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ABSTRACT

DEVELOPMENTS IN THE FORMALIZATICN AND VERIFICATION
OF THE PRINCIPLE OF DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE

by Girard E. Krebs

The research reported here is based on the work of George
Homans, The subject matter is the principle of distributive
justice as formulated by Homans. Since this research is only
preliminary in nature, several other shortcomings besides concern
with only investment and profit are inherent. For example, in
attempting to delineate suitable criteria of investment and
profit, it was believed that authority and ability are at least
manifestations of investment, and cash award is a manifestation
of profit., Obvious here is the probability that authority and
ability may be forms of investment and that cash award may be a
form of profit, but these likely do not constitute all the
investments and profits in an economic or social exchange. The
psychological investments and profits are not even considered.

A survey type research design was used and is justified by
the fact that the research was directed at learning the
normative nature of the principle of distributive justice. The
results obtained in the survey were largely inconsistent with
expectations in that 88 percent of the respondents (n=485) to one
of eight different hypothetical situations of varying degrees of
ability and authority would split the profits of the exchange
evenly -- that is, 50-50. This large percentage of 50-50 responses

is attributed to the nature of the situations formulated and used



Girard E. Krebs

in the research design. The thought is that the situations lacked
real significance and personal commitment on the part of the
people asked to project themselves into the various situations.

Of the 12 percent of the respondents who did not indicate an
even profit split (i.e. indicated some split other than 50-50),
results support the general hypothesis that the manner in which
total profits in an exchange situation are split will reflect
the investment pattern of the exchange; the more a participant
has invested in the exchange, the greater will be his profit

expectations.
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INTRCDUCTICN

The basis for this research is George Homans' principle of
distributive justice.l This principle states that:

A man in an exchange relation with another will
expect that the rewards of each man be proportional
to his costs == the greater the rewards, the greater
the costs -- and that the net rewards, or profits,
of each man be proportional to his investments --

the greater the investments, the greater the

profit.2

Homans' work 1s an attempt to explicate his thinking on what
he calls the social economics of human interaction., He
specifically states that his propositions are derived from the
propositions of behavioral psychology and elementary economics.
He reminds us that behavioral psychology deals largely with
non-social experimental studies of the actions and reactions of
organisms; elementary economics deals with men in social
situations, for surely the economic market place is a social one.
From apples and dollars, physical goods and money, elementary
economics needs to be extrapolated to apply to the exchange in
intangible services for social esteem in a market place that is
imperf‘ect.3 What results from this process of extrapolation is

what Homans calls the social economics of an exchange.

lﬁeorge C. Homans, Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms.
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1961).

anmans, p. 75.

3Homans, p. 12.



Since this research is preliminary in nsture, the concern
here is with just a fraction of those concepts with which Homans
is concerned. The factors of interest in this research are
investments and profits. Homans does not satisfactorily define
what he means when he speaks of investments or profits. The most
we can learn from him is from isolated bits and pieces of
information., For instance, he speaks of investments as being
determined by the many features of the past histories or back-
grounds of the people in an exchange,“ and indicates that some of
a man's background characteristics increase in value with the time
and ability he has "put in" in various situatiuns.5 The
implication here is that, since investments are determined by these
background characteristics, as the characteristics increase in
value, so do the investments increase in value.

Homans does give an explicit definition of profit, but in terms
of two other variables. For him, profit is equal to reward less
cost.6 Of rewards, Homans makes the statement that the heart of
the psychology used here is not a stimulus and a response but an
operant and a reinforcer (an activity and a reuard)7. He talks

about positive and negative reinf‘orcers,B and later on he mentions

aHomans, pPp. 74=5.
5Homans, p. 236.

6Homans, pe. 61.

7Hnmans, p. 22.

8Homans, pe 2L4.



escape from or avoidance of punishment as being reuarding.9 Still
later, the cost of an activity is defined as the value of the
reward obtained through a unit of an alternative activity, forgone
in emitting the given nna.lcl

Generally speaking, Homans' work is permeated with such
ambiguities, not only in his definitions or lack thereof, but in
his explications as well. But of singular importance is the
possibility that he has the makings of a model for social
interaction. One could devote much time to the refinement of
Homans' original conceptions, and this research is meant as a start
in that direction.,

The beginning here is an initial thrust into the normative
nature of the principle of distributive justice in which the
relevant variables are investments and profits. The research
involves a survey design in which respondents were asked to react
to one of eight different hypothetical situations involving
different combinations of presupposed manifestations of invest-
ments and profits (see APPENDIX A),

The general plan of this thesis is as follows: First is a
formalization of the relationship Homans thinks exists between
investments and profit. A thorough and systematic screening of
Homans'! work was performed to sift out those statements relevant
to investments and profit; these were then formalized and

operated upon algebraically. This process yields a new relation-

9Homans, pPp. 57-8.

10Homans, p. 60.



ship == one which to my knowledge Homans does not indicate in
his work.

Focus is then shifted to the development of the implications
of this new relationship. In order to pursue this matter, it is
necessary to operationalize investment and profit. This
operationalization is elaborated and justified; then hypotheses
stemming from the operationalization and the formalization are
presented. That is, the analysis is taken a step further.
Assuming that the principle of distributive justice does in fact
describe social situations within a reasonable degree of
accuracy, an attempt was made to determine how much of the total
differential in concrete rewards to people in a social exchange
is attributable to differentials of investments in some instances,
and to additive investments in others. From this point, the
rationale for the research design, and the research itself are

explicated.,



CHAPTER ONE

A Partial Formalization of the Principle of Distributive Justice

Having studied Homans' ideas regarding rewards, costs, profits,
investments, and rates of investment, I became interested in the
possibility of formalizing the relationships which exist among these
elements of exchange. Although it is possible to treat these
variables rigorously and to establish a number of mathematical
relationships among them, the concern in this research is with
profits and investments. Before beginning this treatment, 1
acknowledge the possibility that by treating rewards and costs only
peripherally in this exercise I run the risk of error from omitting
or treating as irrelevant, what may be truly relevant variables.
Investments and profits were chosen as a beginning because they
seem most easy to operationalize, at least in part.

In this section of this thesis several of Homans' verbalized
statements regarding the relationships among various elements of
exchange are reviewed, symbolized, and then operated upon
mathematically. In the process, some new relationships are
established =- ones which are not expressed by Homans == as are
rigorously derived statements which demonstrate the consistency
of these interpretations of Homans' conceptions,

The reader will notice immediately that "should be" statements
by Homans are here transformed into "is" or "will be" statements,
Homans' "should be" statements follow from the proviso "if justice
is to obtain." Use of "is" or "will be" is based on the assumption

that distributive justice is operational. One need not accept this



assumption; in fact, actual research may be its undoing.
In the section called "Proportionality of Profits and Invest-
ments,"l1 Homans makes the following statements:

***Distributive justice demands not absoluteequality
of profits, but equality of profits as a rate of return
on investments.

SYMBOLIZED: P_ =11 ,P_ =711 .,
P PP’ o ‘oo

°***A man in an exchange relation with ancther will

12

expect the profits of each to be directly
proportional to his investment, es-..

P P
. B -
SYMBOLIZED: - ky T - Ky o

eeeIf the investment of two men, or two groups, are
equal, their profits should be equal, °°-.

SYymMBoLIzeD: if I_ =1 , thenP_=P_ .
p 0 p o

ee+If thelr investments are unequal, the one with the
greater investments should get the greater prufit.
SYMBOLIZED: if I I , then P P , and

p 0 p 0

ifI_ I, thenP_P_,
p 0 p o

Men certainly assess their own investments and income,
but to make the rule of justice work they must assess

those of others on the same scale (emphasis mine).
P
Given the above information, it can be demonstrated that TE =

p
rp, rp being the rate of investment under consideration. Using an

;lHomans, pp. 2L2=7.

12In this presentation, I 1is used for investments, P for
profits, and r for rate of investment. The lower case subscript
p designates Person, and o designates Other. Thus, Ip

should be read, "the investments of Person," and P0 should be read,

"the profits of Other," and so on.



economic analogy, suppose profits are 10 units and investment is
100 units. Then the rate of investment is j%r or 10 percent. In
the analogy used here, for every one unit of profit there are ten
units of investment., The scale here is 1 to 10. If the subjective
assessment of an investment situation is on a 1 to 10 scale, then
the assessment of the investment of others, according to Homans,
must be 1 to 10 as well, Because, to make the rule of distributive
justice work, the investment and income of all members of an
exchange must be measured on the same scale. This scale turns out
to be the rate of investment. Then, rp =T, . That 1is, rp must be
subjectively egqual to Ty s assuming that distributive justice is to
prevail.

Going one step further, if rp =T then from the algebraic
P P

manipulation resulting in r_ = TE y and r_ = TQ ’
P P o
P P
S
I "1 °
p 0

Stated formally:

In an exchange, the relationship of one man's profits
to his investments lies in the same ratiao as the
relationship of a second man's profits to his

investments.

By manipulating this formalized principle, we can determine that

P I

B . B

P I °
o o

Stated formally:

The profits of two people in an exchange lie in the
same ratio as their investments.



This formulation is submitted as a basic principle derived from
Homans' work in the principle of distributive justice. The task
now is to test the validity of the structure of the relations which
Homans presents and the relationships derived from his work.

If empirical research denies these relationships, then one or
more of several things is wrong:

l. There may be no principle of distributive justice.

2. There may be a principle of distributive justice, but this
interpretation may be incorrect, the statement of the
principle may be incorrect, or both.

3, There may be more than one manifestation of the principle of

distributive justice.



CHAPTER TuwaQ
Investments and Profits in a Task Situation

A basic assumption in this research is that ability and
authority are forms of investment and that money is a form of
profit. An elaboration on why these assumptions were made is in
order at this point. Homans' discussion of social behavior is
permected with examples of studies in which one or both of these
factors (ability and authority) are relevant. As a pointed
example, the reader is referred to Homans' discussion of the
rewards and costs of consultation in a department of a local
branch of a federal agency.l3 The original report of the research

appeared in The Dynamics of Bureaucracy,lh but is analyzed by

Homans in terms of the social economics of the situation. Homans'
analysis suggests that ability can be a factor in determining
authority. The idea thatvthese factors are investments follouws
naturally from Homans' analysis.

Another source of the idea that ability and authority are forms
of investment, and that money is a form of profit, is 6bservation
of Western civilization in general and United States society in
particular, One needs only to reflect on the pattern of 1life in
this country to understand why ability and authority are adduced

as forms of investment, and money as a form of profit. This

13Homans, pp. 360-371.

1L‘F'eter M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy. (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1955).
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society and culture are, as is evident in Homans' analysis,
permeated with reward for achievement, striving for self-enhance-
ment, climbing of the social and economic ladders, and so on.

A final source of these perceptions is the research in which I
have been involved during the past year. Santo F. Camilleri of the
Department of Sociology at Michigan State University has formulated
a gain-loss model of decision making. He has introduced the ability
and authority factors into an experimental laboratory situation from
which he hopes to arrive at some probability figures on decision
making.

The "givens" in Camilleri's work are:

l. a task situation in which two individuals are involved

2. 1individual A perceives himself as having high or
low ability, and perceives individual B as likeuwise
having high or low ability in some dyadic combination

3. one of these two people has authority for final decisions.

That is, both people may perceive themselves and their partners in
the task as having high ability, 0Or one person may be perceived

of as having high ability and the other as having low ability.

And either of these people may have authority over the other. In
constructing such a situation in the laboratory, Camilleri is
attempting to establish probability statements concerning the types
of decisions which will be made by participants in the various
conditions if they disagree with each other on the proper resoclution
of the task. Much of my thinking, and the actual research design
used in this study, are attributable to having worked as a research
assistant with Professor Camilleri during this past year.

A note on the Notation System:
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l, The assignment of the designation A to Person and B to
Other is arbitrary, This has no significance other than to allouw
symbolic representation. Person could be designated B8 and Other
designated A,

2. Authority -- If A and B have unegual authority, i.e., one
or the other is in a position of authority vis-a-vis the other, one
letter designate is placed abcve the other. For example, the
notation g designates A 1in an authority relation over B8.

3« Ability -- If A and B have equal ability, and that ability
is high, the notations A* and B* are used. The notation A+,
B” would mean that A has high ability while B has low ability.
This is obviously a condition of unequal ability.

L, Authority and Ability -- Combining the notation systems above,
an extended notation system 1s developed. To illustrate, the
notation g: (R above B; A with one "minus" superscript and B
with one "plus" superscript) means that A has low ability, B

has high ability, and A has authority over B. Any combination of

ability and authority desired in a study can be "created," assuming,
of course, that communication with the respondents is effective,
and that they perceive themselves in the appropriate states.
Although any combination is possible, a g condition is not
used because it is meaningless in this context. Recall that the
assignment of A to Person and B to Other is arbitrary. B
could be used to designate Person; so either subject can be
designated either A or B.
Regarding the factors of investments and profits, it would

be at most very difficult, and at least very ambitious, to classify
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the psychological manifestations of any of these four factors.
Thibaut and Helleyl5 assume that psychological rewards can be
measured, and that rewards of different modal gratifications can
be reduced to a single psychological scale. Likewise, costs are
assumed measurable on a common psychological scale, and in
addition, are additive in their effect. The measurement and
scaling alluded to in this paragraph lie beyond the scope of this
research. What I shall attempt to show is the reflection of these
psychological manifestations in a concretely'measurable
differential split in the monetary profits gained from performance
in a task situation carried out within a framework of concerted
team effort.

An assumption upon which this phase of this inquiry lies is
that both ability and authority are forms of investment in the
exchange extant in the research design. I do not say, or mean to
imply, that authority and ability are the only investments; I say
only that they are the relevant investments., Other factors are
either not important at all or form a separate and independent
system, The assumption is that there are no other relevant factors

which will systematically upset the profit split.

Another assumption which arises at this point is that the money
which the subjects gain from this exchange is a profit from it,
Rgain, the money involved is not the sole profit; the point is that

this money is the relevant profit. In addition, since Homansl6

15John W, Thibaut and Harold H., Kelley, The Social Psychology
of Groups. (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1959).

16Homans, pp. 97, 241, 244,
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says that profits equal rewards minus costs and that costs are eqgual
to rewards forgone, part or all of the money may be offsetting part
or all of the costs of the exchange, leaving none, or only some of
the money as profit. In other words, it may be incorrect to call
all the money profit. It may be more nearly correct to call this
money reward, This point, however, will not be of major concern
in this research.

Having related the terms ability and authority to investments,
and money to profits, I can now incorporate Homans!' thinking into
the analysis.

General Hypothesis: The manner in which total profits
in an exchange situation are split will reflect the
investment pattern of the exchange; the more a
participant has invested in the exchange, the greater
will be his profits.

In a dyadic task situation (such as the one used in this
research design) in which two subjects have equal ability and equal
authority, the profits should be split equally, If authority were
equal or not a factor, but ability differed in the two subjects,
that subject with the greater ability in performing a task should
reap a larger proportion of the profits. If a subject were in a
position such that he had greater ability to perform the task and
had authority in the task situation, he should reap an even higher
proportion of the profits because of increased investments.

To simplify this analysis, two of the authority-ability
relationships which will be used in this research have been
selected for explication. They are g: and g: . In the first

case, A has high ability and B has low ability. In addition,
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R has the authority for the final decision. In the second case,
A has low ability and authority for the final decision while B
has high ability, but has no authority for the final decision.
With the aid of a sort of four fold table for reference, and
with differential split of profits as the result of the relatiaon-

ships extant in this table, several specific hypotheses are

offered:
TABLE 1
I II
At A”
IV III
B~ g*

Hypothesis I: Of the four possible combinations of authority
and ability, a subject in condition I (cell I) will reap the
highest percentage of total rewards. That is, a subject in
condition I has high ability invested and is in the
position of authority, and will therefore reap the greatest
profit.

Hypothesis II: Of the four possible combinations of authority
and ability, a subject in condition IV (cell IV) will reap

the lowest percentage of total rewards. That is, a subject in
condition IV has neither ability nor authority invested in the
exchange, and will therefore reap the least profit,

Derivation I (From Hypotheses I and II): Differential
investments of authority and ability of subjects in conditions
I and IV will result in the widest differential percentage
split of total profits of any of the possible comparisons of
conditions., Symbolically, and in relative profits, A*> B8~ .

Hypothesis III: A subject in condition I (cell I) will reap



15

greater profits than a subject in condition II (cell II).

Symbolically, A*> A™ ,

This will be so because, although each subject has the
authority for final decisions, the subject in condition I has
high ability while the subject in condition II does not., The
subject in condition I has more invested in the exchange, and will
therefore reap greater profits.

Hypothesis IV: A subject in condition I (cell I) will reap
greater profits than a subject in condition III (cell III).

Symbolically, A*> 8%,

This will be so because the two subjects will have equal (high)
ability invested in the exchange, but the subject in condition I
also has authority for final decisions while the subject in
condition III does not.

Hypothesis V: A subject in condition II (cell II) will reap
greater profits than a subject in condition IV (cell IV).

Symbolically, A" > B ,

This is so because the two subjects will have equal (low)
ability invested in the exchange, but the subject in condition II
has authority for final decisions while the subject in condition
IV does not.

Hypothesis VI: A subject in condition III (cell III) will
reap greater profits than a subject in condition IV (cell IV).

Symbolically, B%>» B~ :

This will be so because the two subjects have egqual authority
for final decisions (i.e., no authority), but the subject in
condition III has high ability invested in the exchange while the

subject in condition IV has low ability investments.
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The one differential profit split relaticnship which cannct
be derived from the analysis is that between A~ and BY . This
relationship is problematic because one of the subjects (A™) has
only authority for final decisions invested in the exchange, while
the other (BY) has only high ability invested. The problem becomes
one of deciding on snmé grounds whether authority or ability is the
greater investment,

On the basis of research by Jackson17 it seems that:

Hypothesis VII: A subject in condition III (cell III)

with reap greater profits than a subject in condition

II (cell 1II).

Symbolically, B'>» A,

This hypothesis is admittedly the weakest of the several which
have been made. None the less, it is logically consistent with
the other hypotheses formulated, a discussion of which will follow
a presentation of the basis for formulating it.

Jackson addressed the problem of status consistency, and
stress arising from status inconsistency. 1In this study of the
stressful impact of status inconsistency on the individuzal, he
suggests that the relative positions of achieved and ascribed
status ranks influence the way an individual defines his situation.

More specifically, Jackson found that disequilibration (in

Himberly's18 terms) perceived by the individual as having resulted

17Elton F. Jackson, "Status Consistency and Symptoms of
Stress," American Socioclogical Review, 27(4):(1962), 469-480.

183ames C. Kimberly, "A Theory of Status Equilibration," in
Berger, Zelditch and Anderson (eds), Socioclogical Theories in
Progress. (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1966). Also as Technical
Report #6, Office of Naval Research, Contract Nonr 1181 (11),
Project NR 179-740, (not dated).
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from his own actions cause stress, whereas disequilibration
perceived as having resulted from agents or situations beyond his
control do not cause this stress.

Because the selection of the authority figure in the proposed
study should be perceived by the subjects as arbitrary, the
authority element should not be weighted as heavily as the ability
element; the ability element, should be perceived as directly
resultant from the subject's own actions. Therefore, Hypothesis
VII is based on Jackson's findings.

Some hypothetical figures are added toc TABLE 1 which may be
used for demonstration only. These figures are used to represent
one possible differential percentage split of the profits, and also
to demonstrate the logical consistency of all the possible

relationships which exist among the four conditions,

TABLE 2°

at A”
70 | 4O
30 | 60

B~ g*

aFigures clustered about the intersection of the cell division
lines are hypothetical differential percentage splits of profits

from the exchange.

and B+.

Recall that A* and B- are in exchange, as are A~

Therefore, vertical percentages must add to 100 percent.

A* and R™, as well as B~ and 8" are not in exchange; horizontal
percentages therefore need not add to 100 percent.

Collecting all the differential percentages of profit

relationships among the various conditions, the following

hypotheses have been generated:
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1. A'> A~
2. A*> g"
3. AT> B
4L, A”> B~
5. 8Y> A
6. BY> B

Let us look now at the logical structure of these relation-
ships. Hypothesis VII (the weak one) states that B'> A~
Hypothesis V states that A~ > B~, Using the logical property
of transitivity, if B*> A~, and A"> B”, then B8"> B~. Thus,
using the logical structure of the property of transitivity,
Hypothesis VI is derived. This operation is further support for
the hypothesis that B could be greater than A™.

However, the logical structure of the relationships would not
be disturbed if A~ = B", or even if A”> B" within specified limits.
The logical structure will hold provided that A*> B, A™> B~,

At > AT, and Bt > 87 If, for example, the differential profits
percentage split between At and 8~ were 70 - 30, A~ could rangs
from any percentage greater than 30 to one less than 70. That is,
30 ¢ A" ¢ 70. Similarly, 30< BY< 70. As long as these
conditions were met, Hypotheses I through VI could be valid.
Bringing this last point to light is, however, not sufficient to
prompt the withdrawal of Hypothesis VII.

If one wishes a further check on the logical validity of the
hypotheses presented, it is not difficult to establish the
following relationships:

1. AY> a™> 8"
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2. A*> B*> B

3. A*> B"> A~

b, BY> AT> B
Finally, 5., A*> B> A >8".

An analysis of other important possible relationships which
exist, or could exist among people who occupy the various positions
thus far delineated vis-a-vis a split of any tangible profit
intended from some outside source now seems germaine. UWhat was
done in the immediately preceding discussion was an analysis of
the relationships expected in a situation in which there were two

sets of two people in the actual exchange. Specifically, the

+ -
exchange situations were g- and g+ . The hypotheses are that

A*> B” and that B*> A~., Beyond this, the relationships were
analyzed across group, or exchange, lines. That is, it was further
hypothesized that A*> 8%, A”> 87, A*> A”, and 8> B~

Upon a little reflection, one should easily see the danger
in attempting the cross-ordering of these relationships. The
simple fact that At is not in actual exchange with B+, B is not
in exchange with B, and so on, is a factor which has not been
reckoned with suitably in the foregoing analysis. The purpose here
is to deal with this shortcoming,

The cross-ordering of these relationships is attempted by
analyzing what would be expected if the particular situations in
which people in exchange may find themselves were reshuffled. In
this manner, the relationships which should exist in the following
exchanges can be inspected: 1) g: ; and 2) g:. Now there are

four exchange situations which we may look at -- namely, the tuwo
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just presented and the two analyzed in the preceding section, i.e.,

+ -
A A
B~ and B+ o

In all four of the cases presented thus far, the persaon
occupying position A has authority for final decisions over the
person occupying position B, In the comparative analysis of these
four exchange situations, authority is held constant, relatively
speaking, ability is the independent variable, and differential
profit split is the dependent variable. In two instances ability
is equal; however it is low within one of these cases and high
within the other, Within the other two instances, ability is
unequal with the person in authority having high ability in one
case and the person in authority having low ability in the other
case. In each of these latter two situations, the exchange
partner has low ability and no authority, and high ability and
no authority, respectively.

Comments have been made on, and hypotheses stated concerning

+ - .
g- and g+ exchanges. Hypotheses state that in both

the
exchanges there will be a differential split of profits accruing
from the exchange, and that the order will be A*> B~ and BY> A”,
In addition to the argument already presented for the B+>> A~
hypothesis, it is also true that in the exchange incorporated into
the major research design, A~ has the prerogative of drawing upon
the "ability" of B*. A~ learns what B thinks is the correct
decision, and A~ therefore has the "ability" of 8* at his disposal.
This "ability" does not belong to A™, but A is free to use it.

In that sense, B* is potentially a greater contributor to the task

than is A”, even though A” has authority for the final decision.
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+ -
No problems arise in analyzing the g+ and g- exchanges. In a

situation in which such exchanges exist, the following hypotheses
are easily derived, assuming of course, that ability and authority

are investments, that money is a profit, and that the following

P P
investment-profits proportion holds; TE = TQ :
p o

Hypothesis VIII: Given a dyadic task performance
exchange in which the two people have equal and high
ability at performing the task, and in which one of
these two people has the authority for final
decisions, that person in the authority position
will receive a greater portion of a differential
profit split than will his partner.

A+

gt *

Hypothesis IX: Given a dyadic exchange involving

Symbolically: A'> BY if

the performance of a task in which the two people
have equal and low ability, and in which one of
these people has the authority for final
decisions, that person in the authority position
will receive a greater portion of a differential
profit split than will his partner.

A

Symbolically: A~ ) B~ if g

At this point the reader should compare Hypothesis VIII with
Hypothesis IV, and Hypothesis IX with Hypothesis V. The elements
of the two sets of Hypotheses (IV and VIII, and V and IX) are
similar., That is, Hypotheses IV and VIII state the same
relationship as do Hypotheses V and IX.

Now the difficulty arises because in Hypotheses IV and V,

A* and B*, as well as A~ and B” are not actually in exchange while

they are in exchange in Hypotheses VIII and IX. UWhat this means
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is that in Hypothesis IV, AT + 8% does not necessarily egual 100
percent of the total profits because the people involved are not
in exchange, and are therefore not splitting the profits between
themselves. This is also the case with A” and B~ in Hypothesis V.
However, in Hypothesis VIII, A* + B must equal 100 percent of
the total profits because these two people are in exchange and
are splitting the profits between themselves. The same is true
of AT and B” in Hypothesis IX.

Hypotheses IV and V, although stemming from the same logical
grounds, differ from Hypotheses VIII and IX with respect to
attempts at their verification. To verify Hypotheses IV and V,
some cross-analyses of data gathered in the g: and B: exchange
situations must be performed. To verify Hypotheses VIII and IX,
only internal analyses in the g: exchange and in the g: exchange are
necessary. Cross-analysis is not appropriate for verification of
Hypotheses VIII and IX, but the results of cross-analysis of A and
B”, as well as A~ and B in the g: and B: exchanges may be
interesting when compared with the internal analyses of A" and B,
as well as the A~ and B' relationships in the g: and B: exchanges.

In short, the verification of the two sets of similar
relationships requires two different research designs. One
research design must provide for g: and B: exchanges, and the other
design must provide for g: and g: exchanges. Putting all four
exchanges in the same design does not alter the fact that each
tombination is necessary.

ARs a general summary, two actual exchange relationships were

analyzed and their elements were ordered both internally and
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across exchange boundaries. An order for the four elements in the
two g: and B: exchanges was than stated. This order is A+>- B+>
A™> B,

A further analysis to determine the nature of any other

relationships which may be constructed from these elements was
+
attempted. 1In actual exchanges, the following were added: g+ and
- + -
g- . In the g+ exchange, A*> 8%, Also, in the g- exchange,

R™> B~. It is necessary to select only the B+> A~ ordering from
the g: exchange analyzed earlier to reach the closure already
argued for, namely that A*> BY> A~ > B”, But this closure is
reached by analyzing actual exchange situations in this last

instance, whereas that same elosure is reached by internal

analysis and cross-analysis in the first instance.



CHAPTER THREE

Research Design

It has been suggested, especially in research regarding
prejudice, that people do not do what they say they would do were
they confronted with a given situation. In a hypothetical
situation, i.e., one into which an individual only projects
himself, there would be less emotional involvement than one in
which the individual is integrally involved. What is suggested
is an emotional involvement different for each of two situations,
one in which the individual occupies an objective, observational
position, and the other in which the individual identifies himself
hypothetically as an active participant. 1In the former situation,
it seems the individual would make evaluationson the basis of a
subjective, self-centered perception of the situation, whereas in
the latter the individual would apply the norms of his society or
group.

That is, there should be, intuitively speaking, a high
correlation between results obtained in implementing a hypothetical
“type research design and the norms of the society since the norms
of society are what its members say would occur under specified
conditions, The norms are manifest in the pronouncements of its
individual members taken collectively, and therefore norms cannot
exist unless they are internalized in sufficient numbers of the
individual members of the society. This is the basis for my
believing that a high correlation exists between the words of
individuals and the norms of the society.

This argument is documented repeatedly by anthropological

24
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field research., In fact, one of the earlier difficulties of
anthropological research was the discrepancy between research
findings in which anthropologists used informants, and research

in which anthropologists became participant observers. The use of
informants involved asking guestions in a hypothetical or
projective sense, Early anthropologists thus learned what the
societally sponsored rules and norms were, but they did not report
or account for variation from the rules and norms. O0Only when
anthropologists began to realize that a variance existed did they
begin to ask questions about procedure. And this led to a high
awareness of and accommodation to differences between word and deed.,

An individual who is immersed in a human exchange of some sort
has his own self image and self interest at stake. These
subjective factors may, I believe, disturb the correlation betuween
individual word and societal norm, and effectively reduce it., UWhat
may occur is that instead of a high correlation between individual
word and societal norm, we may find a lower correlation between
individual deed and societal norm., The individual, having invested
of himself in the exchange would, it seems, have a higher tendency
to forsake the norms of the group than would one who has not
literally invested of himself,

I believe that the hypotheses presented earlier in the
proposal are normatively oriented. That is, Homans' conceptions
and my derivations of distributive justice should be the consensus
arrived at in a poll of the sufficiently socialized members of
this society. Normatively speaking, the results hypothesized

should obtain.
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It therefore seems logical to test these hypotheses in a
normative frame of reference. The argument here is that, since
conceptions of distributive justice are normative and therefore
hypothetical, it is most logical to test them using a research
design based on hypothetical constructs. The best results (i.e.,
the highest correlation) should be obtained using this type of
design., If a high correlation were found, strong evidence in
support of the normativeness of the principle of distributive
Jjustice would be gained. Instead of assuming the normativeness
of the principle of distributive justice, there would be evidence
to support the normativeness of the principle. In addition, as
will be pointed out, the hypotheses constructed are not as
relevant to experimental research as they are to a test of the
normativeness of the rules.

Later experimental research, in which the individual has
subjectively invested, will probably yield a lower correlation
between the deed and the norm once the norm has been established.
Assuming that the principle of distributive justice can be
established as normative in this society, and assuming that the
correlation would drop in experimental research, we could shift
the focus to the individuasl psychological factors and predis-
positions which may be the cause of the variant correlation
between the words of individuals and societal norms on the one
hand, and the deeds of individuals and societal norms on the
other.

The logical order of research, then, is first to investigate

the normativeness of the principle of distributive justice for this
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society, second to test new hypotheses concerning the suspected

and predicted variance between words and norms, and deeds and norms
already discussed, and third to attempt to isolate and measure

the psychological factors involved. The hypotheses already
formulated are most directly related to the first of these three
logical necessities, because they deal directly with normative

expectations,



CHAPTER FOUR
Procedures
A word must be said about the guestionnaires used in the
actual implementation of the research (APPENDIX A). The
guestionnaires are designated FCRM A through FORM H. There are

eight questionnaires, but only four exchange relationships. Forms
+

A and B reflect the type of situation one would find in an g+

exchange; FORM A corresponds to the position of the A" individual
in an 2: exchange, and FORM B corresponds to the position of the
8% individual in an g: exchange. Similarly, FORM C corresponds

to the position of the A* individual in an g: exchange, and FORM
D corresponds to the position of the B~ individual in an g:

exchange, and so on (see TABLE 3).

TABLE 3
FORM corresponds to POSITION in an EXCHANGE
1. A At g:
2. B g* g:
3, C a* g:
4. D B g:
5. E A~ g:
6. F g* g:
7. G AT Ig:

28
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FCRM corresponds to POSITICN in an EXCHANGE
- . AT
8. H B g~

Any considerations of the normative nature of exchange in
which authority 1s not a factor have been eliminated from this
preliminary research. That is, none of the forms used in the
research corresponds to an exchange in which the participants have
equal authority. The purpose here is to concentrate only on those
exchangesin which both authority and ability are investments.
Consideration of equal authority, which effectively removes the
authority factor, can be added at a later time. This, as well as
other possible considerations, will be mentioned in the section on
suggestions for further research.

These guestionnaires were distributed in one of the following
two classes at Michigan State University on the dates and at the
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