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AHDOHIMTEHN LD L S IZBCINZDHh LN
Mg, H2O0E¥OTEMED 15T 2, Homans
(1961, 1974) W, ZTOEHE MHEFH—7 ORATAE]
ZBWT, S5-0RER2ETFT, HAFBHO—RERD
BN ZHA TS, CNoDORBERAEZLHTT2-o
RELDTBABLLNTES, TD 121, HEGH
IVEDHET TV 5 &£ 25D [ B4 | (Rationa-
lity Proposition) Th Y, D 1013, HEAE]
(Distributive Justice) 1283 2 DTH 5, [Era
Bl i, “BROVIETRDHE) b AFEZEEDME
EVIZXORER %82 L L TOREP 281772 D
LYVREVEAEINS 7% % BIRT 2”  (Homans,
1974 : BAR p.63) £\WH L DT, Zhl, Edwards
(1954) %, Rosenberg (1956) =*, Fishbein (1975) o,
Whw s [HF—MET V] OBKT LA ELRAL
NEZET2VDTH 3, [DEALE] &3, “Ai3, #
SMZBROFT, B2 ADVRTERE Z DAY T ORH
7518 5F18 (profit=reward-cost) L DHAHEL L
BHLITHMADEEINBLOHELTEY, oM
RITR L 123 EH T8N 7B, injustice B L B o+-
HARWIZER LB E R AR @S » DR, Y
AR 2 3B EZ T AR S H DR Y 2 28T 27
(BH, 1979 &) L DT, Equity BHICHKET 21
DTHB, T2bb, SEESETIIRBRADEEIC
HESVWTRRMT RN ZDIZ L, FBAE TS
L& Tidel, A (Equity) OFEIZHS TR
REBINZELVILDTH B, TNb2oDMEIZ—
REFET2L0EI6NB, Wb —BEDH 2
FEL L TRWHAN 2>, SEMNAEIZE L I8
12% { DEEMFED FR % TR/HLTHD  (Mit-
chell, 1974) %3, FEAIE, T/5b b, Equity B
Bl Ti, KAHADS 45, ZHfT (performance) =
B11 (effort) ‘s D Inputs &, &&kb LIk hic/
% Outcomes %, W4 b EERAIZEIEL T inequity
ZEUIESD, HEWIE, BIZEb oh—F g
BT 2 EBEHIC L - b DT, Equity BHATTH

Mmoo F

REMIVTZREI N 20 S IR+ IB LN T
W3 EIIWEZNWDTH B,

L Lo, MEBOZEDRD - EHLEE, &
\2, BFE - RIGER~ D Equity HHRDEE #4722
HRCIFAKREO DN R N2, FIXIE, BEHMEE
CH27 oy TVRBEVIE “HRMEEL X" (social
desirability) DRTH YA ->TWBEWVS “Matching
Hypothesis” ##% - 7- Feingold (1981) owf#E<it, B
O &) BEIICEIN TS 2BE T DEFEO Kk
B, dhdwva-eroerz 2y, kyugrgc
B oL b 2RHELTWS, /-, Walster, Walster
& Traupmann (1978b) 13, ZAIXM 7 inequity
BEZ S BRI BRI % U kR, inequity 12pk
SRS 2 IR 2 RT C L 2R LTEY, &
HiZ, ERBREROBHEICE THRTELED TS, ¢
NOINTH O REBE TOREHETH 2 S0 mE
N3,

BEBRRII RS T 20 0Th 2—7, B IZRE
IEBPRECE NS HTHBN LG TH B, R
-, Equity HE@%CNIZhTIn 24, HiyE
B ETOBROELHBETRETH 5 &, iz,
inequity DS HEIZEAT 3R %, chE T+ HF
RYFTEON T - REOTEHIZ B TR 2
LENTERENS CER LD S, SBHRECBEOR
BHZVDEELLND,

Adams (1965) i, Homans (1961) DIrENTEDE
B BAMRGFIBE (Festinger, 1957) 4B L T3
BEIERDES5IZERT 5, 77045, 1. inequity I3
3R (temsion) R4ELU, T DML inequity OB
BT 2, 2. BRIVBEICH - <HEST N, 20
BS 2 IBROBIICHEIT 3, LS b oTh
Bo & 51, inequity DR L IMEMOBEE LC,
1. ES*MFO Inputs X Outcomes %Z X 43,
2. Inputs % Outcomes I2B8¥ 2 BAMZEw 2, 3.
BB ZHT > TXDIF 2 WEN S, 4. HigoRFE 2%
A%, ZE, Equity 7% %) BHkEICEHTRE
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EBHRXOBEEHET H2UB F2F

2y DITLTW3, inequity @D BFED S L, 1+ 3
RTENZ, 2 L 4I0BENZFEL LTSN 3,
E7z, BANRGMERCEAEIE TR, 131
TEBOBANEROE(L, 2 IBEOBMNEROEL,
4135 LW BRNERO YT 3,

Walster, Walster & Berscheid (1978a) i3, X 512
INZRBIE, LIERCEFVEHELTOS,
HIZEnIE, “AF2BARIE, TOBEEBKL EE
TRTCOSIMEH T DRAFED 5% LW HIFIZE 2 ZE
STWBERBTITOENZLEIRLT S” (p.10) @
Thh, X)) T°ERbIN3,

(0a—1a) _ (Os—1Ip) (1)
(i1ah)ks (|Is])*s
Ia, In: BB > TRAENAT-IZBOD
Inputs )
04,08 BKREILL > THEAI N AEIZBD
Outcomes

Ko Xt +1 » -1 0L pDEZ L AXFE
T Ia, I, (Oa—1a), (Oz—Ip) OBE
Ck->TRES, TRbb,
(Is) xsign (Oa—1a), Kg=sign (Is) X
sign (Os—1Ig)

Ka=sign

APFFETIE, Equity BRICESREYT, TOERT
%L A% Walster et al. (1978a) I2&—-%, th %
ABBRIZHTUID, BHEIN B inequity DRBEIZL
- CLEREBNRED L HITH3) 245 LEKIC,
equity BIEOHED §H T Equity EFVORYLKES
BEST %, i, equity BIEOFEICE L TIE, T
RITEORTEZEA D, - T, EHIIXRD L H123LT
b, RF1. BEBERICBWT, BAIXN S ineg-
uity DBERKEIFNITBALO/MU % LEMER
DREVWTHS S, (RIFH2. B%EAt inequitable TH 3
LBAT 2BAI B3, equity #EE, % 7:13, inequ-
ity 2T 217825575 THS9,

b7l b3

MEE BEBERIIHIRFERLRT0L, 31405
I LEREN T s b, WEHRIRZEZTH -1, BT
BIROEREIL, “BEERICHBECLEEWHLADE
TWBZE” &L, ThIZEECL ) QETHREIN .
SREL, BAEN: inequity OBEIZL Y 5Bz
Fonids, BRBOEEBESE L LT3 0IEANE
ERICHRAY MBI 2 I EV 5N DIE R R 504
ET100% (EHZEEMR21. 1748, P28 BRiR16. 14 5, AN ©

» el f:o

BHELLORE BE#KIL, 1. equity-inequity @
=T A RE, /25, # Inputs, # Outcomes
NERE, 2. BEARGOFEERE, 3. ISI (Increa-
sing Self Inputs) RE, 4. IPI (Increasing Partner’s
Inputs) RE, 5. #EOER B L U3 BEIMICET 5
BEDSER» o5,

1. 81Xt equity-inequity fEX : Walster et
al. (1978b) IZHETENRHIT equity-inequity fH
X2k T, LB ERHY» S, BHTFGER, 2
¥, BFFIBRE BRIFIGRRBICESSBIIITS
N7z, inequity fHx1: “BEFEDH 5 VIIFBRED
LEBMEOHL” TRbah, R LRG> THE
AN, SEBE~NDIEDFIFDOEHSET Table 1 DL BY

Table 1
Range of Equity,/Inequity Score

Groups Range
GUB ( Greatly Under Benefited ) x < -.50
S UB ( Slightly Under Benefited ) - .50 x < .00

E QT ( Equitably Treated ) x = .00

S OB ( Slightly Over Benefited ) 00< x = 50
G OB ( Greatly Over Benefited ) 50< x
_ (0a—04)
== (2)
= [1a|*a(O—1Is)
Oa=Ia+ T [¥s (3)
Th3, WEi, BEOK Inputs (Ia) 1Z5WTH

AThiE, “R®TOCEZILEXT, »XHFOH
RT, BRI EOBERSLTWRLBVWETH” &
WS ERIZH LT, “ERICRALTWS” (+4) »6
“EoZed RALTWAW (—4) 2TOO0 2K 84
RETH 6=, AR, fbhTW2H L5 (04),
HEBREDEERL LTWAHDONFEEADBEM (),
BLU, EFHEOBERLN TV 350D ADEA (Os)
BREIN

2. 1E#EMISS : Mood Description Scales (Walster
et al., 1978a) RBAVWTHEXN/, OBSI/LA
(anger), @ LI /2X (guilt), @mER (conten-
tment), @™ (happiness) #:, “FERIZKRL 2"
(4R) 75 “Ea{BUAW (1K) D4HERET
#5h, Total Mood Index (TMI=@+@—-D-®)
NEEINT,

3. ISI (Increasing Self Inputs) 1845 : %I
B BHEHZBIH L TATO Inputs(la) %3
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F b BBRBRICHIT B Equity BT

LENDOITBERLZAET 570120 wh— h 24 70D
ISIREGHERE NIz, RBBHREENRIEREN-G
B)DY X b (Walster ef al., 1978a) %BEizch 5
ERBBERICERLZVDOTH D, ML VST
B 2EbX), 5 OLEIRL LEERR
863 2” /2 Personal ZEM 4 HE, “B (L) AL
TN EITRAT ‘BY2RES LS EwEr Iz
HLUTEHOE:2EHT” /¥ Emotional SRR
H, “B (BR) ORARKEZEEL I £ 5T
{” 7% ¥ Day-to-day H2Em 7 HEDE 3 h 5T ) —
2Z2EEPLH-TBY, BEEISWT, BEHZ0
BEVRRIZBWTZD L S 5F8% L 20 L h08,
“BYHVZII () 5 “BYVZEITRN (—4)
8HTHETN, 32085 ) - DRIHHEDOEE %
ISI BRE L7

4. IPI (Increasing Partner’s Inputs) BEEF
#HHD Inputs (Is) 2FHOAFHEM-TLNBC
LD RRIES 57012, ISI RE L AKEZ225EE
o5 IPI RE;H#ERIN-, KEEIX ISI RE
OHREZRES L0 (“BFI2ZE”) Thh, #l
EBERRALTHS, 2B, RECEEESRYE Kuder-
Richardson) %, ISI RE<T »=.916, IPI RE<T r=
872 LRI NEESB LA TN S,

5. FBOBK : inequity {EHMOHEL bEET
BIROBEHZH B 7201218, b - LBEICHIL 7B

FHE»bRARERMRL, BHAE LTSS OndE
LW, RHRTIRERDTE ) 5 IFRIZBIT B 4£BD
BREHZIZHE -7, “BESHTLO, # G2 &
RBLETH” % “BVTI” (+4) »b “bhz
ITEW” (—4) DEHRETHEL /-

6. B : TOMDIERE LT BHAR A5 BT
TH 6N 7=,

BEOEW FEIZ, 10YEIR, BBEEICH T
EVREBINIZICH LT, B2, EREMIZHNT
BREEICE D EEaINn -,

¥ £

Equity BRI XIE, BMINS inequity DEE
BRETNIEREVIZEAIZ L Y BENISEEOR G
Y CEHTFHEND, ThEHRDHDIC, inequity D
BEE (SRR 2EHEE LT, FEENERII>WT
B L 7458 %¢ Table 2 T 3, Fig. 1~5 1354}
BETRHDVHERERRLEZLDTH B, 28, 15k
MZH TMIL 1ZB8 ¥ 2 AT IS BV RO IR S &
UREVERCEBLEBRD bNLh - 12DT, $ERIL

E2EIIOVTEET 3, 3, LENREOESVE
EbYT “BEMLE”, “BLMILX” L inequity

PRELOBRELD L, HITHRS IROERERL
TWa (Fi2 p<.005), 51z Fig.1l & Fig.2 #&
2ELDPBEHIC, “BAILE” TRETFY, “BLy

Table 2

Relationship Between Equity,/Inequity of a Romantic
Relationship and Mood ( Trend Analysis )

Equity,/Inequity n Angry  Guilty Content ‘Happy Totli;ldl\edxood
(A) (G) (c) (H) (C+H-A-G)
GUB ( Greatly Under Benefited ) 20 2.75 2.10 2.75 : 2.75 .65
S UB ( Slightly Under Benefited ) 20 2.50 2.15 3.05 3.10 1.50
EQT ( Equitably Treated ) 20 225 270 3.35  3.35 1.75
S OB ( Slightly Over Benefited ) 20 1.85 2.70 3.60 3.60 2.65
G OB ( Greatly Over Benefited ) 20 2.15 2.85 2.85 2.95 .80
Source daf F Values
Between 4 4.89* 2.77 6.78** 4.24* 4.17*
Linear trend 1 14.26%"%9.59™* 306 3.09 1.35
Quadratic trend 1 2.69 .20 17.98 *** 10, 89 *** 10. 38 ***
Cubic trend 1 2.04 .28 5.44% 2.44 2.98
Quartic trend 1 .60 1.00 .63 0.54 1.99
Within 95
Total 99
*p<.05
> p<. 01
**E <, 005
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Fig. 3.

72X TREEY EZ-TEY, LBENRENFER
B, fIEBRHO™MAMICH - TELS T EE2RLTWS,
ZD#ERIZ Homans (1961, 1974) OFRE—HT 3}

DTHbB, £1, “MER (Fig.3) & “L@EE” (Fig.4)

1, RICHEES2REMZRLTONS (32 p<.005),

“WRE” L “FERE OVwThIzBWTY, ETFFEE
Fl (SOB) Bt L #i/sFI18:E% (GOB) BoOMIcEEx
ENBHLN (T p< 005), FIEAHRE B
ZHED, BWICREL TV ABE L AR, BREMICE
FLLALVWRIEZRT Z EMbh o7, Fig.5 IZRXN
BIERINERDOARERTH S Total Mood Index 1=
NS DEA L Y BRBUCEN TN S, DENRIROE
AV, BY{ED) - ORAF (EQT) BiTidis{ SOB
BThr2ERETFHRBLTNS LA T H5H, EQT
L SOB MBI HEESZEII 2L, ’RE1iibbBthys

3.00t //\

HAPPINESS
N
8
1

1.00
1 1l 1 1 1
GUB SUB EQT SOB GO
Fig. 4. Equity/lequity and Happiness
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Fig. 5. Equity/Inequity and TMI

Banrkinwisdi)iThs,

KIZ inequity OEE L1TEIEM & DK TH 545,
Table 3 @ ISI & IPI B XX Fig. 6, Fig.7 13Z D&
RERLEZVDTHS, “RALD HHZH - TTHH
(L) LDF— MZBEL 3" 72 ¥ A5 Inputs 25 %
k5873, Tabb, EFRICLLLRLAZ) LT BT
BEERHT ISI 841, SOB BTHRLEL ,HX,
“RARITBEZLZVFEZE L2 BFICEL” 2
CIEFNE LD Inputs 2HH 317812 - T N3
L2¥e IPI 851, BHTFREBLRE (SUB) #TRLE
{72-TEY, HIZ2ZROEE@ERL TV % (p<.005
& p<.09), 2%, THWMERITHB VT, HWHITHE
LREBEZ2BTVAARADOEREE D 3T L TRAF
ZERL LD EL, EIMIZRFLFIE LB THENY
AZEFOERZEDLCETRAERERLES L L
TW5, LN ENTES, LHrLEME, thbD
CELRBORREVEMTH 254 (SOB & SUB)
WZR>TWA25DTH-T, Fig.6 & Fig.7 IZRX 4
% &5 ITRBDBAREEBISHSE (GOB L GUB) Iz
i3, Inputs 2EH L ) EWVWIBRIIEL{EFLTLE
IDTH? (t REDKER, Fig.6 ® SOB &+ GOB [
1 p<<.005, Fig.7 ©® GUB & SUB [, bXkrr, SOB
& GOB fidstiz p<<.05 TEELERA LN,

TN 5D\, inequity DR L #5IED KD BI%
12, L WHRBIMIZEEN TS (Table 3 DEEF| L0
Fig.8), #5BOEMIZ, 2&X& 4 ROBALEZTH -

— 130 —



HE: AEBRIZHEIT S Equity BROKRI

Table

3

Relationship Between Equity /Inequity of a Romantic Relationship
and ISI, IPI and Marriage Intention ( Trend Analysis ) .

. . ISI IPI Marriage
Equity /Inequity n Intention
GUB ( Greatly Under Benefited ) 20 3.42 3.98 .70
S UB ( Slightly Under Benefited ) 20 4.92 6.39 2.25
E QT ( Equitably Treated ) 20 4.79 4.12 1.70
S OB ( Slightly Over Benefited ) 20 5.35 4. 40 3.00
G OB ( Greatly Over Benefited ) 20 1.99 2.76 .80
Source af F  Values
Between 4 3.83 2.70 3.69
Linear trend 1 1.18 3.22 .35
Quadratic trend 1 11. 68 *** 4.05* 8. 85 ***
Cubic trend 1 1.07 . 60 .76
Quartic trend 1 1. 39 2.91 4.80*
Within 95
Total 99
*p<.05
* p<.01
%% p < ws
e |
2 s |
zZ | £ 3.00f
: 5.00 Z
- z
@ . o 2.00F
) 00} g
a g Loof
& 1.00f Z L
3]
E 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
GUB SUB EQT SOB GO GUB SUB EQT SOB GO
Fig. 6. Equity/Inenity and ISI Fig. 8. Equity/Inequity and Marriage
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Equity/Inequity and IPI

7z (p<<.005 & p<<.05), Fig.8 IZ;RT & &b, EQT
(AP BcHimEL, SUB BtL SOB BTrE<lxh,
D GUB 8L GOB BTIRELELL-TWS
(GUB & SUB fj, SOB & GOB [, EQT & SOB f4

Intention

i, WFhy p<.006 THEXHY, {HL, SUB &
EQT i n.s.), T/bb, #HIBOENI, ZADE
Bsh 1 ) EARLTH B LRASINBEIHL B
DT, RAET, L b T ORRE By X
BRICEVFE L ->TEY, 3512, inequity DA A
IR IZA E VA I AEIE~ ORI 3B L (BT L
TV DTh %, AHEOKER, BRIIATLTHZH
PEFEMA B B L\ “Matching Hypothesis” (Walster,
Berscheid & Walster, 1973) 12§17 3 £ %% #7 2
WV L YidteL 3, inequity &R b U { IXMEMD L E
IZBY % Adams (1965) DFEEZXET2HDLEL
LN %, Thbhb, FWEDOBALBITE - TREIBIT,

BN “REINTETNS” LEL TV AEAITIE
Inputs ZE®» T equity % [@ET 2 FEINEE <TH
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. EBRHROBEEHE H24% H2T

D, “RALTETCNS” LELTWBERICIIEFED
Inputs Z2HHBITEINAEE LTHEL W2 &9 T
H%, #-T, inequity DBE A HEMICKE L LY, £
JBIZL 5 TY equity AEIZZARDOBHEZLBELT 5 L
DRHBIZL B L, 17N L ABROWE DS MICH)
BolohTnizen) LB TEZDTH 3,

Ubkd s, EH2VIZHEINI-LWS CLiiTE B,
B, BHRIEANT: inequity DFEEE L 3T BXEIRI & ORI
WIREERSERIIA SNIsh 5 12, HEZICE LTI, ISI
EIPLIZBWThDAH & W EEE 2 2 REM2ZRL 7
FRERHINS, chid, BRERPLEIZE>TEY
HELHSNRMBRTH 2 LD EERT S
ENTELS,

x S

Adams & Freedman (1976) 12t %1%, Walster et
al. A973) oEeFn (RN 1) %, BEMRSEEL LY AR
BUFAEEZHE T 2BBLEFVTHB LN T ERT
X, INZ2HWI-#EPF (Traupman, Petersen, Utne
& Hatfield, 1981; Walster ef al., 1978b) <THHE7T
NREFERVPEIN TS, FARTRCOEFVZH
W, BREICEBERICH 2BAB X5, Equity B
MDY ZRE L. AHROHERL, OBMEIN:
inequity OBREIKEZVITIEBALLDEL 3 HELY
FIROVKEL, @ZDBAIXN/: inequity OBEIZIG
LT, ZBAKBII, inequity 2{ERD L L I3BHEI 3
THICEHBSII oD, EWVWILDThote THbD,
BAIXI NIz inequity LHERMNRIGDOEERKIZ, Bz, F
BREDEAIZ “Bi/-L X" %, FEEROHBEIC
“LANT2E” REAL BT L, ‘MR R “%
BE ICBWTY inequity OBENREWHEITIE,
7 E ARG ERTH - TH, FEBREEAE RIGHEE
22220 b DTH -7z, X 51T, inequity (ER D
U< MM I LT, inequity OB HEMT
»BBAITIIBED Inputs £ Outcomes (L X ¥
equity #RIE X ¥ & 5 L3 525, inequity OBEHB
AT Inputs ® Qutcomes DHHBRIZ L % inequity DIE
BoHEETH HH/E 121, BIFREN-CLICL T in-
equity DR ZIINZLEVHIBDTH 57,

INHDFERIE, ¥— LHEBTIEH 2%, FHl - LH
(1978) DEFFHERL VBT 2bDTHY, 32, Eq-
uity HROFERTBLIL2MATRTILOTHS
EWVWA B, [T, inequity DIERY L { IXBHDHEIC
B¥ 2 AMROMERIE, 2 >DITEINGENSREIZE &
NIBLLERIATHODENZIES, X 51T, ineq-

uity fix (%1, X2, R3) KHETL SBRICLBMHE
AR OkEEIL, Equity HHICBI 2RHERIET 3
EE LY, BELBRICET 2 AHOBEETRICET
5, L0EML FRICEL HRERE T500TH-
Fzo TOT LI, EVDLRBIT, FHETHVWLNT
Walster et al. (1973) DEFNVORUMZRIET S b
DTHBENVE D,

L Lghs s, BB~k 512, ZHEDOHERIL,
inequity DR L HHHRIGOBKR, /45 “ineg-
uity ZRERLE L, TOHX T inequity DREEIZHB
T3 LWOREICELT, BROFREZRIT—HT
2y DOTIRELNEELDThERE TS, TNOHE
MEOMEASLSBOFEIOVWTETOBE LA
W,

FTRIEOE—IT, TWHII M/ equity-inequity &
R GOREY, equity (AF) THEHEKHED
HEMITLBDTIR L, RBEARPETER/SBEEIC
BOEEMICLEDEVWIETH B, BILEVWGZTNIE,
OEMIZARICS 5 2WEBE T LEZ LT 2 RIEH
DEMIZRELTFELVEVI HTH D, AFFRERALT
ETHREER7TL S EHEIIBWT, “RLEENT
ETW3” LERLUTWBRADHEFEDL T2 “RENTET
W3” (56%) LRELUTEY, HFLL “‘RELTETH
3” (25%) LI LU TWIEWZ ENRHINTWS (i
H, 198D, chid, THBIRIZEIT 3 equity-inequity
DEENKELBALTIRLT L —HET, TOBKE,
TERNICEENSRBICH 2BA L H38FEE “REX
NTETCNE” LBEHLLLEBREINSG, CCTLET,
¥, BEMCEDEENTRER “DLELINTE
TWAB” LORANTENS DD 2D SR IZE 5,

COMEIX, Licn: T4EEAE] (Homans,
1974) LBEET 5 L £ X 5N %, Walster et al. (1978a)
Y XDOMED 1 22T TV B L 512 “AXZ DFI1EH
BRIZZZEIBNTE” OTHY, COREBEADE
HIIRBEHE LTEbLEIND, WERIZ, THOER
EEBRBORISIZEELZITINEY L, equity-in-
equity ORE%Z x L ¥ 572 51%, y=ax+b OXIHK Y
Mo@WEL, a L bIXES, »oa>0), B, [9EA
EIDFRBIEICR: L5122 ROBETH 3.7 8bb,
y=cx*+dx+e TEhINB (HL, c, d, e IEYH
22 e<0), xRS, Y EREICLAEES, o
77 7 DE[RD x BEIER» 5 EQT THH, EQT
BREY —d/2c Lis, TFIBRKR] & TPBRAIE]
DFEE %&b - AREYPIE y=cx?+ (a+d)x +b+e
TRbIN, TDY T 7DFEAD x B —(a+d)/2c
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H L BRRIRIZEITS Equity BRI

kY, zhnid, EQT Tz EQT kv SOB %)Y
725 [{—(a+d)/2} - (—d/2c) = (—a/2c), a>0,
<0 25 (-a/20)>0], T7bb, AIHAMHEES
RIEBNT, TOTRBEHS 5 EALTHBBAIC
%ﬁ%ﬂﬁbﬁEWRQEGTHH<,A¥ib6¢b
FRBERTH 2B AR O EENRITTB L\ ¢ L s
%Wﬂgﬁﬂ5®fh%o$ﬁ%@ﬁ%%6,rﬂﬁﬁ
R & THERAE] OARE N7 BB CRENICRE L
TWeDTHS 5, Lhl, COBROEBIZONTIE
SROBRIE2RHE72 I NIT 72 5 e,

BBZIZ, ABFHTIE inequity DEEIZBANZE SN
TfF2bN7-%%, inequity DEANEEBOTNORET
b5, BEBFEIEENDS 2V IMBHNXREIEE 1R
ZYERCEMBERTH 2AEZLNIE, BHINAE
B inequity CEXMEHKEROLWS T LitTR B,
L, BEBERICHES 3 —RIC QIR BRI B\
TELZLZEIGNABAEEBDOTNIL, YALES
ITKREL, EALBAIPNI WA Y, DENERE L
THH, B3 hsz~xxThz 3,

#8=43, inequity oD FBA1 X KA I R EEE DR
BThs, BREFRRICRAES: L BAIL 7= ASS RN
CBRENLRIGETT—F, BEMCERCEENTH
NITADFHBEEZLTOB LIZTAL 2V, KRR OLEE
REILTWWrzhid, 2LEBRLTW3 L 8HT 2,
EVIBWHMSEXL N DT, BEELES, T8
BIRASIEE - 721dh ) DFIHIDBBE S &, KHEAEAH
BNEEL T 3L ZX LN 3HIBHEANE T, BEHE
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AN EXAMINATION OF EQUITY THEORY IN DATING
COUPLES’ INTIMATE ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS

KAZUKO INOUE
Kwansei Gakuin University

ABSTRACT

This study was designed to investigate whe-
ther Equity Theory can be applied to dating
couples’ intimate romantic relationships. Male
and female steady daters were divided into 5 cate-
gories according to the degree of equity-inequity
in their relationships. Relationships beteen the
degree of equity-inequity, and emotional responses,
behavioral tendency and marriage intention were
examined. The results demonstrated that the
more inegitable daters perceived their relat-

ionships, the more distress they felt, and they
tried to restore equity in some ways according to
the degree of inequity. More precisely, significant
quadratic trends were found in relationships bet-
ween the degree of inequity, and total mood index,
behavioral tendency and marriage intention. Those
slightly over benefited tried to increase self inputs,
and those slightly under benefited tried to increase
partrers’ inputs. But those greatly over or greatly
under benefited were tempted to sever their rel-
ationships. Findings were discussed in view of
social exchange theory.

Key words: interpersonal processes, social exchange, equity theory, romantic rlationship,

trend analysis.
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