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Introduction
J. Stacey Adams developed Equity Theory in the early 1960s by building upon Festinger’s (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance to draw attention to the behaviors associated with and consequences of wage inequity (as cited in Adams, 1963; PSU WC, 2011).   Equity theory focuses on the ratio of an individual’s inputs and outcomes with that of another individual or standard.  The other individual or standard is referred to as the comparison other. The inputs are what the individual perceives to be the value he/she provides and the outcomes refer to benefits or rewards one receives  (PSU WC, 2011). 
Individuals will experience underpayment, or negative, inequity when they perceive themselves to be providing more inputs but receiving the same level of rewards as their comparison other.  Negative inequity may also be experienced when individuals perceive themselves providing equal inputs but receiving lesser rewards than the comparison other. Overpayment, or positive, inequity will be experienced when individuals are providing equal inputs but receiving greater rewards than their comparison other or are providing fewer inputs while receiving equal rewards (PSU WC, 2011).
Keep these terms in mind as you consider the scenario below and try to determine the type of inequity experienced and identify the comparison other.  We will identify several behavioral and cognitive strategies that are commonly utilized to counteract feelings of inequity and define the concepts of procedural and distributive justice, both developed to describe the social justice related to equity theory.
Case Scenario
Mary has been working at ABC Co. for almost ten years, gaining knowledgeable experience. John is now hired to work for ABC Co., at the same position and job classification as Mary. Mary and John are teamed together to work on a research project, involving late nights, and very long hours. They spend much of their time in each other’s offices. Mary notices that John has gotten settled rather quickly, decorating with memorabilia from his college years and fraternity house. After quite some time, Mary learns that John earns more money than her. She learns that their educational backgrounds are quite similar, and both went to prestigious universities. She cannot think of why John would be earning more money than her.  
 Mary takes a logical step and goes straight to her supervisor, Mark. After much evasion of the question, Mark confirms that John, in fact, earn more money; however, Mark did not offer any substantiating evidence to support the decision to pay John more. While in Mark’s office, Mary notices that Mark also has collegiate and fraternity décor; however, that is not what seemed odd, as many individuals decorated the offices with college memorabilia. What caught Mary's eye was that Mark’s office looked nearly identical to John’s office (similar school and fraternity items).  At this point, Mary concluded that John earns more money because he already knew the supervisor. In fact, the two had been in the same pledge class in college, and probably knew each other quite well. Mary feels as though this is unfair. She has an abundance job experience with the same educational background and feels as though John should not be earning more money than Mary, just because he attended the same university as Mark.
Mary continues to work with John to complete the research project, and notices that John doesn’t seem to be putting as much effort as he could be into the project. Also, John has been spending much of his time at work goofing off and distracting other individuals from their own respective tasks. After several weeks, Mary and John are informed that they are up for a promotion, which will earn them more money. They will receive a larger office, more benefits, and a more prestigious title. Mary begins to notice that Mark often goes to lunch with John, which appear not to be just working lunches.  Further, she hears Mark often offer additional suggestion and advice to John and others in the office, which is well beyond the scope of Mark’s job classification. It is apparent to Mary that Mark favors John over the other employees. As such, Mary feels as though there is little chance for her to receive the promotion, as it is Mark’s evaluation that will determine who is going to be promoted, regardless of the level of experience and job performance.
As Mary feels her chance of obtaining the promotion is dwindling (diminish gradually in size, amount, or strength), she stops going the extra mile to stand out when working on assignments. She begins to only follow instructions and complete the work accordingly, putting forth only minimal effort.  Whereas, before, she would add a personal cover page to her reports, or the extra binding to make it look more professional, and she might stay that little extra time at night to ensure that last little detail for a meeting the next morning is perfect. 
John’s performance at work has also not improved since hearing about the promotion. In fact, it has only further declined. He often arrives to work later than expected, completes less work than required, and the work he does chose to complete is presented in a sloppy manner, and typically not by the desired time and date. It becomes clear to Mary that John is not working towards the promotion. However, John is already discussing with other co-workers what changes he can and will make once he promoted. She feels as though he will get the promotion without earning it.  

Question: How Mary can solve this conflict? 
You need to provide her with a solution!
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