed according to input” (Kiabi®, 1991, p. 418)
“distribute rewards and resources in accordance meitipients’
contributions” (Leventhal, 1976, p. 94)

“the overall magnitude of theentive as a proportion of total pay”
(Bamberger & Levi, 2009, p. 302; Zenger & Marsha000)
“a set of energetic forces that...initiaterk-related behavior...” (Pinder,
1998, p. 11; Pinder, 1984)

(MF) “a multiplicative functioof valence...instrumentality...and
expectancy” (Nyberg et al., in press, p. 4; Past&awler, 1968;
Vroom, 1964); A task performance situation has pl@tmotivational
forces associated with different effort levels;ilnduals are expected to
exert effort associated with the highest motivadidorce.

“decisions regarding how to pay” (GerBaRynes, 2003, p. 115)

Pay maximum, the highest possible pagumt

“the amount of pay that he or she [thelegee] can be certain to take
home” (Brown & Huber, 1992, p. 280); Pay minimuime towest
possible pay amount

Pay-for-Performance (PFP) “pay that varies with some measure of indialcr organizational

Pay Range

Pay Variation
Performance

Performance® Pay
Expectancy

Valence of Pay
Outcome

performance...” (Milkovich et al., 2014, p. 686)

“size of the difference between the Isighay rate and the lowest pay
rate” (Kepes et al., 2009, p. 507); “the pay défere across employees
in the same job” (Kepes et al., 2009, p. 500)

“the extent to which pay varies withi collective” (Gupta et al., 2012, p.
104)

Engaging in “behaviors relevant togibes of the organization” (Klehe
& Anderson, 2007, p. 978)

(P>Pay) “the perceived likelihood that the desiredqenance will be
rewarded [with pay]” (aka, instrumentality, Nybesgal., in press, p. 4;
Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964)

“perceived value of the reward [pay]’(Nyberg et al.press, p. 4; Porter
& Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964)
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Hypothesis Development

Hypotheses are developed as follows. First, tlioaships between pay range,
allocation rules, and individual performance arepmsed. A critical part of this investigation is
testing the relationship between performance-bpagdrariation and individual performance.
The review of the literature indicated that thist tehould involve the policies creating the pay
variation rather than a pay variation measure ad usprior non-experimental, field research.
Pay variation is best conceptualized from a patieyspective as pay range; allocation rules are
fundamentally different despite the use of allamatiule logic to explain pay variation’s
relationship with performance. Following these tiy)@ses, expectancy theory is applied in
detail to the pay variation and performance modelavelop hypotheses about the mechanisms
through which pay variation may affect individuabtivation and performance.
Main and Interaction Effects of Pay Policies on Plermance

In the review of the literature, it was noted thatformance-based pay variation is
primarily a function the incentive intensity (coptealized as pay range in this investgation).
Thus, an ideal test of the pay variation and irdlial performance assumption isolates the pay
range policy. The theories outlined above (eggnay, expectancy) all point to positive effects
of pay range, assuming performance is the sourpaytlifferences. Specifically, wide pay
ranges have greater separation between pay fladrpay ceilings. As the aspirational amount
that can be earned increases, motivation to earretliard for high performance should increase.
All else equal, larger rewards are more desirdide small rewards, and so motivation is
expected to be higher as pay ranges increase.

A separate issue is the effect of allocation rolesndividual performance. Allocation

rules, specifically equity and equality distriburtgy have been confounded with pay variation in
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the past. While allocation rules are differentnirpay variation and should not be treated the
same conceptually, it is worthwhile to test thatiehship of allocation rules with individual
performance as well. Equity allocation rules fomdviduals on their own individual
performance, strengthening the line of sight betwtbe behavior and the reward. Equality
allocation rules allow for free riding (i.e., exad less effort due to group pooling of efforts,
Shepperd, 1993) as the reward is less clearlyegblat one’s individual performance. These line
of sight effects make equity allocation rules lik&b create a stronger situation for encouraging
individual performance than equality allocationesil

Widening pay ranges increase reward intensityth&gange increases, equity-based
allocation rules should lead to stronger individenaltivational effects. By contrast, equality-
based allocation rules are likely to weaken indimaldmotivation because of a weaker link
between individual performance and pay (i.e., weéke of sight, conceptualized as>f®
expectancies when applying expectancy theory)s iBibecause individual effort may be
viewed as less likely to influence the performaaatcomes of the group, which are the primary
determinant of the pay that will be earned wheraétyuallocation rules are used. Reward
intensity should strengthen the effect of allogatioles on individual behavior. Individual
performance is rewarded when equity allocationsrale in place while group performance is
rewarded when equality allocation rules are in @lathus, increasing the reward intensity
should have a stronger effect on individual perfange outcomes under equity allocation rules
than under equality allocation rules.

The preceding logic leads to the following threpdiyeses:

Hypothesis 1: Individual performanceis higher in high pay range conditions than in low
pay range conditions.
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Hypothesis 2: Individual performanceis higher in equity allocation rule conditions than
in equality allocation rule conditions.

Hypothesis 3: Individual performance depends on the interaction of pay range and

allocation rule such that: Individual performance will be significantly higher in high pay

range conditions than in low pay range conditions under equity allocation rules, while

the effect of pay range on individual performance will be weaker or non-significant

across pay range conditions under equality allocation rules.
Expectancy Theory Components

Theoretical framework. Specific theoretical frameworks that explain thiatienships
proposed in hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 are rarelydte§ibus, | focus on applying expectancy
theory as the theoretical mechanism for pay vamedieffects, and testing these relationships.

Expectancy theory is chosen for several reasomg, €pectancy theory is a
parsimonious and comprehensive theory of motivatibis parsimonious because it narrows
down the multitude of factors that influence motiwa to three — effort to performance
expectancies (from here onEP expectancies), performance to outcome expecta(fooen
here on, PO expectancies), and outcome valences. It is celngmsive because most factors in
the environment or in the individual that are lik&d influence motivation can be understood
based on their relationship with these three factdm fact, expectancy theory can accommodate
both tournament theory and agency theory. Tourmatheory involves individual desires for
the large prize (i.e., high valences) in high pasiation contexts. It also explains that
employees compete through performance for thigpneaning that performance must be
believed to be the reason for gaining the prize,(§trong P O expectancies). Agency theory
also suggests incentives align the interests ofl@meps and organizations because they are
based on desired employee behaviors (i-2.0ORexpectancies) and valued (i.e., valence).

Expectancy theory has been well-applied to payecdst Lawler, a well-known scholar

in pay research, often applied expectancy theoexpdain work motivation as it relates to pay
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(e.qg., Lawler, 1971, 1973). As such, in much sf\uork, he applied expectancy theory to
explain why organizations may struggle to apprdplyamotivate using compensation. More
recently, scholars have used the expectancy framket@e@xplain the pay variation and firm
performance relationship (e.g., Gupta et al., 2&Ehes et al., 2009). Here, | apply the theory at
the individual level. This test of the theory tayprariation responses at the individual level is
rarely conducted but makes logical sense baseldeotihéory's attributes. Recent theorizing in
pay variation research has emphasized the valagpsctancy theory in explaining pay
variation’s relationship with employee outcomeg(eDownes & Choi, 2014; Gupta et al.,
2012), yet there has not been an empirical tegteoindividual-level theoretical mechanisms of
the theory as applied to pay variation. In thiglgt | test these effects directly.

Formulation. Here, important expectancy theory issues relevatitd development of a
pay variation and individual responses model atechoThe three expectancy theory
components are-BP expectancies, O expectancies, and valences (see the literatui@we
and Table 3 for definitions). These three comptsmeambine to predict motivational force.

The equation is: Motivation Force (MF) =t *} (P->0O * V). Prior research on pay has

often assumed-£P expectancies are constant (Gupta et al., 2aQh2rality, E> P

expectancies are likely to vary based on differengesituations and people. Objectively, some
situations lead to higher-BP expectancies than other situations. For examales person
assigned to a high sales volume territory is mituedyl to perform given a certain level of effort
than a sales person assigned to a low sales vdkmitery. Furthermore, people vary, such that
some people are likely to perceive their effortrawse likely to lead to performance while others
do not, given the same situation. Much of theasdefocused specifically on expectancy theory

suggests B P expectancies have significant predictive powenfotivation and performance.
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For example, Van Eerde and Thierry (1996) repoatedverage of 0.22 between 2P
expectancies and performance across 21 betweeeesshjdies in a meta-analysis of
expectancy theory. The averag®as even higher for intention to exert effart@.38 for three
studies). It seems clear thedlP expectancies are important to the predictioreofigpmance.
Thus, | include B P expectancies to develop a more complete modetofidual motivation
and performance.

The second part of the equatidh(P>O * V), states that all (PO * V) terms are to be
summed. This is because there are multiple outsarha behavior that may be considered, pay
is only one of the many outcomes. Individuals cagnitively manage a limited number of
outcomes (Lawler, 1973). In addition, an experitakdesign is used in this study such that the
only outcome that should vary across conditionmis Thus, the theorizing is focused on pay
outcomes, dropping the sum sign of the expectaguogteon. The revised equation is: MF =
E->P * P> Pay * Vpay

Expectancy theory is inherently a choice theotysuggests that individuals consider
multiple motivational forces at once associatedhwdrious behaviors or effort levels, and select
the behavior and effort level associated with tiglést motivational force. Because multiple
choices are under consideration, some scholarsexgectancy theory as a theory that should be
tested within-subjects (Kennedy, Fossum, & Whi@83). It can predict across subjects as well,
however. Individuals may respond to certain caoadg with high E2P expectancies,PPay
expectancies, or valences while other conditiong lma&er these values. We can predict that
motivation will be higher between subjects acragsditions that have differential effects on the

high effort motivation force components.
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The choice nature of expectancy theory is acknogdddere by recognizing multiple
equations may be considered by individuals, anddimg on the most important of these
equations to explaining motivation. Two of the maiotivational force equations are the high
effort and the low effort equations. These twoattuns represent the motivation to perform and
the motivation to slack. The high effort equatisessentially the best case scenario from a
motivation perspective while the low effort equatie essentially the worst case scenario.

The high effort equation involves beliefs that éxey high effort will lead to high
performance, beliefs that this performance wilbl¢athe high pay, and the valence of high pay.
Relating the high pay outcome to the pay rangs,rgépresented by the pay ceiling. That is, the
highest amount possible for performing the tasK wahe pay ceiling. Thus, the valence of the
pay ceiling is the outcome valence of intereshmhigh effort motivational force equation.

The low effort equation involves beliefs that exegtlow effort will lead to low
performance, beliefs that this low performance lgidld to low pay, and the valence of low pay.
Relating low pay to the pay range, this is represeby the pay floor. That is, the lowest
amount that will be paid for performing the taslogp is the pay floor. Thus, the valence of the
pay floor is the outcome valence of interest inltdve effort motivational force equation.

While both equations may be relevant, the highre#quation is especially important to
explaining motivation to perform well. As the Mi(i.e., the motivation force to exert high
effort) increases, higher motivation to perfornexpected since performing well is perceived as
likely, being rewarded for performing well is peireed as likely, and the rewards for performing
well (i.e., the pay ceiling) are valued. Kepesle{2009) reported that the pay ceiling, rather
than the pay range or pay floor drove performariezes of pay variation in a sample of truck

drivers. Thus, in the theorizing and test presehte, the primary equation applied is (where
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HE=high effort): MFe = E->P * P-2Pay * Vpay. As needed, the ME (i.e., the motivational
force to exert low effort) is discussed for compan purposes.

In sum, the following model has important charastes that distinguish it from other
applications of expectancy theory in the pay vammatontext. B P expectancies are treated as
relevant to the pay context. Pay is assumed taderimary outcome under consideration.
Valences for different pay levels are includednafly, as the motivational force to exert high
effort increases, motivation is expected to inceeas

Effort to Performance Expectancies. As noted, E5P expectancies are perceptions that
one’s effort will lead to certain performance outees. Referring back to the two MFs, the B
expectancy for Mfe is more likely to vary among individuals than e P expectancy for the
MF_e equation. That is, we can assume that belietddhaeffort leads to low individual
performance will be high. Doing little to nothiagmost certainly results in low performance.
The more variable P expectancy is the one associated with high effgftile some
individuals may exert high effort and still perfopoorly, others may exert high effort with
better results. An example may clarify the digimt made here. An individual may consider
the effort level to exert in a marathon race. We:e is the force associated with working
toward a fast running time; the MHs associated with running a slow time. In thegeations,
the E2P expectancy for running slowly (i.e., the belledttexerting low effort leads to a slow
individual running time) is likely to be high foramst individuals; the B P expectancy for a fast
running time (i.e., the belief that exerting hidgfod leads to fast individual running time) is
likely to vary greatly across individuals.

Most pay variation research does not incorporadePEexpectancies. This is likely

because pay itself is more proximal to the other éwpectancy factors (PPay expectancy,
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valence). There are important interactions ambegikpectancy components, however, such
that E5 P expectancies are relevant to overall motivatioconjunction with the other
expectancy components that are influenced by péws, a proximal factor likely to explain
E->P expectancies associated with exerting high effoet MF+E) is identified and incorporated
into the model. The term-BP expectancy going forward refers to the E expectancy for the
MFuEe equation, unless otherwise specified.

Campbell (1990) defined ability (i.e., what one#pable of) as including declarative
knowledge and procedural knowledge and skill. Bxetlve knowledge is one’s ability to “state
the relevant facts and things,” and procedural kadge and skill is “the knowledge attained
when knowing what to do (i.e., declarative knowlkedigas been successfully combined with
knowing how to do it” (Klehe & Anderson, 2007, 8. For any given performance task, then,
ability can be viewed as knowing what to do and howo the given task. Individuals who have
high ability are likely to perceive themselves apable of completing a task when effort is
exerted since they are likely to have objectiveghlkr E5P probabilities (Lawler, 1973). Thus,
ability should be positively related to2H° expectancies.

Performance to Outcome Expectancies. Performance to outcome expectancies are
perceptions that one’s performance will lead tdateroutcomes (Porter & Lawler, 1968;
Vroom, 1964). P>O expectancies in this study are reduced to inotudig one outcome, such
that only P>Pay expectancies are considered. THéPRy expectancy for M involves the
belief that high performance will lead to the hygy outcome.

P->Pay expectancies are likely to vary as a resuli®@pay system. For this reason, pay
research invoking expectancy theory often focusethis link in the expectancy theory equation

(e.q., Kepes et al., 2009). In the marathon ruemample, it is possible to see how prize
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structure (similar to attributes of a pay systenaynmfluence PO expectancies. If the
marathon is a contest where many prizes are gtlierrunner is likely to have highersFO
expectancies for the high effort equation thamily@ne prize is given.

The allocation rule in this study appears mostyike influence P>Pay expectancies for
exerting high effort (i.e., for Mke). Specifically, allocation rules that emphasie@ards for
individual performance (i.e., equity allocationas) should be associated with highe¥Pay
expectancies for the ME than those that emphasize rewards for group pedoce (i.e.,
equality allocation rules). Equity allocation rsiidicate that the higher performing individuals
receive pay in line with their contributions; eqtiahllocations imply that individual
performance differences are ignored in pay allooatwithin a group (Leventhal, 1976). Pay in
the equality case, then, is a reflection of groaggrmance alone, over which individuals have
less control, weakeningPPay expectancies associated with thesMiSchwab, 1973). True,
individuals contribute to group performance. Tbatdbutions of others are uncertain,
especially the extent to which they will performllwvelhus, one’s own performance has a
weaker relationship with pay outcomes for MRvhen equality determines allocation amounts.

Equity allocation rules should lead to a stronges bf sight between individual
performance and outcomes since the individual'srdmurtions determine individual pay
outcomes (Lawler, 1973). A group that is workiogrard a pool of pay to be distributed may
perform individually at varied levels. The amooithe pool earned by the group is then
distributed to group members based on each memtantsibution. Assuming a non-zero
reward pool, an equity rule may lead to a largeop&for the individual even when the group
performs poorly because the small pool is distedwdccording to contribution. A small pool

may result in high pay for an individual if shepsrforming highly and a large pool may still
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result in low pay for an individual if he/she isrfmgming poorly. Overall, then, the individual’s
performance is the primary determinant of her relwainen equity allocation rules are in place.

Supporting the superiority of equity allocationesiifor individual performance purposes,
Karau and Williams (1993) provided meta-analyticdlence for social loafing in collective
contexts. Based on an integrative model drawingxqrectancy theory, the Collective Effort
Model (CEM), the authors reasoned that the relatignbetween individual performance and
group performance was important to effort exertiés. this link weakens, beliefs that individual
performance will lead to valued outcomes decrelasee( P> O*V values). Corroborating this
idea, Schwab (1973) found that individual pay plaese associated with higheRD
expectancies than group incentive plans in a stdighyoduction workers.

More recent evidence regarding equity and equalibcations for motivation also
supports the idea that ME, and thus overall task motivation, should incréasequity
compared to equality. For example, social loafemgign of low motivation) was lower in
groups when an individual incentive component watuded, rather than an entirely group-
based reward system (Pearsall, Christian, & E2i4,0). In another study, Barnes, Hollenbeck,
Jundt, DeRue, and Harmon (2011) reported that girmegntives that included an individual
component led to faster, i.e., higher quantityfgrenance outcomes (a sign of high motivation)
than group incentives without individual differeatton.

Valence. Valence refers to feelings about an outcome. Theome of interest in the
MFHe equation is the pay ceiling. Though some havegsed that pay is low in importance to
employees (e.g. Herzberg, Mausner, Petersen, & €l§a\@57), it is likely that low reporting
on pay importance is an issue of socially desiragd@onding rather than actually feelings about

pay (Rynes, Gerhart, & Minette, 2004). Severalligtsishow that pay is an important motivating
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influence (Guzzo, Jette, & Katzell, 1985; Lockerdre McCaleb, Shaw, & Denny, 1980).
Evidence, then, generally suggests that pay isutgsome of positive valence for most
individuals.

Similar to P>Pay expectancies, the value assigned to the pagmetmay be affected
by the pay system in place. The marathon runngrpuamuch higher valence on a one million
dollar reward for a fast running time than a onadrad dollar reward. Similarly, the ceiling of
the range of pay outcomes for performance on avdbkkffect the valences assigned to a high
effort MF equation. For an employee making a degiabout whether or not additional effort is
worthwhile, pay range information, and specificdhg pay ceiling, indicates how much pay is
possible if performance is high.

In general, money has an increasing value as tlo@iainmcreases. Of course, this is a
foundational assumption of much of the economtiesdiure. The function may be linear or
non-linear depending on the theory, but it is galyeincreasing at low and moderate levels of
pay (Hey & Orme, 1994). Behavioral choices aremftiredicted based on payout maximization.
Based on rational choice theory, it is assumedgivan two alternatives, individuals will select
the alternative with the greatest utility, whicmdae calculated by assigning monetary values to
potential outcomes (Mellers, Schwartz, & Cooke,&)99n fact, economists are known for their
ability to assign monetary valuations to non-monetancerns (e.g., health care, sustainability,
Hanley, Ryan, & Wright, 2003).

Pay is money received in exchange for work. Payatlahe value characteristics
associated with money, but also has symbolic vituenham & Argyle, 1998; Mitchell &

Mickel, 1999). In fact, a recent article indicatbdt the importance of money earned as pay for

effort is more affected by increasing amounts ti@nimportance of money from random
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sources (Devoe et al., 2013). Thus, from botmatrumental perspective and a symbolic
perspective, higher ceilings should have higheenats than lower ceilings.

Expectancy Theory Hypotheses. These basic hypotheses are valuable as support will
demonstrate that allocation rule and pay ceilimygdeed influence the components of the
expectancy equation. The preceding logic leadsddollowing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4: Individual E 2P expectancy is positively related to individual ability.

Hypothesis 5: Individual P 2>Pay expectancy is higher in equity allocation rule
conditions than in equality allocation rule conditions.

Hypothesis 6: Pay valence is higher in high pay ceiling conditions than in low pay ceiling
conditions.

Individual Motivation

Applications of the expectancy components to irtiral motivation and performance
have been conceptualized in two ways. One, thea@apcy components can be viewed as
predictors of overall motivation (Van Eerde & Thgjrl996) which then predicts performance
outcomes. Two, the expectancy components canrbbined as in the MF function (ME =
E->P * P>Pay * Vpa) to create the motivational force for performandée MF value is then
tested as an antecedent to performance.

The first approach allows for the separation ofemtancy components from motivation,
and adds a variable between the expectancy comisoaet performance (expectancy
components?> motivation—-> performance). The second approach is somewlattouhe
original conceptualization of expectancy theoryridedy et al., 1983) and requires attention to
the specific MF of interest. With this approadtere is no mediator (BP * P> Pay * Valence
of Pay Outcome = Motivational Fore2 Performance). Predictions are made accordinigeto t

first approach for motivation here. These preditsiallow for consideration of the nature of the
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expectancy component’s interaction. For purpo$éssting the motivation to performance
relationship (addressed in the next section), Hwhmotivation> performance view and the
MF - performance views are applied.

To the extent the Me is high, individuals should be highly motivatethere is
evidence that each factor associated with the éiffgint equation has an effect individually in
addition to potential interactions. Specifically,a meta-analysis of expectancy theory
components, Van Eerde and Thierry (1996) repottiatidll three components positively
predicted effort and intention.

Considering the marathon runner example illumin#tespoint. If she believes she can
run fast, believes that running fast will lead tpreze, and values that prize, she is likely torexe
the effort to run faster. Assuming none of thedeis equal to zero, there should be a basic
direct effect of every component on motivation.claf the factors associated with exerting
high levels of effort is expected to increase natton.

The multiplicative nature of the theory has beebatied by scholars because evidence of
the interactions is weak (Lawler, 1994). In fAtan Eerde and Theirry stated, “Vroom’s models
do not yield higher effect sizes than the compamehthe models. This suggests that the
models lack validity” (1996, p. 581) as a concluasio their meta-analysis on expectancy theory.
Since expectancy theory is formulated to be mudigpive (Arnold, 1981; Nagengast et al., 2011,
Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964), the interan8mf the components on motivation are
predicted here. Thus, there is not agreement arsdmglars regarding the interaction of the
expectancy components. A test of this interadtatie context of pay variation is lacking. Itis
valuable to test these interactions, thereby douting to application of expectancy theory to pay

variation research and to the debate on the mighifple nature of expectancy theory.
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Predicting the nature of the interaction effectgassible by applying the equation
outlined earlier and mathematically testing theefof changes in the components on
motivation force. The revised equation providediearemoved the summation of outcomes
and focused on the pay outcome only:lME E=>P * P>Pay * Vpay Because values for»P
expectancies and®Pay expectancies are probabilities, they are repted in this illustration
within a range of 0 to 1; valences can be positiveegative. Here, positive valences of pay are
assumed based on the logic that money is valuedcen$ure a standard scale, valences for pay
outcomes are also treated with values between @ amthis illustration.

The equations are estimated in Table 4. A widgeaf values could have been
considered. The values presented here are siropijustrative purposes. For two-way
interaction predictions, the third factor is assdrit@be held constant. Constants are assigned a
value of 0.50; high probabilities and valencesamsigned a value of 0.90; low probabilities and
valences are assigned a value of 0.10. Assigrahges allows for prediction of the nature of the
interaction effect, which is plotted in Figure 2wo-way interactions are similar across factors.

It should be noted that two-way interactions aimgrily included for the sake of
completeness. The unmodified expectancy theomdtation is Motivation Force (MF) =&P
* > (P=>0 * Valence of Outcome). Thus, the only two-watenaction that is true to the
original formulation of expectancy theory is thePay expectancy by pay valence interaction.
The three-way interaction is best for incorporatifigP expectancy. However, to test the three-
way interaction, all two-way interactions must beluded. Thus, all two-way interactions are

hypothesized.
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Table 4

lllustration of Expectancy Two-way Interaction Etjoas

Valence Constant LowBP High E5P

Low P>Pay MF =0.10 * 0.10 * 0.50 = 0.005 MF = 0.90 *0410.50 = 0.045
High P>Pay MF = 0.10 * 0.90 * 0.50 = 0.045 MF = 0.90 *0.90.50 = 0.405
P->Pay Constant Low BP High E5P

Low Valence MF = 0.10 * 0.50 * 0.10 = 0.005 MF 90.* 0.50 * 0.10 = 0.045
High Valence MF = 0.10 * 0.50 * 0.90 = 0.045 MF 90 * 0.50 * 0.90 = 0.405
E->P Constant Low P Pay High P>Pay

Low Valence MF = 0.50 * 0.10 * 0.10 = 0.005 MF 50.* 0.90 * 0.10 = 0.045
High Valence MF = 0.50 * 0.10 * 0.90 = 0.045 MF 50 * 0.90 * 0.90 = 0.405

Note. The basic expectancy equation is:idE E2>P * P>Pay * Valence of Pay Outcome

Figure 2

Nature of Expectancy Two-way Interactions
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A simple way to demonstrate the potential for @&hway interaction is to look at the
motivation force equation. Effects of zero wouldka this illustration especially strong because
all but the high B P expectancy, high-®Pay expectancy, and high pay valence environment
would lead to zero motivation force; however, zeaties seem unlikely in a work context. That
is, because someone is in a job that he is qualifie he is unlikely to have a zero value for
E->P. Similarly, assuming that pay is performancesdasven when equality allocations are
used, there should be some probability for perforcedo lead to pay. Finally, pay is assumed to
have a positive value, especially the pay ceilirgy,(the pay valence incorporated into the high
effort MF equation). All values are representedas-zero.

The theory and formula lead to the prediction thiaén all expectancy components are
high, motivational force will be much higher thdmny one factor is low. As with the two-way
interactions, these values across possible scarmamoincluded in a table (Table 5). The nature

of the predicted interaction is presented in Fidiire

Table 5

lllustration of Expectancy Three-way Interactionuatjons

Low E>P Low P>Pay High P>Pay
Low Valence MF =0.10*0.10*0.10=0.001 MF40.*0.90 *0.10 = 0.009
High Valence MF =0.10*0.10*0.90 =0.009 MF A0*0.90 * 0.90 = 0.081

High E>P Low P>Pay High P>Pay

Low Valence MF =0.90*0.10*0.10=0.009 MF $90.*0.90 * 0.10 = 0.081

High Valence MF=0.90*0.10*0.90=0.081 MF#®0*0.90 *0.90 =0.729
Note. The basic expectancy equation is: MdE E2>P * P>Pay * Valence of Pay Outcome.
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Figure 3

Nature of Expectancy Three-way Interaction
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Individual Motivation Hypotheses. The preceding logic leads to the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 7: Individual E-2P expectancy is positively related to individual motivation.

Hypothesis 8: Individual P 2>Pay expectancy is positively related to individual
motivation.

Hypothesis 9: Pay valence is positively related to individual motivation.

Hypothesis 10: The MFne components (individual E-2P expectancy, individual P> Pay
expectancy, and pay valence) interact to predict individual motivation, such that:

Hypothesis 10a: Individual E 2P expectancy interacts with individual P 2>Pay
expectancy to predict individual motivation; the positive relationship between
E 2P expectancy and motivation is strengthened as P = Pay expectancy
increases.
Hypothesis 10b: Individual P 2Pay expectancy interacts with pay valence to
predict individual motivation; the positive relationship between P 2Pay
expectancy and motivation is strengthened as the pay valence increases.
Hypothesis 10c: Individual E P expectancy interacts with pay valence to predict
individual mativation; the positive relationship between E 2P expectancy and
motivation is strengthened as the pay valence increases.
Hypothesis 10d: Thereis a three-way interaction among the three MFne
components, such that motivation is highest when all three components are high
and low when any one component is low. (see Figure 3 for the nature of this
interaction)

Individual Performance

The foundational concern of the pay variation &tare is not simply that motivation

increases but that performance increases (Shaw)2@ll else equal, intentions (i.e.

motivation) lead to behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). Reseandicates a strong correlation between

motivated effort and performance (Broedling, 19/&yler & Porter, 1967).

The motivation and performance relationship has lmescussed at length in prior

research (Broedling, 1975; Lawler & Porter, 19670&Mm, 1964), but has been questioned by
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some recent pay researchers (Ariely, 2008; Ari@lyeezy, Loewenstein, & Mazar, 2009; Pink,
2009). Some of this work has suggested that owsivation created by incentives leads to
performance anxiety and prevents positive perfocaautcomes (Ariely et al., 2009).
However, a closer look at work in this area sugg#st it is extreme rewards that may explain
this effect (e.g., $300 for a small amount of workhus, it is valuable to test this relationship i
a pay context where amounts vary by less extrenwaiats.

Since the pay ranges tested in this study are neasonable than those of the prior
research on this issue (Ariely et al., 2009), dheth the over-motivation problem is unlikely, the
positive motivation to performance relationshigxgpected to hold. Specifically, greater
motivation will increase performance.

Returning to the prior discussion of expectancytigtwo tests are possible to explain
motivation and performance. In one, the motivatmperform the task predicts task
performance. This is based on the Expectancy Caerge> Motivation>Performance model.
This approach allows for the testing of hypothes#sough 10 with a subsequent test of the
motivation and performance relationship. In theosel test, the high effort motivation force is
actually calculated (Mile = E2P * P20 * Vpay); this MF value is then used to predict
performance. Thus, hypotheses are presented tessddoth approaches to testing. The full
model is presented in Figure 4.

Hypothesis 11: Individual motivation is positively related to individual performance.

Hypothesis 12: Individual motivational force (MF=E-2>P * P2>Pay * Vpay) iS positively
related to individual performance.

The model presented in Figure 4 depicts a compééwork of relationships that explain
the effects of horizontal pay variation-relatedigies on individual performance. Each link has

been hypothesized above (hypotheses 4 throughSi)port for the hypothesized links will
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contribute to our understanding of individual penfi@ance as an outcome of pay variation-related

policies and individual ability. The mediated tedaships presented in Figure 4 are also tested.

Figure 4
Full Model
INDIVIDUAL HIGH EFFORT
MOTIVATIONAL FORCE
H10a — H10d: Expectancy
Interaction
H4
. E->P
Ability | Expectancies HI2
H7
Individual
. HS[ | p>pay H8 \|| Individual [H11 | Performance
Allocation Rule . o >
Expectancies Motivation
H9
H6
. Valence of
Pay Ceiling Pay
Summary

The hypotheses and model presented here conttibtite conversation on pay variation
in a number of ways. First, allocation rules (iexjuity and equality) are separated from pay
range (i.e., incentive intensity). This distinctieads to separate predictions. In fact, thege pa
policies are expected to interact to predict penfonce outcomes. Furthermore, allocations rules
are predicted to influence»Pay expectancies while pay range, and specifipalyceiling, is

predicted to affect valences. Ceilings are ttasatias influencing the high effort equation,
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which influences subsequent performance. Kepak €009) reported that the ceiling was the
driver of pay range effects.

Second, the hypotheses presented are in regandivdual-level responses to pay
variation-related policies. While often theorizedividual-level responses have been somewhat
neglected by the management discipline in pay tranaesearch. A test of the effects of
policies on individual level responses can testssumption that individuals respond
differentially to pay variations. In addition, diqit incorporation of the expectancy theory
components tests the validity of expectancy thesrgn explanatory motivational framework for
pay variation-related policies. Recent theoretizatk has indicated that expectancy theory may
be ideal for explaining the effects of pay variat{e.g., Downes & Choi, 2014; Gupta et al.,
2012), but an empirical test is lacking.

Third, the hypotheses here also address othernmmagebates of the pay literature. The
effects of over-motivation in pay contexts havesreed much attention of late (Ariely, 2008;
Ariely et al., 2009). In this study, the motivatiand performance relationship is hypothesized
to be positive (hypotheses 11 and 12). If it isnfh to be positive, this will provide evidence that
within realistic pay settings, where values areexiteme, pay-for-performance does not
negatively affect performance due to over-motivatid\nother inconclusive area relates to
whether or not the multiplicative function of expertcy theory is valid (Van Eerde & Theirry,
1996). Expectancy interactions were hypothesiZapported for these hypotheses would
provide evidence for the interactive effects pr@gebBy expectancy theory.

In sum, the hypotheses provided here test old@ssons and provide a new treatment
of pay variation. The old assumptions refer to paryation as an influence on individual

motivational and performance responses. The newsgiualization is a more nuanced policy
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view of pay variation. By separating allocatiotesifrom pay range, the model is based on a
more precise and comprehensive approach to pagtierifrom an individual motivation and

performance perspective.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Overview

A primary purpose of this study is to addreassal inferences regarding pay variation
and individual performance. An experiment was ehaas the research design because
experiments are the most appropriate design fernat validity purposes (Shadish et al., 2002).
The two primary independent variables for this gtace pay range and allocation rule.

As noted earlier, pay range is a combination of gaings and pay floors. If both pay
ceilings and pay floors differ across manipulatiahs not possible to know precisely whether
the ceiling or the floor is related to the dependemiable in a causal way. Thus, pay range was
separated into a pay ceiling manipulation and afle@y manipulation. This means that three
independent variables were identified for manipafatallocation rule, pay ceiling, and pay
floor. The combinations that result from the pailiog and pay floor manipulations represent
various pay ranges. For testing purposes, destnib€hapter 4, each manipulation was entered
as an independent variable.

Allocation rule included two levels (i.e., equaldapd equity); pay ceiling included two
levels (i.e., high of $12 and low of $8); pay flancluded two levels (i.e., high of $6 and low of
$2). This led to a 2x2x2 fully crossed factoriatnix, i.e., 8 cells or conditions, as depicted in
Table 6. Participants received pay within thisgeifor performing a data entry task (addressed

in more detail below).
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Table 6

Experimental Conditions

Pay Ceiling/Top End of Range

Pay Floor/ Low $8.00 High $12.00
Bottom End of Range  Equality Equity Equality Equity
Low $2.00- $8.00 $2.00 - $8.00 $2.00 - $12.00 $2.00 - $12.00
$2.00 Allocation basedAllocation basedAllocation basedAllocation based
on group on individual on group on individual
membership contribution membership contribution
High $6.00 - $8.00 $6.00 - $8.00 $6.00 - $12.00 $6.00 - $12.00
$6.00 Allocation basedAllocation basedAllocation based Allocation based
on group on individual on group on individual
membership contribution membership contribution

In this chapter, the study methodology is describBdis includes information about the
task performed by participants, experimental praces, manipulations, and measures. In
addition, pretesting and pilot testing resultsdiseussed.

Subjects

Participants in the study were business studerasatthern university. All students
participating in the study received extra crediaqibusiness course for their participation.
Students were informed that they could earn exwditfor participating in a financial services
task study in the business behavioral researchlfabddition, they were told there was the
potential to earn money; however, no expected naoyetmounts were communicated to
participants.

Because there were human subjects involved inélsisarch, institutional review board
approval was necessary. Following initial protogpproval, modifications to the study design

were made. These modifications were mainly thet@adof questionnaire items. Each
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modification has a separate approval letter. Tik&tutional review board approval letters are
included in Appendix A.
Task and Materials

The task for the study was a computer task inngldata entry of financial information.
This task was completed multiple times. The firsiet was a two minute training session free of
any manipulation. The second and third times weaieh five minutes. The second and third
sessions occurred following the manipulation, amdexcompleted for pay. Completing the task
required participants to match an applicant ID namin a paper form to an applicant ID
number on an electronic form, then enter the incoatee from the paper form into the
electronic form.

The task required printed materials for each paditt. These materials were included in
colored binders at each participant’s work statidhe materials were identical for all
participants, and there were separate sets of ialdf@r each of the three sessions. The
participants were asked to use information fromgtieted material to enter data on the

computer (see Figure 6 for an example of the plguers used by participants).
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Figure 6

Mortgage Application Example

MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION — APPLICANT # &305

Name: Ginger Bohm
City: Cleveland
State: Ohio (OH) ZIP Code: 44101

LOANS, DEBTS, OR OBLIGATIONS

Monthly Payments: $1260.69
Total Liabilities: 549722

INCOME AND ASSETS

Income: $48856
Cash: s6030
Investments: 533558
Property: 5108113

MORTGAGE INFORMATION

Loan Request: 6222588
Down Payment: $37573

Participants were told their task was a group teistk other members in different

locations also working on the task with them. Tdngup nature of the task was required because

the allocation rule involves distribution withirggoup context. In reality, the groups were

simulated in that actual groups did not exist, \it@ task set up to create the illusion of a group.

The study required some level of interdependenensoire the task could feasibly

involve equality or equity allocation rules. Thetif there is no interdependence, such that

group performance was simply additive, an equalitycation rule would not make sense; if

there is full interdependence, such that individuaitributions could not be identified, an equity

allocation rule would not make sense (DeMatteo,, Bbgundstrom, 1998). To ensure either

60



pay approach was reasonable, the task was devetopefiect some level of interdependence
while retaining the ability to measure individugrformance. The task program created the
feeling of a group by providing information on othparticipants during both the training video
(e.q., participants are at other universities) @mdng the login process (e.g., “all participants a
logged in” text box). Participants were askedriteeone piece of information related to
mortgage applications while other group memberslavyput other information (see Figure 7
for the data entry form). This provided interdeg@mce in that group members had separate
pieces of important information, and they were d¢had) an overall database as a group.
Furthermore, they were told that for the mortgageliaation to be processed, it was necessary
to have six pieces of information entered correcliirere was some reward interdependence in
all conditions because group performance was iteliictp the participant as determining the
pool of pay for the group though the allocatioresutliffered across conditions.

The task was developed to reflect work of an elatvgl financial services employee.
Participants were told that the study would hekesschers better understand the most effective
work design for this specific task.

An additional requirement for the task was thatldw for individual performance
measurement that could be completed quickly andiefitly. Thus, the program quickly
referenced the database entries completed by thieipant to check for the number of accurate
entries completed during the data entry sessidre data on performance was communicated to

a laptop in the debriefing room to allow for payrhatthe end of the study.
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Figure 7

Mortgage Application Task Data Entry Form

[ Morigage oo |
Form Number 1
Applicant ID 2861
Liabilities

Income |
Down Payment
Loan Reguest

Monthly Payments

Property

Investments

Cash

04:49 Save and Nexi

Experimental Procedure

Participants recruited through courses signedygatticipate in the study through an
online experiment management system. Using theeslstem, participants could browse the
available times and selected a 1.5 hour timeslpatticipate. Times were available during the
day and in the evening so that most individuals whated to participate could participate.
There were 47 sessions available for sign up wathirheslots per time period. This provided
846 available spots.

The full participant schedule is presented in €ahl On the day of the session,
participants went to the business behavioral rebdaboratory at their assigned time. Once at
the lab, participants checked in at the front deRarticipants completed an informed consent
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form (see Appendix A for a copy of the informed sent form), then listed their instructor
information on a separate sign-in form so thataegtedit could be assigned.

At the time the study was to start, participantsenteld their participant ID number and
given a notecard with both their participant ID rhenand laptop number written on the card.
They were told that the participant ID number sddag entered correctly every time to ensure
payment at the end of the study and asked to wir@éD number by their name on the sign in
sheet. This was done because the ID number wasatfor the program to run correctly. The
computer program referenced the participant ID nemid indicate the appropriate information
to display because the participant ID number coetathe condition number. The participant
was then instructed to go to the computer lab, firsther assigned laptop, and enter the
participant ID number on the laptop to begin thelgt

During the study (i.e., after sign in and before playment and debriefing), there was no
need for interaction with the experimenter excapghe case of questions. At the end of the
session, participants were paid and debriefed &gXperimenter. Because everything went
through the computer program, participants had ashnime as needed to complete
guestionnaires or read information. The only ticoestrained activities were the training and
task performance sessions. This allowed for egstagl exit of participants, which was

beneficial during the payment and debriefing preces
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Table 7

Participant Schedule

Approximate

Task Time (Minutes)
Participant Sign-In and Consent Form Completion 5
Brief Study Introduction Video, followed by Questitaire I: 12

Motivational Traits, Big Five, Trait Affect, Soci@lesirability, Equity
Sensitivity, General Mental Ability

More Detailed Introduction & Training Video 7
Training Practice 2
Manipulation 2
Questionnaire Il: Expectancy Components, Effort Btadivation, 5

Manipulation Checks

Task Performance 1 5
Questionnaire IlI: Individual performance, Groupfpemance 2
Task Performance 1 Pay Information 5
Questionnaire 1V: Pay Satisfaction, Fairness Peiwe® Emotions 10
Manipulation Repeated 2
Questionnaire IV (continued): Expectancy Componédsti®rt and 5
Motivation, Manipulation Checks

Task Performance 2 5
Questionnaire V: Individual performance, Group parfance 2
Task Performance 2 Pay Information 5
Questionnaire VI: Pay Satisfaction, Fairness Péi@eg, Emotion, 10

Feelings toward Group, Interest in Continuing Work

Pay, Debrief, Opportunity to Ask Questions 5
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Once seated at their laptops, participants entéesdparticipant ID number, then watched a
short video introducing them to the study. Theswidhcluded a professionally dressed man,
speaking to the participant. He said the following

“Hello, my name is William. We really appreciatewbeing a part of our study today.

First, let me tell you about what we are doing.

This study is intended to help us understand theiericy of data entry methods in the

financial services industry. Your participationtins study is very important because the

research findings may help banking organizationsmore effectively.

Over the next couple of hours, you will work witlgaoup to complete a financial

services task and respond to questionnaires nailiiples. The directions for what you

are to do throughout the study will be includedyonr laptop.

Please read and follow all of the instructions med throughout the study. Please

complete all questions to the best of your abilityou have any technical difficulties

throughout the study, please simply raise your hdied can now begin by completing
the first questionnaire. ”

Participants then completed a questionnaire tithided several individual difference
measures. Following the questionnaire, particpardtched a video on the laptop that provided
training on the experimental task. This trainingsva video made via screen capture and voice
over (see Appendix B for a copy of the slides aathing language). Following the video,
participants were asked to use the training bitiikgrincluded print mortgage application forms
to practice what they had learned from the trainiligo. Performance in this practice session
was measured, but not communicated to participdiis. performance measure was used as the
measure of ability.

Following the training practice session, the Igpéoreen provided additional information
about participating in the task as a member obagand the method of payment for the
participant (i.e., the manipulation). The partasp completed Questionnaire Il after the

manipulation. Questionnaire Il included motivatimeasures and manipulation checks. The

participant then began their first task performasession using a binder of printed materials
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labeled TASK1. This task performance session fdage for five minutes. At the end of the
five minutes, participants responded to Questiaendi regarding perceived individual and
group performance. At this point, the data coddovere sufficient for testing all hypotheses
proposed in Chapter 2. However, in order to alloma broader data collection that incorporated
important considerations in this area of reseasubh as affective and cognitive responses to
compensation after a payment is made, additionedtipnnaires were administered and the
manipulation was repeated. The next paragraptridbesahis extension. However, all
hypotheses were tested based on data from Queatierih Questionnaire Ill, the training
performance session, and the TASKI performancemess

Following Questionnaire 1ll, a message told theipgrants: a) their own performance
level (measured based on the number of accurategand performance cutoffs established
during pilot testing, discussed in detail latethis chapter), b) the group’s performance level
(average in all cases), and c) payment based sintiormation and the condition. The
participant then completed Questionnaire IV, whitdluded responses to compensation after
being paid (e.g., emotions and pay satisfactiéfer the first part of Questionnaire 1V,
participants were told that they would be perforgniine task again for five minutes with the
same pay system in place (i.e., the manipulation nepeated). This was the same pay
manipulation used for the first five minute taskfpemance session. The participants completed
the second part of Questionnaire IV next, whichuded motivation measures and manipulation
checks for the second paid round of the task. tremire V was included following the task
performance session to measure perceived perfomrisfore actual performance information
was shared. Questionnaire VI measured responsks fray and task. After finishing this

guestionnaire, the screen indicated to the paaitgpthat they had completed the study, should
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now leave the computer lab quietly, and shouldogihé conference room to receive payment.
An illustration of the programming screens for éxperimental session are provided in
Appendix C. A full copy of the questionnaire codekds available in Appendix D.

When participants arrived for debriefing, the reskar asked for the index card
containing the participant ID number and laptop bam This information was used to look up
the participant’s payment. The participant wasithaid and asked to sign the receipt book
regarding payment. The actual purpose of the stuah/then revealed to the participant. Here is
the script used for the debriefing:

“As we are still in the process of conducting thiigdy, it is really important that you
keep information about this study confidential aoa’t discuss it with anyone else.

In this study, we are trying to understand whateapeople to be motivated and perform
well on a task. The groups in this study were $atea and all were rated as having
average performance. We were most interestedvinyloor compensation influenced
your performance.

If you would like more information regarding thisidy, we can e-mail you a copy of the
paper once it has been published.”

Participants were also asked if they had any in&tion about the study prior to arrival for the
study session and given the opportunity to asktopresor provide feedback. After debriefing,
the participant had completed the study.
Experimental Manipulations

As noted earlier, the study had 8 conditions. €hmmnditions varied according to
allocation rule (equality and equity), pay ceilifigw and high), and pay floor (low and high).
Participants were randomly assigned to conditidnsselecting pay values, the potential total
payout for approximately two hours in the lab wassidered. Assuming minimum wage is
viewed as appropriate, the average amount paidéheuaround $14 to $15 per participant.

Another consideration for determining pay ceilirgsl floors was the resulting range (i.e.,
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creating low floor, high ceiling conditions that emuch larger than the high floor, low ceiling
conditions). Thus, the pay floor values were $@ $6 and the pay ceiling values were $8 and
$12. This means that the range of payments redeiemss all participants was between $4 and
$24 since there were two sessions for which paditis were paid. Table 8 shows the pay

range-related condition information for one session

Table 8

Pay Ceiling and Floor Conditions

Pay Ceiling/Top End of Range

Pay Floor/
Bottom End of Low High
Range $8.00 $12.00

Low $2.00 - $8.00 $2.00 - $12.00

$2.00 Range = $6.00 Range = $10.00
Midpoint = $5.00 Midpoint = $7.00

High $6.00 - $8.00 $6.00 - $12.00

$6.00 Range = $2.00 Range = $6.00
Midpoint = $7.00 Midpoint = $9.00

In addition to the pay conditions, the allocatiaferwas also manipulated, such that some
individuals were paid under an equality allocatiole and others under an equity allocation rule.
Participants were told that pay for the job theyew#oing ranged from a low value to a high
value depending on their pay condition (see Taldbdse); they were also told that they had
been assigned to a workgroup to complete the tadkreat the performance of the workgroup
determined the pool available for payment. Theigpants were told that pay was either
distributed to the group members equally (in equalbnditions) or based on individual
contributions (in the equity conditions). Followiperformance of the task, participants were
informed of their payment and the payments of otnieup members. All participants were paid
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based on membership in an average performing grobps, individuals in the equality
conditions were paid based on equal distributidrik@average group performance pool (all
group members received the same payment). Pamitspn equity conditions were paid based
on measurement of their actual performance (groembers received different payments

depending on performance). Table 9 lists the &paypments that were made during the study.

Table 9

Actual Study Payments

Pay Ceiling/Top End of Range

Pay Floor/
Bottom End of
Range Low/$8.00 High/$12.00
Low Group Range: $16 - $64 Group Range: $16 - $96
$2.00 Ind. Range: $2 - $8 Ind. Range: $2 - $12
Reward Pool for Average Reward Pool for Average
Performing Group of 8 = $40 Performing Group of 8 = $56
Equity Condition: Equity Condition:
High Perf = $8, Average Perf = High Perf = $12, Average Perf =
$5, Low Perf = $2 $7, Low Perf = $2
Equality Condition: Equality Condition:
All = $5 All = $7
High Group Range: $48 - $64 Group Range: $48 - $96
$6.00 Ind. Range: $6 - $8 Ind. Range: $6 - $12
Reward Pool for Average Reward Pool for Average
Performing Group of 8 = $56 Performing Group of 8 = $72
Equity Condition: Equity Condition:
High Perf = $8, Average Perf = High Perf = $12, Average Perf =
$7, Low Perf = $6 $9, Low Perf = $6
Equality Condition: Equality Condition:
All = $7 All = $9
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The text for the manipulation was as follows. Iteimbold were populated based on
condition. As noted, the ‘group’ participants warevas a simulated group. Thus, each
participant represented one observation.

Before Task Performance Sessions 1 & 2:

You will be working in a group with 7 other peopteenter the information from the
forms into the computer.

Pay is based on the performance of members ofrtheg

Individual performance is determined by the numiddeaccurate entries made by an
individual. For you, this is the number of accarantries made in the income field.

Group performance is determined by the number pliegtions that can be processed
and the accuracy of those applications.

To process an application, at least 6 of the 8$iehust be entered.
Your group can make betwefBROUP FLOOR #] and[GROUP CEILING #] .

This money will be distributed to individual membaf the grougbased on individual
contributions - OR - equally].

In other words, individual paymenigepend on individual performance- OR -are the
same for everyone in your group].

Since this money will be distribut¢dased on individual contributions- OR - equally
among group members] your paymenfis dependent on your performance as follows
- OR - is dependent on the group’s performance as follasj:

» High individual performance — you will receive [indvidual ceiling].
* Average individual performance — you will receive individual midpoint].
* Low individual performance — you will receive [individual floor] .

-OR -
* High performing group — you will receive [individual ceiling].

* Average performing group — you will receive [indivdual midpoint].
* Low performing group — you will receive [individual floor].
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Measures

Ability was measured as the number of correctiestnade during the training
performance session. The expectancy componentsatidation were measured using self-
reported responses (see survey measures below)pefformance dependent variable was
measured subjectively (self-reported, see survegsares below) and objectively. The objective
performance measure was the number of accuratesirtrthe income field by the participant
during the TASK1 session.

Survey Measures

Questionnaires were administered at six pointduhe session. For the purposes of
testing the hypotheses from Chapter 2, survey messvere collected related to the TASK1
session. Survey measures were used for the folipwariables: effort to performance
expectancy, performance to pay expectancy, valehpay, motivation, and subjective
performance. See the codebook in Appendix D famaksures collected during the study.

For effort to performance expectancies, performanggy expectancies and motivation,
participants were asked to: “Please indicate howmyou agree or disagree with each of the
following regarding the task you will be performiiBASK1).” Responses to items were on 5
point Likert scales ranging frostrongly disagree to strongly agree. The effort to performance
expectancy and performance to pay expectancy seaiesadapted from scales used in a study
described in Djurdjevic (2013).

Effort to performance expectancy was measured ubmdpllowing five items:

1. How well I do on this task depends on how muchréffput into it.

2. The effort that | put into this task is not relatedny performance on this task.
(Reverse Coded)

3. If I'try hard, I will do well on this task.

4. There is a good chance that my performance willigk on this task.
5. If I put my mind to it, | should be able to perfothis task well.
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Performance to pay expectancy was measured usrfgltbwing five items:

The better | perform on this task, the more moneylimake.

How much money | make depends on how well | perftris task.

It is likely that I will make more money if | penfim well on this task.

If I perform well, | will make more money.

My performance on this task will not affect how rhunoney | make. (Reverse
Coded)

arwnE

Motivation was measured in the pilot study usingitems:

1. I hope | do really well here.

2. | am very motivated to do well on this task.

3. I feel driven to do well on this task.

4. | really want to do well.

5. I am highly motivated to do well on this task.

6. | couldn't care less whether or not | perform virelihis session. (Reverse Coded)
7. 1 am motivated to perform well on this task.

8. ldon't care whether or not | do well here. (ReeeCoded)

9. I'm really not motivated to do well on this taglkReverse Coded)

10.1 do not care about my performance on this taskvéRse Coded)

The measure was then reduced to the followingiferas for the full study (for details on
this reduction, see Pilot Testing later in thisptlea):

| am very motivated to do well on this task.

| feel driven to do well on this task.

| really want to do well.

| am motivated to perform well on this task.

| do not care about my performance on this taskvérse Coded)

arwnE

For the pay valence associated with the pay ceipagicipants responded to three items
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging frastrongly disagree to strongly agree. Specifically, the
participants were asked to: “Please indicate howhywu agree or disagree with each of the
following regarding the maximum amount you can migkehe task you will be performing
(TASK1).” The valence scale was also adapted fsoales used in a study described in
Djurdjevic (2013). The following three items irsponse to this question were used for the pay

valence scale:
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1. 1 would really like to make this much money.
2. | want to make this amount of money.
3. I really value this amount of money.

Subjective performance was measured using 2 questiter performing the task, but
before pay information and performance feedbackgirgen. Question 1 asked the following,
“How would you rate your performance on the task$K1)?” with responses on a 5-point
scale ranging frorpoor to excellent. Question 2 asked the following, “Individual parhance is
rated as Low, Average, or High. Where do you ekpgear individual performance will be rated
for TASK17?” with responses on a three point scélew, average andhigh.

Pretest

Pretesting was completed in June 2013. Eight Ra@ests went through the entire
program from a participant perspective to assesfidkv and capacity of the task program and to
provide suggestions for improvement. There weteang incentives at this stage. Data from
this run through were not used for any analysesth&, feedback given during a group
roundtable discussion session of the PhD studem$sused to improve the study design.

Feedback from pretesting lead to two primary upsleaehe program. First, the training
video was revised to provide a stronger sensesofitbup nature of the task (see Appendix B for
the final video slides and script). Second, tregpam had a capacity issue that would not allow
it to run for all participants at once. This wasrected prior to pilot testing.

Pilot Test

Pilot testing was completed in June 2013 with falojectives: 1) a full run through of the
study to ensure logistical efficiency and compuaigeration, 2) a test of the manipulations, 3) a
test of measure reliability, and 4) a test of thprapriateness of performance cutoffs.

Undergraduate students in business courses werglpdoextra credit for participation in the
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pilot study. They were also paid for participatlmesed on their condition, and in equity
conditions, individual performance.
Logistical Efficiency and Computer Operation

Twenty-nine undergraduates participated in thet silody. Regarding the full run
through of the study, undergraduates were comflertalth the operation of the program and
were able to navigate the various screens. Thargavideo was effective as most participants
completed the task as described.

The most significant issue that arose in the @tady related to the participant
experience involved the participant ID number entdne participant entered the ID incorrectly,
leading to problems with the manipulation/payoutgesss. Thus, a new protocol was added that
participants would write their ID themselves on $iigm in form to confirm they read it correctly,
and they would be told at sign in, “the participdtnumber must be entered correctly so that
we can pay you at the end of the study.”

Manipulation Checks

Manipulation checks confirmed that participantsevaware of the compensation policies
for the task. Most participants correctly entettegir minimum and maximum pay amounts (i.e.,
the floors and ceilings). Tables 10 and 11 provmefrequency of responses by condition. For
ceilings, 86% of participants in the low ceilingnctition and 87% of participants in the high
ceiling condition entered the correct value wheteddo fill in the blank for the statement, “The
most money | can make in this session is $ ."_For floors, 100% of participants in the
low floor condition and 93% of participants in thigh floor condition entered the correct value
when asked to fill in the blank for the statemémnhe minimum amount of money | can earn

during this session is $
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Table 10

Pilot Response to Ceiling Manipulation Check

Item: The most money | can make in this session is

$ .
-Enter Dollar Amount Here
Low High
Response N=14 N=15
8 12 0
85.71% 0.00%
12 0 13
0.00% 86.67%
16 0 1
0.00% 6.67%
64 2 0
14.29% 0.00%
96 0 1
0.00% 6.67%

Table 11

Pilot Response to Floor Manipulation Check

Item: The minimum amount of money | can earn duting

session is $ .
-Enter Dollar Amount Here
Low High
Response N=15 N=14
2 15 0
100.00% 0.00%
6 0 13
0.00% 92.86%
48 0 1
0.00% 7.14%

When ceilings and/or floors were entered incorygdtiwas primarily due to participants
incorrectly entering the group minimum and maximufe correct for this, when running the

full experiment, group minimum and maximum pay dwes were added next to the individual
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minimum and maximum manipulation checks. This teaselp the participants distinguish
between the group ceiling/floor and the individoailing/floor in their responses.

The means for the allocation rule manipulation &segere also in the expected
directions. Mean responses on a 5-point Likertes@nging fromstrongly disagree to strongly
agreeto the item;'Pay on this task is based on my individual perfance,” were significantly
higher in the equity conditiorM=3.92,N=13) than in the equality conditioME2.75,N=16),
F(1, 27)=9.54p<0.01. Mean responses on a 5-point Likert scalging fromstrongly disagree
to strongly agree to the item, “Pay on this task is based on my gsoperformance,” was
significantly higher in the equality conditioM€4.50,N=16) than in the equity condition

(M=3.38,N=13),F(1, 27)=7.75p<0.05. See Table 12 for allocation rule manipolathecks.

Table 12

Allocation Rule Manipulation Checks

Std.
Item Condition N Mean Deviation
Pay on this task is based on equality 16 450 0.73
my group's performance.
equity 13 3.38 1.39
Pay on this task is based on equality 16 275 0.93
my individual performance.
equity 13 3.92 1.12

Measure Reliability
The third purpose of the pilot study was to astiessneasurement items for the variables
in the study. For both effort to performance exaecies and for performance to pay

expectancies, each five item scale had high inteaasistency (B P expectancy=0.84;
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P->Pay expectancy=0.89), and all items were included for the finaldy. Table 13 and Table

14 provide detailed information for each of therte

Table 13

Effort to Performance Expectancy Item DescriptivatiStics

Std.
Item (N=29) Mean  Deviation
How well I do on this task depends on how muchreffput into it. 4.28 0.75
The effort that | put into this task is not relatedmy performance on 3.93 107
this task. (Mean is based on the item after it veasded) ' '
If I try hard, | will do well on this task. 4.38 (Y4
There is a good chance that my performance willigk on this task. 4.34 0.77
If I put my mind to it, I should be able to perfothis task well. 4.59 0.50
Table 14
Performance to Pay Expectancy Item Descriptive shizd
Std.
Item (N=29) Mean Deviation
The better | perform on this task, the more moneylimake. 4.38 0.82
How much money | make depends on how well | perftris task. 3.93 1.03
It is likely that | will make more money if | penfiomn well on this task. 441 0.63
If I perform well, | will make more money. 431 Q.8
My performance on this task will not affect how rhunoney | 3.08 0.70

make. (Mean is based on the item after it was redpd

Regarding the motivation measure, ten items werleided in the pilot test, but this was
reduced to five items for the full experiment asdieack from participants indicated some survey
fatigue. The ten item measure had high internasisbency ¢=0.96). Items with the strongest

intercorrelations, and thus contributing to intém@nsistency were selected for inclusion in the
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full study. See Table 15 for detailed informatregarding the motivation items included in the

pilot study.

Table 15

Motivation Item Descriptive Statistics

Std. Item Used for
ltem (N=29) Mean Deviation Full Study
I hope | do really well here. 4.55 0.74
| am very motivated to do well on this task. 4.28 900 X
| feel driven to do well on this task. 4.24 0.95 X
| really want to do well. 4.38 0.94 X
I am highly motivated to do well on this task. 417 0.97
| couldn't care less whether or not | perform virell
this session. (Mean is based on the item afteagw  3.79 1.32
recoded)
| am motivated to perform well on this task. 4.28 .98 X
| don't care whether or not | do well here. (Mé&an 4.10 0.98
based on the item after it was recoded) ’ '
I'm really not motivated to do well on this task. 3.72 131
(Mean is based on the item after it was recoded) ’ '
| do not care about my performance on this task. 4.14 0.99 X

(Mean is based on the item after it was recoded)

Subjective performance was measured using two itddwsv would you rate your
performance on the task (TASK1)?” with responsea 6rpoint scale ranging fropoor to
excellent and “Individual performance is rated as Low, Averagr High. Where do you expect
your individual performance will be rated for TASK1with responses on a 3-point scaldaf,
average andhigh. The coefficient alpha for the two subjectivefpenance items was 0.69. The
correlation for these two items was 0.60 for tHetmtudy. These low values may be because

the 3-point scale is limited while the 5-point gcallows for finer distinctions. No participants
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selected low for their performance level for thp@nt scale question. Both items were included
for the full study. Since the two items were offedence scales, for analysis purposes, both
items were standardized and then combined. Thiiceat alpha based on the standardized

items was 0.75. See Table 16 for item descriggtagstics.

Table 16

Performance Item Descriptive Statistics

Std.
Item (N=29) Mean Deviation
How would you rate your performance on the task$KA)? (5- 3.72 0.84
point response scale) ' '
Where do you expect your individual performancd ba! rated 2 62 0.49

for TASK1? (3 point response scale)

Three items were included for pay valence in thiestudy, but were not tested as part of
the pilot study. This was because the decisiangasure the pay valence directly in relationship
to the pay maximum, which is truer to the expecyaheory application used here, was made
after the pilot study was completed. Initiallyetuestionnaire simply asked questions regarding
the valence of pay, in general, without refererclhé maximum. Direct questions about the
pay maximum value were a better representatioheopay valence construct in the high effort
motivational force equation, and were used forftitlestudy.

Performance Cutoffs

Regarding performance cutoffs (i.e., the numbexcalrate entries in the income field
required for each level of performance), the disifion of correct entries during the pilot was
considered in order to set the performance cufoffthe full study. Performance cutoffs were
not critical to testing of the hypotheses in Chagtebut were important for paying participants

and for running the full study. For pretesting gildt testing, performance cutoffs were set as
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follows: Low = 0 to 14 correct entries; Average 5tb 19 correct entries; High = 20 or more
correct entries.

The distribution of performance for the pilotayus provided in Figure 8. Based on
this distribution, performance cutoffs were adjddie ensure a distribution of low and high

performers across conditions.

Figure 8

Pilot Study Performance Distribution
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Based on the pilot study performance levels, tHevidng cutoffs were established for

the full experiment: Low = 0 to 22 correct entridserage = 23 to 26 correct entries, High = 27

or more correct entries.

Funding

The average payment for participation in this stwadg approximately $15. Funding for

payments to participants and other miscellaneopsreses was provided by the James H. Penick

Endowment ($10,000) and the SHRM Foundation Diasert Grant Award ($5,000).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Overview

The hypotheses developed in Chapter 2 were tesiad the data collected according to
the methods described in Chapter 3. The resultsesk tests are reported here. Before
reporting the results of the hypothesis testsstmple is described, manipulation checks are
reported, and the psychometric properties of véegbre discussed.

Study Sample

The sample for this study was made up of 584 umddugte business students at a large
university. Student participants were recruitedlassrooms and were all given extra credit for
participation in the study. Sixty-two percent afrficipants reported their sex as male, and 78
percent reported their race as white. The averggerted participant age was 21 years old.

Of 584 participants in the study, the data for &&ipipants were removed from the
analysis. There were two reasons for which anreaen was removed. First, some
participants were repeat participants, such treas#étond observation would not be independent
(N=3). Second, there were some technical difficsiltiet led to removal of observations
(N=13). The primary technical issue occurred dudng session when the server disconnected,
which prevented data from being recorded. Othghrtieal issues were specific to laptop
failures. The analysis described here is basetdi®neimaining 568 participants.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Allocation rule, pay ceiling and pay floor were mdanipulated variables. Individual

ability and objective individual performance wereasured based on the count of correct entries

for the training and first paid task sessions, eetipely. All mediators of the model and the
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subjective individual performance measure were oreasusing multiple survey response items.
Thus, a confirmatory factor analysis was condutbeassess the construct validity of the items
used for the mediators and subjective performaneasores. In addition, variables were
inspected to ensure they met parametric testingngstsons.

Prior to running any analysis, three items wereaded (e.g., 1 was recoded to 5; 2 was
recoded to 4, and so on), so that the measureroaetssvould match other items tapping the
construct. The reverse coded item fe? E expectancy was “The effort that | put into tlaisk is
not related to my performance on this task.” Téweerse coded item for?PPay expectancy was
“My performance on this task will not affect how alumoney | make.” The reverse coded item
for motivation was “I do not care about my perfono@ on this task.”

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was completecgnsure items used to measure
each construct were related to the intended caststnd not cross-loading onto other related
constructs. The analysis was complete in AMOS RRAtBuckle, 2011). Missing information
limits the capability of AMOS to run full analyseSome cases had missing responses on items
and had to be excluded for analysis in AMOS. Rer@FA, 558 cases were included. The
reduction made for the CFA was not required forttipgothesis tests described later in this
chapter. The CFA involved five parts — individaabdel fit, convergent validity, reliability,
discriminant validity, and full measurement model f
Individual Construct Model Fit

Model fit for each construct was assessed by sega@nalyzing the measurement
model for each construct to the extent possibleolme cases, the latent variable had less than
four items, requiring fit to be assessed with tateht variables at a time. Significafitvalues

indicate poor model fit when sample sizes are sorathedium (Byrne, 2010). For large sample
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sizes, significang? values are likely and are not a good indicatanofiel fit. Thus, to assess
model fit, alternative fit measures were also us#l cutoff criteria based on Hu and Bentler
(1999). SpecificallyCFI values greater than 0.99RMR values less than 0.08, aRMSEA
values less than 0.06 were treated as indicatibgeax model fit.

For the full five item B P expectancy scale, the RMSEA value was greatarGi6
and they? p-value was less than 0.001. To determine the ikehmay be problematic, the items
were reviewed to assess their connection to therlyidg construct.

E->P Expectancy ltems:

How well | do on this task depends on how muchreffput into it.

If I try hard, | will do well on this task.

Thereis a good chance that my performance will be high on this task.

If I put my mind to it, | should be able to perfothis task well.

The effort that | put into this task is not relatedny performance on this task.

(R)

From a review of the items, one item in th& E expectancy scale appeared to be a poor

agrwNE

fit conceptually. Specifically, responses to ttean, “there is a good chance that my
performance will be high on this task” could bedzhen one’s overall motivation rather than
exclusively one’s beliefs that effort leads to perfiance. After removing the item from the
analysis, model fit improved. For the four item®P expectancy scale, all fit indicators were
within recommended limitsCFI andSRMR values continued to be acceptabyé p-values and
RMSEA values were improved and acceptalyfepvalue>0.05RMSEA = 0.05).

For the P>Pay expectancy scale, the RMSEA value was alsdegrérean 0.06 and the
p-value was less than 0.001. Similar to what wasedor E2 P expectancy, the-PPay

expectancy items were reviewed to assess theirection to the underlying construct.
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P->Pay Expectancy ltems:

The better | perform on this task, the more moneylimake.

How much money | make depends on how well | perform this task.

It is likely that | will make more money if | penfiomn well on this task.

If I perform well, | will make more money.

My performance on this task will not affect how rhunoney | make. (R)

agrwnNPE

The second item was somewhat inconsistent witmaeqaual definition. Specifically,
responses to the item, “How much money | make d#pen how well | perform this task”
seemed to include both=HPay expectancy (i.e., the belief that pay wasttegaerformance) and
the size of the pay. That is, rather than simgyd a probability, this value indicated an
amount in a more distinct way than the other iteffilse last item “My performance on this task
will not affect how much money | make” had a simiksue, but it was not necessary to remove
additional items as the model fit improved andhadidel fit indices were satisfactory against the
cutoffs after removing one item (“How much monaydke depends on how well | perform this
task” was removed, all other items were retained).

For the motivation scale, fit with the five itemase was acceptable. Thus, no items were
removed from the scale. For pay valence and stitgegerformance, there were less than four
items for each construct, so these constructs cutlthe analyzed individually. This is because
there would not be enough degrees of freedom &sasrodel fit (Kline, 2011). The four item
P->Pay expectancy measure had very good fit, so eattract was run separately with the four
item P>Pay expectancy measure to allow for a test ofAit.alternative fit indices for all three

constructs were acceptable. See Table 17 farformation for each model.
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Table 17

Model Fit
# of

Latent Construct ltems ¥2 (df) v’ p-value  CFI SRMR  RMSEA
E->P Expectancy 5 23.18 (5) <0.001 0.98 0.03 0.08
E->P Expectancy 4 5.20 (2) 0.07 0.99 0.02 0.05
P->Pay Expectancy 5 56.15 (5) <0.001 0.95 0.04 0.14
P->Pay Expectancy 4 1.53 (2) 0.47 1.00 0.01 <0.001
Motivation 5 6.05 (5) 0.30 1.00 0.01 0.02
Pay Valence (with
four item P>Pay 3 25.78 (13) 0.02 0.99 0.03 0.04
Expectancy)
Subjective
Performance (with 2 10.50 (8) 0.23 1.00  0.02 0.02

four item P>Pay
Expectancy)

Convergent Validity

Values for the average variance extracted (AVE)evoaiculated for all latent constructs
according to the method used above. That is, Wie was calculated based on the model of the
construct alone if possible. When the item hadefetivan four items, the model was run with the
construct and the four itemPay expectancy construct. AVE represents the atradun
variance in observed measures due to the latestroahrather than error. A value greater than
0.5 indicates an acceptable AVE value (Kline, 2(ddljt indicates the latent construct explains
more variance than error. Average variance extaealues for all scales, except the E
expectancy scale, were acceptable Ry = 0.52; Motivation = 0.65; Pay Valence = 0.71;
Subjective Performance = 0.61).

The AVE for the four item B P expectancy scale was problematic. Specifictily,
AVE for the four item measure was 0.42. Analysdicated that the item, “The effort that | put

into this task is not related to my performancehos task,” had a poor factor loading with a
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standardized lambda of 0.32 and a squared mutigrielation value of 0.10. This poor factor
loading explained the low AVE. This item was reradand the model was reanalyzed. Since
the removal of this item lead to a less than 4 getime construct was analyzed with the Pay
expectancy construct to ensure sufficient degréésedom. The reanalyzed model had an
improved AVE for E5P expectancy (i.e., above the 0.50 threshold, AVES2) and the model
fit was acceptable/f (13) = 42.95p-value <0.001CFI = 0.98;SRMR = 0.04;RMSEA = 0.06).

A final indicator of convergent validity are lambdalues. If the standardized lambda
values (i.e., the standardized regression weiginesyreater than 0.30 and the unstandardized
values are significant, this is an indication oheergent validity (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1998). All of the separate models had laanbalues that were acceptable.

Reliability

Coefficient alpha is a common measure of religbthat can be run in SPSS for each
variable separately. Coefficient alpha is a measfithe inter-correlation of items that is
sensitive to the number of items (i.e., it incresaag the number of items increases, Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994). The coefficient alpha valuesaatdd acceptable levels of reliability. All
values exceeded the 0.70 valueXE = 0.76; P Pay = 0.74; Pay Valence = 0.84; Motivation =
0.89; Subjective Performance = 0.75). The algipanted for subjective performance is based
on the standardized items, since the items wenelatdized prior to creating the variable for

hypothesis testing.
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Table 18

Reliability
Construct Coefficient Alpha
E->P Expectancy 0.76
P->Pay Expectancy 0.74
Pay Valence 0.84
Motivation 0.89
Subjective Performance 0.75

Discriminant Validity

There are two approaches that can be used to déaetendiscriminant validity across
constructs. The first is the pairwigedifference test. In this test, a model with tvemstructs is
analyzed unconstrained where the correlation betwee latent constructs is free to vary and
then constrained (i.e., nested) where the corogldietween the latent constructs is restricted to
1. If there is a significant difference betweea thvalues for the two models, such that the
unconstrained model is a better fit than the camstd model, this provides evidence for
discriminant validity. Essentially, this indicatémat allowing the constructs to be conceptually
distinct is superior to treating them as equivalehtseries of comparisons was run. For all
comparisons, it was found that the unconstrainedainwas a significantly better fit than the
constrained model (see Table 19). According te tist, there was discriminant validity across
the construct measures.

The second approach is the Fornell-Larcker tesin@tb& Larcker, 1981). This test can
be run when the full measurement model is analyzed the model that includes all measures

and constructs). Thus, this test is discussedindgke full measurement model section.
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Table 19

+? Difference Tests of Discriminant Validity

Constrained/

Unconstrained Nested 2 Difference Test
XZ

Construct Pairing e df e df Difference df p-value
E->P & P>Pay 42.95 13  169.50 14 126.55 1 <0.001
E->P & Motivation 36.18 19 97.33 20 61.15 1 <0.001
E>P & Pay 1802 8 36708 9 34906 1  <0.001
Valence

ESP & Subjective 45 4 90050 5 22108 1 <0.001
Performance

P>Pay & 61.41 26 52274 27 46133 1  <0.001
Motivation

P~>Pay & Pay 2578 13 67393 14 64815 1 <0.001
Valence

P->Pay &

Subjective 10.50 8 248.81 9 238.31 1 <0.001
Performance

Motivation & Pay 3530 19 92631 20 89101 1  <0.001
Valence

Motivation &

Subjective 11.04 13 245.43 14 234.39 1 <0.001
Performance

Pay Valence &

Subjective 3.32 4 242.62 5 239.30 1 <0.001
Performance

Full Measurement Model Fit

All constructs were combined to test overall mddehssess convergent validity, and

assess discriminant validity within the contexthad full measurement model.=8° expectancy

and P>Pay expectancy were analyzed based on the shodeabxs. Overall model fit of the

full model was acceptablg?((109) = 201.46p<0.001;CFI = 0.98;SRMR = 0.04;RMSEA =
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0.04). See Figure 9 for the full measurement mo&hndardized lambda values are
represented by the arrows from the latent constauttte indicators.

Based on the full model, the standardized AVEsveeceptable for all latent constructs
(E=>P =0.52; PO =0.52; Motivation = 0.65; Pay Valence = 0.71; jsabve Performance =
0.62) and standardized lambdas were all accepfalle30, Hair et al., 1998), indicating
convergent validity.

Running the full model did identify a problem widiscriminant validity. The Fornell-
Larker test involves comparison of the AVE valuesarrelation values. If the AVE value is
less than the correlation squared value, discrintimalidity is questionable (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). When this threshold is not met, it indisateat shared variance between latent constructs
is greater than the shared variance of the obseneaures for their own construct. The results
of the Fornell-Larker test are presented in Table Phe test indicates thatH? expectancy
may not have discriminant validity from theXfPay expectancy and motivation variables.
Specifically, the AVE values for£P expectancy (0.52) and motivation (0.65) were tleas
the squared correlation value for the latent vdeml0.74). In addition, the AVE values for
E->P expectancy (0.52) andPay expectancy (0.52) were less than the squareelation

value for the latent variables (0.54).
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Figure 9

Full Measurement Model
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Table 20

Fornell-Larker Test Matrix

E->P P->0 Motivation Pay Subjective
Expectancy Expectancy Valence Performance
E->P Expectancy 0.52 0.74 0.86 0.41 0.32
P->0 Expectancy 0.54 0.52 0.61 0.39 0.22
Motivation 0.74 0.37 0.65 0.42 0.25
Pay Valence 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.71 0.21
Subjective Performance 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.62

Note. Values based on standardized weights; AVE valueslang the diagonal; correlations are
above the diagonal; squared correlations are btiewdiagonal.
Summary

The confirmatory factor analysis provided evideotéhe following. One, items from the
E->P expectancy variable and thePay expectancy scales were dropped due to paandit
variance explained. Two, there was strong evidémceonvergent validity and reliability for all
variables after items were removed feP B expectancy andPPay expectancy. Three, there
was evidence for discriminant validity for all vaoles, though this evidence was somewhat
weaker for P expectancy. For this variable, there was sugpodiscriminant validity via
the 4 difference test; however, the more conservative@lbLarker test indicated that the@P
expectancy measure may not have sufficient disoantivalidity. The evidence seemed
sufficient for analyzing the model proposed; howeeaution is urged in interpretation of the
findings around the P expectancy variable.

Based on this analysis, variables for hypothesitng were constructed as follows.
Variables were computed as means of item respamsédo 5 scales for2P expectancies
(three items), P Pay expectancies (four items), motivation (fivengd, and pay valence (three

items). Because the scales for subjective perfoceavere different (i.e., one question was on
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5-point scale and the other was on a 3-point scile)responses were standardized, and the
mean of the two standardized responses was cadul&tor objective performance, a count of
correct entries during the task session was uBedability, correct entry counts during the
training session (prior to manipulation informadevere used.
Tests of Analytic Assumptions

Completing parametric tests (i.e., multiple regr@s and ANOVA) is more effective
when the sampling distribution is normal and vacesare homogeneous across conditions
(Field, 2009). Thus, variables were tested for bgemeity of variance and normality prior to
hypothesis testing.
Homogeneity of Variance

The homogeneity of variance assumption concernsahance of variable values across
conditions. The variance should not differ sigrafitly across conditions. All measured
variables were tested for homogeneity of variance.

To test for homogeneity of variance, Levene’s tast be used (Levene, 1960). If
Levene’s test is significant, it indicates thatigaces differ across condition. All tests were not
significant. Thus, we can assume homogeneity nameae for all variables across conditions.

See Table 21 for the results of the test for eaclakle.
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Table 21

Homogeneity of Variance Tests

Levene
Variable Statistic ) dfl df2  p-value

Training Performance 1.05 7 560 0.40
Pay Valence 0.35 7 560 0.93
E->P Expectancy 0.72 7 560 0.66
P->Pay Expectancy 0.64 7 560 0.72
Motivation 0.21 7 560 0.98
Subjective Performance 1.10 560 0.36
Objective Performance 0.30 560 0.95
Normality

By testing for normality of sample data, it is pide to infer whether the sampling

distribution is normal (Field, 2009). The data &tlrvariables were tested for normality visually

and using skewness and kurtosis statistics.

To check for normality visually, frequency distitibns and P-P plots (i.e., probability-

probability plots) were constructed. Comparisothef frequency distribution to the normal

curve provides a visual representation of the éxdénon-normality. Visual inspection of the

frequency distributions led to concern regardirgyribrmality of the B P expectancy, PPay

expectancy, and pay valence measures. Thesddigins are presented in Figures 10, 11, and

12. The distributions for all variables appearedatively skewed.
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Figure 10

E-> P Expectancy Histogram
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Figure 11

P->Pay Expectancy Histogram
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Figure 12

Pay Valence Histogram
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Inspections of P-P plots, however, only raised eome about the objective performance
variable. When data on the P-P plots fall alorgglihe, there is evidence that the data are
normal. When they do not, there may be an isstie tiwve normality of the data. See Figure 13
for the P-P plot for objective performance. Theaiwidual performance count distribution is

provided in Figure 14.
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Figure 13

P-P Plot for Objective Performance
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Figure 14

Individual Performance Histogram
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The results overall were rather ambiguous as tetdr normality was a serious concern.
To further investigate normality, kurtosis and skess quantitative values were analyzed and
are presented in Table 22. Standardized kurtosiskewness values reported in SPSS were
assessed for deviations from 0. Skewness andsksintalues were a concern for objective
performance and pay valence. For objective perdocg, the absolute skewness value was

greater than 1. For pay valence, absolute skevares&urtosis values were both greater than 1.
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Table 22

Skewness and Kurtosis Values

Variable Skewness SE Kurtosis SE
Ability -0.77 0.10 0.27 0.21
E->P Expectancy -0.48 0.10 -0.06 0.21
P->Pay Expectancy -0.83 0.10 0.90 0.21
Pay Valence -1.05 0.10 1.92 0.21
Motivation -0.80 0.10 0.64 0.21
Subjective Performance -0.05 0.10 -0.84 0.21
Objective Performance -1.01 0.10 0.75 0.21

With experimental design, non-normality is prinae concern within conditions. That

is, with 8 conditions, normality should be checke@ach condition before concluding that it is a

concern. Thus, separate normality checks werdéamueach condition for the pay valence and

objective performance variables. This check ofasless and kurtosis once again confirmed an

issue with normality for both variables. See Td8dor the values by condition. Overall, the

pay valence and objective performance measuresmeththe only concern. The problems

found in the data indicate that two approaches wessible to correct for normality issues 1)

outliers could be dropped from the analysis, dh2)data could be transformed.
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Table 23

Skewness and Kurtosis by Condition

Condition Variable N Skewness SE  Kurtosis SE
L Pay Valence 69 -0.86 0.29 2.02 0.57
Objective Performance 69 -0.94 0.29 0.43 0.57
5 Pay Valence 73 -0.95 0.28 0.71 0.56
Objective Performance 73 -1.24 0.28 1.66 0.56
3 Pay Valence 73 -1.31 0.28 3.51 0.56
Objective Performance 73 -0.70 0.28 -0.10 0.56
4 Pay Valence 71 -0.26 0.29 -1.34 0.56
Objective Performance 71 -0.96 0.29 0.67 0.56
5 Pay Valence 70 -0.89 0.29 1.84 0.57
Objective Performance 70 -1.23 0.29 1.99 0.57
5 Pay Valence 74 -1.56 0.28 3.75 0.55
Objective Performance 74 -1.08 0.28 0.85 0.55
7 Pay Valence 70 -0.78 0.29 1.14 0.57
Objective Performance 70 -1.09 0.29 0.71 0.57
8 Pay Valence 68 -1.39 0.29 2.55 0.57
Objective Performance 68 -1.10 0.29 1.36 0.57

Outliers. One of the potential explanations for non-normastgutliers. For pay valence
and objective performance, box plots for outliergach condition were analyzed. Both sets of
plots indicated outliers below the mean. In additiz-scores were calculated for each case with
respect to the condition (i.e., the group) meanstaddard deviation. For pay valences, ten
cases were more than 3 standard deviations fromgrthg mean. For objective performance,
three cases were more than 3 standard deviatiomstfre group mean. Outliers were all below
the mean (see Figures 12 and 14 for the distribs}ioThis suggests that the overall non-
normality of the data may be due somewhat to tbefieers creating negative skew. It is

possible for there was an ability ceiling to themner of correct entries that could be made in the
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time provided while motivation likely explains egine outliers at the bottom of the distribution.
Another explanation for low values may be thatwdlials were trying to help group members
by entering value in other fields (e.g., enteriogvd payment).

Transformations. Both the pay valence and objective performanceabées were
negatively skewed (i.e., had a left tail) and ktictéi.e., had peaks above a normal distribution).
To address this violation, data transformationsawevestigated.

Box-Cox transformations are the ideal transfororafor increasing the normality of data
(Osborne, 2010). A Box-Cox transformation speaificidentifies the transformation needed
based on the shape of the sample data rather pipdyireg a more general transformation, such
as the square root or the natural log. The apatptransformation for each variable was
identified using SPSS syntax provided in Osbor®d (2. The ideal for objective performance
was found to be 2.3; for pay valence, the ideabs found to be 2.8. Skewness and kurtosis
values were improved using the Box-Cox transforamatiFor objective performance, the revised
variable had a skewness value of 0.0, a kurtosigevaf -0.24 and a correlation with the
untransformed performance variable of 0.97. Fgryadence, the transformed variable had a
skewness value of 0.01, a kurtosis value of -1.408,a correlation with the untransformed pay
valence variable of 0.96.

Sdected Srategy. Based on the analysis, outlier deletion or datasfiamation both had
potential to improve the results of the analy#s$the same time, both of these approaches have
drawbacks. Removal of outliers means removingdatd points from the sample data. Data
transformations may complicate interpretation sties, especially when both a mediating
variable and outcome variable undergo a transfoomatin this case, the Box-Cox

transformations would be different for more thame @ariable, further confusing interpretations.
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The central limit theorem indicates that when sa®s@lre sufficiently large, we can make
normality assumptions about the sampling distrdoutiegardless of the normality of the data
collected (Field, 2009). The data collected hereshover 60 observations per condition, far
above the requirements of the central limit theorem

In order to deal with the issues aforementionggptheses were tested in three ways.
First, data were analyzed using all original datid wo outlier removal or transformations made.
Second, data were analyzed with both sets of esitteemoved. Third, data were analyzed with
both pay valences and objective performance messtuaesformed using the Box-Cox
transformation. Findings were generally consisgamoss tests (see Table 31 at the end of this
chapter for a comparison), and the unchanged dgiesades for easier interpretation and
inference. Thus, the results reported here aredoas the full, unchanged dataset. Deviations
from these findings are noted in the text and ihl@31.

Manipulation Checks

Manipulation checks were conducted to ensure thdigpants were aware of the
compensation policies for the task. Most partintpacorrectly entered their minimum and
maximum pay amounts (i.e., the floor values antingevalues). For ceilings, 94% of
participants in the low ceiling condition and 87%participants in the high ceiling condition
entered the correct value when asked to fill inkifamk for the statement, “The most money |,
individually, can make in this session is $___&sRlts of a one-way ANOVA also indicate that
individuals recognized the size of the pay ceiliidne values for the high ceiling condition
(M=%$13.40) were significantly higher than the valt@she low condition M1=$8.80) £(1,

566)=60.85p<0.001).
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For floors, 92% of participants in the low floorrmbtion and 92% of participants in the
high floor condition entered the correct value wiasked to fill in the blank for the statement,
“The minimum amount of money |, individually, caara during this sessionis $ ___.” One-way
ANOVA results indicate that the values for the hitftor condition M=$7.09) were
significantly higher than the values for the lownddion (M=%$2.73) £(1,566)=75.19p<0.001).

The means for the allocation rule manipulation &segere also in the expected
directions. Mean responses on a 5-point Likertes@nging fromstrongly disagree to strongly
agreeto the item;'Pay on this task is based on my individual perfance,” were significantly
higher in equity conditiond{=3.72) than in equality condition81€2.80) E(1, 566)=111.75,
p<0.001). Mean responses on a 5-point Likert sicaiging fromstrongly disagree to strongly
agree to the item, “Pay on this task is based on my gtoperformance,” were significantly
higher in equality conditions(=4.43) than in equity conditionME3.57) E(1, 566)=119.79,
p<0.001).

Correlations

Means, standard deviations, and correlations @&septed in Table 24.
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Table 24

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Variable Mean D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Ability 6.92 2.68
2. Allocation Rule 0.50 0.50 0.00
3. Ceiling 0.50 0.50 0.01 0.00
4. Floor 0.50 0.50 0.09 -0.01 -0.02
5. E->P Expectancy 4.310.56 0.17" 0.03 0.00 -0.01
6. P->Pay Expectancy 4.260.64 0.15" 0.14° -0.01 -0.02 0.54™
7. Pay Valence 4.080.80 0.08 -0.02 0.10 -0.04 0.35" 0.30"
8. Motivation 4.30 0.61 0.17" 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.72" 0.49" 0.40"
9. Subjective Performance 0.00 0.90 0.15" -0.03 0.00 -0.10 0.23" 0.15" 0.19" 0.21"
10. Objective Performance 23.06.74 0.58" 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.14° 0.13° 0.09 0.13° 0.22"

Note. 1p<0.10; #<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 (2-tailed)N=568



Hypothesis Tests
Main and Interaction Effects of Pay Policies on Plermance Hypotheses

To test the relationship between pay range, allocatles, and performance (hypotheses
1, 2, and 3), the manipulated variables were edtasdixed factors in a univariate ANOVA with
individual performance entered as the dependemdblar The hypotheses were tested for both
the subjective performance and the objective perémice dependent variables. Regarding the
entry of the pay range, pay ceilings and pay flaeese both entered as fixed factors. Different
inferences can be drawn depending on which faet@significant at predicting performance.

A significant relationship between pay ceiling greformance would indicate that the ceiling of
the range drove the performance effect while aifsogimt relationship between the pay floor and
performance would indicate that the floor of thega drove the performance effect.

Based on this analysis, none of the manipulatioribear interactions had a significant
relationship with objective individual performancEor subjective performance, the floor of the
pay range had a significant effect. Specificaligh floors had lower subjective performance
(on a standardized scaM=-0.09) than low floorsNi=0.09) E(1, 560) = 5.68p<0.05).

Overall, this analysis indicated that allocatiolesuwere not significantly related to performance
outcomes while pay range, and specifically payrBpexplained subjective performance
outcomes. Thus, based on the full, untransfornagdset, hypotheses 2 and 3 were not
supported while hypothesis 1 received partial suppith the floor of the pay range affecting
self-reported performance levels.

Interestingly, the analysis completed on the tramséd objective performance variable
and the analysis completed with outliers deletesiyited in significant findings for the allocation

rule and objective performance relationship. Spmdly, equity allocation rulesM=23.83,
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based on the outlier deletion method) had sigmfigehigher mean correct income entries than
equality allocation ruled=22.60, based on the outlier deletion methed; 548) = 4.85,
p<0.05). Thus, based on the transformed and oudktiketion datasets, hypothesis 2 received
partial support.

Expectancy Component Hypotheses

Hypotheses 4 through 6 addressed the effects litfyahilocation rules, and ceilings on
the components of expectancy theory. Hypothepiedicted that ability would be positively
related to P expectancy. Ability was a continuous variabteeathan an experimental
condition, so this relationship was tested by regireg E>P expectancy on ability. The
relationship was positive and significant, suppaythypothesis 48 =0.04,5£=0.01,5=0.17,
p<0.001). Ability explained 3 percent of the vagann E>P expectancy. An increase in one
correct entry during the ability training sessioaswelated to a 0.04 increase in reportedE
expectancy.

Since allocation rules and ceilings were all expental manipulations, separate
ANOVAs were run to test their effects. Hypothéesigredicted that ® Pay expectancies were
higher in equity allocation rule conditions thareiguality allocation rule conditions. There was
a significant effect of allocation rule orsPay expectancie§(1, 566) = 12.00p<0.01).

P->Pay expectancies were higher in equity allocative conditions 1=4.35) than equality
allocation rule conditiond{=4.17). The partial eta squared was 0.02, whichbeainterpreted
as an indication that 2 percent of the variande#Pay expectancies could be explained by the

allocation rule.

1 Analyses of a subset of data that included ordyidest range ($2-$12) and the narrowest
range ($6-$8) did not yield any findings beyondsioeported above.

106



Hypothesis 6 predicted that the mean valence d@ihgsiin the high ceiling condition
would be significantly higher than the mean valeoteeilings in the low ceiling condition.
There was a significant effect of ceiling conditimm valences of ceiling$(1, 566) = 5.69,
p<0.05). The valences of high ceilindd<£4.16) were higher than valences of low ceilings
(M=4.00). The partial eta squared was 0.01, whichbeainterpreted as an indication that 1
percent of the variance in pay valences could iptagned by the ceiling condition.

Ability and pay policy components were significaneédictors of expectancy components
in the expected directions. Thus, hypotheses 4igir® were all supported, although the effect
sizes were quite small.

Motivation Hypotheses

Hypotheses 7 through 9 predicted that the expegtammponents for exerting high effort
levels (i.e., EP expectancies,PPay expectancies, and pay valences) would be yalgiti
related to motivation. Regression analysis wasl is¢est these hypotheses. Motivation was
entered as the dependent variable afdPEexpectancy, P Pay expectancy, and pay valence
were all entered as independent variables. Tha effacts of the expectancy factors explained
55 percent of the variance in motivation. The allenodel of direct effects was significant
(F(3, 564) = 233.95<0.001).

Each of the components was significant> [E expectancies were positively related to
motivation 3=0.60,p<0.001), supporting hypothesis 7>Pay expectancies were positively
related to motivationg=0.12,p<0.001), supporting hypothesis 8. Pay valenceg pesitively
related to motivationg=0.15,p<0.001), supporting hypothesis 9. See Table 25@r

regression results.
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Table 25

Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 Regression Results

Motivation

Variable B SE B
Constant 0.50 0.15
E->P Expectancy 0.66 0.04 0.60***
P->Pay Expectancy 0.12 0.03 0.12%**
Pay Valence 0.12 0.02 0.15***
R? 0.55
Adj. R 0.55
N 568

Note. *** p<0.001

One concern raised from the CFA was that tkeFEvariable may be indistinguishable
from the P>O variable. Thus, multicollinearity statistics waeviewed for the regression
analysis. Tolerance statistics for all variablesengreater than 0.20 P = 0.67; P Pay =
0.69; Valence = 0.86), indicating that a problenmuilticollinearity was unlikely (Field, 2009).
VIF statistics were below 10 (BP = 1.49; P>Pay = 1.45; Valence = 1.16), another indication
that multicollinearity was not a serious concermitHet al., 1998).

Hypothesis 10 predicted interaction effects ofékpectancy theory components on
motivation. Models that exclude important varigbdéad interaction terms are misspecified
(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Thus, theivatibn regression was completed with all
interaction terms included. That is, a full regien including all variables from hypotheses 7
through 10 was completed. This analysis providedraplete model of motivation using the

expectancy components.
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To test the interaction effectsH? expectancy, P Pay expectancy and pay valence
were first mean-centered. These mean-centered teemesthen multiplied to create interaction
terms (hypothesis 10a2P * P> Pay; hypothesis 10b:-»PPay * pay valence; hypothesis 10c:
E->P * pay valence; hypothesis 10d5fP * P>Pay * pay valence. All main effects were
entered in step 1 (i.e., 2P, P>Pay, pay valence), two-way interaction effects wareered in
step 2 (hypotheses 10a, 10b, and 10c), and the-tvelg interaction effect was entered in step 3
(hypothesis 10d).

In step 1 the three expectancy components fromthgges 7, 8, and 9 &P, P> Pay,

Pay Valence) remained significant, explaining 5&ceet of the variance in motivation. In step
2, two of the two-way interactions were significanmid one was not. Specifically, thePay
expectancy by pay valence interactign@.14,p<0.001), and the P expectancy by pay
valence interactionpE-0.11,p<0.01) were both significant. ThesH expectancy by-PPay
expectancy was not significant. The addition af-tmay interactions explained an additional 1.3
percent of the variance in motivatida Change (3, 561) = 5.60<0.01). In step 3, the three

way interaction was not significant. The full regsion results are presented in Table 26.
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Table 26

Hypothesis 10 Regression Results

Motivation
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable B p p

Sepl

E->P Expectancy 0.60*** 0.60*** 0.60***

P->Pay Expectancy 0.12%*  (Q.11*** 0.12**

Pay Valence 0.15*** 0.17*** 0.18***
Sep 2

E->P x P>Pay -0.06 -0.07

P->Pay x Pay Valence 0.14*** 0.12**

E->P x Pay Valence -0.11** -0.11**
Sep 3

E->P x P>Pay x Pay Valence -0.05
R? 0.55 0.57 0.57
AR? 0.01 0.00
N 568

Note. *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Based on the lack of significance, hypotheses h@al@d were not supported.
Hypotheses 10b and 10c could possibly be suppadéhe interaction terms were significant for
each. In order to determine if the hypotheses wepported, it was necessary to assess the
nature of the interaction. Thus, the interactifumslOb and 10c (see Figures 15 and 16) were
plotted. The plot for hypotheses 10b indicated tha hypothesis was supported (Figure 15).
Specifically, the positive & Pay motivation relationship was not present whenpidwy valence
was below the mean. This was confirmed by a sirsjolees test at pay valence values of -0.8,

0, 0.8, where 0 is the mean value, -0.8 represer@standard deviation below the mean, and 0.8
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represents one standard deviation above the ntéalow the mean, the-PPay slope was not
significant p=ns); at the mean, the slope was significgt(.01); above the mean, the slope
was significant§<0.001). In other words, when the pay valence lmasthere was not a
positive P>Pay and motivation relationship.

The plot for hypothesis 10c indicated that the higpsis was not supported (see Figure
16). Interestingly, the P expectancy and motivation relationship was pasitor both high
and low pay valences; however, in each case, tlteerator (i.e., pay valence) appeared to
strengthen the P and motivation relationship agléclined. Thus, the nature of the
interaction indicates that hypothesis 10c is nppsuted. Only hypothesis 10b was supported.
Figure 15

P->Pay Expectancy and Pay Valence Interaction Plot
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Figure 16

E->P Expectancy and Pay Valence Interaction Plot
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Overall, the regression tests provided supportiferP>Pay by pay valence interaction
(hypothesis 10b), and no support for hypotheses Iz and 10d.
Performance Hypotheses

Hypothesis 11 predicted that individual motivatiwould be positively related to
individual performance. This hypothesis was testedboth the subjective performance and the
objective performance dependent variables. Rhstsubjective performance dependent variable
was regressed on motivation. Motivation explain&ipercent of the variance in subjective
performanceK (1, 566)=25.45p<0.001). The relationship between motivation amujextive
performance was significant and in the expecteection. Specifically, increases in motivation
were related to increases in reported performaBs6.81,5=0.06,5=0.21,p<0.001). Second,

the objective performance dependent variable wgressed on motivation. Motivation
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explained 1.8 percent of the variance in the objegierformance measurg((, 566)=10.23,
p<0.01). The relationship between motivation angctive performance was positive and
significant 8=1.47,5=0.46,5=0.13,p<0.01). Together, this analysis indicates supfoort
hypothesis 11. Motivation has a positive relatiopsvith both measures of performance though
the effect sizes are quite small.

Hypothesis 12 made a similar prediction to hypath#s. However, rather than
predicting a relationship between motivation andgrenance, a positive relationship between
MFHe (i.e., high effort motivation force) and perforncanwas predicted. To test this, the E
expectancy, P Pay expectancy, and pay valence values were mettiply one another to create
a motivational force term. All variables were opd&int scales. Checks for normality
demonstrated that the motivational force term ditiuiolate normality assumptions.

Performance measures were regressed on the motigbforce term. For the subjective
performance measure, high effort motivation forcgl@ned 5.8 percent of the variance in
performanceR (1, 566)=35.15p<0.001). The relationship between MFand performance was
significant and in the expected directid+(0.01,S£=0.001,5=0.24,p<0.001). For the objective
performance measure, MEexplained 2.1 percent of the varianE€l|, 566)=12.17p<0.01).

The relationship was positive and significaét0.04,5=0.01,5=0.15,p<0.01). Together, this
analysis indicates support for hypothesis 12.ndfas a positive relationship with both
measures of performance. While the effect sizenall, more variance in performance is
explained by the Mke term than the motivation measure. The correldbietaveen motivational

force and motivation was 0.65.
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Tests of Mediational Paths

Mediational paths were implicitly proposed basedtanfull model developed. Thus, in
this section, mediational paths are tested. Mezhatias tested using the Baron and Kenny
(1986) approach. For this approach the model wparated into two parts, such that tests were
conducted to test for 1) a mediating relationst@ween the independent variables and
motivation through the expectancy components aradrgdiating relationship between the
expectancy components and performance.

The Baron and Kenny (1986) approach involves fteps First, the relationship
between the independent variable and the dependeable is tested. If this relationship is
significant, this is an indicator that a relatioipséxists and may be mediated. Second, the
independent variable and the mediator are tested fielationship. Third, controlling for the
independent variable, the mediator and dependeiabla relationship is tested. If the
relationships in step 1, step 2 and step 3 arefsignt and in the direction predicted, then
mediation is possible. The final step is to testd relationship between the independent
variable and the dependent variable while contrglfor the mediator. If the relationship falls to
non-significance, a case can be made for full niexatia If the relationship is small but still
significant, partial mediation is established.

The first Baron and Kenny (1986) test conducted efds>P expectancies as a mediator
to the ability and motivation relationship. Stepefjuired a significant bivariate relationship
between ability and motivation. Referring backble 24, the correlation between ability and
motivation was positive and significamt(Q.17,p<0.001). Step 2 required the ability ane P
relationship be significant. This relationship wasted for hypothesis 4 and was supported

(=0.17,p<0.001). For the third and fourth steps, bothighénd E>P expectancy were entered
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as independent variables in a multiple regressiodahwith motivation as the dependent
variable. This analysis indicated tha®P expectancy fully mediated the ability to motieati
relationship. The BP expectancy and motivation relationship remainguificant (5=0.71,
p<0.001) while the ability and motivation relationslhecame non-significant. See Table 27 for
the analysis. A Sobel test was completed to cartite mediated relationship (Sobel, 1982).
Results support full mediatiot=3.95,p<0.001). E2P expectancy fully mediated the

relationship between ability and motivation.

Table 27

Ability, E->P Expectancy, and Motivation Step 3 and 4 Regredasults

. Motivation

Variable B SE B
Constant 0.88 0.14
Ability 0.01 0.01 0.05
E->P Expectancy 0.78 0.03 0.71%**
R? 0.52
Adj. R? 0.52
N 568

Note. *** p<0.001

Similarly, P>Pay expectancies were expected to mediate theatiboaule and
motivation relationship. Step 1 required a sigmifit bivariate relationship between allocation
rule and motivation. Referring back to Table 2% torrelation between allocation and
motivation was not significant. In addition, paglences were expected to mediate the pay
ceiling and motivation relationship. The bivariadéationship between pay ceiling and
motivation was not significant, indicating theresvat a mediated relationship. Overall, only

the ability and motivation relationship was fullyethated by the expectancy theory components.
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Testing the second part of the model, motivatios expected to mediate the relationship
between the expectancy theory components and pefare. Each expectancy component was
tested using the Baron and Kenny (1986) methoderReg back to Table 24, the correlation
between P expectancy and performance was positive andfisigni for both subjective
(r=0.23,p<0.001) and objective£€0.14,p<0.01) performance. The®P expectancy and
motivation relationship was tested for hypothessd@ was supported. For the third and fourth
steps, both B P expectancy and motivation were entered as indigpeivariables in a multiple
regression model with performance as the dependeiable (see Table 28). For subjective
performance, B P expectancy remained significant while motivatioopped to non-
significance. For objective performance, neithexEEexpectancy nor motivation were
significant. Thus, there was not support for mation as a mediator betweemP expectancy

and performance.

Table 28

E->P, Motivation, and Performance Mediation Steps@4aRegression Results

Objective Subjective
Variable Performance Performance
E->P Expectancy 0.08 0.17**
Motivation 0.07 0.09
R? 0.02 0.06
Adj. R? 0.02 0.05
N 568 568

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are repottqus0.01.

Next, motivation was tested as a mediator of tHePRy expectancy and performance
relationship. The correlation betweet»Pay expectancy and performance was positive and

significant for both subjective£0.15,p<0.001) and objectiva£0.13,p<0.01) performance,
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indicating support for Step 1 of the Baron and Ke(i986) test. Step 2 required thePay
expectancy and motivation relationship to be sigaift. This relationship was tested for
hypothesis 8 and was supported. The bivariateeladion between the two variables was also
significant €=0.49,p<0.001). For the third and fourth steps, bothFy expectancy and
motivation were entered as independent variablesnmltiple regression model with
performance as the dependent variable (see TapleF2® subjective performancefPay
expectancy dropped to non-significance while madibraremained significant. For objective
performance, both-PPay expectancy and motivation were non-significaSobel test was
completed to confirm the mediated relationship leetmvP>Pay expectancy and subjective
performance (Sobel, 1982). Results support mediditir subjective performance=8.62,
p<0.001). Overall, this provides partial supportrieediation; motivation mediated the
relationship between-PPay expectancy and subjective performance, butheatelationship for
objective performance.

Table 29

P->Pay, Motivation, and Performance, Mediation Steps® 4 Regression Results

Objective Subjective
Variable Performance Performance
P->Pay Expectancy 0.08 0.06
Motivation 0.09 0.18***
R? 0.02 0.05
Adj. R? 0.02 0.04
N 568 568

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are repoited<0.001.

Motivation was also expected to mediate the pagnad and performance relationship.
For step 1, the correlation between pay valencepandrmance was positive and significant for

both subjectiverE£0.19,p<0.001) and objective£0.09,p<0.05) performance. Step 2 required
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the pay valence and motivation relationship toigeicant. This relationship was tested for
hypothesis 9 and was supported. The bivariateelagion between the two variables was also
significant (=0.40,p<0.001). For the third and fourth steps, both yagnce and motivation
were entered as independent variables in a mulggeession model with performance as the
dependent variable (see table 30). For objectréopnance, pay valence dropped to non-
significance while motivation remained significafior subjective performance, both pay
valence and motivation were both significant, iladiieg there may be partial rather than full
mediation. The coefficient for pay valence andjsctive performance dropped from the
bivariate relationship. Results of the Sobel setport mediation for both objective
performancetE2.50,p<0.05) and subjective performan¢e3.29,p<0.001). Overall, there is
support for motivation as a mediator of the paemaé and performance relationship.

Table 30

Pay Valence, Motivation, and Performance, MediaBteps 3 and 4 Regression Results

Objective Subjective
Variable Performance Performance
Pay Valence 0.04 0.13**
Motivation 0.12* 0.16**
R? 0.02 0.06
Adj. R? 0.02 0.05
N 568 568

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are repotie).05; **p<0.01.

The expectancy components were also expectedaiaatito predict motivation, which
predicted performance, indicating motivation mestilate relationship between the interactions
and performance. These relationships can alsedbed using Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
method as well by testing the relationship betwibennteractions and the dependent variable
(step 1), the relationship of the interactions wite mediator (step 2), and the relationship of the
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mediator with the outcome variable when controlliogthe interaction variable (steps 3 & 4).
The only difference from the prior tests of mediatpresented above is that for interactions, the
lower order terms are entered in the regressiaatsrtblude the interaction variable (Baron &
Kenny, 1986; Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). Thisproach is sometimes called the
“Moderated Causal Steps Approach” to testing 8tage moderation (Edwards & Lambert,
2007, p. 5).

A check of support of prior hypotheses indicateat thediation for most interactions
would not be supported and did not require furtesting. The three-way interaction and
motivation relationship was not supported (hypath&8d) and the relationships between the
E->P interactions and motivation were not supportgg@thesis 10a and 10c). Thus, these first
stage moderation relationships did not requirehfrtesting.

Only the P>Pay expectancy by pay valence interaction requugtier testing for first
stage moderation since hypothesis 10c was suppoltedever, the P Pay by pay valence
interaction term did not have a significant relasibip with the subjective or objective
performance variables. Thus, there is not evidémaemotivation mediates the relationship
between the P Pay by pay valence interaction and performance.

Follow-up Analyses

Based on the full model, the relationship betweangolicies and individual
performance may be best specified by controllingridividual ability. Ability is expected to
both affect performance directly and througp E expectancies. To isolate the pay policy
motivational effect on performance, including algiin the model specification may be a better
test. Thus, a follow-up test for hypotheses Brizi 3 was conducted by entering ability as a

covariate in a univariate ANOVA with individual germance as the dependent variable.
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For objective performance, abilitiz(1, 562)=290.52p<0.001) and allocation rules
(F(1,562)=4.54p<0.05) were both significant predictors. Perforcewas higher for those
high in ability versus those low in ability as wdule expected. Equity allocation rules
(M=23.57) had higher mean correct income entries dgaality allocation ruled{=22.58),
consistent with hypothesis 2.

For subjective performance, abilitlf((L, 562)=14.51p<0.001) and pay floord=(1,
562)=7.58p<0.01) were significant predictors. As with objeetperformance, performance
was higher for those high in ability than for thdse in ability. The high floor, as in the prior
analysis, had lower mean subjective performangegai{on a standardized scdiés-0.09) than
low floors (M=0.09). Overall, the evidence provided througleditests suggests that ability is a
consistent predictor of performance, that allocatides significantly predict objective, but not
subjective performance, and that pay floors sigaiftly affect subjective, but not objective
performance. There is no evidence to indicatephgtceilings significantly affect performance
outcomes.

Summary

A summary of the results for all hypotheses is mted in Table 31. The intention of this
table is to demonstrate that findings are consigteross attempts to correct for potential
problems in the data related to normality and etgli As can be seen in the table, results were
robust across remedies. The notable differentteisallocation rules are significant when the
dependent variable is transformed, when objecteréopmance outliers are removed from the
analysis, and when ability is controlled for in @n@alysis. Overall, the results reported here
indicate that the basic linkages were as hypotkdsihile only a few of the interaction

hypotheses were supported.
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Table 31

Hypotheses Tests

Transformed Variables
(Pay Valence &
Reported Objective Performance) Outlier Deletion
N=568 N=568 N=556

Not supported for Not supported for Not supported for
objective performance objective performance objective performance
Supported for floor and Supported for floor and Supported for floor and
subjective performance subjective performance subjective performance

Hypothesis 1

Not supported;

Hypothesis 2 Supported in follow-up Supported for objective Supported for objective

analysis with ability as a performance performance

covariate
Hypothesis 3 Not supported Not supported Not supported
Hypothesis 4 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 5 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 6 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 7 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 8 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 9 Supported Supported Supported

10a: Not Supported
10b: Supported

10c: Not Supported
10d: Not Supported

10a: Not Supported
10b: Supported

10c: Not Supported
10d: Not Supported

10a: Not Supported
10b: Supported

10c: Not Supported
10d: Not Supported

Hypothesis 10

Hypothesis 11 Supported Supported Supported
Hypothesis 12 Supported Supported Supported

Results about the relationship between ability & policies and expectancy equation
components were all as hypothesized. Ability wadated to EB P expectancies, equity
allocation rules lead to higherHPay expectancies than equality allocation ruled,hagh pay
ceilings had higher valences than low pay ceilingariance explained for each expectancy

component by its respective predictor was less ghparcent.
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Motivation was well-explained by the expectancy poments. In fact, 56 percent of the
variance in motivation could be explained by B expectancy, P Pay expectancy and pay
valence. These relationships cannot be treatedwssal since random assignment was applied to
the pay policy conditions rather than the expecgtaxmnponents; however, the power of the
expectancy components in explaining motivatiomisnaportant contribution. Each component
contributed significantly to explaining motivatierhen all were run in the same regression.
E->P expectancy was the strongest in this relationghipP>Pay expectancy and pay valence
also contributed.

Interactions of the expectancy components addBdlod percent of variance explained
in motivation. P>Pay expectancy interacted with pay valences aacupfdi the expectancy
theory formulation. Motivation was flat acros®Pay expectancy levels when pay valences
were low, but the P Pay expectancy and motivation relationship wastpesivhen pay
valences were high. Interestingly>P expectancy also interacted with pay valencenbuin
the way hypothesized. In fact, the slope of theHEexpectancy and motivation relationship was
steeper when pay valence was low. One explan&drahe lack of interaction findings is that
the measures for the expectancy components had raatgictions issues, which reduces power
(Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997). Specifically, tinean for P expectancy was 4.31 with a
standard deviation of 0.56, the mean fe¥Pay expectancy was 4.26 with a standard deviation
of 0.64, the mean for pay valence was 4.08 wittaadard deviation of 0.80, and the mean for
motivation was 4.30 with a standard deviation 6f10.

The performance hypotheses modeled the motivamonperformance relationship two

ways. In hypothesis 11, the five item motivaticals variable was treated as the predictor; in
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hypothesis 12, the motivational force for high effper expectancy theory’s formulation, Porter
& Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964) was treated as thaljuter.

Both approaches lead to a significant explanatigperformance; however, the
motivational force variable consistently explaireedreater proportion of the variance in the
performance dependent variable. This was theaa®ss both performance measures. For
objective performance, the five item motivation @& explained 1.8 percent of the variance
while motivational force explained 2.1 percent.islimay seem small, but in fact, the variance
explained by motivational force was around 15 petrogore than the variance explained by the
five item motivation measure. For subjective parfance, motivation explained 4.3 percent of
the variance while motivational force explained peBcent of the variance. The motivational
force variance explained was around 30 perceniehitffan the variance explained by the five
item motivation scale.

All of the model links, except for some of the natetions, were supported. Mediation
test results were less supportive. Support wasddar E2 P expectancy as a mediator of the
ability and motivation relationship. The other egfancy components did not mediate the
relationship between pay policies and motivatigrterestingly, there was evidence that
motivation mediated the relationship between beihng valances and-PPay expectancies and
performance measures. Motivation did not, howewergliate the relationship betweeP
expectancies and performance measures. It i®stieg that in the first set of mediational tests,
mediation was not found for the pay policies, luthe second set of mediational tests,
mediation was found for their associated expectaooyponents. Based on this set of tests,

there is no evidence for a fully mediated path leetwpay policies and performance outcomes.
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Still, the pay policies do appear to affect expecyacomponents in a causal way, and these

components are important to motivation and perfoceaoutcomes.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Overview

Despite an abundance of empirical work on thectoppay variation, the accumulation
of pay variation research has been inconclusivardegg the relationship between pay variation
and performance outcomes (Conroy et al., in pi®lsaw, 2014). As such, recent work has
focused on revising theoretical frameworks to rétteanuances of the pay variation construct
and its relationship with organizational outcomesipta et al. (2012) recognized the importance
of the type and source of pay variation. Downe$@hoi (2014) drew attention to employee
reactions in response to pay variation. And Comtogl. (in press) noted that cross-level issues
of both the pay variation construct and its effeetse important to work focusing on pay
variation. Each of these papers raised imporssuds, but none conducted an empirical test. In
this study, these more nuanced views of pay vanatiere recognized and taken into account.
Boundary conditions established a central focub@aizontal performance-based pay variation.
Individual reactions were tested. And rather tassuming pay variation was the same as
allocation rules, it was treated as pay range usipgy policy approach.

Allocation rules were significantly related to otfj@e individual performance, when
controlling for ability and when outliers were remead from the analysis. Pay range did not have
a significant relationship with objective individyserformance while the floor of the pay range
had a significant relationship with self-reportedbjective individual performance. In this
section, | return to the original purposes of 8tisgdy and discuss the findings within the context
of the broader pay variation literature. Theoretasal practical implications are discussed and

limitations are noted.
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Theoretical Implications

The overarching purpose of this research was tesiiyate a number of underlying
assumptions applied in research addressing thegrégtion and firm performance relationship.
Three specific assumptions were identified ancetest) the assumption that allocation rule
arguments are appropriate for explaining pay via effects, 2) the assumption that pay
variation has a relationship with individual motiea and performance, and 3) the assumption
that pay variation is the cause of individual matign and performance outcomes.

Allocation Rule Arguments Applied to Pay Variation

A central concern of this study was to distinguesjuity/equality arguments from pay
variation arguments. Comparing the theory andlt®$or allocation rules and pay range
provides compelling evidence that these are conedlptdistinct policies and that using
allocation rule arguments to explain pay variatso@ffects is questionable. In this study, pay
range was manipulated as a separate variable ffooagon rules. The arguments made for
allocation rules differed from those for pay randdlocation rules affected-PPay expectancies
while the pay range, and specifically the pay ngiliaffected the valence of the pay outcome for
high effort. This leverage on different parts loé expectancy equation is one important piece of
evidence indicating separation of these constramtistheir theoretical arguments is important to
pay variation research.

Furthermore, allocation rules had a reasonablyistarg effect on objective individual
performance while pay range did not have a sigaifieffect. Perhaps what is rewarded is more
influential in explaining behaviors than the siZele reward. Of course, there exist a limitless
number of levels of pay range. The test preseméed was based on one set of ranges. A

potential explanation for the lack of a range dffe@a common limitation in laboratory studies.
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Specifically, the ranges used for this short-tetudlg are of less importance than the ranges
associated with one’s professional career. Thenea difference between a $1,000 bonus and a
$10,000 bonus is likely to be much more influentien the difference between $2 and $12 for a
short time period of work. Still, the reality thiéde allocation rule was influential but pay range
was not certainly provides evidence of the diffeeeand uniqueness of these constructs and the
importance of treating them separately in pay netea

Considering these results in the context of thevaaiation research stream provides
some interesting implications. Many of the studiesducted on the pay variation and
performance relationship have found a significatdtronship between pay variation and
performance, though whether this relationship sitpe and negative varies (Ding, Akhtar, &
Ge, 2009; Frick, Prinz, & Winkelmann, 2003; Leakt 2008; San & Jane, 2008). The
significant findings of prior research combinedhwilhe lack of significant findings for pay range
in this study raise the questiamhat do the significant pay variation and firm performance
findings of prior research actually represent?

Much of the work that has reported a significant pariation and firm performance
relationship has not ensured that pay differenced®ased on performance, such that pay
variations were likely the result of many factoRay variations may be indicative of seniority
differences in seniority-based pay organizatiof$aworitism when managers allocate pay, of
variations in team performance in organizations tlaae team-based incentive pay, or variations
in individual performance in organizations with inidual performance-based pay (Conroy et
al., in press; Gupta et al., 2012; Gupta & Jenkig96). As noted in the Chapter 2 critique of

the pay variation research, papers reporting ativegeelationship may be conducted in contexts
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where pay variation is based on non-performandefaor where performance-based pay is
controlled.

Regarding papers reporting a positive relationshigpme cases, these papers address
pay variation in performance-based pay contextsaaiuless team-level performance outcomes
(e.g., Simmons & Berri, 2011). When this occung, telationship that is found may actually be
representative of allocation rules. Specificalgpeated implementation of an equity allocation
rule on a team should lead to greater pay variaii@r time if the same individuals tend to have
low and high performance. When empirical testscter to an allocation rule test (e.g., team-
level tests, individual performance-based pay cdsjethe effect of allocation rules may explain
positive findings; when empirical tests move awayf allocation rule tests (e.g., firm-level
tests, controls for performance-based pay, lagiedformance-based pay contexts, differences in
within and between group distributions), negatelationships become more likely to emerge.
Thus, some of the prior research on pay variatiay actually test allocation rules in a distal
way. Directly testing allocation rules would likdead to clearer, more consistent results. The
confounding of allocation rules, incentive intepsiay basis and other factors helps to explain
the variety of findings in the literature.

In all, the lack of clarity in the meaning of thaypvariation construct seems to drive
much of the confusion in this literature. Takinditierent approach to measuring compensation
policies may yield clarity for the field of compext®n; it may also provide more consistent
findings with greater effect sizes.

Pay Variation and Individual Performance
A second assumption tested in this study wasela¢ionship between pay variation and

individual motivation and performance. Specifigalt is often assumed that pay variation
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influences individual outcomes and these outcoraase aggregated to explain firm-level
outcomes. A test of this argument has been lackiogrever. In this study, the relationship
between pay range and individual performance wstedeto address this concern. The findings
of this study support that, to some extent, indigidesponses are related to pay policies (e.g.,
expectancy components were affected by policiesygh support for objective individual
performance effects is less clear. Allocationswdppeared to have a relationship with objective
performance while pay range, specifically pay flamly affected subjective, or more precisely,
self-reported performance.

As part of recognizing the difference between atan rules and pay range, the
difference between pay ceilings and pay floors withe pay range was addressed empirically.
Subjective performance was related to pay rangaroMer pay ranges were associated with
lower self-reported, individual performance thaml&ipay ranges. Because the study design
allowed for separation of ceilings and floors, tigling can actually be interpreted as more
nuanced. The ceiling did not have a significafgéetfon subjective, self-reported performance;
rather the floors were related to self-reportethjesttive performance. More specifically, when
floors were low, subjective performance reportsenggher than when floors were high.

In trying to understand the results for self-repdrperformance, it is possible that floors
affect these reported values in either a cons@oas unconscious way. In comparing condition
means, high floors had higher objective performaneans and lower subjective performance
means while low floors had lower objective perfono@ameans and higher subjective
performance means. The relationships for objegerormance are not significant, but it is
interesting that the means are in opposite dirastidicating the possibility of intentional or

unintentional inaccurate reporting.
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One potential explanation for the finding that fiesevere influential is that when lower
floors characterize the pay system, individuals tmaynore likely to 'fudge' estimates of their
own performance in hopes that they will receiveghér pay amount. If this is the case, it may
be that wider pay ranges encourage dishonest hmkamian effort to avoid the lower end of the
range. The repercussions of low performance (o@gr pay) may provide motivation to report
higher performance levels (Lawler & Rhode, 1978}Jhen participants reported their
performance levels, they did not actually have kieoge of the performance measurement
system. It seems possible that, given this uncgytasome participants might have believed
their own performance evaluation would determirerthayouts.

Another possibility is that the floor engages d@aiarmindset around performance. For
example, low floors may engage an avoidance mabinge.g., a motivation to avoid pain, Elliot
& McGregor, 2001). This avoidance motivation ma&ytb avoid being the lowest performer and
may manifest in self-reports that are somewhaaiad for low floors. Essentially, participants
may not have consciously chosen to over-reporopaidnce, yet may have done so because of
this underlying mindset.

Regardless, the issue with self-reported performama pay-for-performance system
should encourage researchers to be careful of gieeg self-reported performance findings to
objective performance implications of compensafigsiems. Objective performance is
arguably more important than subjective performandem outcomes. Furthermore, additional
work teasing out the effects of pay ceilings, dapifs, and pay ranges seems important for

future work on pay variation.
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Causal Inferences in Pay Variation Research

The third assumption addressed in this study wasgard to whether there is a causal
relationship between pay variation and individesponses. In regard to performance, discussed
at length above, pay range was not found to haaeisal relationship with objective
performance. This is interesting because theletkveen pay range and individual performance
is an important one to much of the pay variatiseegch (Conroy et al., in press; Downes &
Choi, 2014; Gupta et al., 2012). As previouslyadlotone possible explanation is the artificiality
of the laboratory setting. Another related exptermais that the pay manipulations may not have
been sufficiently different, such that the narr@mge was not small enough to find an effect.
Mitra, Gupta, and Jenkins (1997) reported thassaioticeable difference for a raise in pay was
around 7 percent. The difference between $6 anth&&mallest range in this study, is much
more than 7 percent. It may be that distinctiongay must simply meet a threshold of
noticeability to affect performance. Finally,stpossible that allocation rules are actually aemor
important pay policy than pay range for influencpegformance outcomes. That is, what
matters is how pay is distributed not howch pay is distributed. If this is the case, it seems
possible that fairness might explain performanspoases. Research that simultaneously
addressed how motivation and fairness operateeinefationship between allocation rule and
performance could address this possibility.

Interestingly, the allocation rule was a more cstesit, significant predictor when ability
was controlled in the model. The effect of allomatrule was significant across all datasets (i.e.,
untransformed, transformed, and with outlier renhowdien ability was included as a covariate.

This has implications for the pay variation litenag as there has been discussion that controlling
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for ability removes important variance relatedhe pay variation and performance relationship
(Gerhart & Rynes, 2003). Research that has adehtdbgs issue has been conflicting.

In this study, controlling for ability allowed tlalocation rule effect to emerge. This
finding contrasts Gerhart and Rynes (2003) argurtiexttcontrolling for ability suppresses a
positive pay variation and performance relationshipe difference may be explained by sorting
effects (i.e., attraction and retention of empl®ydee to firm policies and practices, Gerhart &
Rynes, 2003). That is, firms with pay-for-performa are likely to attract and retain a higher
caliber of employee, which is called a sorting efffeThis sorting effect has been established in
prior work. For example, Shaw and Gupta (2007pregal higher performers were less likely to
turn over from firms with highly communicated, pmrhance-based pay variation. Since the
study reported here was experimental and at theichal-level, the result is not surprising.

That is, there are not sorting effects in this gtdésign as participants were randomly assigned
to conditions. Thus, the only effect of the mangtetl pay policy would be a motivational effect.
By controlling for ability, the motivational effecould be isolated. Much of the research on pay
variation and firm performance may be represergatiboth sorting effects and incentive

effects. By not allowing for sorting effects, stexpected that the overall pay policy and
performance relationship should be smaller thasrganizations, though this does not prevent
the motivation effect from emerging in the studyhis suggests that the small effects in this
study may be due to a lack of the sorting oppotiemin the experiment. Additional work
teasing out these models would be of great value.

Some of the findings presented here do speak tgataftfects of pay range. Expectancy
theory components were related to pay policiesypsthesized. Ceilings affected pay valences

and allocation rules affectedsAPay expectancies. With random assignment to donditthe
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results are supportive of a causal relationshipvéen the policies and expectancy theory
mechanisms proposed. Testing the expectancy tlieongwork was an additional contribution
to the individual responses assumption prevalepainvariation research. Expectancy theory
has been applied to pay variation theorizing intipld papers (e.g., Downes & Choi, 2014;
Gupta et al., 2012; Conroy et al., in press), last ot been tested specifically.

Summary and Recommendations

In all, the differences in findings across allooatrules and pay range seem to provide
strong evidence that pay range and equity/equaldyments should not be confused. They
address different pay policies in organizations @it confounding is inappropriate. | suggest
an end to this confusion, a shift to separatingotblecies and arguments that have become so
entwined in this area of research.

An important point raised in this study is that payiation is most representative of the
incentive intensity policy of the firm. This is @sue often raised when the competing
hypotheses approach is used to explain the pagti@riand performance relationship. That is,
pay variation is viewed as a proxy for high inceatintensity and this is hypothesized to be
motivational. If this is the logic, why not measuncentive intensity rather than a proxy for
incentive intensity? Similarly, why not measur®edtion rules if the effects of allocation rules
are of interest?

It seems likely that prior work has taken the pasiation approach because pay variation
data are available through public sources for oegeoups. These data sources may be
convenient, but work taking this approach continieesiuddy the literature around incentive
intensity and allocation rules. Pay variation nuieas may be representative of an accumulation

of individual equity allocation rules over time withe same employees increasingly performing
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highly; these measures may also represent a nddtidéiorganizational factors related to pay.
Most current models do not fully address theseeisshieoretically or empirically.

The study presented here does not provide cledepee of a pay range and individual
performance relationship. The causality of higtemtive intensity policies that create pay
variation and firm performance continues to be eacl It may be more beneficial to actually
ask firms about their pay policies if this is tinéerest of the researcher. Much of the field work
on pay variation is unclear regarding what the yEyation construct actually represents.

Another recommendation is that researchers puhdrncethe old model of correlating
pay variation measures and firm performance todasipeting hypotheses that postulate a
positive effect of pay variation based on tournatfagency/expectancy arguments versus a
negative effect of pay variation based on equitgfiee deprivation arguments. Rather, the field
of pay research would benefit from a move towardtirevel frameworks.

Pay variation from a multi-level perspective woalttount for the correct levels of
theoretical arguments. For example, in this stadypsitive relationship between pay range and
individual performance was proposed based on eapegitheory. Extensions of this study
could address the relationship between pay rangenaiividual affective responses based on
theories more proximal to affective responses thativation (e.g., justice theories). Both
motivational and affective responses may be impottathe aggregation of individual-level
effects to the group-level and to the firm-lev8imply testing the pay variation and firm
performance ignores far too much of the complexitplved in this research area, nuances
across levels must be addressed. In sum, stuggyn@olicies (rather than rough measures) and
developing multi-level models has the potentiahttrease the value of strategic compensation

research.
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Practical Implications

One study alone cannot sufficiently answer theyarestions that arise for
organizational leaders and managers in the realmowfto allocate resources to the workforce.
It is important to keep in mind that in additionnmtivation and performance, employees also
experience feelings of unfairness and deprivatioresponse to pay policies and decisions.
These feelings may lead to sorting effects, suahdgbod employees leave the firm while poor
employees stay (Gerhart & Fang, 2014; Shaw & GuW@fi@7). As such, the practical
implications noted here must be considered withano@ader context of the pay variation
literature.

For organizational leaders designing pay progras study provides evidence that pay
policies affect the motivational responses of erypés. Allocation rules appear to be important
to influencing individual performance while pay ganeffects are unclear. The results of this
study give greater support to the idea of makimsgtitions among employees, but little support
is provided regarding the size of these distination

Drawing on the findings related to expectancy themrappears that employees have
stronger perceptions that pay will be tied to tloewn performance when equity rules are used
than when equality rules are used. A long traditroexpectancy theory research, as well as the
results of this study, has shown that these expeies do influence motivation and performance
behaviors (Bamberger & Belogolovsky, 2010; Van EesdT hierry, 1996). When employees
can see the relationship between their performandeheir outcomes, it creates an impetus to
perform, assuming the outcomes are valued. Tlyesalvith Shaw’s (2014) recommendation
that identifiability (i.e., the ability to measuperformance) is important to understanding pay

variation’s effects. When performance can be mmeakat the individual-level, organizations
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may benefit from allocating pay in a way that rewags individual contributions through
rewards.

Valences of outcomes are also influenced by tlyeppécies. When employees see
greater value in the rewards they can earn, theilaly to be more motivated to perform well.
In fact, the interaction betweersAPay expectancies and pay valences suggests ihabit
simply important to align pay and performance fatividuals. Rather, it is important to tie
rewards of value to high performance as this irsgedhe strength of thePay relationship
with motivation. Together, these findings indicttat pay policies which increase>Pay
expectancies and high effort outcome valerso®sltaneously may have the most profound
effects on employee behaviors.

This study also speaks to issues facing supes/emoil managers. The clear importance
of P>Pay expectancies and pay valences on motivatioparidrmance suggests managers
should create environments where employees experiasreased P Pay expectancies and pay
valences. One clear way to do this is to measutieidual performance and reward such
performance. While managers may have less powartbe budgets in their firms, they may be
able to make allocation decisions that ensure eygpl®have a clear line of sight regarding the
performance to pay relationship. When these perdoce measures and allocation approaches
are in place, good communication with employeesatsm increase employee perceptions of the
relationship between pay and performance.

As expected, ability was found to have a relatigmsvith E5 P expectancies, which
mediated the relationship between ability and natibn. In fact, B P expectancies were the
greatest predictor of motivation in this study. rgers may benefit from creating an

environment that increases theP expectancies of their individual employees. Thas/ be
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accomplished through stronger communication argoudi performance to increase feelings of
self-efficacy (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) ordhgh training and selection practices that
ensure highly capable employees.

In sum, the importance of the expectancy componerdfecting motivation and
performance indicates that perceptions are cetat@plaining employee motivation. So, it is
not simply important that policies create an enwnent where performance is tied to valued
outcomes. Itis also important that sufficient coamication ensures employees are aware of
these policies.

Limitations

Studies must be designed with consideration ottsts and benefits associated with a
selected research design. This investigation idiffierent. A number of limitations note
caution in interpreting results and may explainupported findings. Here, these limitations are
noted. Limitations of one study may suggest futlirections for follow-up studies. These
potential directions are also addressed.

Generalizability

In order to strengthen internal validity, an experntal design in a laboratory setting was
used. The use of a laboratory setting limits #adism of the pay policies and work
environment. Individuals in the study were nouatemployees; they were not trying to
maintain employment or dealing with the host ofsgrees that are generally experienced in
organizations. The focus of this study was alneasirely on pay, such that other important
outcomes to individuals, such as group relatiorshipre weak. Individuals did not know other
members of their group or have concerns aboutgterm working relationship. In

organizations, these relationships are likely tanipgortant to the motivational force equation.
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For example, acceptance from coworkers may be poriiant outcome for consideration in the
motivational force equation. Research in the ftelat measures other outcomes and individual
differences regarding the value of these outcomyemniployees could address this limitation.
Prior field research findings in this area haverbambiguous, leading to a need to isolate pay
policies in a lab setting and use experimentalgiet) address causality. This study has taken a
step in that direction. The knowledge gained ftbm study can be used to improve future field
research on strategic compensation issues. Sgalyifias discussed earlier, pay policies may
represent a better approach to measuring compensdtategies in future field research rather
than simply pay variation.

Another issue is the use of undergraduate studesnassample. It would be reasonable to
guestion the generalizability of this sample towmweking population. However, there are a
number of reasons why the undergraduate samplédmappropriate. One, undergraduate
business majors represent a population of currahf@ure employees in organizational entry-
level positions. Two, the pay ranges that coulgdid in this study were more likely to be
meaningful to an undergraduate than to individtizds are currently employed. If we want to
see how individuals react to different pay rangieste is a need to use meaningful ranges. lItis
unlikely that a manager would respond to the anmoahpay available in this study; however,
undergraduates may view these potential payoutalaable spending money. In order to test
for causality, an experimental approach was vaijabWould be far too expensive to conduct
this kind of test with large amounts of money akst Since students represent current and
future employees at a time in their lives wheredoamounts of money may be seen as valuable,

this was an ideal sample for an experimental tespite its limitations.
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In general, a tradeoff was made in this study betwexternal validity and internal
validity, such that internal validity was givenguity. This study allowed for causal inference
and helped identify problems in pay variation fisddearch. The knowledge from this study can
be valuable for future research in field settingsldressing incentive intensity and allocation
policies in actual organizations, rather than ugag variation as a proxy measure, can build on
this study’s findings and address external validiyncerns.

Motivation-related Variance in Performance

Another study limitation is the restricted amouhtime that participants were actually
engaged in the paid task. This limitation may akph lack of motivation-related variance in the
dependent performance measure. The amount ohearixplained in performance by
motivation was around 1 to 2 percent for objecpeegformance and 5 percent for subjective
performance. Considering that performance is atfan of motivation and ability (Campbell,
1990), this is a small amount.

It may be that the performance measured in thdysitas more reflective of maximum
performance than typical performance (Klehe & Aisder 2007). Maximum performance
represents ability more than motivation and oceuhren three conditions are met (Klehe &
Anderson, 2007; Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1988neQndividuals are aware they are being
evaluated. This was part of the study since evalniavas required in order to distribute
payment. Two, the participant accepts the expectdéhat performance is maximized. This may
vary some, and is likely to be the reason thatvatibn had any relationship with performance.
Three, the time duration is short. The five minuatervals in this study were short. This
decision was made to ensure that the overall dligiyot take too long, as this might have

lowered participation and engagement in the studgwever, future research would benefit
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from using tasks that take more time to compl€eerall, a valuable modification to this study
design would be to extend the task performance, tsmé¢hat motivation would be required for a
participant to continue performing the task wélhis would allow for greater variation in the
performance variable and this variance would assidetecting effects of pay policies.
Group-level Outcomes and Affective Responses

This study was also limited in that it focused eiyi on individual-level responses. This
was the scope of the study. Yet, we know that seoneof pay variation and performance
relationship exists at the firm level based onprésearch (Conroy et al., in press; Shaw, 2014).
The cross-level nature of pay variation has beg@fhaated in recent work (Conroy et al., in
press). The study presented here can be takendenee that there is a link between pay
policies and motivational mechanisms, but it do&ssay anything about group-level or firm-
level outcomes of these policies.

There may be interesting changes in effects asslehange. For example, the
heterogeneity and homogeneity of the motivationlmaasms within a group may influence
what occurs at the group-level. Similarly, theendiependence of the group may affect the extent
to which individual motivation and performance actually related to group motivation and
performance. This suggests two areas for additwoek. One, as noted earlier, is testing the
multi-level and cross-level relationships inhenenpay variation research. Conroy et al. (in
press) outlined a starting point of propositionssoch an endeavor. The other is to vary the
level of interdependence of groups to assess hewftkcts of allocation rules and incentive
intensity on both individual-level and group-leweitcomes may change across levels of

interdependence.
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The sorting effects (i.e., retention of certaindymf employees) of pay variation policies
were also not addressed in this study. Still,éheffects are important to consider. Gerhart and
Fang (2014) proposed that sorting effects are qortant part of the pay-for-performance
puzzle. Though it was beyond the scope of thisstigation to address sorting effects, the study
presented here has identified a potential apprtmekdressing the sorting issue in the pay
variation literature by separating incentive inignand allocation rules rather than confounding
them in one pay variation measure. Incentive sitgnrmay make the pay system more salient to
employees and lead them to have stronger positinegative affective reactions to allocation
rules, leading to retention and turnover among eyg#s, respectively. These responses may
also differ by the performance level of the empwy&upporting this conjecture, Shaw and
Gupta (2007) reported that highly-communicatedfquarance-based pay variation was related
to lower turnover among high performing employe€&€ke sample was truck drivers, arguably an
environment dominated bydividual performance-based pay (i.e., similar to equitycatmn
rules). Thus, a potential prediction is that hpginformers will have strengthened reactions to
allocation rules as the incentive intensity incesawith equity allocation being more desirable
and equality allocations being less desirable. rAslsing these sorting questions is valuable to
the area of pay variation because findings woulghaplications for firm performance
outcomes. The loss of good employees could hav@usenegative implications for the firm
while the loss of poor employees may be desirable.

Conclusion

This investigation identified and tested assumgiohpay variation research. The value

of separating equality/equity arguments from payati@n arguments is the primary contribution

of this work. Most importantly, this study leadsthe recommendation that strategic
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compensation research would benefit by moving tdveamore policy-based approach to
addressing important compensation issues ratherusiag blunt proxy measures, such as pay
variation. Only by continually studying the effedf pay can the academic knowledgebase

provide appropriate guidance to practitioners.
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APPENDIX A

Research Compliance Documents

May 7, 2013

MEMORANDUM
TO: Samantha Conroy

Nina Gupta
FROM: Ro Windwalker

IRB Coordinator
RE: New Protocol Approval
IRB Protocol #: 13-04-687
Protocol Title: Explaining the Effects of Pay Variation on Individual Outcomes
Review Type: X] EXEMPT [_] EXPEDITED [_] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 05/07/2013igation Date: 05/06/2014

Your protocol has been approved by the IRB. Puadtoare approved for a maximum period of
one year. If you wish to continue the project ghstapproved project period (see above), you
must submit a request, using the fd@aontinuing Review for IRB Approved Projects, prior to the
expiration date. This form is available from tiRBl Coordinator or on the Research Compliance
website (http://vpred.uark.edu/210.php). As a temy, you will be sent a reminder two months
in advance of that date. However, failure to reee reminder does not negate your obligation
to make the request in sufficient time for reviewdapproval. Federal regulations prohibit
retroactive approval of continuation. Failure toaiwe approval to continue the project prior to
the expiration date will result in Termination bgtprotocol approval. The IRB Coordinator can
give you guidance on submission times.

This protocol has been approved for 550 participartt If you wish to makeny modifications

in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsidtdde requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detaildseas the impact of the change.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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June 4, 2013

MEMORANDUM
TO: Samantha Conroy
Nina Gupta
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATION
IRB Protocol #: 13-04-687
Protocol Title: Explaining the Effects of Pay Variation on Individual Outcomes
Review Type: D] EXEMPT [_] EXPEDITED [ ] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 06/04/20Xpigation Date: 05/06/2014

Your request to modify the referenced protocol li@esn approved by the IRBhis protocol is
currently approved for 550 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications
in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsigtide requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detailgsess the impact of the change.

Please note that this approval does not extendppeoved Project Period. Should you wish to
extend your project beyond the current expiratiatedyou must submit a request for
continuation using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Rew for IRB Approved Projects.” The
request should be sent to the IRB Coordinator,Adi@inistration.

For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please subyour request at least one month prior to
the current expiration date. (High-risk protocolaymequire even more time for approval.) For
protocols requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT reviesubmit your request at least two weeks
prior to the current expiration date. Failure lbadin approval for a continuatiam or prior to

the currently approved expiration date will resaltermination of the protocol and you will be
required to submit a new protocol to the IRB befawatinuing the project. Data collected past
the protocol expiration date may need to be eliteithdrom the dataset should you wish to
publish. Only data collected under a currentlyraped protocol can be certified by the IRB for
any purpose.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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June 24, 2013

MEMORANDUM
TO: Samantha Conroy
Nina Gupta
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATION
IRB Protocol #: 13-04-687
Protocol Title: Explaining the Effects of Pay Variation on Individual Outcomes
Review Type: D] EXEMPT [_] EXPEDITED [ ] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 06/24/20Xpigation Date: 05/06/2014

Your request to modify the referenced protocol li@esn approved by the IRBhis protocol is
currently approved for 550 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications
in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsigtide requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detailgseas the impact of the change.

Please note that this approval does not extendppeoved Project Period. Should you wish to
extend your project beyond the current expiratiatedyou must submit a request for
continuation using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Rew for IRB Approved Projects.” The
request should be sent to the IRB Coordinator,Adi@inistration.

For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please subyour request at least one month prior to
the current expiration date. (High-risk protocolaymequire even more time for approval.) For
protocols requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT reviesubmit your request at least two weeks
prior to the current expiration date. Failure lbadin approval for a continuatiam or prior to

the currently approved expiration date will resaltermination of the protocol and you will be
required to submit a new protocol to the IRB befawatinuing the project. Data collected past
the protocol expiration date may need to be eliteithdrom the dataset should you wish to
publish. Only data collected under a currentlyraped protocol can be certified by the IRB for
any purpose.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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July 19, 2013

MEMORANDUM
TO: Samantha Conroy
Nina Gupta
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATION
IRB Protocol #: 13-04-687
Protocol Title: Explaining the Effects of Pay Variation on Individual Outcomes
Review Type: D] EXEMPT [_] EXPEDITED [ ] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 07/19/20Xpigation Date: 05/06/2014

Your request to modify the referenced protocol li@esn approved by the IRBhis protocol is
currently approved for 550 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications
in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsigtide requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detailgsess the impact of the change.

Please note that this approval does not extendppeoved Project Period. Should you wish to
extend your project beyond the current expiratiatedyou must submit a request for
continuation using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Rew for IRB Approved Projects.” The
request should be sent to the IRB Coordinator,Adi@inistration.

For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please subyour request at least one month prior to
the current expiration date. (High-risk protocolaymequire even more time for approval.) For
protocols requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT reviesubmit your request at least two weeks
prior to the current expiration date. Failure lbadin approval for a continuatiam or prior to

the currently approved expiration date will resaltermination of the protocol and you will be
required to submit a new protocol to the IRB befawatinuing the project. Data collected past
the protocol expiration date may need to be eliteithdrom the dataset should you wish to
publish. Only data collected under a currentlyraped protocol can be certified by the IRB for
any purpose.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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February 6, 2014

MEMORANDUM
TO: Samantha Conroy
Nina Gupta
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATION
IRB Protocol #: 13-04-687
Protocol Title: Explaining the Effects of Pay Variation on Individual Outcomes
Review Type: D] EXEMPT [] EXPEDITED [ ] FULL IRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 02/06/20XpiEation Date: 05/06/2014

Your request to modify the referenced protocol li@esn approved by the IRBhis protocol is
currently approved for 613 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications
in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsigtide requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detailgseas the impact of the change.

Please note that this approval does not extendppeoved Project Period. Should you wish to
extend your project beyond the current expiratiatedyou must submit a request for
continuation using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Rew for IRB Approved Projects.” The
request should be sent to the IRB Coordinator,Adi@inistration.

For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please subyour request at least one month prior to
the current expiration date. (High-risk protocolaymequire even more time for approval.) For
protocols requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT reviesubmit your request at least two weeks
prior to the current expiration date. Failure lbadin approval for a continuatiam or prior to

the currently approved expiration date will resaltermination of the protocol and you will be
required to submit a new protocol to the IRB befawatinuing the project. Data collected past
the protocol expiration date may need to be eliteithdrom the dataset should you wish to
publish. Only data collected under a currentlyraped protocol can be certified by the IRB for
any purpose.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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INFORMED CONSENT

DATE:

PROJECT TITLE: Financial services task
INVESTIGATORS: Samantha Conroy, Nina Gupta

RESEARCH PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURESe purpose of this
research is to study performance on a financiaices task. You will watch a training video
that teaches you how to perform a financial sess/tesk. Then, you will have the chance to
practice the task. Finally, you will perform thekaover two different sessions. Throughout
the study, you will also be completing a numbeswuriveys. You will receive course extra
credit for completing this study. You also haveogportunity to earn money by working on
the task in this study.

TIME COMMITMENT INVOLVED: About 100 to 120 minutes

RISKS AND CONFIDENTIALITY: No risk is anticipatedhithis study. In addition, your
responses will be kept confidential to the extdiotnged by law and University policy. Data
from the experiment will be saved into an electtdormat that is identifiable only by
number. GPA and SAT/ACT score data will be matdweeplarticipant ID numbers using
student ID numbers. Student ID numbers will therdbleted and only participant ID
numbers will remain in the electronic data.

BENEFITS: Increased understanding of the acadeasiearch process.

CONSENT

| have been fully informed of the above-describeatpdure with its possible benefits and risks.
| understand that my responses will be kept confidéto the extent allowed by law and
University policy.l voluntarily give permission for my participation in this study. | know that the
investigator and his/her associates will be avalat answer any questions | may have. If, at
any time, | feel my questions have not been adetjuahswered, | may request to speak with
the primary investigator, Samantha Conroy, at 479-6105. If | have any questions about my
rights as a research participant, | can contacUthigersity’s Compliance Coordinator, Ro
Windwalker, at 479-575-2208.

We need your GPA and SAT/ACT score to help us tighstatistical analysis of the data. Your
information will be kept confidential to the exteaitowed by law and University policy.

[1 | give the researchers permission to obtairGRA and SAT/ACT score from my student
records.

[1 I do NOT give the researchers permission tainbmy GPA and SAT/ACT score from my
student records.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
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Participation in this study is voluntary and youyncdoose not to participate without any
negative consequences. You may also choose t@stoypy time during your participation.

Student ID Number

Name (Printed)

Signature Date
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APPENDIX B

Training Video Slides and Script

Mortgage Data Entry System
TRAINING

Thank you for participating in our study.
Today you will work with a group to complete a ngaje data entry task.

Multi-University Study

This is a multi-university study, and members ofitygroup are at other universities.
There are many people simultaneously working ortaklk at universities across the United
States.
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Groups

* 8 Person Groups
— One member from each university
— Responsible for data entry as a group
— Each member has a different entry responsibility

Individuals participating in the study will be orgaed into groups of 8 to enter information from
paper applications into an electronic database. af@liother members of your group will be able
to work together to complete the task through actebnic system.

There are 8 group members because there are Eilglsttio be entered per application. Each
member of your group will be responsible for emtgra different piece of information.

Your group’s participation in the task will help assess data entry effectiveness when there are
multiple people working together in different loicats. | will now explain how to complete the
task.

There are three binders at your work station -ua binder marked training, a green binder
marked TASK1, and a yellow binder marked TASK2.
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MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFIORMATION ~ APPLICANT # 1304

LUANY, DRUITY, UM UMLIUA | IUNY

Masthiy Payments. siavr
Tots

INCOME AMD ASSETS

MOR TOAGE INFORMATION

Lean Baqaee

Down Paymant: 3337

Inside the binders you will see mortgage applicetio

These documents were developed to look like atbaal applications, so that we can determine
how well this multi-location data entry system wark

These documents contain pieces of informationwhidbe entered into an electronic database
by your group.

MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION {AW("L‘{‘ ? 1344

LUANS, URUTY, UM UMLIUA | IUNS

Masthiy Payments. s11v

INCOME AND ASSETS

MOR TOAGE INFORMATION

Lean Bagaee

Down Payment: §337

The applicant ID on the mortgage application wdlimportant for matching the paper forms to
the electronic forms.
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MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION -~ APPLICANT ¢ 1144

Nave massnios pav)
Oty: spe lagtinie
State: 1ilimoln (1L} 2IP Code: axrey

LUANY, ULETY, U UNLIGA T IUNDS

Mosthly Paprents 139w 53
Totet Lisabtien §aase)

INCOME AND ASSETS

MORTOAGE INFORNATION

Loan Raguaest: gasenrs
Down Payment: gairve

The information that your group will enter includes
Monthly payments and total liabilities...

MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION ~ APPLICANT # 3344

SENR! 1l himain 0L 2P Code: a1t
LUANY, URBIY, UN UMLIUA | IUNS

Manthly Payments. siaer 13
Totel Labdbies saerdr

INCOME AMD ASSETS

hcame: gesens
Coshi 11
Dromstreants £ oan e
Pragerty. sreeea

MOR TOAGE INFORMATION

...Income, Cash, Investments and Property....
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MORTGAGE APPLICATION

APPLICANT INFIORMATION ~ APPLICANT # 3344

Nam masnlen Rabl
Oy spalngtield
SEN 1l himain 101 2P Code: saret

LUANY, DRUTY, UN UMLIUA | IUNY

Manthty Puyments. siavr 13
Totel Uabdies sveves

INCOME AND ASSETS

Incamw: gasens
Cosh niinne
Dremstrents: ¢ 10014
Pragerty. traees

MOR TAAGE INFORMATION

...Loan Request and Down Payment...

DATA ENTRY RESPONSIBILITIES

Oregon State University Liabilities
University of Arkansas Income

Rutgers University Down Payment
Temple University Loan Request
Colorado State University Manthly Payments
Northeastern University Property

Doston College irveytmeTis
Michigan State University Cash

Of these entries, each group member has a diffgedue that he or she is responsible for

entering.

Look for your university in this table. In the samosv, you will see the field that you are

responsible for entering.
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MUNTGAUE AFPLILATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION - APPLICANT # 1200

AT Banelan Kabl
Oty: Speinglinie
St 11hamoin (TR 2IP Code: 47e 1

Monthly Papments 4109% 14
Tona Laddties 154541

Property: 4rsees

MORTGAGE INFORMNATION

You are at the University of Arkansas, so you Wwélresponsible for entering income

LOGGING IN

To begin the task, you will first login.
Each login screen is color-coded to match the inded for data entry.
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LOGGING IN

Your username is your four digit participant ID nien given to you on an index card when you
arrived for the study.

LOGGING IN

Your password will be provided to you electronigadlhen it is time to begin the task.
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LOGGING IN

= b—
|

Enter your participant ID and password, then cbkk
If you made a mistake, click cancel and enter tii@mation again.

PREPARING TO BEGIN

)

You may now begin the task. Please use the materials in the BLUE binder marked

L=l ‘
|
|

l_J

The program will tell you when it is time to begind remind you of the appropriate binder to
use.
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PREPARING TO BEGIN

You may now begin the task. Please use the materials in the BLUE binder marked )
TRAINNG, ’

You should click ok as soon as you have your mateready.

ENTRY FORM

Morihly Pagnects 1071 00
Progeny |y

Cash LAl

You will then see an entry form.
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ENTRY FORM

1 oom Marber o

Appheast ID 124

Linbdes BOCTER ARG THE HERE

Incorme ENTER INCOME MERE

U 1/ vt ENTER DOWN PAYMENT HERE
Loan Heguest ENTER LOAN REQUEST HERE

Moty Paynents ENTER MONTHLY PAYMENTS HERE

Progesty ENTER PROPERTY HERE
Iirmmalivas s ENTER INVESTMENTS MERE
Cash ENTER CASH MERE
vl Nost
01.04

Different group members will be making entries ddferent fields and will see the forms in
different orders.

ENTRY FORM

I om Merrber

Apphcanst ID

Lk,

bl

12M

BRLTER L LR R LT AR,

Incorme

Loan Hegquest
Moottty Paynents
Fropesty
Iiraslive ds

Cash

01.04

ENTER INCOME HERE

ENTER LOAN REQUEST HERE
ENTER MONTHLY PAYMENTS HERE
ENTER PROPERTY HERE

ENTER INVESTMENTS MERE

ENTER CASH MERE

thave vl Nost

As a reminder, participants at the University ok&msas, enter income. That means once you
have entered income, you can move on to the next fo
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ENTRY FORM

To enter the data, start by checking the applitamumber on the electronic form and matching
it to the paper application.

PLEASE NOTE: The paper applications are in numéooder from lowest to highest inside the
binder; however, the electronic forms are likelystmw up in a different order. So it is important

that you always match the applicant ID on the etedt form to the applicant ID on the paper
form before you enter a value.

ENTRY FORM

Once you have matched the ID, enter the valuenfmyme from the paper form into the field on
the electronic form.
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ENTRY FORM

You should enter only numbers; the program will actept any other characters, such as dollar
signs, letters or slashes.

ENTRY FORM

When you are completing the task with your growqu will notice that various other fields will
have entries. This is because other group membesraultaneously entering information.
You may edit the other fields if you feel like higlg your group members. But your main job is
to enter the information in your assigned field.

When you are finished with a form click “Save anexly’ and a new form will appear.

Please note once you click “Save and Next,” younoago back to make changes to the form.
Repeat the steps for each new form.
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ENTRY FORM

—p 00:19 e o et

You will have a limited amount of time for data snt

For the training practice session, you will havaiButes. For the TASK1 session, you will have
5 minutes. For the TASK2 session, you will haveiButes.

Time is tracked on a timer as you work on the task.

When the timer reaches zero, the entry sessicomplete.

QUESTIONS
o Replay the video ORTOAOE DATA ENTRY NEI.P
* Refer to the mortgage 2» w" A
data entry help card
inside the training 3
binder R
4

If you have questions about entering informatiorfams, you may replay this video before
moving forward. You can also refer to the mortgdgta entry help card inside the training
binder at any time during the study. When youcamrafortable that you are ready to practice the
task, you should click next. During the practicessen, you will practice the task alone.

But you will begin working with a group for the TK3 session. And you will continue

working with the same group for the TASK2 session.

Thank you for viewing this instructional video.
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APPENDIX C
Task Programming Screens
PROGRAM SCREEN 1:

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password for the training practice session.

We really appreciate you taking the time to be in our study today.
Please silence your cell phones before beginning the study.
When you are ready to begin, please press next.

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

PROGRAM SCREEN 2:

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password for the training practice session.

We really appreciate you taking the time to be in our study today.

Please silence your cell phones before beginning the study.

(o]

-
When you are| Training . o s e o

Click here after completing the After receiving the password, click here to start the training
survey. practice session.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 3:

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password for the training practice session.

We really appreciate you taking the time to be in our study today.

Please silence your cell phones before beginning the study.

[

When you are| Training . swese s o

[

You may now begin the task. Please use the materials in the BLUE binder marked
TRAINIMG.

PROGRAM SCREEN 4:
Form Number 1

Applicant 1D 1060

Liabilities |

Income

Down Payment

Loan Request

Monthly Payments

Property

Investments

Cash

R e e Save and Next
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PROGRAM SCREEN 5:

Form Number 9
Applicant ID 1067
Liabilities

Income

Down Payment

Loan Request
Monthly Payments
Property

Investments

Cash

Save and Next

00:00

PROGRAM SCREEN 6:

The session is now complete.

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password to complete TASK1.

Please enter your Participant ID # from your index card below.

Next

Survey Powered By Qualfrics

Click here after completing the
survey.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 7:

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password to complete TASK1.

Please enter your Participant ID # from your index card below.

Next

Click here after completing the After receiving the password, click here to start TASK1

PROGRAM SCREEN 8:

Please wait while we log you in.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 9:

You are the last group member to log in. B

All group members logged in. You may now begin the task. Please use the
materials in the GREEN binder marked TASKL.

PROGRAM SCREEN 10:

Form Number 1
Applicant ID 2861
Liabilities \
Income

Down Payment
Loan Request

Monthly Payments

Property

Investments

Cash

Save and Next

04:56
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PROGRAM SCREEN 11:

Form Number 17
Applicant ID 3025
Liabilities

Income

Down Payment
Loan Request
Monthly Payments  1118.67

Property 106583

==

Investments

Cash

The session is now complete, We are now checking performance and
determining payments.

00:00

PROGRAM SCREEN 12:

Please read and complete all of the questions below.

QUESTIONNAIRE IlI
We have a few quick questions for you while we calculate performance.

MNext

Survey Powered By Qualirics

Click here after completing the
survey.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 13:

PROGRAM SCREEN 14:

Pay Information

s 40 ﬂbecﬁsir&nﬂedmlggmmrbers

Tﬁspayisalocammmﬂ:ers|equmﬂ
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PROGRAM SCREEN 15:

Pay Information

Here are the payments for members of your group:

Individuzl_Performance Mumber_of _Group_Members Individual _Payment
v E

Average 4 55 E

Low 2 55

Your payment for this session is $5

PROGRAM SCREEN 16:

Please read and complete all of the questions below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password to complete TASK2.

Thank you for completing the taskl

We now have another questionnaire for you to complete. After the questionnaire, there will be another oppertunity to earn money.

Next

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

Click here after completing the
SUMVEY.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 17:

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

Click here after completing the
survey.

PROGRAM SCREEN 18:

Please wait while we log you in.

182

below. At the end of the survey, you will receive the password to complete TASK2.

to complete. After the questionnaire, there will be another opportunity to earn money.

After receiving the password. click here to start TASK2




PROGRAM SCREEN 19:

We are waiting for other group members to join.

PROGRAM SCREEN 20:

We are waiting for other group members to join.

All group members logged in. You may now begin the task. Please use the
materials in the YELLOW binder marked TASK2,

183



PROGRAM SCREEN 21:

Form Number 1
Applicant ID 6304
Liabilities

Income

Down Payment

Loan Request

Monthly Payments

Property

Investments

Cash

04:54

PROGRAM SCREEN 22:

Form Number
Applicant 1D
Liabilities

Income

Down Payment
Loan Request
Monthly Payments
Property
Investments

Cash

00:00

18

6412

40301

30108

90847

Save and Next

Save a

The session is now complete, We are now checking performance and

determining payments.
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PROGRAM SCREEN 23:

Please read and complete all of the questions below.
QUESTIONNAIRE V

We have a few quick questions for you while we calculate performance.

) —

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

PROGRAM SCREEN 24:
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PROGRAM SCREEN 25:

Pay Information

s 40 will be distributed among group members.

This pay is allocated to members equally_|

PROGRAM SCREEN 26:

Pay Information

Here are the payments for members of your group:

Individual_Perfomance MNumber_of Group_Members Individual_Payment
R -

Average 4 55 -

Low 2 S5 =

Your payment for this session is $ 5
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PROGRAM SCREEN 27:

Please read and complete all of the questions below.

Thank you for completing the task!

We have one final questionnaire for you to complete. After the questionnaire, you will be able to collect your money!

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

Click here after completing the
survey.

PROGRAM SCREEN 28:

Please read and complete all of the questions below.

Thank you a lot for completing this studyl We really appreciate your participation!

Please quietly leave the computer lab and go to conference room 128.

Please take your index card with you and give it to the person in the conference room for your payment!
Please leave all other printed materials on your desk.

Again, thanks a bunchlil

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

Click here after completing the y .
—
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APPENDIX D

Questionnaire Codebook

Abbreviation

Construct

Scale Source

A

Agreeableness

Goldberg, 1999

87

v

87

D87

ACO Achievement Orientation Jackson, 1984
AFO Affiliation Orientation Jackson, 1984
lzard, 1971; Shaver, Schwartz
ANG Anger Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987
Apap | Achievement Performance Approach| gy e McGregor, 2001
Motivation Trait
APAV Ach_ieve_:ment F_’erformance Avoidance Elliot & McGregor, 2001
Motivation Trait
C Conscientiousness Goldberg, 1999
CA Cognitive Ability NA
Cv Ceiling Pay Valence NA
DJ Distributive Justice Colquitt, 2001
E Extraversion Goldberg, 1999
EFT Effort NA
Ep E->P Expectancy for Task Adapt.ed frpm t'he f.ull'study
Performance described in Djurdjevic (2013)
ES Emotional Stability Goldberg, 1999
FG Feeling of being in a Group NA
FR Fear Izard, 1971; Shaver et al., 19
Folger & Cropanzano, 2001,
FT Fairness Nicklin, Greenbaum, McNall,
Folger, & Williams, 2011
. Folger & Cropanzano, 2001;
FTC Fairness Counterfactual Nicﬁlin ot aI.,p2011
FV Floor Valence NA
GL Group Liking Henry, Arrow, & Carini, 1999
GLT Guilt Izard, 1971; Shaver et al., 199
HOP Hope Izard, 1971; Shaver et al., 19
HPP Happiness Izard, 1971; Shaveretal., 1
I Intellect or Imagination Goldberg, 1999
IC Interest in Continuing NA
1J Informational Justice Colquitt, 2001
MCAR Manipulation Check Allocation Rule NA
MCC Manipulation Check Ceiling NA
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37

D87

Abbreviation Construct Scale Source
MCF Manipulation Check Floor NA
MCR Manipulation Check Range NA
MOT Motivation NA
NA Negative Affect Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988
. o Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes, &
0JSS Observer Justice Sensitivity Arbach, 2005
PA Positive Affect Watson et al., 1988
PJ Procedural Justice Colquitt, 2001
o Adapted from the full study
POl P> Expectancy Intrinsic described in Djurdjevic (2013)
Adapted from the full study
POM P>Pay Expectancy, Money described in Djurdjevic (2013)
PSA Pay Satisfaction Administration Heneman & Sabyi 985
PSL Pay Satisfaction Level Heneman & Schwab, 1985
PSS Pay Satisfaction Structure Heneman & Schv&j 1
RLF Relief Izard, 1971; Shaver et al., 19
. N short form, Crowne & Marlow,
SD Social Desirability 1960; Reynolds, 1982
SDN Sadness lzard, 1971; Shaver etal., 1
SGP Subjective Group Performance NA
SIP Subjective Individual Performance NA
o Adapted from the full study
SVI State Valence Intrinsic described in Djurdjevic (2013)
Adapted from the full study
SVM State Valence Money described in Djurdjevic (2013)
. o Adapted from the full study
TVI Trait Valence Intrinsic described in Djurdjevic (2013)
. Adapted from the full study
TVM Trait Valence Money described in Djurdjevic (2013)
VJISS Victim Justice Sensitivity Schmitt et al., 300
-R- Reverse Coded

Note. NA indicates scale used was not an establishdd;doarepeat scales: 1=TASK1,

2=TASK2.
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QUESTIONNAIRE |
We would like to ask you some questions about yowgh. Please answer these questions as
candidly as you can. Remember that your answers a@mpletely confidential. No one
outside the project staff will ever know your answes.

1. Please indicate how much each of the followingnisccurate description of you.

g £ s o
S O = ©
&) >0 O 3 > 5
S g <8 I o
g S5 & 885 &
> 28 - 23 >
S S 22 22 ¢
Ql1_a ACO a. Purposeful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI1_ b ACO b. Achieving [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Qll. ¢ AFO c. Loyal [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Q1. d ACO d. Enterprising [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Qll1_e AFO e. Good-willed [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Q1 f ACO f. Capable [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Qll_ g ACO g. Resourceful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI1_h ACO h. Attaining [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

2. Please indicate how much each of the followingrigsecurate description of you.

QI2_a
QI2_b
QI2 ¢
QI2 d
QI2_e
QI2_f
Ql2_g

AFO
ACO
AFO
AFO
AFO
ACO
AFO

@~0op o

Connected
Industrious
Pleasant
Good-natured

Companionable

Aspiring
Kind

Very
‘1= Inaccurate

[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]
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Moderately

Inaccurate

2]
2]
[2]
[2]

[2]
[2]
[2]

Neither

Accurate Nor
Inaccurate

[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]

Moderately
Accurate

[4]

[4]

[4]
[4]

[4]

[4]
[4]

Very
Accurate

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]



3. Please indicate how much each of the followingiigecurate description of you.

AFO
AFO
AFO
ACO
ACO
ACO
ACO
ACO

Warm
Neighborly
Cooperative
Driven
Accomplishing

Ambitious

Competitive
Striving

Very
Inaccurate

— —
= =
e

[1]
[1]

[1]
[1]

[1]
[1]

>

T2
= @©
S 5
S

D O
°T O
O ®©
= £

NS

[2]
2]

[2]
[2]

[2]
[2]

Neither

=S5 Accurate Nor

[3]
[3]
[3]

Inaccurate
Moderately

Very Accurate

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]

4. Please indicate how much each of the followingnigecurate description of you.

Ql4_a
Ql4_b
Ql4_c
Ql4_d
Ql4_e
Ql4_f
Ql4_g

AFO
AFO
AFO
ACO
ACO
AFO
AFO

Diplomatic
Friendly
Sociable
Productive
Self-improving
Approachable
Hospitable

=i Very Inaccurate

[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]
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Moderately
Inaccurate

TR

[2]
[2]

N

Neither Accurate

'%.%.w Nor Inaccurate

[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]

Moderately

=S Accurate

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

Very Accurate

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]



5. Please indicate how much each of the followinglisecurate description of you.

[
% [ ) [
s . 3% _ @
S oL &3 T .3
© E E — ) "(-E = O
£ &5 5 @& 5 &<
> 5835 8¢5
£ s 22 =58
QI5_a APAP a. Itisimportant for me to do well 11 [2] [3] [4] [5]
compared to other people.
QI5 b E b. 1don't mind being the center of 1] [2] [3] [4] [59]

attention.

QI5 ¢ I-R c. Ihave difficulty understanding 1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
abstract ideas.

QI5. d 0OJSS d. |am upsetwhen someone is treatell] [2] [3] [4] [5]
worse than others.

QI5 e AFO e. |enjoy being with friends. 1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

QI5 f ACO f. Irespond positively to competition.[1] [2] [3] [4] [59]

QI5 g E g. ltalk to a lot of different people at [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

parties.
QI5_ h E-R h. Ihave little to say. 1 [2] [3] [4] [5]

6. Please indicate how much each of the followinglisecurate description of you.

S L
< c
o g 3
= ©
8 T 2¢ 5 3
«c g8 -8 ¥ 0O
£ 53 ¢3 5 <
> 8858 8 3
€ s 2 = %
QI6_a ACO a. |Iam willing to work toward distant [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
goals.
Qe b C b. 1 am always prepared. 11 [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI6 ¢ E-R c. Idon'ttalk a lot. [1] [2] [3] [4] [59]
Qle_d I d. [ have a rich vocabulary. 11 [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI6_e ES-R e. | have frequent mood swings. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
Qle_f I f. I spend time reflecting on things. 1] 2][ [3] [4] [5]
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7. Please indicate how much each of the followingnisecurate description of you.

L
S 5 g
3 = £
[} >
£ 8 8 8 o
S £ 5 < =
3 > 8 ¢ > 5
Q Vv g = O o
@ < — c < Q
k= S 0 3 = <
> 8 2838 2
[}
2 = z:= =2
QI7_a ES-R a. | often feel blue. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

QI7_b APAV b. My fear of performing poorlyis [1] [2] [5]
often what motivates me.

QI7 c ES c. |seldom feel blue. 1] [2] [3] [4] ][5

QI7_d VJSS d. It makes me angry when others[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
get an award which | have
earned.

Ql7_e E-R e. ldon'tlike to draw attentionto [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
myself.

QI7_f APAV f. My fear of performing poorly on [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
new tasks is often what motivates
me.

QI7 g A g. |take time out for others. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

QI7_h APAV h. [justwantto avoid doing poorly [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
when | start new tasks.

&
=
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8. Please indicate how much each of the followingiigecurate description of you.

QI8 a
QI8 b
QI8 ¢

QI8 d
QI8 e

QI8_f
QI8_g

L
T 5 9
5 Z ©
e & & 3
g £ 8 ¢
5 E > <
S 2 S g 2
g L g 2
c 8 55 ©
- Q Q
> 8 588
() [}
> = zZz £ =
AFO a. | make an effort to maintain [1] [2] [3] [4]

associations with people.
ACO b. Iam willing to put forth effortto [1] [2] [3] [4]
attain excellence.
I
I | am quick to understand things. [1] 1 [2]3] [4]
0JSS e. lam upset when someone doefl] [2] [3] [4]
not get a reward he/she has

oo

earned.
E f. | feel comfortable around people[1] [2] [3] [4]
A-R g. | feel little concern for others. [112] [3] [4]

| am full of ideas. [1] [2] [3] [4]

‘o1 Very Accurate

—
Ul
_—

[5]
[5]
[5]

[5]
[5]

9. Please indicate how much each of the followingrigsecurate description of you.

QI9 _a
QI9 b
QI9 c
Qlo d

QI9 e
QI9_f

QI9_g

QI9_h

Q
T ©° =
s 3 &
Q © 4= 3
g 2 £ g
3 P 8 o
&) Q <= O
s © - ST
= — O > =
> 8 =038 9
g 2 2232
ES-R a. |am easily disturbed. [1] [2] [3] [4]
ES-R b. [getirritated easily. 1] [2] 3] [4]
C c. |like order. 1 [2] 8] [4]
VJSS d. It bothers me when others receivil] [2] 3] [4]
something | deserve.
ES-R e. |change my mood a lot. 1 [2] [3][4]
AFO f. | make an effort to win [1] [2] [3] [4]
friendships.
A\E) Ag | just want to avoid doing poorly. [ 12] (31 14]
ACO h. I|aspireto accomplish difficult  [1] [2] [3] [4]

tasks.
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[5]
I5
(5]
(5]

[5]
[5]

[5]
[5]



10.Please indicate how much each of the followingrisecurate description of you.

QI10_ a C-R a. | make amess of things.

Neither Accurate Nor
Moderately Accurate

Moderately Inaccurate
Inaccurate

Very Inaccurate
Very Accurate

1] 21 3 [4] ][5

QI10 b OJSS b. Igetupsetwhen|seesomeone [1] [2] 3] [4] [5]

else treated unfairly.

QI10_ ¢ I-R c. Idonothave a goodimagination. | [1[2] 3] [4] [5]

Qluo.d E d. I am the life of the party.
QI10_e APA e. My goalis to avoid performing

\% poorly.
QI10 f A f. 1 have a soft heart.
QIl10.g E g. | start conversations.
Q10 h C h. | pay attention to details.

[1] [21 [3] [4] 51
(1] 21 381 [4 [8]

[ 2] 3] [4] 3]
[1] [2] [3] [4 [9]
1] [2] 3] [4] 5

11.Please indicate how much each of the followingrisecurate description of you.

Qllla A a. | make people feel at ease.

QI11 b E-R b. Iam quietaround strangers.

QI11 c A c. |feel others' emotions.

QI11 d VJSS d. |Igetupsetwhen Ifeel unfairly
treated.

QI11 e ACO e. Imaintain high standards.

Ql11 f I-R f. 1 am not interested in abstract
ideas.

Ql11 g I g. |have excellent ideas.

QI11 h  C-R h. [1Ishirk my duties.
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Neither Accurate Nor
Moderately Accurate

Moderately Inaccurate
Inaccurate

Very Inaccurate
Very Accurate

1] [21 3] [41]1I[5

1] [2]  [3] [4I5]

1] [21 3] 4 [3]
(1] [2] [38]1 [4 [8]

[1] [2] ]([3[4] I[5]
(11 21 [8] 1[4 [38]

(1] [21  [3] [4]I5]
1] [2] [38] [4] I5



12.Please indicate how much each of the followingiisecurate description of you.

(&)
s O Q
-
() O 40-4') =
¢ 2 £ 8 ¢
3 > 8 o > g
Q ) < = O O
@ < — c < ]
E — L > — <E
> €8 =838 2
¢ = 2= ¢
QI12_a C-R a. |oftenforgetto putthings backin [1] [2] [38] [4] [5]
their proper place.
Q12 b A b. Iam interested in people. 11 [2] [3]1 [4] 1[5
QI12 ¢ ES-R c. [Iworry about things. 1] [2] [3] 4][ [5]

QI12_d APAP d. Itisimportant for me to do better [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
than others.

QI12_ e 0OJSS e. Itgets medown toseesomeone[l] [2] [3] [4] [5]
being criticized for things that are
ignored with others.

QI12_f ES-R f. |getstressed out easily. [1] [2] 3]1[ [4] [5]

Ql12 g I g. |use difficult words. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

13.Please indicate how much each of the followingrisecurate description of you.

(O]
S & 9
3 2 S
0} o 2 3
= © ]
T £ 5 < &
8 3 2839 3
g < = ® Q
= = O O = <
> 8 2838 2
€ = 2= 2
QI13 _a ES-R a. |getupseteasily. 1] 21 [3] [4] 1[9]
QI13 b A-R Db. I|amnotreally interested in others. [121 [ [3] [4] [5]
QI13 ¢ AFO c. |lacceptpeople readily. [1] [2] [3][4] [5]
QI13 d C d. | getchores done right away. [1] [2I3] [4] [5]
QI13 e I e. | have a vivid imagination. [1] [2] 1I3 [4] [5]
QI13 f ES f. | amrelaxed most of the time. A1 112[3] [4] [5]
QI13 g C g. |am exacting in my work. [1] [2] [3]1[4] [5]

196



14.Please indicate how much each of the followingnisecurate description of you.

(O]
g 5
S5 2
() Q B
g £ S
£ 8 3
> 8 =
S = 2z
QI14_a APAP a. My goalin performance situations [1] [2] [3]
Is to do better than other people.
QI14 b AFO b. 1enjoy being with people. [1] [2] [3]
QI14 ¢ E-R c. |keep inthe background. [1] [2]3]

QI14 d VISS d. Igetupsetwhen other people are[1] [2] [3]
treated better than me.

QI14_ e A-R e. lamnotinterested in other people[d] [2] [3]
problems.

Inaccurate

Moderately Accurate

Very Accurate

15.Please indicate how much each of the followingrigecurate description of you.

o) .

© o

5 Z

[}

L & ®

c = 5
3 = S o
Q Q < B
@ = -

c

s 5 23
P '8 = %

() [}
> = =z £
QI15 a C a. Ifollowa schedule. 1] [2] [3]

=

QI15 b OJSS b. |am upset when someone is [2] [3]
undeservingly worse off than
others.
QI15 ¢ A c. |sympathize with others' feelings.[1] [2] [3]
QI15 d VJISS d. It bothers me when others receivgl] [2] [3]

something that ought to be mine.

QI15 e C-R e. Illeave my belongings around. 1] [2] [3]

QI15 f A-R f. [linsult people. [1] [2] [3]
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Moderately Accurate

Very Accurate

[4] [5]
[4]  [5]

[4]  [5]
[4]  [5]

[4]  [5]
[4] [8]



16.Below are a number of words describing differeetifegs and emotions. Please
indicate how often you have experienced each atlieelings in the last year.

PA
NA
NA
PA
NA
NA
PA
PA

QI16 a
QI16_b
QI16_c
QI16_d
QI16_e
QI16_f
QI16 g
QI16_h

@ o0 PP

s 3
Active [1] [2]
Upset [1] [2]
Ashamed [1] [2]
Strong [1] [2]
Jittery [1] [2]
Afraid [1] [2]
Excited [1] [2]
Attentive [1] [2]

(D)

S

|_
3 o
= r=
=1 Y—
b S =
5 8 E
N = <

[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]

17.Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions. Please
indicate how often you have experienced each aitlieelings in the last year.

NA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
NA
PA

QI17 a
QI17 b
QI17 ¢
QI17 d
QI17 e
QI17_f
QI17 g
QI17_h

.3@ o .Q-_O .CT?J

s 3
5 s
z @
Hostile [1] [2]
Proud [1] [2]
Enthusiastic [1] [2]
Alert [1] [2]
Inspired [1] [2]
Determined [1] [2]
Scared [1] [2]
Interested [1] [2]
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[3] (4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]

(3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] [5]
[3] [4] (5]
[3] [4] [5]
(3] [4] [5]
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18.Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions. Please
indicate how often you have experienced each afetleelings in the last year.

& 2
> g :C:; 4
pz @ n =~ <
QI18 a NA a. Distressed [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI18 b NA b. Nervous [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI18 ¢ NA c. Guilty [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI18_ d NA d. Irritable [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

19.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following statements.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

QI19 a TVI a. Doing the right thing is important to me[1] [2] [3] [4]

Q19 b SD b. |sometimes feel resentful when | don't[1] [2] [3] [4]
get my way.

QI19 ¢ TVI c. | value doing the right thing. [112][ [3] [4] I[5]

Ql1o d SD d. I'malways willing to admititwhen | [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
make a mistake.

QI19 e SD e. |lam sometimes irritated by people whid] [2] [3] [4] [5]
ask favors of me.

01 3 Strongly Agree

Qo f TVM f.  Ivalue money a lot. [1] [2] [3] [4][5]
Q19 g TVM g. Ireallylike money. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QI19 h TVM h. Moneyisimportant to me. [1] [21 [3] [4] 9]

199



20.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following statements.

[}

o

S o

9 >

a <

> 8 . >

s 2 o o =5

mn 0oz < o
QI20.a SD a. | have never deliberately said somethind1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

that hurt someone’s feelings.

QI20b SD b. No matter who I'm talking to, 'm always|[1] [2] [3] [4]
a good listener.

QI20_ ¢ TVM- c. Mostthings in life are more important [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

R than money.

QI20_d SD d. There have been times when | was quit¢l] [2] [3] [4] [5]
jealous of the good fortune of others.

QI20_e SD e. | have never been irked when people [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
expressed ideas very different from my
own.

QI20_f SD f.  There have been occasions when I took[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
advantage of someone.

QI20.g TVI g. |wantto do things that are impottan [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

QI20_h SD h. Itis sometimes hard for me to go on witH1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
my work if | am not encouraged.

9
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21.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeatth of the following statements.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Ul Strongly Agree

N
“

[4]
[4]

QI21 a SD a. |sometimes tryto get even rather than forgij/H
and forget.

QI21 b SD b. Onafew occasions, | have given up doing [1]
something because | thought too little about
my ability.

QI21 ¢ SD c. |am always courteous, even to people who[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
are disagreeable.

QI21. d SD d. There have beentimes when | felt like [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
rebelling against people in authority even
though | knew they were right.

N
“
9

Q21 e TV e [1] [2] [3] [4] [9]

| Doing a job right is important to me.

Now we would like to ask you a few questions abautr background and experiences. Please
remember that your answers are completely configler®lease answer honestly. Type in the
required information or mark the indicated spac&s/bur responses.

[Q122] 22. Are you currently a student at the UniversitAtkansas (pick one)?

[1] Yes ---------mmmmmeme- Go to Question 22a
[2] NO ------mmmmemeee- Go to Question 23
[Ql22a CA] 22a. What is your current college GPA?

[Q123] 23. Have you taken the SAT (pick one)?

[1] Yes ---------mmmmmeme- Go to Question 23a
[2] NO ------mmmmememee- Go to Question 23
[Q123a CA] 23a. What is your SAT score?

[Q124] 24. Have you taken the ACT (pick one)?

[1] Yes -------cmemeeenne- Go to Question 24a
[2] NO -------mmmmmmme Go to End of Questionmail
[Ql24a CA] 24a. What is your ACT score?

Thank you for completing Questionnaire I!
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QUESTIONNAIRE Il

Before you start TASK1, we have some questions fgou. Please answer these questions as
candidly as you can. Remember that your answers arcompletely confidential. No one
outside the project staff will ever know your answes.

1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

N
©
=
g

Qlll_a 1POM a. The better | perform on this task, the mgrg
money | will make.

Qlll_b 1POI- b. My performance on this task will not [1]

R affect how content | feel about this task.

Qlll_c¢ 1POM c¢. How much money | make dependson [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
how well | perform this task.

Qlll_d 1MOT d. |am very motivated to do well onsth [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task.

Qlll_e 1EFT e. I|wanttowork hard in this session. [11 [2] [3] [4] [5]

N
©
g

[4]
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2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

(]
Q
S o
%) >
a) <
> 8§ >
(@)] = ) (@]
c o = 9 c
S 8 3 5 8
n 0 zZ < O
Qll2_a 1EFT a. [Iwill probably exerta lotof efforton [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
this task.
Qli2_ b 1MOT b. |feeldriven to do well on this task. [1]1[2] [3] [4] [5]

Qll2_c 1POI c. How good | feel about this task degee [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
on how well | perform.

Qll2_d 1IMOT d. Ireallywantto do well. [1] [2] I31[4] [5]

Qll2_e 1SVM e. Themoneylcan make onthistaskis[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
important to me.

QN2_f 1EP  f. How well I do on this task depends on[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
how much effort | put into it.

3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

S
@
=
&

QII3_a 1EP-R a. The effortthat | putinto this task i$ no[1]
related to my performance on this task.

QII3_b 1SVI b. Iwantto feel good about myself by [1]
performing well on this task.

QlI3_c 1POM c. Iltislikelythat|will make moreaney [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
if I perform well on this task.

Qli3_d 1SVM d. Ivaluethe moneythatlcaneamnfo [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
this task.

N
&

[3] [4]
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4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

Qli4_a 1SVI
Qli4_ b 1MOT
Qli4_c 1POI
Qli4_d 1SVM
Qli4_e 1POM

Strongly Disagree

=

a. | wantto do the right thing by
performing well on this task.

b. 1 am motivated to perform well on this[1]
task.

c. The better my performance on this [1]
task, the better | will feel about myself.

d. | wantthe money | can make for this [1]
task.

e. If I perform well, | will make more  [1]
money.

~ Disagree

]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

[4]
[4]

Strongly Agree

G

[5]
[5]
[5]

5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeatth of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

Q5. a 1EFT-
R
Q5 b  1EP
QlI5_c 1MOT-
R
QI5.d  1EP

Strongly Disagree

a. | plan to take it easy while performing[1]
this task.

b. If I try hard, | will do well on this task.[1]

c. 1do not care about my performance ofi]
this task.

d. There is a good chance that my [1]
performance will be high on this task.
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Disagree

[2]

[2]
[2]

[2]

Neither

&

[3]
[3]

> Agree

[4]

[4]

Strongly Agree



6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding

the task you will be performing (TASK1).

QlI6_a
QlI6_b
QlI6_c
QlI6_d
Qli6_e
QlI6_f

Qll6_g

1EP

1POI

1EFT
1POI

1EFT

1POM
-R

1SVM

o

2o

e.

f.

g.

If I put my mind to it, | should be able to

perform this task well.

If I perform this task well, | will feel #t |
have done something worthwhile.

| plan to work hard in this session.

It is likely that | will feel thathave done
something worthwhile if | perform well

on this task.

I will try really hard on this task.
My performance on this task will not
affect how much money | make.
Getting paid for this task is quvauable

to me.
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Strongly Disagree

[1
[1]

[1]
[1]

—_—

[1]
[1]

[1]

Disagree

N

[

N

[2]
[2]

[2]
[2]

[2]

Neither

©

[3]
[3]

[3]
[3]

[3]

Agree

—_—

[4
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

Strongly Agree

I

[5]
[5]

[5]
[5]

[5]



7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

QlI7_a

QII7_b
QII7_c
QII7_d
QlI7_e
QU7_f

QlI7_g

QII7_h

IMCR

1IMCC

1FTC

1FT-R

1FT

1FTC

IMCR

1IMCA

a.

h.

Strongly Disagree

There is a small difference in the most afig

the least money | could make in this
session.

The maximum amount of money | can [1]
earn on this task is large.

Pay for this task could be distrédulito [1]
group members differently.

| really don't agree with how | lWile paid [1]
for this session.

The approach to distributing paytfas  [1]
task is fair.
| think my pay should be based ooty [1]
my own performance.

There is a large difference in thestrand [1]
the least money | could make in this
session.
| hope my group performs well.
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Disagree

N

[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

[112]

Neither

©

[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]

[3]

Agree

—_—

[4

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

[4]

[4]

Strongly Agree

g

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]

[5]



8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

Qli8_a

QlI8_b

QlI8_c

Qu8_d

Qli8_e

Qlig_f

1FTC

1FTC

IMCR-

R

1FTC

IMCR

1IMCAR

a.

b.

d.

e.

f.

Strongly Disagree

| don't think how much | make should1]
depend on my group's performance.

| think pay should be distributed to  [1]
group members differently for this
session.

There is a small difference in the mod]
and least money my group could make
in this session.

| wish they had used a different way [1]
distribute pay to group members in
this study.

There is a big difference in the mos [1]
and least money my group could make
in this session.

My own performance will make a big [1]
difference in how much money | make
in this session.
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Disagree

NN

[2]

[2]

[2]

[2]

Neither

“

[3]

[3]

[3]

[3]

[4]

[4]

[4]

[4]

Strongly Agree

I

[5]

[5]

[5]

[5]



9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

QlI9_a
QII9_b
QI9_c
QlI9_d

QlI9_e

QlI9_f

IMCAR

1IMCAR

1FT

IMCAR

IMCAR

1FT

a.

Strongly Disagree

Pay on this task is based on my
group's performance.

| really want my group to do well in  [1]
this session.

The way pay is distributed in this  [1]
study is fair.

How much | make in this session  [1]
depends on my group's performance.
How much money | make in this [1]
session depends on my own
performance.

The pay for this task is fair.

—
-
e
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—
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e
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10.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK1).

2
S o
%) >
= )
mn o =z < o
QIl10_a 1IMCAR a. Ireally wantto do well in this [11 [2] [3] [4] [5]
session.
QI10_b 1IMCF b. The minimum amountof moneyI[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
can earn on this task is small.
Q10 ¢ 1FTC c. Pay for this task should be [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
distributed to group members
differently.

QII10_d 1MCAR d. Payonthistaskisbasedonmy [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
individual performance.

QlI10_e 1MCAR e. Thegroup's performancewill [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
make a big difference in how
much money | make in this
session.

QI10_f 1FT f.  Distributing pay based on [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
performance is fair.

11.Below are several statements regarding the maxisampensation for the task you
will be performing (TASK1). Each statement has asimg value. Please fill in the
blank for the missing value in each statement éntéxt box that follows the statement.

Qll11_a 1IMCC a. The most money my group can make in thi$
session is

Qll11 b 1IMCC b. The most money I, individually, can make $
in this session is
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12.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the maximum amount you can make for the task ydiowiperforming (TASK1).

(0]
Q
2 g
%) >
a) <
> 3 _ >
(@)] = O (@)]
c o9 < o c
S § 3 5 8
n Q zZ < o
Qlll12_ a 1CV a. |lwould really like to make this [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
much money.
Qll12. b 1CV b. [Iwantto make thisamountof [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.
Qll12 c 1CV c. |really value this amount of 1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.

13.Below are statements regarding the minimum comjpiemséor the task you will be
performing (TASK1). Each statement has a missingezaPlease fill in the blank for
the missing value in each statement in the textthakfollows the statement.

QIl13_ a 1IMCF a. The minimum amount of money my $
group can make in this session is

QII13 b 1IMCF b. The minimum amount of money I, $
individually, can make in this session is

14.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the minimum amount you can make for the task ydubeiperforming (TASK1).

[}
o
S o
9 >
a <
> 3 >
(@] = (] D) (@]
mn o z < o
Qlll4_ a 1FV a. lwould really like to make this  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
much money.
Qlll4 b 1FV b. I wantto make this amount of [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.
Qll14 ¢ 1FV c. | really value this amount of [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.

Thank you for completing Questionnaire II!
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QUESTIONNAIRE I

We have a few quick questions for you while we caltate performance.

[QIlI1 — 1SIP] 1. How would you rate your performance on the {@#SK1)?

[1] Poor

[2] Fair

[3] Good

[4] Very Good
[5] Excellent

[QII2 — 1SGP] 2. How would you rate your group’s performance loa task (TASK1)?

[1] Poor

[2] Fair

[3] Good

[4] Very Good
[5] Excellent

[QIII3 — 1SIP] 3. Individual performance is rated as Low, Averagetigh. Where do you
expect your individual performance will be rated TASK1?

[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] High

[QllI4 — 1SGP] 4. Group performance is rated as Low, Average,ighHWhere do you expect
your group’s performance will be rated for TASK1?

[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] High
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QUESTIONNAIRE IV

Please answer the following questions as candidlg §ou can. Remember that your

answers are completely confidential. No one outsdhe project staff will ever know your
answers.

1. Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions you may have
right now. Please indicate the extent to which goicurrently experiencing each

emotion.
S Sz £z S 29
5 05 ©§ o
] o X o X o X O ®©
p — L W W
QIV1_a 1SDN a. Upset [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1 b 1HOP b. Hopeful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1 c 1FR c. Worried [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1 d 1RLF d. Relief [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1l e 1FR e. Tense [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1_f 1ANG1 f. Irritated [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1 g 1FR g. Nervous [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1_h 1HPP2 h. Enthusiastic [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV1li 1ANG2 i. Mad [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

2. Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions you may have
right now. Please indicate the extent to which goicurrently experiencing each

emotion.
S Gz 5z S SU
T ©§ 6F w©g ob
®) o X o X o X O @©
pd — w — w = W [
QIvV2_a 1SDN a. Discouraged [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2 b 1HPP1 b. Cheerful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2_ ¢ 1HOP c. Eager [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIv2.d 1SDN d. Sad [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2_e 1ANG1l e. Annoyed [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2_f 1SDN f. Disappointed [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2_ g 1GLT g. Guilt [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2 h 1FR h. Anxious [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV2_i 1GLT i. Shame [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
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3. Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions you may have
right now. Please indicate the extent to which gmicurrently experiencing each

emotion.

= o)

3 2

% S

- = s 5 =

© = c c o

= n e o) 4 >

= c 9 n tcg «©9

o o X o o X o X

z — L [ W =W

QIV3_a 1HOP a. Optimistic [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_ b 1HPP2 b. Excited [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_c 1HPP1 c. Joyful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIv3_d 1HPP2 d. Thrilled [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_e 1HPP1 e. Happy [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_ f 1ANG2 f. Angry [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_g 1GLT g. Regret [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_h 1ANG1 h. Aggravated [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QIV3_i 1ANG2 i. Hostile [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

4. We would like to know how you feel about the way paas distributed in your group
for TASK1. Please indicate how much you agreeisagtee with the following.

QIV4 a
QIV4 b
QIV4_c
QIV4_d

QIV4 e

1PJ

1PJ

1PJ

1PJ

1PJ

a.

Strongly Disagree

Pay is distributed fairly among my grougd
members.

| think the way pay is distributed among|[1]
group members is just.

| like the way pay is distributedy [1]
group.

It makes sense to distribute moneysac [1]
group members this way.

| agree with the way my group member§l ]
were paid.

=
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N N Disagree

[2]
[2]
[2]

‘w  ‘wNeither

[3]
[3]
[3]

Agree

=

[4]
[4]
[4]

Strongly Agree

g g 9

[5]
[5]



5. In this section, we would like your reactions tawhmuch money you made for the
TASK1 session. Please answer these questionsasthoas possible. To what extent
does how much money you made...

|5 S
= L|>j (D) ilu
= © (D] 9 E’
= 5. E S. 8.
S 5§ ® ©8 ©&
o o X o O X 0O X
Z W = W =W
IV5 a 1DJ a. ..reflectthe effort you have put
Qe into your work? Y P [l 2 (8] 14l [5]
QIV5 b 1DJ b. ...reflect what you have
contributed to the task? [l [2] (8] 14l [5]
IV5 ¢ 1DJ c. ...reflect how hard you worked on
QIVS_ e Y 1 2 B M 8]
V5 d 1DJ d. ...reflect what you should have
QIS e Y 1 2 8 M 8]

6. In this section, we would like your reactions tawhmuch money you made for the
TASK1 session. Please answer these questionsasthoas possible. To what extent
iIs how much money you made...

=
g =
= c
- 3 s & 2%
© = @ O W
= 0n e a2 >
S ©3 A S ©O
2 ed 2 fbeS
QIV6_a 1DJ- a. ...reallyunfair considering your [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
R hard work?
QIve b 117 b. ...consistent with what you [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
expected?
QIvé ¢ 1DJ «c. ..fair? 1 2] [3]1 [4] [9]
QIve_d 113 d. ...consistentwith whatyouwerdl] [2] [3] [4] [9]
told?

QIV6_e 1DJ e. ..appropriate fortheworkyou [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
have completed?

QIve_f 1DJ f. ..justified, given your 1] [21 [3] [4] [9]
performance?
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7. The statements below describe various reactiong/thamay have about how much
money you made for the TASK1 session. For eadkmatent, decide how satisfied or
dissatisfied you feel about that aspect of your. pdgw satisfied are you with...

e}
2
2 I3
5 2 G
2 % - 3
o g 8 £ O
> 9 3 2 2
o 2 ) © ()
> O e 7)) >
QIV7_a 1PSL a. ...the size of your pay for performance
on this task? [11 [2] [3 T[4 [3]
QIV7_b 1PSS b. ...the pay structure used for this task? [1] [2B] [[4] [5]

e S omance v on e ke ) 121 B[4 1)
QIvV7_d 1PSL d. bé:?;:ﬁ;ﬁ:;gfo%a% i)gotuases’;ned for 1 [2 [B [4] [5]
QIV7_e 1PSL e. t'a'l-sts’? level of pay you earned for this 1 2 @ [4 [5]
QIV7_f 1PSS Hf. grg:ﬁ) vr\:]e;ympsgr\s/\;as distributed among 1 2 @ [4 [5]

&

8. The statements below describe various reactiong/thamay have about how much
money you made for the TASK1 session. For eadkmatent, decide how satisfied or
dissatisfied you feel about that aspect of your. pdgw satisfied are you with...

e

2

o 2

5 3 ©

2 B - g ®

> o 5 2 =

o 2 (7] © ()

> o =z o >
QIV8_a 1PSL a. ...the size of your pay for this task? [1]1]1 [43] [4] [5]
QIV8B_ b 1PSS b. ...the way pay was administered to

group members? [ 2 81 4 Bl
QIV8_ ¢ 1PSS c. ...theway pay was determined? 1] [2] [3]] [45]
Iv8_d 1PSL d. ...the amount of money you made for
QIVe_ Yy 1 [21 [8 4 5]
about the pay structure?

performing this task?
IV8 e 1PSA e. ...theinformation you were given
QIVE_ y 9 M [2 (3 @ 5]
QIv8 f 1PSL f. ...the amount of money you made for

s task? [ [21 [& [ 5]
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9. The statements below describe how you feel abeugtbup with which you worked
on this task. Please indicate how much you agrekésagree with each of the

following.

(8]

o

(@)

S

B

&)

> 9

m S

5 3

o 0o
QIV9_a 1GL-R a. [Iwould preferto be in a different group. [1R]
QIVO b 1GL  b. Ilike the people in my group. [1]2]
QIV9 ¢ 1GL-R c. Idon'tlike the other people in my [1] [2]

group.
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& Agree

[4]
[4]

‘Gl Giol Strongly Agree



QUESTIONNAIRE IV (CONTINUED)
Before you start TASK2, we have a few more questiarfor you. Please answer these
guestions as candidly as you can. Remember thatymoanswers are completely
confidential. No one outside the project staff wilever know your answers.

10. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neither
91 Strongly Agree

S Agree

=
N
&

QIV10_a 2POM a. The better | perform on this task, the [
more money | will make.

QIV10_b 2POI- b. My performance on this task will not [1]

R affect how content | feel about this

task.

QIV10 ¢ 2POM c¢. How much money |l make depends ofil] [2] [3] [4] [5]
how well | perform this task.

QIV10_d 2MOT d. |am very motivatedto do well on this[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task.

QIV10 e 2EFT e. |wantto work hard in this session. [1]1]1 [23] [4] [5]

N
<
&
&

11.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the task you will be performing (TASK2).

&
2 8
9 >
[a) <
> O o =
(@] = () (@]
c o = ¥ c
S 8§ 3 5 8
m oz < O
QIV11_a 2EFT a. |will probably exertalotof efforton [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
this task.
QIV11 b 2MOT b. |feeldriven to do well on this task. [1]2] [4]

N
=
g9

QIV11l c 2POI c. How good I feel about this task depenfls] [2]
on how well | perform.

QIV1il d 2MOT d. Ireallywantto do well. [11[2] [3] [4] [5]

QIV11 e 2SVM e. The moneylcan make onthistaskis [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
important to me.

QIlvii f  2EP f.  How well I do on this task dependas o [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
how much effort | put into it.
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12 Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

Disagree
Neither

Agree

N
“
=
i

QIV12_a 2EP-R a. The effortthat | putinto this task i$ no [
related to my performance on this task.

QIV12_ b 2SVI Db. Iwantto feel good about myself by  [1]
performing well on this task.

QIV12 ¢ 2POM c. ltislikely that I will make more money [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
if | perform well on this task.

QIV12_d 2SVM d. Ivalue the money that | can earn for thig] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task.

=
e

N
“
=
g

13.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

&
2 8
%) >
@] <
> 0 L )
» 6 z < &
QIV13_a 2SVI a. |wantto do the right thing by [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
performing well on this task.
QIV13_b 2MOT b. Iam motivated to performwellon [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
this task.
QIV13_c¢ 2POIlI c¢. The better my performance on this [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task, the better | will feel about
myself.
QIV13_.d 2SVM d. Iwantthe money|can make fosthi[l] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task.
QIV13_ e 2POM e. Iflperform well, I will make more [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.
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14.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

QIV14 a 2EFT- a.
R

QIVl4 b 2EP b.

QIV14 ¢ 2MOT- c.
R

QIVia d 2EP d.

Strongly Disagree

| plan to take it easy while performing
this task.

If I try hard, | will do well on this task[1]
| do not care about my performance dt]
this task.

There is a good chance that my [1]
performance will be high on this task.

=

N Disagree

—

NN

[2]

W WNeither

[3]

= Agree

[4]
[4]

15.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

QIV15_a 2EP a.

QIV15 b 2POI b.

QIV15 ¢ 2EFT .
QIVi5 d 2POI d.

QIV15_e 2EFT e.

QIV15_f 2POM- f.
R
QIV15 g 2SVM g.

Strongly Disagree

If I put my mind to it, | should be ablg
to perform this task well.

If I perform this task well, | will feel [1]
that | have done something
worthwhile.

| plan to work hard in this session  [1]

It is likely that | will feel thathave [1]
done something worthwhile if |
perform well on this task.

| will try really hard on this task [1]
My performance on this task will not [1]
affect how much money | make.

Getting paid for this task is quite [1]
valuable to me.

=
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N N Disagree

[2]
[2]

[2]
[2]

[2]

W W Neither

[3]
[3]

[3]
[3]

[3]

B Agree

[4]
[4]

[4]
[4]

[4]

1 Strongly Agree

GG

[5]

Y1 Strongly Agree

—
Ul
—

[5]
[5]

[5]
[5]

[5]



16. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

QIV16_a 2MCR a.

QIV16_b 2MCC b.

QIV16 ¢ 2FTC c.
QIvie d 2FT-R d.

QIV16_e 2FT e

QIV16_f 2FTC f.

QIV1i6_g 2MCR g.

Strongly Disagree

There is a small difference in the most|
and the least money | could make in
this session.

The maximum amount of money | can[1]
earn on this task is large.

Pay for this task could be distrdalito  [1]
group members differently.

| really don't agree with how livzde [1]
paid for this session.

The approach to distributing pay for [1]
this task is fair.

| think my pay should be based oofy [1]
my own performance.

There is a large difference in the most[1]
and the least money | could make in
this session.

=
e
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N Disagree

—

[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

Neither

&

[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]

S Agree

—

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

1 Strongly Agree

—

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]



17.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

&
2 8
9 o
a) <
> O >
(@] = O (@]
c 9 = ¥ c
S % 35 5 8
mn o zZz < o
QIV17_a 2FTC a. |don't think how much | make [1] [2] [3] [4] [9]
should depend on my group's
performance.
QIV17_ b 2FTC b. |think pay should be distributed to [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
group members differently for this
session.
QIV17_ ¢ 2MCR- c. Thereis asmalldifferenceinthe [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
R most and least money my group

could make in this session.

QIV17_d 2FTC d. 1wishthey had used a differenywa1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
to distribute pay to group members
in this study.

QIV17_e 2MCR e. Thereis a big difference inthestmo[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
and least money my group could
make in this session.

QIvi7_f 2MCAR f.  Myown performance will makea [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
big difference in how much money |
make in this session.

QIV17_h 2MCAR h. [|hope my group performs well. [112] [3] [4] [5]
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18. Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following

regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

Strongly Disagree

—
=
e

QIV18 a 2MCAR a. Payon thistask is based on my
group's performance.

QIV18 b 2MCAR b. |Ireally want my group to do well in [1]
this session.

QIV18 ¢ 2FT c. The way pay is distributed in this  [1]
study is fair.

QIvli8_ d 2MCAR d. How much I make in this session [1]
depends on my group's performance.

QIV18 e 2MCAR e. How much money | make in this [1]
session depends on my own
performance.

QIV18_f 2FT f.  The pay for this task is fair.
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N NDisagree

[2]
[2]
[2]

[112]

‘w  ‘wNeither

[3]
[3]
[3]

[3]

Agree

=

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

[4]

Strongly Agree

g g 9

[5]
[5]

[5]



19.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following
regarding the task you will be performing (TASK2).

&
S 3
%) >
a <
> O o )
» 6 z & &
QIV19_a 2MCAR a. Ireallywantto do wellin this [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
session.
QIV19 b 2MCF b. The minimum amount of money | [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
can earn on this task is small.
QIV19 ¢ 2FTC c. Pay for this task should be [1] 2] [3] [4] [5]
distributed to group members
differently.

QIV19 d 2MCAR d. Payonthistaskisbasedonmy [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
individual performance.

QIV19 e 2MCAR e. The group's performance will make[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
big difference in how much money |
make in this session.

QIV19 f 2FT f.  Distributing pay based on [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
performance is fair.

20.Below are several statements regarding the maxioampensation for the task you
will be performing (TASK2). Each statement has asimg value. Please fill in the
blank for the missing value in each statement éntéixt box that follows the statement.

QIV20_a 2MCC a. The most money my group can make in$
this session is

QIV20.b 2MCC b. The most money I, individually, can $
make in this session is
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21.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the maximum amount you can make for the task ydiowiperforming (TASK2).

4
S o
9 >
a <
> O o )
(@) = [} (@)
c 9 = 9 c
S &3 5 8
n 0o =z < o
QIV21 a 2CV a. |would really like to make this much [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.
QIV21 b 2CV b. [|wantto make this amount of money. [12] [3] [4] [5]
QIV21 ¢ 2CV c. Ireallyvalue this amount of money. [AR] [3] [4] [5]

22.Below are statements regarding the minimum compiemstor the task you will be
performing (TASK2). Each statement has a missingezaPlease fill in the blank for
the missing value in each statement in the textthakfollows the statement.

QIV22_ 2MC a. The minimum amount of money my group $

a F can make in this session is
QIV22_ 2MC b. The minimum amount of money I, $
b F individually, can make in this session is

23.Please indicate how much you agree or disagreeeaith of the following regarding
the minimum amount you can make for the task ydubeiperforming (TASK2).

&
2 ¢
9 >
a) <
> 0 =
(@] = () (@]
c 9 < ¥ c
S 8§ 3 5 8
mn o z < o
QIV23_a 2FV a. 1would really like to make this much [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
money.
QIV23_ b 2FV b. Iwantto make this amount of money. [1]] [33] [4] [5]
QIV23 ¢ 2FV c. Ireally value this amount of money. [1] [21] [4] [5]

Thank you for completing Questionnaire V!
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QUESTIONNAIRE V

We have a few quick questions for you while we caltate performance.

[QV1 — 2SIP] 1. How would you rate your performance on the {d#SK2)?

[1] Poor

[2] Fair

[3] Good

[4] Very Good
[5] Excellent

[QV2 — 2SGP]2. How would you rate your group’s performance lomtask (TASK2)?

[1] Poor

[2] Fair

[3] Good

[4] Very Good
[5] Excellent

[QV3 — 2SIP] 3. Individual performance is rated as Low, Averagetligh. Where do you
expect your individual performance will be rated TASK2?

[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] High

[QV4 — 2SGPJ4. Group performance is rated as Low, Average,ighHWhere do you expect

your group’s performance will be rated for TASK2?

[1] Low
[2] Average
[3] High
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QUESTIONNAIRE VI

Please answer the following questions as candidlg §ou can. Remember that your
answers are completely confidential. No one outsdhe project staff will ever know your

answers.

1. Below are a number of words describing differeetifegs and emotions you may

have right now. Please indicate the extent to it are currently
experiencing each emotion.

s E_ g

€ s§ 8§

g ed ed
QVI1 _a 2SDN a. Upset [1] [2] [3]
QVI1 b 2HOP b. Hopeful [1] [2] [3]
QVIl ¢ 2FR c. Worried [1] [2] [3]
QVI1 d 2RLF d. Relief [1] [2] [3]
QVIl e 2FR e. Tense [1] [2] [3]
QVI1 f 2ANG1 f. Irritated [1] [2] [3]
QVI1 g 2FR g. Nervous [1] [2] [3]
QVI1_h 2HPP2 h. Enthusiastic [1] [2] [3]
QVI1L i 2ANG2 i. Mad [1] [2] [3]

To a Large

[4]
[4]

[4]
[4]

[4]

[4]

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]

2. Below are a number of words describing differemlifegs and emotions you may

have right now. Please indicate the extent to it are currently

experiencing each emotion.

s E_ g

E 6§ 0§

g ed ef
QVI2_a 2SDN a. Discouraged [1] [2] [3]
QVI2_ b 2HPP1 b. Cheerful [1] [2] [3]
QVI2 ¢ 2HOP c. Eager [1] [2] [3]
QVI2. d 2SDN d. Sad [1] [2] [3]
QVI2_e 2ANG1l e. Annoyed [1] [2] [3]
QvI2_f 2SDN f. Disappointed [1] [2] [3]
QVI2 g 2GLT g. Guilt [1] [2] [3]
QVI2_ h 2FR h. Anxious [1] [2] [3]
QVI2_i 2GLT i. Shame [1] [2] [3]
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To a Large
Extent

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

To a Very
Large
Extent

[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]
[5]



3. Below are a number of words describing differeelifegs and emotions you may have
right now. Please indicate the extent to which gmicurrently experiencing each

emotion.

s 5. £. 5. 20

8 ©§ 0g ©8 oo

$ °d ed ed eS8
QVI3_a 2HOP a. Optimistic [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_b 2HPP2 b. Excited [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3 ¢ 2HPP1 c. Joyful [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_d 2HPP2 d. Thrilled [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_ e 2HPP1 e. Happy [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_f 2ANG2 f. Angry [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3 g 2GLT g. Regret [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_h 2ANG1 h. Aggravated [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
QVI3_ i 2ANG2 i. Hostile [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

4. We would like to know how you feel about the way paas distributed in your
group for TASK1. Please indicate how much you egredisagree with the
following.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neither
91 Strongly Agree

B Agree

QVi4_a 2PJ a. Payisdistributed fairly among my groufi]
members.

QVIi4_ b 2PJ Db. Ithink the way pay is distributed amond1]
group members is just.

QVid_c 2PJ c. Ilike the way pay is distributecdy [1] [2] [3] [4]
group.

QVi4 d 2PJ d. It makes sense to distribute moneysac [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
group members this way.

QVi4d_e 2PJ e. |agree with the way my group membefd] [2] [3] [4] [5]
were paid.

NN
RS
= =
T =

&
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5. In this section, we would like your reactions tawhmuch money you made for the
TASK1 session. Please answer these questionsasthoas possible. To what extent
does how much money you made...

QVI5_ a
QVI5 b
QVI5 ¢

QVI5_d

2DJ

2DJ

2DJ

2DJ

...reflect the effort you have

put into your work?

...reflect what you have
contributed to the task?
...reflect how hard you

worked on the task?

...reflect what you should

have made?

Not at all

=

[1]
[1]
[1]

E E To a Small
Extent

[2]
[2]

To Some Extent

<

[3]
[3]
[3]

To a Large
Extent

=

[4]
[4]
[4]

To a Very Large

Extent

9

[5]
[5]
[5]

6. In this section, we would like your reactions tashmuch money you made for the
TASK1 session. Please answer these questionsasthoas possible. To what extent
is how much money you made...

QVI6_a
QVI6 b

QVI6_c
QVvie_d

QVI6_e

QVI6_f

2DJ-
R
213

2DJ
213

2DJ

2DJ

a.

...really unfair considering

your hard work?

...consistent with what you

expected?
...fair?

...consistent with what you

were told?

...appropriate for the work
you have completed?
...justified, given your

performance?
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Not at all

—
=
[—1

[1]

[1]
[1]

[1]
[1]

To a Small
Extent

NN

[2]
[2]

[2]
[2]

B To Some
Extent

&

[3]
[3]
[3]

To a Large
Extent

EN

=

[4]
[4]
[4]

— @ o ToaVery
L Large Extent

[5]
[5]
[5]



7. The statements below describe various reactiotg/theamay have about how much
money you made for the TASK1 session. For eadhmatent, decide how satisfied or
dissatisfied you feel about that aspect of your. pdgw satisfied are you with...

=]

2

2 3
=2 O =
n 2 Q2
2 B - 3 o
8 & 8 & o
> o 5 2 =
() = Q © )
> o =2 o >

QVI7_a 2PSL a. ...the size of your pay for performance
on this task?

=
N
=
=

[5]

—
—
E

QVI7_b 2PSS b. ...the pay structure used for this task? [1] [2B [5]
R ki e SN I
QVI7_d 2PSL d. pe:?(;ar rlr?;/re]:;gfo%at};] iyso;Ja;?’;ned for 1 [2 [B [ [5]
QVI7_e 2PSL e. té;stltl'.s level of pay you earned for this 1 2 38 [ [5]
QVI7_f 2PSS f. gr(t)r&(; vr;aeympsgr;/\’/?as distributed among M 2 @B [“ [5]
8. The statements below describe various reactiotg/thamay have about how much

money you made for the TASK1 session. For eadkretnt, decide how satisfied or
dissatisfied you feel about that aspect of your. pdgw satisfied are you with...

=]
2
@ 3
s 0 B
2 & —_- 3T ®
> o 5 2 >
) 5 Q © (]
> 0o oz un >
QVIS_S 2PSL atl). ...tr;le size of your pa;(/jfor this tagk’? (111 [33] [4] |[5]
QVI8 2PSS b. ...the way pay was administered to
group members? 121 B[4 [
QVI8 ¢ 2PSS c. ...the way pay was determined? (1] [AB] [4] [5]
QVvI8_d 2PSL d. ...the amount of money you made fo
performing this task? fl] (21 (3] 14 5]
QVI8_e 2PSA e. ...theinformation you were given
about the pay structure? [ el B4 [
QvI8_f 2PSL f. ...the amount of money you made for,
S ook [ [2 (3] [4] I[5]
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9. The statements below describe how you feel abaugtbup with which you worked
on this task. Please indicate how much you agreésagree with each of the

following.
QVI9_a 2GL-
R

QVI9 b 2GL
QVI9_ ¢ 2GL-
R

a.

b.
C.

| would prefer to be in a different

group.

| like the people in my group.
| don't like the other people in my

group.

Strongly Disagre
Disagree

—
=
[—1
—
N
—_—

[1]2]
[1] [2]

W.w . Neither

S Agree

[

[4]
[4]

91 Strongly Agree

—

[5]
[5]

10.1t is possible that we will be able to pay peoplelo this task in the future. The
statements below describe your interest in contipwork on this task. Please
indicate how much you agree with each of the folimistatements.

QvIil0.a IC
QVIIO b IC
QVI10 ¢ IC-R-
QVI10 d IC-R-
QVIl0 e IC
QVI10 f IC-R-

a.

| would continue working on this
task if | were getting paid.

Strongly Disagree

—
=
[—1

| am interested in doing additional [1]

work on this task for pay.

| don't want to work on this task  [1]
again even if | am paid to do so.
Working on this task in the future [1]
does not interest me even if | would

be paid to do so.

| am interested in future work on thi$l]

task for pay.

I'm not interested in working ohis  [1]

task again.

230

N N Disagree

[2]
[2]

2]
2]

‘W ‘W Neither

[3]
[3]

[3]
[3]

Agree

=

[4]
[4]

[4]
[4]

Strongly Agree

G

[5]
[5]

[5]
[5]



[QVI11 - IC] 11. Would you like us to contact you if we needgdedo work on this task in
the future?

[1] Yes
[2] No

12.When completing the tasks today, to what extentdidfeel...

5§ = 5
2 o g D
w £ i c
= (NN ) —
= © ] 9 E’
° 5 B 5 2.
c © A ©  ©8
o o o o o X
Z [ — [ LW
QVIl2_a FG a. ...youwere working with [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
others.
QVI12 b FG b. ...youwere partofa [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
group.

QVI12 ¢ FG c. ...youcompleted the task [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
as a member of a group.

QvIil2 d FG d. ...thetaskwasagroup [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
task.

QVI12 e FG e. ...youwere working [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
alone.

We just have a few additional questions about you.

[QVI13] 13. Are you (pick one)?

[1] Male
[2] Female

[QVI14] 14. What is your race (pick one)?

[1] White

[2] Black or African-American

[3] Hispanic or Latino/Latina

[4] Native American or Alaskan Native

[5] Asian, Pacific Islander, or Indian (from India)
[6] Other, including mixed
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[QVI15] 15. How old were you on your last birthday? years

[QVI16] 16. Which of the following best describes your euntrrelationship status (pick
one)?

[1] Never Married
[2] Currently Married
[3] Divorced

[4] Widowed

[5] Other

[QVI17] 17. About how much money do you spend each momitidde all your monthly
expenses, such as utilities, groceries, and eitaréat. $

[QVI18] 18. Are you currently employed (select one)?

[1] Yes ---------mmmmmeme- Go to Question 18a
[2] NO ------mmmmmememee- Go to End of Study

[QVI18 a] 18a. How long have you been employed (in months)doy current
organization? months

[QVI18_b] 18b. How many hours per week do you work for pay? hours

[QVI18 c] 18c. In what industry is your main job?

[1] Agriculture, Forestry, or Fishery
[2] Mining and Construction

[3] Manufacturing

[4] Public Administration

[5] Transportation

[6] Communications

[7] Retalil

[8] Finance, Insurance, or Real Estate
[9] Restaurant Service

[10] Repair Service

[11] Recreation Service

[12] Other

Thank you!
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