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(ABSTRACT) 

Prior research has shown that accountability influences 

decision-making processes (e.g., Tetlock, 1985a). Tetlock's 

work has found when accountable decision-makers know the view 

of the person to whom they are accountable, decision-makers 

will shift their decision towards that known view. In 

addition, these decision-makers may more frequently 

rationalize a previous decision. Accountable decision-makers 

who do not know the view of the person to whom they are 

accountable have been found to exhibit vigilant and complex 

cognitive processing. The goal of this study was to apply 

Tetlock's model of accountability to performance evaluations. 

Undergraduate raters in accountability conditions expected to 

meet with one of their actual professors to justify 

performance ratings. To further investigate the nature of 

accountability, this study contrasted with Tetlock's work in 

utilizing two different types of accountability anda 

decision shift control group. Results of this decision shift 

control group raised questions about Tetlock’s conclusions 

about accountability's effects on decision shifts. In



addition, reward aspects of accountability may subsume 

Tetlock's regular operationalization of interpersonal 

accountability. Overall, raters appeared to focus on the 

possibility of giving unfavorable ratings. This focus may be 

of primary importance to accountability effects in 

performance evaluation. Suggestions for future research and 

the generalizability of these processes were discussed.
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Introduction 

Performance evaluations commonly consist of a rater 

making a subjective judgment about a subordinate ratee's job 

performance. Organizations use performance evaluation 

ratings in making a wide variety of important decisions that 

impact ratees. For example, performance evaluation data is 

often used in making decisions about the promotion, 

compensation, training, and termination of ratees. Linking 

raters more directly to their performance evaluation ratings 

may influence a rater's level of motivation and cognitive 

processing. Increasing the accountability of raters more 

directly links raters to rating outcomes (e.g. promoting or 

not promoting a ratee). Accountability may have desirable 

effects, such as motivating raters to increase the amount and 

complexity of information in cognitive processing. However, 

accountability also may cause raters to use less information 

in their judgments by motivating raters to use the views of 

others in judging the ratee. Accountability may also 

motivate raters to produce defensive rationalizations of past 

judgments. The goal of this study is to investigate these 

political decisionmaking processes that may result from 

holding raters more accountable for their performance 

evaluations. 

Several performance evaluation models describe raters' 

cognitive processing of ratee job performance (DeNiSsi, 

Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Landy &



Farr, 1983). Many of the performance evaluation models are 

derived from the more general work of social cognition 

researchers such as Srull and Wyer (1989). Srull and Wyer 

(1989) presented a comprehensive model describing how 

information about others is stored in memory. Applying this 

model to performance evaluation, Srull and Wyer (1989) 

proposed raters attempt to interpret ratee behaviors in terms 

of general trait concepts. Based on these elicited traits, 

raters try to form a general evaluative impression of a 

ratee. 

Information about ratee behaviors can originate from a 

variety of sources in the organizational environment (DeNisi 

et al., 1984). Srull and Wyer (1989) posited that if 

information about a ratee's behavior is evaluatively 

inconsistent with the rater's evaluative impression of the 

ratee, raters will mentally elaborate on that inconsistent 

behavior. To a lesser degree, raters also mentally elaborate 

on ratee behaviors that are consistent with the evaluative 

impression. Srull and Wyer (1989) concluded raters will 

recall evaluatively inconsistent behaviors more easily than 

evaluatively consistent behaviors. Raters' use of 

inconsistent behaviors in performance evaluation is referred 

to as the contrast effect. 

Balzer (1986), Foti and Hauenstein (in press), and 

Murphy, Balzer, Lockhart, and Eisenman (1985) found evidence 

of the contrast effect predicted by Srull and Wyer (1989).



However, evidence also exists for an effect that is the 

opposite of the contrast effect. Murphy, Gannett, Herr, and 

Chen (1986) concluded raters were biased towards recalling 

behaviors that were consistent with their evaluative 

impressions. Raters' use of consistent behaviors in 

performance evaluation is referred to as an assimilation 

effect. 

Variability exists in the results of contrast and 

assimilation studies. The condition of research in the area 

is clouded further because methodological flaws of several 

studies have been described recently by Kravitz and Balzer 

(1992). These authors found substantial problems with the 

manipulation of evaluative impression in several contrast and 

assimilation studies. Kravitz and Balzer (1992) analyzed 

Murphy's videotapes of ratee behavior (e.g. Murphy et al., 

1985). They concluded the interpretations of contrast and 

asSimilation effects in studies that have involved Murphy's 

videotapes are tenuous. Three major studies used Murphy's 

videotapes (Murphy et al., 1985; Murphy et al., 1986; 

Smither, Reilly, & Buda, 1988). 

Considering the contrast and assimilation studies that 

did not use Murphy's videotapes, a proposition by Steiner and 

Rain (1989) may be effective in explaining results. Steiner 

and Rain (1989) posited the level of ambiguity in the quality 

of target ratee performance is important to contrast and 

assimilation effects. Steiner and Rain (1989) argued



contrast effects should occur when raters give performance 

evaluations of ambiguous target ratee performance, or 

performance average in evaluative meaning. Assimilation 

effects should occur when raters give performance evaluations 

of unambiguous target ratee performance, or performance 

extreme in evaluative meaning. Therefore, as Ilgen and 

Feldman (1983) argued, the nature of ratee performance is 

also important to performance evaluation. Balzer (1986) and 

Foti and Hauenstein (in press) found contrast effects when 

target ratee performance was high in evaluative ambiguity, or 

average in evaluative meaning overall. Steiner and Rain 

(1989) found assimilation effects when target ratee 

performance was low in evaluative ambiguity overall, or 

extreme in evaluative meaning overall. 

Although the contrast/assimilation debate is far from 

resolved, it appears ambiguity of target ratee performance is 

an important variable. Assimilation of target ratings to an 

evaluative impression occurs when target ratee performance is 

unambiguous in its evaluative meaning. Performance cues in 

the organizational environment can reduce the ambiguity of 

what evaluative impression should be used in the evaluation 

of a ratee. Therefore, cued evaluative impressions may often 

be used in the assimilation of ratee performance ratings. 

The importance of performance cues to evaluative impressions 

and the performance evaluation process is agreed upon across 

other performance evaluation models. For example, DeNisi et



al. (1984) proposed evaluative impressions can be developed 

by the rater acquiring backround information about a ratee, 

receiving priming information before observation of a ratee, 

or by performing prior performance evaluations of a ratee. 

The purpose of performance evaluation influences the 

information sought and encoded by the rater (DeNisi et al., 

1984). In certain rating purposes, raters may be 

particularly motivated to use performance cues generated in 

the organizational enivironment. DeNisi et al. (1984) and 

Landy and Farr (1983) contended purpose of the performance 

evaluation affects a rater's motivation towards the 

performance evaluation. DeNisi et al. (1984), Ilgen, Barnes- 

Farrell, and McKellin (in press), and Landy and Farr (1983) 

have posited the purpose of performance evaluation occupies a 

greater role in the rating process than has been suggested by 

other researchers. Landy and Farr (1983) suggested the 

orientation of raters towards various members of the 

organizational environment should be determined. Therefore, 

purpose may be related to social influence and the use of 

performance cues from specific sources. 

Similarly, researchers should investigate the overall 

amount of motivational forces on raters. Purpose alSo may be 

related to the motivated encoding of ratee information 

overall. Lord and Smith (1983) proposed motivational factors 

in the environment are important to the level of processing 

in performance evaluation. The level of involvement of the



rater and the prospect of future interaction with the ratee 

increase overall attention and memory processes (Lord & 

Smith, 1983). 

The purpose of the performance evaluation has 

implications for both the motivated use of performance cues 

and motivated cognitive processing. However, few studies 

have specifically measured motivated processing and the 

effects of performance cues that may underly overall purpose 

effects. Most studies investigating the effects of the 

organizational purpose of performance evaluation have focused 

on the effects of uses of ratings such as promotion, merit 

raises, or training (e.g., Zedeck & Cascio, 1982). Murphy, 

Balzer, Kellam, and Armstrong (1984) found when raters were 

told their ratings would be used to make personnel decisions, 

observation of specific behaviors and performance evaluation 

ratings were less associated than in a research purpose 

condition. Similar to Landy and Farr (1983), Murphy et al. 

(1984) stated raters’ personal perceptions about the purposes 

and outcomes of performance evaluation may directly affect 

performance evaluations. The authors proposed raters' 

beliefs about the outcomes of performance evaluation often 

lead to leniency bias in ratings. 

In conditions where raters expect their evaluations to 

be reviewed, the motivation towards leniency must be weighed 

against the expectation of review. Several studies on self- 

performance evaluations have investigated the effect of



raters' expectations that their ratings will be subsequently 

validated (Boyle & Klimoski, 1992; Eder & Fedor, 1989; Farh & 

Werbel, 1986; Fox & Dinur, 1988). Farh and Werbel (1986) 

assessed the effects of validation expectation and purpose on 

students self-evaluations of class participation. Subjects 

in the high expectation of validation condition were less 

lenient in their ratings than subjects in the low expectation 

of validation condition. Farh and Werbel (1986) concluded 

researchers need to focus more directly on what motivates 

raters to provide lenient ratings. Researchers should also 

focus on variables such as expectation of review that may 

decrease the rater motivation towards leniency. 

The expectation that ratings will be reviewed can 

probably be intensified if the rater is to be more actively 

involved in the review process. Hagafors and Brehmer (1983) 

investigated the relation between justifying evaluations and 

the nature of the evaluation process. The authors found 

subjects who had to justify their judgments changed their 

judgment processes to a more analytical mode. This 

justification effect on clinical judgment processes may be 

analogous to justification effects on performance evaluation 

processes. 

Situations commonly exist in which raters in an 

organization must justify performance evaluations. For 

example, Hauenstein (1992) found raters' expectations that 

they would provide performance feedback to ratees resulted in



more lenient performance evaluation ratings. However, 

research on raters' expectations of reviewing performance 

evaluations with their supervisors also is needed. Several 

researchers have reported the central characteristics of 

court cases involving performance evaluation (e.g. Barrett & 

Kernan, 1987; Kleiman & Durham, 1981). While job analysis 

and rater training are two personnel practices that often can 

improve the legal defensibility of performance evaluations, 

review meetings with rater supervisors for justification 

purposes are encouraged in many cases. The courts look 

favorably on the review of performance evaluations by upper- 

level supervisors (Barrett & Kernan, 1987; Kleiman & Durham, 

1981). 

Performance evaluations in which raters know they will 

have to justify their ratings with others, especially 

important others such as their supervisor, will increase 

levels of rater observation and cognitive processing. In 

addition, raters are motivated to use performance cues from 

relevant social sources such as the supervisor with whom they 

must justify their ratings. These performance cues from the 

supervisor may have clear implications for raters' evaluative 

impressions and clear implications for the performance 

evaluation. Performance cues may serve to effectively reduce 

the ambiguity of the evaluative nature of target ratee 

performance for the rater, but may also introduce biases such 

as leniency into ratings.



Tetlock's (e.g., 1985a) program of research on 

accountability in social cognition and decision theory is 

directly applicable to motivated cognitive processing and the 

motivated use of performance cues. This research introduces 

a social contingency framework by which processing and cuing 

effects can be predicted. Tetlock (1985a) proposed when 

decision-makers know they must make a decision in a social 

environment, they will focus on the consequences of their 

decision. Decision-makers will attempt to maintain the 

positive regard of important constituencies (accountability 

principals) to whom they are accountable (Tetlock, 1985a). 

Two main types of accountability can be described. This 

dichotomy of accountability types is similar to the motivated 

processing and motivated use of cues described in relation to 

the purpose of performance evaluation. First, Situations of 

accountability exist in which the decision-maker knows a 

response option that is clearly acceptable to the 

accountability principal. By means of the social 

environment, the decision-maker is given decision cues that 

serve a directional role. These cues have clear implications 

for the decisionmaker's evaluative impression and make the 

decision less ambiguous. In this type of accountability, the 

decision-maker assimilates to the known view of the 

accountability principal. Tetlock (1985a) labeled this 

judgmental shortcut as the acceptability heuristic because 

decision-makers make a biased shift towards decisions most



acceptable to the accountability principal. Second, 

Situations of accountability exist in which the decision- 

maker does not know a response option clearly acceptable to 

the accountability principal. In this type of 

accountability, the decision-maker is not able to assimilate 

to the view of the accountability principal. Tetlock (1985a) 

proposed this type of accountability would motivate decision- 

makers to consider a lot of information in complex ways to 

prepare for a variety of possible critical reactions. 

Expecting to justify a decision to a person with unknown 

views about the decision raises the possibility of failure 

(Tetlock, 1985a). Tetlock (1983a) referred to these 

motivated strategies used to protect self-esteem as 

preemptive self-criticism or complex processing. 

Tetlock (1983a) operationalized level of complexity in 

cognitive processing as the level of differentiations and 

integrations in the structure of written thoughts used to 

make decisions. Tetlock (1983a) drew from the work of 

several researchers in adopting his measure of complex 

processing (Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967; Schroder & 

Suedfeld, 1971; Streufert & Streufert, 1978). The number of 

unique, functionally useful performance dimensions used by 

raters is referred to as differentiation (Schroder et al., 

1967). Integration refers to the number of complex 

connections among these unique dimensions. 

10



Tetlock has subsequently shown that complex processing 

resulting from not knowing the view of an accountability 

principal can have desirable effects on. judgmental processes. 

Tetlock (1983b) found the verdicts of decision-makers who 

received an accountability manipulation before viewing court 

case evidence showed lower levels of primacy effect and 

higher recall of case information. Tetlock (1985b) also 

found accountability reduces the fundamental attribution 

error in which individuals making attributional judgments 

overestimate dispositional causes of behavior and 

underestimate the situational causes of behavior. 

Recently, Tetlock, Skitka, and Boettger (1989) posited a 

more elaborate model of accountability's effects on judgments 

and decisions. In addition to motivated processing and the 

motivated use of cues, the new portion of the model 

introduces a longitudinal component to accountability. 

Tetlock (1985a) proposed accountability is responsible for 

the development of defensive rationalizations for a past 

decision. In effect, defensive rationalizations can perform 

a Maintenance function on self-esteem in relation to past 

decisions. Tetlock et al. (1989) found these decision-makers 

responded to accountability by decreasing their level of 

complex processing. Decision-makers' thoughts focus on 

justifying their past decision. 

Several studies have investigated the relation between 

accountability and specific organizational variables. 

11



Overall, however, accountability's role in performance 

evaluation has not been examined to any great extent 

(Klimoski & Inks, 1990). Some research has focused on the 

relation between accountability and political behaviors. [In 

the applied setting, Fandt and Ferris (1990) found subjects 

in a high accountability condition in which they knew the 

position of their supervisor used more defensive information 

and placed more emphasis on positive aspects of their 

decision. 

Most of the research investigating accountability 

effects on performance evaluation has focused on the 

accountability of the rater to the subordinate ratee. These 

studies have focused on biased shifts as responses to 

accountability. Cognitive complexity and defensive 

rationalizations have not been measured as responses to 

accountability in performance evaluation. Judge and Ferris 

(in press) and Klimoski and Inks (1990) found that a rater's 

guess of a subordinate ratee's self performance evaluation 

rating was strongly related to the rater's performance 

evaluation of the ratee. Raters appeared to yield to their 

impression of the ratee's view because raters wish to avoid 

negative events (e.g. ratee resentment and lawsuits) derived 

from negative ratings (Judge & Ferris, in press). Raters' 

perceptions of accountability to ratees leads to leniency 

bias in performance evaluation ratings. 

12



Leniency in performance evaluation will occur in many 

Situations where a rater iS accountable to ratees. This is 

because raters believe the known view of the accountability 

principal is directed towards lenient ratings. In addition, 

Judge and Ferris (in press) proposed that leniency occurs in 

organizations because raters feel they do not possess 

evidence to justify negative ratings. However, if a rater 

was accountable to a supervisor who feasibly does not possess 

a known view about the ratee, complex processing could 

increase negative performance evidence in memory and decrease 

biased shifts towards leniency. 

Few studies have investigated the judgment effects that 

occur when raters are accountable to their supervisors. 

However, the conclusions of performance evaluation litigation 

reviews (e.g. Barrett & Kernan, 1987) and raters' robust 

leniency in their views of ratees (Judge & Ferris, in press) 

suggest accountability to supervisors may be beneficial to 

the performance evaluation process. In addition, Longenecker 

(1992) recently reported immediate supervisors of raters 

possess a large potential influence on the quality of 

performance evaluation ratings. The author proposed 

increased accountability through the supervisor's review of 

the rater's rating practices can lead to decreased rater 

biases. 

Virtually all of Tetlock's empirical studies have 

involved the same operationalization and interpretation of 

13



accountability. Tetlock has continually stated the decision- 

maker's desire to maintain the positive regard of the person 

to which they are accountable causes accountability effects. 

However, Tetlock (1985a) wrote that psychological and 

tangible rewards and punishments may lead to accountability 

effects. Tetlock cited social exchange theorists (Blau, 

1964) who have concluded the desire to gain material 

resources is often involved in the desire to enhance a 

person's social image. This study attempted to 

operationalize not only the traditional Tetlock type of 

accountability that includes maintaining or enhancing a 

person's social image. This study also included a type of 

accountability in which the rater expects to earn rewards 

based on their performance evaluation. 

This laboratory study was designed to investigate the 

desirable and undesirable effects that occur when raters are 

accountable to their supervisors. Supervisors was 

operationalized as college professors. Integrating Tetlock 

et al.'s (1989) model of accountability with performance 

evaluation, several predictions can be hypothesized. Raters 

accountable to the professor, but who do not know the 

professor's view of the ratee, will demonstrate more complex 

cognitive processing. This effect is predicted to be greater 

in the reward combined with interpersonal accountability 

condition than the interpersonal accountability condition 

alone. Similar to Tetlock (1983a), cognitive complexity will 

14



be measured in terms of differentiation and integration on 

written thought protocols. When accountable raters know the 

view of the professor regarding the ratee, the raters will 

demonstrate a biased shift in their performance evaluation 

ratings. This effect is predicted to be greater in the 

reward combined with interpersonal accountability than the 

interpersonal accountability condition alone. Raters 

accountable to the professor, but who are not given the view 

of the of the professor until a second viewing of the ratee's 

performance, will demonstrate defensive rationalization of 

the previous evaluation. These raters will focus on 

justifying the past evaluation in their written thought 

protocols. Ratee performance was operationalized via two 

sets of videotaped vignettes depicting an interviewer of job 

applicants. 

15



Literature Review 

Cognitive Processing Models Addressing Performance Evaluation 

Most cognitive models of the performance evaluation 

process represent an integration of social cognition research 

with performance evaluation research in 

industrial/organizational psychology (e.g., DeNisi et al., 

1984; Feldman, 1981; Ilgen & Feldman, 1983; Landy & Farr, 

1983). Social cognition researchers view cognitive 

activities in the context of complex social environments. 

Integration of the two areas is beneficial because 

performance evaluation in the typical organization represents 

a cognitive activity embedded in a multifaceted social 

setting. Cognitive performance evaluation models include a 

series of operations and structures by which a rater 

represents the job performance of a ratee in memory. These 

operations and structures often involve the encoding of job 

performance behaviors into a cognitive representation, the 

storage of this representation in memory, and the retrieval 

of the representation. It is assumed the rater subsequently 

uses representations of job performance in rendering 

performance judgments on a rating scale consisting of 

multiple evaluative dimensions. 

Many of the performance evaluation models have drawn 

from the social cognition work of Wyer and Srull (e.g. 1989). 

These authors have engaged in a program of research 

investigating the organization of memories about persons, and 

16



the relation between memories of a person's behavior and a 

resulting judgment. Srull and Wyer (1989) presented a 

comprehensive model that combined their propositions with the 

findings of many other researchers. They suggested raters 

try to interpret ratee behaviors in terms of general trait 

concepts. If raters have an initial expectation as to what 

traits they should use, the raters will use these traits in 

their interpretation of behaviors. If raters do not have any 

trait expectations, the raters interpret the behaviors in 

terms of the first trait that becomes cognitively accessible. 

Based on these elicited traits, raters attempt to forma 

general evaluative impression of the ratee. If this 

evaluative impression is based on consistent initial 

information, it may be difficult for subsequent information 

to alter the evaluative impression. In other Situations, 

ratee information and the traits used by the rater may be 

inconsistent in their evaluative implications. Raters will 

mentally elaborate on the ratee's behaviors in an attempt to 

produce traits that are more consistent in their evaluative 

implications. When raters have created a stable evaluative 

impression of the ratee, they interpret the ratee's behaviors 

in terms of this evaluative impression. 

The next part of the model describes the process by 

which new ratee information is combined with a previously 

formed evaluative impression. If a subsequent ratee behavior 

is evaluatively inconsistent with the rater's evaluative 

17



impression of the ratee, raters will mentally elaborate on 

that behavior in relation to other ratee behaviors stored in 

memory in an attempt to understand the inconsistent behavior 

better. This is the contrast effect. Raters also mentally 

elaborate on ratee behaviors consistent with the evaluative 

impression in order to review the validity of the evaluative 

impression. This is the assimilation effect. Srull and Wyer 

(1989) concluded raters will recall evaluatively inconsistent 

behaviors more easily than evaluatively consistent behaviors. 

If raters are subsequently required to make a 

performance evaluation of the ratee, the rater will search 

for a trait or more general evaluative impression relevant to 

the performance evaluation. The rendering of a performance 

evaluation rating will be made on the basis of traits or 

evaluative impressions. If no retrieved traits or evaluative 

impressions are relevant to the performance evaluation, 

raters will review ratee behaviors in memory in relation to 

the characteristics of the performance evaluation. 

Empirical work has supported many parts of the Wyer and 

Srull (1989) model. Many studies have investigated the core 

of the model, the relation between evaluative impressions and 

behaviors in memory. Srull (1983) varied cognitive 

processing objectives and the written presentation format of 

behavioral stimuli. Overall, the author found raters 

instructed to make evaluative person impressions based on the 

behavioral stimuli had better recall for behaviors than 

18



raters who were instructed to memorize the behavioral 

Stimuli. Raters also recalled more of the behavioral stimuli 

when the behaviors were grouped by ratee than when the 

behaviors were presented randomly. In the random 

presentation of behaviors, impression-instructed raters 

recalled more ratees (as represented by the number of ratees 

in which one or more behaviors were recalled) and more 

behaviors per ratee than memory-instructed raters. 

Therefore, ratee behaviors in memory appear to be organized 

in relation to evaluative impressions. In the presentation 

of behaviors grouped by ratee, impression-instructed raters 

recalled more behaviors per ratee than the memory-instructed 

raters, but there was no difference between groups on the 

number of ratees recalled. Because the written stimulus 

behaviors were organized by ratee, the impression-instructed 

raters did not possess any ratee organization advantage, 

although within ratees they still recalled more behaviors. 

Wyer and Srull's (1989) model has been utilized to 

investigate how evaluative impressions moderate the relation 

between recalled behaviors and performance evaluation 

ratings. Lichtenstein and Srull (1987) showed processing 

objectives can affect the recall-performance evaluation 

relation. Impression-instructed raters engaged in active 

integration of ratee behaviors and spontaneously formed an 

"on-line" evaluative impression (Hastie & Park, 1986). 

Impression-instructed raters retrieved this evaluative 

19



impression to be used in performance evaluation. Therefore, 

there is little relation between the recall of behaviors and 

evaluation in the impression-instructed raters. Supporting 

this spontaneous forming of an evaluative impression, these 

raters also displayed an evaluation primacy effect in which 

early behaviors presented in a series are most involved in 

the evaluative impression and the performance evaluation. In 

contrast, a general processing objective group of raters were 

instructed to comprehend the behavioral statements and pay 

attention to grammar. These raters used encoded behaviors 

available in memory in their performance evaluations. 

Therefore, there is a strong relation between the recall of 

behaviors and evaluation in the comprehension-instructed 

raters. This group displayed an evaluation recency effect in 

which later behaviors in a series are most involved in the 

performance evaluation. Hastie and Park (1986) also 

presented evidence that on-line evaluative impressions 

moderate the behavior recall-performance evaluation relation. 

Some authors have challenged aspects of the Wyer and 

Srull (1989) model. Klein and Loftus (1990) disagree with 

the structural characteristics of the Wyer and Srull model. 

Wyer and Srull (1989) believe ratee behaviors are grouped in 

relation to a trait. Each behavior in memory has an 

individual associative connection with the single 

representation of an overarching trait. In addition, the 

behaviors may also have associative connections to other 
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behaviors. Klein and Loftus (1990) supported the overall 

proposition that raters forming an evaluative impression of a 

ratee interpret the ratee's behavior in terms of traits the 

behavior exemplifies. However, Klein and Loftus (1990) 

contended behaviors associated with the same trait are stored 

independently. These researchers suggested retrieval factors 

account for behavior recall effects to a larger extent than 

the category structural aspects of the Wyer and Srull (1989) 

model. 

Klein and Loftus (1990) investigated the structural 

characteristics of behavior recall data by measuring the 

amount of category clustering as a function of cognitive 

processing objectives and trait-oriented retrieval cues. In 

one experiment, the authors found while impression-instructed 

raters produced higher recall for ratee behaviors, the amount 

of category clustering was the same for impression-instructed 

raters and memory-instructed raters. This result suggests 

the two groups of raters had a similar organization of 

behaviors and traits. In a subsequent experiment, both 

groups of raters received trait category retrieval cues. 

Category clustering increased substantially for the 

impression-instructed raters in comparison to the no cue 

condition. The retrieval cues did not change the category 

clustering of the memory-instructed raters. Raters in the 

impression-instructed condition who created evaluative 

impressions by storing behaviors in relation to traits had 
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better recall of those behaviors when cued by traits. Klein 

and Loftus (1990) proposed their dependent measure of 

category clustering displays the result of a retrieval 

strategy that uses trait-based impressions. That is, raters 

use traits to guide the search for independently stored 

behavior-trait pairings in recalling ratee behaviors in 

memory. The recalled behaviors are clustered in recall, but 

the authors contend they are not organized together in 

memory. Interestingly, Wyer, Bodenhausen, and Srull (1984) 

found traits may serve as retrieval cues for behaviors 

descriptively consistent with respective traits. 

The specific structure of behaviors and traits that 

comprise evaluative impressions in memory is unresolved at 

present. However, the importance of evaluative impressions 

to the performance evaluation process is agreed upon across 

major cognitive models and perspectives. This includes 

performance evaluation models proposed by researchers within 

industrial/organizational psychology. DeNisi et al. (1984) 

included preconceived notions, or impressions the rater 

possesses about the ratee, aS an important component of their 

rating process model. The general result of impressions is 

raters may engage in biased searches in the performance 

environment to confirm the impressions they have about ratee 

performance (DeNisi et al., 1984). However, these authors 

also contended behaviors inconsistent with a rater's 

impression will be better recalled than behaviors which are 
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consistent. In addition, Ilgen and Feldman (1983) proposed 

raters represent behaviors in general evaluative categories. 

These evaluative categories are influenced by past ratee 

performance and produce expectations of future performance. 

DeNisi et al. (1984) found two potential limitations in 

applying the Wyer and Srull (1989) model to performance 

evaluations in the organizational environment. First, DeNisi 

et al. (1984) contended the Wyer and Srull (1989) model does 

not focus extensively on the rater as an active participant 

in the encoding of performance information. Second, DeNisi 

et al. (1984) believed the Wyer and Srull (1989) model does 

not focus on the rater and ratee consequences of performance 

evaluation. Overall, the authors believed a motivational 

component of ratings is needed to accurately describe 

cognitive processing in organizations. DeNisi et al. (1984) 

proposed the organizational purpose of the performance 

evaluation is probably related to rater motivation. The 

purpose of performance evaluation probably influences the 

information sought and encoded by the rater (DeNisi et al., 

1984). 

Several other models incorporate purpose, or the role of 

the performance evaluation in the organization, into the 

performance evaluation process. The organizational context 

of performance evaluations is stressed by Ilgen and Feldman 

(1983). Landy and Farr (1983) include purpose in their model 

as well. Similar to DeNisi et al. (1984), Landy and Farr 
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(1983) contended purpose affects a rater's motivation towards 

the performance evaluation. They proposed a rater is not a 

passive processor of ratee information. Purpose implies the 

rater judges the potential impact of the performance 

evaluation on the ratee, the organization, and on the rater 

(Landy & Farr, 1983). In summary, the contextual variable of 

purpose of performance evaluation can lead to a rater's 

motivated use of evaluative impressions. Purpose, 

motivation, and evaluative impressions play a major role in 

the major cognitive models of the performance evaluation 

process. 

Evaluative Impressions and Performance Fvaluation 

Many studies addressing evaluative impressions have 

involved manipulating evaluative impressions in an attempt to 

determine their effects on performance evaluation and recall 

of ratee information. There has been variability in 

experimental results even though the Wyer and Srull (1989) 

model (and other models) include specific predictions 

relevant to the issue. Behaviors inconsistent with trait 

expectancies should possess a recall advantage. The 

increased recall of inconsistent behaviors occurs when the 

inconsistency is evaluative in nature (Wyer et al., 1984). 

The recall of behaviors inconsistent with the trait or 

evaluative impression may often change the performance 

evaluation in the direction of the inconsistency. Similarly, 

Hastie and Park (1986) argued impressions often bias encoding 
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towards behaviors that possess incongruity in relation to the 

impression. 

Several performance evaluation studies have supported 

this inconsistency with evaluative impression proposition. 

Murphy et al. (1985) attempted to manipulate the presence of 

good or poor evaluative impressions by presenting two 

stimulus videotapes of good or poor ratee behavior to raters. 

Following these two videotapes, a target videotape of average 

ratee behavior was presented. Raters gave performance 

evaluation ratings and behavior frequency ratings after each 

videotape of ratee behavior. The ratings of the third 

videotape were compared to determine the effects of the 

evaluative impressions formed by the two previous 

evaluations. In the poor evaluative impression condition, 

raters' performance evaluations were more positive and 

behavior frequency ratings were higher for good behaviors 

than the respective ratings in the good evaluative impression 

condition. This study supports the memory advantage of 

behaviors evaluatively inconsistent or incongruent with 

impressions. This effect is the contrast effect. 

Balzer (1986) manipulated good and poor evaluative 

impressions by presenting one stimulus videotape of ratee 

behavior. Raters attempted to recall as many ratee behaviors 

as possible after this first videotape, and then after the 

second target videotape representing average performance. 

Raters in the good evaluative impression condition recorded a 
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lower percentage of positive behaviors than raters in the 

poor evaluative impression condition. Balzer interpreted 

this result as a contrast effect. Foti and Hauenstein (in 

press) manipulated good, poor, or no evaluative impressions 

of a ratee via the presentation of written performance 

information. Raters subsequently viewed a target videotape 

depicting average overall performance by the ratee. The 

authors found raters in the good evaluative impression 

condition possessed the lowest level of recognition for good 

behaviors when compared to the poor and no evaluative 

impression conditions. This finding again supports the 

increased processing of behaviors that are inconsistent or 

incongruent to evaluative impressions. The robust nature of 

the contrast effect is also supported by Foti and Hauenstein 

(in press) because the effect appeared across three levels of 

a cognitive processing demands variable. 

Evidence also exists for an effect that is the opposite 

of the contrast effect. Murphy et al. (1986) showed raters 

three videotapes of ratee performance. The first videotape 

portrayed average ratee performance. The second and third 

videotapes manipulated either a good or poor evaluative 

impression. After viewing all three videotapes of ratee 

behavior, raters ascribed performance evaluation ratings and 

behavior frequency ratings to each videotape. The ratings of 

the first videotape were compared to determine the effects of 

the evaluative impressions formed by viewing the second and 

26



third videotapes. In the good evaluative impression 

condition, raters' behavior frequency ratings were higher for 

good behaviors than the respective ratings in the poor 

evaluative impression condition. Murphy et al. (1986) 

concluded raters were biased towards recalling behaviors that 

were consistent with their evaluative impressions. This is 

the assimilation effect. 

The assimilation effect only occurred in a one-day 

delayed performance evaluation condition. Murphy et al. 

(1986) proposed when demands on memory were high during the 

target evaluation, target ratings were assimilated towards 

previously formed evaluative impressions. They believed 

assimilation might be a bias operating on memories, while 

contrast might be a bias that operates at the encoding of 

performance information. However, Steiner and Rain (1989) 

reported results contrary to this differential bias 

perspective. Steiner and Rain (1989) found evidence of 

assimilation with and without memory demands. Therefore, the 

validity of the encoding bias and memory bias propositions in 

contrast and assimilation is questionable. 

Smither et al. (1988) proposed two qualities of the 

performance information were important in determining whether 

contrast or assimilation effects occur. First, the authors 

investigated the potential effects of “direct" versus 

"indirect" methods of conveying prior performance information 

and creating evaluative impressions in raters. The authors 
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proposed direct methods, such as videotapes of ratee 

performance behavior, lead to contrast effects. The authors 

believed indirect methods, such as written records of 

previous ratings, lead to assimilation effects. However, the 

results of Foti and Hauenstein (in press) differ from these 

predictions. Foti and Hauenstein (in press) found contrast 

effects while operationalizing evaluative impressions via 

indirect written performance information. The empirical 

results of Steiner and Rain (1989) disagreed with a similar 

ratee performance "directness" perspective put forth by 

Balzer (1986). Therefore, the validity of this stimulus 

directness perspective is questionable. 

Second, Smither et al. (1988) also contended contrast 

effects probably occur when ratee target behaviors are 

unambiguous in their evaluative meaning. That is, contrast 

effects occur when ratee target performance is clearly good 

or poor. The authors posited assimilation effects probably 

occur when ratee target behaviors are ambiguous in their 

evaluative meaning. That is, assimilation effects occur when 

ratee target performance is average. Smither et al. (1988) 

cited the work of Herr, Sherman, and Fazio (1983) as support 

for their predictions of the effects of performance ambiguity 

on contrast and assimilation. 

Steiner and Rain (1989) also proposed the level of 

ambiguity in the target ratee performance is important to 

contrast and assimilation. However, their position was the 
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opposite of Smither et al. (1988). Steiner and Rain (1989) 

argued contrast effects should occur when raters give 

performance evaluations of average or ambiguous target ratee 

performance. Assimilation effects should occur when raters 

give performance evaluations of extreme or unambiguous target 

ratee performance. The authors cited the work of Schuh 

(1978) and Webster (1982) as support for their predictions. 

Substantial variability exists in the results of 

contrast and assimilation studies. The condition of the 

research in the area is clouded further because 

methodological flaws of several of the studies have been 

described recently by Kravitz and Balzer (1992). The 

authors' general argument is that no control rating is made 

of videotaped target behaviors in many of the contrast and 

assimilation studies. Kravitz and Balzer (1992) contended 

researchers should use random assignment of raters to a 

control condition in which no evaluative impression is 

produced via prior performance information. Otherwise, the 

"true" direction of evaluative impression-induced shifts 

cannot truly be determined. Because typical analysis methods 

compare the target ratings of different evaluative impression 

groups, it is also difficult to determine whether an 

evaluative impression effect is due to one or both types of 

evaluative impresSions (Kravitz & Balzer, 1992). The authors 

proposed a non-significant evaluative impression effect may 
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be due to a true absence of the effect or to offsetting 

effects in the different conditions. 

Kravitz and Balzer (1992) also found substantial 

problems with the manipulation of evaluative impression in 

several studies. The authors analyzed Murphy's videotapes of 

ratee behavior (e.g. Murphy et al. , 1985), and found no 

support for the operationalization of positive or good 

evaluative impressions. Kravitz and Balzer (1992) only found 

limited support for the operationalization of negative or 

poor evaluative impressions. Therefore, the interpretations 

of contrast and assimilation effects in studies involving 

Murphy's videotapes of ratee behavior are questionable. 

Three of the studies previously described used Murphy's 

videotapes (Murphy et al., 1985; Murphy et al., 1986; Smither 

et al., 1988). 

Considering the contrast and assimilation studies 

previously described that did not use Murphy's videotapes, 

Steiner and Rain's (1989) proposition about ratee performance 

ambiguity may be better than the proposition of Smither et 

al. (1988). Balzer (1986) and Foti and Hauenstein (in press) 

found contrast effects when target ratee behavior was high in 

ambiguity, or of an average overall evaluative meaning. 

Steiner and Rain (1989) found assimilation effects when 

target ratee behavior was low in ambiguity, or of an extreme 

overall evaluative meaning. 
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While the contrast/assimilation debate is far from 

resolved, it does appear ambiguity of target ratee 

performance iS important to the use of evaluative 

impressions. Assimilation of target ratings to an evaluative 

impression occurs when target ratee performance is 

unambiguous in its evaluative meaning. This low evaluative 

ambiguity of target ratee performance has characterized 

studies that’ investigate the effect of performance 

information on evaluations of leaders (e.g. Phillips & Lord, 

1982). In the typical procedure of these leadership 

perception studies, raters are given bogus feedback about the 

performance of a group that is supervised by a leader. 

Raters then submit performance evaluations on behavioral or 

evaluative dimensions. These procedures differ in one major 

aspect from contrast and assimilation studies. Raters are 

not given any subsequent performance information about the 

leaders beyond the bogus feedback about the group's 

performance. Therefore, the evaluative quality of the 

leader's performance is unambiguous. Performance cues reduce 

the ambiguity of what evaluative impression should be used in 

the evaluation of a ratee. 

Many researchers in the leadership perception area 

create this assimilation or performance cue effect to 

investigate the cognitive processing of prototypes. Phillips 

and Lord (1982) found raters given good performance feedback 

about a leader's group judged the leader performed effective 
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behaviors more often than ineffective behaviors. Raters 

given poor performance feedback about the leader's group 

judged ineffective behaviors occurred more often. This 

performance cue effect was identified even though the leader 

only performed a subset of the behaviors indicated on the 

performance evaluation. Phillips and Lord (1982) concluded 

raters were distorting behavioral descriptions of the leaders 

to fit the prototype or evaluative impression the feedback 

implied. Binning, Zaba, and Whattam (1986) found similar 

performance cue effects. Binning et al. (1986) contended the 

biasing effects of performance cues occurs for both 

behavioral observation ratings and ratings on more evaluative 

performance dimensions. 

Performance cue effects were put into a more 

longitudinal perspective by Larson, Lingle, and Scerbo 

(1984). The authors presented group performance information 

both before and after presenting the videotaped performance 

behaviors of the group. Using signal detection measures, 

Larson et al. (1984) concluded the preobservation cues led to 

a recognition bias. That is, the raters biased their 

sensitivity in observing behaviors or developed selective 

encoding in relation to the performance cue. Postobservation 

cues led to a bias in the criteria raters used to rate the 

leader. That is, the raters developed a response bias in 

relation to the performance cue. The raters were very 

responsive to performance cues. In addition, the authors 
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found preobservation and postobservation cues combine 

additively. Therefore, raters who are presented with 

multiple and consistent performance cues over time should 

develop evaluative impressions and rating behaviors that are 

Stable over time. 

The previously mentioned studies have investigated the 

roles of cuing information and evaluative impressions in the 

cognitive process of performance evaluation. In many of the 

studies, evaluative impression was manipulated by changing 

the quality of prior performance information about the ratee. 

Using managers in the applied setting, Huber, Neale, and 

Northcraft (1987) assessed the effects of ratee 

characteristics on four different types of performance 

evaluations. The authors found besides objective performance 

of the ratee, prior rating history of the ratee was the only 

other variable that impacted on all four types of performance 

evaluations. The types of performance evaluations were 

overall preformance evaluation, evaluation for compensation, 

evaluation for training needs, and evaluation of 

promotability. Therefore, prior performance provides 

important information to raters in organizations. This 

finding adds some external validity to the contention that 

cues such as prior performance information do directly affect 

evaluative impressions and performance evaluations (Lord & 

Smith, 1983). Performance cues can reduce the ambiguity 
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involved in using evaluative impressions to give performance 

evaluations. 

Pur nd Performan Eval ion 

Because contextual features of an organization can 

contain cues about the performance of the ratee, context is 

important to the performance evaluation process (Ilgen & 

Feldman, 1983). The context in which a rater encodes, 

stores, retrieves, and evaluates ratee information is 

Significant to performance evaluation outcomes. Wyer et al. 

(1984) posited the recall of ratee behaviors is contingent in 

part upon the contextual features of the social environment 

common to the encoding situation and the recall situation. 

Cues from the social environment represent one major type of 

contextual factor. 

Context can also have an effect on a rater's overall 

level of cognitive processing. As previously mentioned, 

different processing objectives (e.g., instructions that 

facilitate the use of evaluative impressions) can alter the 

underlying cognitive process pertinent to performance 

evaluation (e.g., Hoffman, Mischel, and Mazze, 1981; 

Lichtenstein & Srull, 1987; Williams, Cafferty, & DeNisi, 

1990). The processing context variable of attentional 

resources/demands as manipulated by information overload 

(Bargh & Thein, 1985) and competing tasks (Foti & Hauenstein, 

in press) is related to different performance evaluation 

outcomes. In addition, Lord and Smith (1983) proposed 
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motivational factors in the environment are important to the 

level of processing in performance evaluation. The level of 

involvement of the rater and the prospect of future 

interaction with the ratee increase overall attention and 

memory processes (Lord & Smith, 1983). 

The purpose of the performance evaluation is a variable 

that can include both types of contextual factors-- raters' 

use performance cues and raters' level of processing. In 

terms of performance cues in the social environment, DeNisi 

et al. (1984) believed raters are concerned about the 

consequences of performance evaluation. Purpose implies the 

rater judges the potential impact of the performance 

evaluation on the ratee, the organization, and on the rater 

(Landy & Farr, 1983). The rater's perception of the purpose 

of the performance evaluation may often be different from the 

organizational purpose of performance evaluation. Landy and 

Farr (1983) suggested the orientation of raters towards 

various members of the organizational environment should be 

determined. Certain aspects of the social environment can 

be conduits that convey performance information about the 

ratee. 

In terms of the level of processing component of 

purpose, DeNisi et al. (1984) contended the rater is not a 

passive processor of ratee information. The purpose of 

performance evaluation influences the information sought and 

encoded by the rater (DeNisi et al., 1984). Purpose can 
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influence how a rater searches for, weighs, and combines 

ratee performance information (Williams, DeNisi, Blencoe, & 

Cafferty, 1985). Landy and Farr (1983) suggested it is 

important to investigate the amount of motivational forces 

that impinge on raters. Overall, characteristics of the 

performance evaluation system such as purpose can affect the 

level of a rater's cognitive processing. 

Many researchers recognize the importance of the purpose 

to be served by performance evaluation ratings (Bernardin & 

Orban, 1990). However, Ilgen et al. (in press) suggested 

research on purpose has been limited because purpose has been 

treated aS a unitary construct. Very few studies have 

addressed the two major components of purpose: motivated 

rater processing and the effects of performance cues. Some 

of the purpose studies represent versions of the research 

assessing the effects of different processing objectives or 

attentional demands on performance evaluations. For example, 

Olson and Hulin (1992) recently compared raters in an 

evaluation processing objective condition with raters ina 

monitoring processing objective condition. Both groups 

observed videotapes of ratee behaviors while engaged in an 

in-basket task placing attentional demands on the raters. 

Supporting the work of Wyer and Srull (1989) and Hastie and 

Park (1986), raters in the evaluation condition based their 

performance evaluations on an overall evaluative impression 

of the ratee stored in memory. Raters in the monitoring 
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condition based their performance evaluations on specific 

ratee behavioral information stored in memory. Murphy, 

Philbin, and Adams (1989) concluded raters giving ratings in 

an evaluation condition were more accurate than a control 

group of raters that were to be tested on general performance 

content. Foti and Lord (1987) also found that accuracy of 

leader ratings was affected by observational purpose. 

Murphy et al. (1984) investigated the effects of the 

organization's purpose on evaluation and observation. The 

authors found purpose moderates the relation between 

observation and evaluation. In a condition in which raters 

were told their ratings would be used to make personnel 

decisions, observation and evaluation were less associated 

than in a research purpose condition. Similar to Landy and 

Farr (1983), Murphy et al. (1984) stated raters' beliefs 

about the outcomes of performance evaluation may account for 

performance evaluation ratings. The authors proposed raters' 

beliefs about the use of performance evaluations may lead to 

leniency bias in ratings. 

While organizational purpose may be related to bias in 

performance ratings, organizational purpose in the Murphy et 

al. (1984) study was not directly related to either 

observation accuracy or evaluation accuracy. This finding 

contrasts with the evaluation purpose results of Murphy et 

al. (1989) and Foti and Lord (1987). Purpose's relations to 

bias and accuracy appear to be complex. Murphy et al. (1984) 
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concluded organizational purpose influences the overall 

processing of behavioral information rather than the 

effectiveness with which behavioral information is processed. 

In research conducted in the organizational setting, 

Bernardin and Orban (1990) found performance evaluation 

ratings differed in relation to specific organizational 

purposes. One group of raters were told their performance 

evaluations would be used as input to promotion decisions. 

The other group of raters were told their performance 

evaluations would be used as input to feedback on ratees' 

past performance. The authors found the raters in the 

promotion purpose group gave more positive performance 

evaluation ratings. These ratings probably represent a 

leniency bias on the part of raters. Bernardin and Orban 

(1990) concluded nonperformance variables like purpose of 

performance evaluation can have a strong effect on ratings. 

They stated rater motivation may be at least as important as 

rater ability. However, rater motivation was not 

specifically operationalized or measured in the Bernardin and 

Orban (1990) study. 

Research on the organizational purpose of performance 

evaluation also has been conducted in concert with rater 

training. Rater training studies assess procedures by which 

the quality of raters' performance evaluations can be 

improved. Because purpose appears to affect bias, reseachers 

have attempted to evaluate the purpose variable in 
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conjunction with rater training. McIntyre, Smith, and 

Hassett (1984) used videotapes of a lecturer's performance 

behaviors in investigating the effects of purpose and rater 

training. McIntyre et al. (1984) found hiring purpose and 

course-improvement purpose ratings were more positive than 

ratings collected for research purposes only. The authors 

found limited evidence of purpose effects on accuracy 

measures, and of the interaction between purpose and rater 

training. Sharon and Bartlett (1969) similarly concluded 

ratings collected for personnel decisions (such as hiring) 

were more positive than ratings collected for research 

purposes only. McIntyre et al. proposed the purpose of 

performance evaluations may lead to motivated errors or 

biases. They cited anecdotal data suggesting the major 

effect of perceived purpose is emotional in nature. However, 

these authors did not specifically operationalize and measure 

emotional variables. In summary, purpose appears to lead to 

leniency bias in performance evaluation ratings where there 

are clear implications for the use of the ratings (Such as 

specific personnel decisions). 

In a procedure similar to McIntyre et al.'s (1984), 

zedeck and Cascio (1982) found raters showed less 

discrimination amongst ratees in their performance 

evaluations when ratings were collected for a merit-based 

salary increase, than when the ratings were collected for use 

in ratee development or retention decisions. Different 
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performance evaluation processes were used by raters in 

different purpose conditions. The authors also found purpose 

of performance evaluation is more significant than rater 

training in explaining the overall variability in ratings. 

Purpose of performance evaluation appears to be a robust 

variable. 

The implications raters derive about the use of 

performance evaluation ratings are an important aspect of the 

overall purpose variable. In conditions where raters expect 

their evaluations to be reviewed, the tendency to be lenient 

in ratings must be weighed against the expectation of review. 

Several studies on self-performance evaluations have 

investigated the effect of raters' expectations their ratings 

will be subsequently validated (Boyle & Klimoski, 1992; Eder 

& Fedor, 1989; Farh & Werbel, 1986; Fox & Dinur, 1988). 

Intuitively, validation expectations should decrease leniency 

bias in performance evaluation. Farh and Werbel (1986) 

assessed the effects of validation expectation on students’ 

self-evaluations of class participation. Subjects ina high 

expectation of validation condition were informed the 

instructor had kept a record of participation and self- 

evaluations would be matched with the instructor's record. 

Subjects in the low expectation of validation condition were 

informed no records of participation were maintained and 

self-evaluations would be used as the basis for evaluation. 

The authors were able to use a truer measure of leniency 
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because an objective rater produced "true scores" of actual 

class participation for each subject. Similar to previously 

reported purpose results, subjects gave lenient ratings in 

the purpose condition in which there were clearer 

implications for the use of performance evaluation. Subjects 

in a purpose condition in which self performance evaluations 

were to be used for grading purposes rated more leniently 

than subjects in a research purpose condition. In addition, 

subjects in the high expectation of validation condition were 

less lenient in their ratings than subjects in the low 

expectation of validation condition. Boyle and Klimoski 

(1992) also found more leniency in a low expectation of 

validation condition. 

The effect of the expectation that ratings will be 

reviewed can probably be intensified if the rater is more 

actively involved in the review process. Hagafors and 

Brehmer (1983) investigated the relation between justifying 

evaluations and the nature of the evaluation process. 

Subjects were given multiple trials in which to learn a 

clinical diagnosis task. A series of test trials followed in 

which some subjects were required to report their judgment 

processes. The authors found these subjects who had to 

justify their judgments changed their judgment processes toa 

more analytical mode. Subjects eventually formed hypotheses 

and consistently used them in their judgments. This 

justification effect on clinical judgment processes may be 
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analogous to justification effects on performance evaluation 

processes. 

Organizational situations commonly exist in which raters 

must justify performance evaluations. Williams et al. (1985) 

proposed that purposes of performance evaluation in which a 

rater makes an evaluation-related personnel decision (e.g., 

promotion) for a small number of ratees in relation to a 

larger pool of candidate ratees impose justification demands 

on the rater. Also, raters in the organizational setting 

often meet with subordinate ratees to discuss the raters’ 

performance evaluation of the ratee. Hauenstein (1992) found 

raters' expectations of a performance feedback meeting 

resulted in raters' giving lenient performance evaluation 

ratings. Regardless of whether the expectation of feedback 

meeting manipulation occurred before or after observation of 

the ratee, the raters appeared to engage in processing so 

they could justify their performance evaluations to the ratee 

(Hauenstein, 1992). 

The expectation of justification or review in itself 

increases the level of cognitive processing in raters' 

encoding of behaviors. This represents the motivated 

processing aspect of context and purpose mentioned 

previously. Social aspects of the review context direct the 

raters' orientation towards cues in the social environment 

that may result in clear implications for evaluative 

impressions and reduced ambiguity of the performance to be 
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evaluated. Performance cues often may be assimilated into 

evaluative impressions and performance evaluation ratings. 

However, these cues may often introduce bias into performance 

evaluations. This represents the motivated use of cues 

mentioned previously in relation to context and purpose. 

While the effects of performance cues can take place before 

and after the observation of target ratee performance (e.g., 

Larson et al., 1984), motivated effects on cognitive 

processing probably take place at observation or encoding 

(e.g., DeNisi et al., 1984; Williams et al., 1985). 

rt _R Iamen ion £ rvil Revi in Performan 

Evaluations 

Several studies have focused on raters' expectations 

that they will be required to justify their performance 

evaluations to the ratee (e.g., Hauenstein, 1992). However, 

many court decisions involving performance evaluation have 

looked favorably upon raters justifying their performance 

evaluations to their supervisors. The quality of performance 

evaluation systems has been assessed in the courts because 

poor job performance is often cited in cases involving 

termination decisions (Barrett & Kernan, 1987) and in cases 

involving promotion decisions (Kleiman & Durham, 1981). 

Several researchers have reported the central 

characteristics of past litigation involving performance 

evaluation. For example, Barrett and Kernan (1987) found 

seven specific factors reduced the likelihood that 
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organizations were found guilty in discrimination cases 

involving performance evaluation and termination decisions. 

Job analysis and rater training are personnel practices 

related to four of the seven factors: 1) collecting job 

characteristics necesssary for successful performance; 2) 

incorporating these characteristics into a performance 

evaluation scale; 3) providing definite performance standards 

to all raters; 4) providing training so that performance 

Standards are applied evenly. The concepts of review and 

specific documentation are related to the final three 

important components of a performance evaluation system: 5) 

the review of ratings by upper-level supervisors; 6) specific 

documentation of performance evaluation ratings and reasons 

for termination; and 7) the provision of performance feedback 

and counseling to subordinate ratees. 

The justification of ratings in review meetings, and the 

specific documentation of such justification information, 

appear to be important to the defense of an organizational 

performance evaluation system in the courts (Barrett & 

Kernan, 1987; Kleiman & Durham, 1981). Besides review 

meetings with subordinate ratees, review meetings with rater 

supervisors are encouraged in many cases. Barrett and Kernan 

(1987) found support for review by upper-level supervisors in 

several cases such as Richards v. IBM and Grant v. C & P 

Telephone Co. The courts appear to believe upper-level 
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review helps prevent intentional bias by one rater (Carter v. 

Dialysis Clinic, Sias v. G.E. Information Services Co.). 

Other researchers have also argued the courts look more 

favorably on the review of performance evaluations by upper- 

level supervisors. Cascio and Bernardin (1981) encouraged 

the use of internal review of performance evaluation systems 

as a whole by upper-level management. Kleiman and Durham 

(1981) more specifically focused on the association between 

review involving raters' supervisors and case outcomes. In 

Movement for Opportunity v. Detroit Diesel, the ruling stated 

review by second-level supervisors led to a system of checks 

and balances that helped to ensure biased evaluations could 

not deny advancement by ratees. The performance evaluation 

system was ruled to be satisfactory. In the performance 

evaluation system described in Crawford v. Western Electric 

Co., raters and raters' supervisors collaborated on 

evaluations. Two other organizational members were used to 

investigate any complaints about ratings. This performance 

evaluation system was ruled to be satisfactory. In the 

performance evaluation system described in Thompson v. 

McDonnell Douglas Corp., the ratings given by a rater were 

reviewed by at least two other supervisors. Subordinate 

ratees could register complaints about ratings with the 

organization's Equal Employment Opportunity manager. This 

performance evaluation system also was ruled to be 

satisfactory. In summary, review of ratings by the rater's 
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supervisor is desirable because it may increase the legal 

defensibility of performance evaluations. 

More specific documentation justifying performance 

evaluations may be related to this concept of legal 

defensibility as well. The increased specificity of 

documentation in performance evaluations includes the use of 

behavioral information as opposed to trait information in 

personnel decisions. Via content coding and statistical 

analysis, Feild and Holley (1982) investigated the 

characteristics of 66 cases in which a charge of 

discrimination was associated with performance evaluations. 

The authors found performance evaluation systems that were 

behaviorally-oriented were considered more favorably by the 

courts. Similarly, Wiersma and Latham (1986) administered 

questionnaires to attorneys with experience in Title VII 

litigation. The attorneys considered specific behavioral 

observation scales more defensible than more general 

behavioral expectation and trait scales (Wiersma & Latham, 

1986). The requirements of supervisory review and the use of 

specific justification information in evaluations increases 

the legal defensibility of the performance evaluation system. 

Because more organizations may be adopting supervisory 

review, researchers should be concerned about the review's 

effect on the quality of performance evaluation ratings. 

Accountability 
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The rater can be viewed as a cognitive processor 

embedded within an organizational context (Ilgen & Feldman, 

1983). Raters' perceptions of the organizational purpose of 

performance evaluations may be influenced when a rater is 

held accountable for their performance ratings. Increasing 

the accountability of raters more directly links raters to 

rating outcomes. Raters who know they will have to justify 

their ratings with others, especially important others such 

as their supervisor, will have increased levels of motivation 

and increased levels of cognitive processing. In addition, 

raters are motivated to use cues from relevant sources, such 

as the supervisor with whom they might have to justify their 

ratings. These cues may have clear implications for raters' 

evaluative impressions and clear implications for the 

performance evaluation. Cues from the social environment may 

serve to effectively reduce the ambiguity of the evaluative 

nature of target ratee performance, but may also introduce 

bias into ratings. | 

Tetlock's (e.g. 1985a) program of research on 

accountability in social cognition and decision theory is 

directly applicable to these social-motivational aspects of 

performance evaluation. Tetlock's (1985a) work on 

accountability addresses decision-makers in a social context. 

Accountability is viewed as a rules and norms enforcement 

mechanism that links the decision-maker to a social system. 

Tetlock (1985a) stated when decision-makers know they must 
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make a decision in a social context, they will focus on the 

consequences of their decision. Decision-makers will attempt 

to maintain the positive regard of important constituencies 

(accountability principals) to whom they are accountable 

(Tetlock, 1985a). 

Tetlock (1985a) proposed the effects of accountability 

are highly variable. He stated there are as many specific 

types of accountability as there are types of relations among 

people. However, two main types of accountability can be 

delineated. This dichotomy of accountability types is 

Similar to the motivated use of cues and motivated processing 

mentioned in relation to purpose and context. First, 

Situations of accountability exist in which the decision- 

maker knows a response option clearly acceptable to the 

accountability principal. By means of the social context, 

the decision-maker is given cues that serve a directional 

role. The decision-maker's impression now has clear 

implications that make the decision less ambiguous. In this 

type of accountability, the decision-maker assimilates to the 

position of the accountability principal. This type of 

processing mimimizes decison ambiguity and the cognitive 

efforts that must be exerted by the decision-maker. Tetlock 

(1985a) labeled this judgmental shortcut as the acceptability 

heuristic because decision-makers make a biased shift towards 

decisions most acceptable to the accountability principal. 

Second, Situations of accountability exist in which the 
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decision-maker does not know a response option clearly 

acceptable to the accountability principal. In this type of 

accountability, the decision-maker is not able to assimilate 

to the position of the accountability principal. Tetlock 

(1985a) proposed this type of accountability would motivate 

decision-makers to consider a lot of information in complex 

ways to prepare for a variety of possible critical reactions. 

Expecting to justify a decision to a person with unknown 

views about the decision raises the possibility of failure 

(Tetlock, 1985a). Tetlock (1983a) referred to these 

motivated strategies used to protect self-esteem as 

preemptive self-criticism or complex processing. This type 

of processing increases the cognitive efforts that must be 

exerted by the decision-maker. 

In general, Tetlock has operationalized accountability 

as the pressure or expectation to justify one's view or 

decision to others. For example, Tetlock's (1983a) seminal 

study manipulated level of accountability and different known 

and unknown views of the accountability principal. Decision- 

makers were informed via written instructions that they were 

going to have to justify their views about controversial 

social issues to another individual. Before a bogus meeting 

with the accountability principal was to take place, 

decision-makers wrote down their decision thought processes 

on open-ended protocols and then reported their attitude 

about the social issue. Decision-makers in the 
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accountability condition in which the views of the 

accountability principal were known to be liberal or 

conservative reported attitudes directly related to the 

accountability principal. Decision-makers in the 

accountability condition in which the views of the 

accountability principal were unknown engaged in complex 

cognitive processing. 

Tetlock (1983a) operationalized level of complexity in 

cognitive processing as the level of differentiation and 

integration in the structure of the decision protocols. The 

measures of differentiation and integration are components 

that help represent the overall complexity of processing 

occuring in an evaluation process. The measures do not 

directly focus on the quality of information used in 

decisions. Tetlock (1983a) drew from the work of several 

researchers in adopting his measure of complex processing 

(Schroder et al., 1967; Schroder & Suedfeld, 1971; Streufert 

& Streufert, 1978). Schroder (1971) stated that in the 

process of evaluation, individuals extract various dimensions 

of information from stimuli. A main focus for researchers 

interested in cognitive processing is determining the 

identity and number of different dimensions of information an 

individual extracts from stimuli in certain situations. The 

number of unique, functionally useful dimensions is referred 

to as differentiation (Schroder et al., 1967). Integration 

refers to the number of complex connections among these 
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unique dimensions. Other research has demonstrated the 

relation between accountability and different measures of 

complex cognitive processing. For example, Weldon and 

Gargano (1985) found the main difference between individual 

judges in a decision context with accountability and multiple 

judges in a decision context with less accountability is the 

number of linear dimensions used and the weighting of linear 

and non-linear functions. 

Tetlock and his colleagues have subsequently shown that 

conditions in which the judge does not know the view of the 

accountability principal can have desirable effects on 

judgmental processes. For example, primacy effects occur 

when information presented early in a series has more 

influence on target judgments than information presented 

later in the series. Tetlock (1983b) found the verdicts of 

decision-makers who received the accountability manipulation 

before viewing court case evidence showed lower levels of the 

primacy effect and more recall of case information. This 

result was in comparison to a no accountability group and a 

group who received the accountability manipulation after 

viewing evidence. Tetlock (1983b) proposed accountability 

can motivate decision-makers to process and remember more 

information, and the processing effect appears to operate at 

the encoding stage of processing. This is similar to the 

position that purpose-related motivated processing occurs at 

observation (DeNisi et al., 1984; Ilgen et al., in press; 
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Williams et al., 1985). Ina study similar to Tetlock 

(1983b), Tetlock and Kim (1987) found subjects in a pre- 

information exposure accountability group produced more 

complex impressions in a personality prediction task. These 

results occurred in comparison to a no accountability group 

and a group who received the accountability manipulation 

after viewing personality test responses. Tetlock (1985b) 

also found pre-information exposure accountability reduces 

the fundamantal attribution error in which individuals making 

attributional judgments overestimate dispositional causes of 

behavior and underestimate the situational causes of 

behavior. These results provided more evidence that 

accountability operates at encoding and is more effective in 

preventing judgmental biases than reversing judgmental biases 

(Tetlock & Kim, 1987). 

Most of the research on accountability examines the 

structure of decision thought protocols to infer the amount 

of information and level of complexity in cognitive 

processing. In contrast, accountability effects on the 

content or quality of information used in cognitive 

processing was investigated by Tetlock and Boettger (1989). 

Subjects were asked to make judgments about written vignettes 

containing various levels of diagnostic and nondiagnostic 

information. The authors found judges in the accountability 

condition were more likely to dilute their judgments in 

response to nondiagnostic information. In addition, judges 
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in the accountability condition were more responsive to 

additional diagnostic information (Tetlock & Boettger, 1989). 

Therefore, although the motivated processing component of 

accountability leads to complex processing of as much 

information as is accessible to the decision-maker, decison- 

makers attend less to the diagnosticity of decision 

information. This conclusion is similar to Murphy et al.'s 

(1984) finding that purpose of performance evaluation was not 

directly related to either observation accuracy or evaluation 

accuracy. Boyle and Klimoski (1992) also found that 

accountability did not significantly affect three different 

measures of accuracy. However, Tetlock and Kim (1987) found 

the motivated processing component of accountability 

increased the accuracy of behavioral predictions on two of 

three dependent measures. Similar to purpose's relation to 

accuracy, accountability's relation to accuracy appears to be 

complex. 

Recently, Tetlock et al. (1989) posited a more elaborate 

model of accountability's effects on judgments and decisions. 

The two components of accountability previously described 

were unchanged. In the type of accountability in which 

decision-makers are motivated to use cues, decision-makers 

use the acceptability heuristic and make a biased shift in 

their evaluation towards the views of the accountability 

principal. Tetlock et al. (1989) referred to this type of 

accountability as a conformity strategy for coping with 
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accountability. In the motivated processing type of 

accountability, decision-makers do not know the views of the 

accountability principal. Therefore, decision-makers process 

a large amount of information in complex ways in attempts at 

preemptive self-criticism. Tetlock et al. (1989) referred to 

this type of accountability as a complexity strategy for 

coping with accountability. 

The new portion of the model introduces a longitudinal 

component to accountability. Tetlock (1985a) proposed 

accountability is responsible for developing defensive 

rationalizations for past courses of action. In effect, 

defensive rationalizations perform a maintenance function on 

self-esteem in relation to past decisions. In this type of 

accountability, decision-makers who revealed their attitudes 

towards controversial social issues before reporting their 

thoughts responded to accountability by decreasing their 

overall level of complex processing (Tetlock et al., 1989). 

Decision-makers focus on justifying the past decision or 

attitudinal commitment. The authors referred to this type of 

accountability as a bolstering strategy for coping with 

accountability. Bolstering or defensive rationalization of 

evaluative impressions also was mentioned by Srull and Wyer 

(1989). Srull and Wyer (1989) proposed raters may focus on 

information in order to review the validity of a certain 

evaluative impression. 
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Tetlock et al. (1989) chose to manipulate a past 

decision or attitudinal commitment by having subjects report 

their attitudes before their thoughts. The authors found, 

however, this attitudes-before-thoughts manipulation probably 

was not sufficient in producing defensive rationalizations. 

An alternative operationalization would involve the 

repetition of the typical thoughts-then-decision ordering of 

dependent measurement used in most accountability studies. 

The repeated nature of this method may more effectively 

convey the progression of time in relation to the past 

decision or attitudinal commitment. Defensive 

rationalization may occur especially in those subjects who 

are accountable and receive the known view of the 

accountability principal after they have made their initial 

decision or attitudinal commitment. Defensive 

rationalization may take the form of thought references to 

the previous decision or attitudinal commitment. 

Tetlock et al.'s (1989) finding that accountable 

subjects who are engaging in defensive rationalization 

decrease complexity of processing may not be valid in all 

Situations. Accountable subjects in the view condition in 

this study may not be rationalizing in support of their past 

decision. Instead, subjects may be rationalizing to explain 

or justify a past decision considered unacceptable in the 

context of the new performance view information. 

A n ili in Performan Eval ion R rch 
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Several studies have investigated the relation between 

accountability and organizational variables. Overall, 

however, accountability's role in performance evaluation has 

not been examined to any great extent (Klimoski & Inks, 

1990). Klimoski and Inks (1990) assessed rater shifts 

towards ratee views of performance, but other parts of 

Tetlock's (1985a) accountability model remain untested in 

performance evaluation. For example, Tetlock's (1985a) 

propositions about accountability's effects on complexity of 

cognitive processing and defensive rationalizations have not 

been examined in performance evaluation. 

Some research has focused on the relation between 

accountability and political behaviors in organizations. In 

a group of subjects in the applied setting, Fandt and Ferris 

(1990) manipulated level of accountability and whether the 

supervisor's view was known. Accountability subjects were 

told they were to serve as temporary Supervisors and their 

decisions would be examined by others. In conditions of no 

known view, subjects were not told of their supervisor's 

previous relevant decision. In conditions of a known view, 

subjects were told the supervisor's previous relevant 

decision. Subjects read a written problem scenario and then 

wrote a brief report containing their decision. Decision 

reports were rated via content analysis. A significant 

interaction between accountability and knowledge of the 

supervisor's view was found. In the reports, subjects in the 
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high accountability-known view condition used more defensive 

information and placed more emphasis on positive aspects of 

their decision. The authors interpreted the effects of 

supervisory cues aS political behaviors or impression 

Management. 

Boyle and Klimoski (1992) interpreted accountability 

effects on self-performance evaluations via Tetlock's (1985a) 

model. The authors found subjects ina low accountability 

condition showed more leniency effects or biased shifts in 

self-performance evaluations than subjects in an 

accountability condition. Subjects probably responded to 

accountability by increasing the complexity of their 

cognitive processing and by not engaging in biased shifts. 

Unfortunately, the authors did not measure cognitive 

complexity. 

Other research investigating accountability effects on 

conventional rater-ratee performance evaluations has focused 

on the accountability of the rater to a subordinate ratee. 

Judge and Ferris (in press) conducted a LISREL test of a 

model addressing social context effects on performance 

evaluation. The authors found a rater's guess of a 

subordinate ratee's self performance evaluation rating was 

strongly related to the rater's performance evaluation of the 

ratee. In a laboratory study, Klimoski and Inks (1990) found 

Similar results. Judge and Ferris (in press) interpreted 

this finding as a rater susceptibility to the wishes of 
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subordinate ratees. Raters yield to their impression of the 

ratee's view because raters wish to avoid negative events 

(e.g. ratee resentment and lawsuits) derived from negative 

ratings (Judge & Ferris, in press). Raters' perceptions of 

accountability to ratees leads to biased shifts like leniency 

in performance evaluation ratings. Hauenstein (1992) and 

Klimoski and Inks (1990) found raters' expectation of giving 

face-to-face feedback to ratees especially leads to leniency 

effects. 

Leniency in performance evaluation will occur in many 

Situations where a rater is accountable to ratees. This is 

because raters believe the known view of the accountability 

principal is directed towards lenient ratings. In addition, 

Judge and Ferris (in press) proposed leniency occurs in 

organizations because raters feel they do not possess 

evidence to justify negative ratings. However, if a rater 

was accountable to a supervisor who feasibly might not 

possess a known view about the ratee, complex processing 

could increase performance evidence in memory and decrease 

biased shifts towards leniency. 

Few studies have investigated the judgment effects that 

occur when raters are accountable to their supervisors. 

However, the conclusions of performance evaluation litigation 

reviews (e.g., Barrett & Kernan, 1987) and the "known" nature 

of ratee views of leniency suggest accountability to 

supervisors may be beneficial to the performance evaluation 
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process. In addition, Longenecker (1992) recently reported 

raters' immediate supervisors possess a large potential 

influence on performance evaluation ratings. The author 

stated a rater's propensity towards manipulating performance 

evaluation ratings can be either increased or decreased 

Significantly by the rater's immediate supervisor. Increased 

accountability through the supervisor's review of the rater's 

rating practices can lead to decreased rater biases. 

All of Tetlock's empirical studies have involved the 

same operationalization of accountability. Tetlock has 

stated the decisonmaker's desire to maintain the positive 

regard of the person to which they are accountable causes 

accountability effects. However, Tetlock (1985a) wrote that 

psychological and tangible contingencies may lead to 

accountability effects. Tetlock cited social exchange 

theorists (Blau, 1964) who concluded the desire to gain 

material resources is often involved in the desire to enhance 

a person's social image. This study attempted to 

operationalize not only the traditional Tetlock type of 

accountability that includes maintaining a positive image in 

an interpersonal setting. This study also included a type of 

accountability in which the rater expects to receive 

interpersonal feedback and earn rewards based on their 

performance evaluation. This level of accountability was 

expected to cause strongest effects because the manipulation 

involves two potential rewards-- positive interpersonal 
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feedback and a tangible reward. The interpersonal level of 

accountability may have less impact because it only involves 

one potential reward--positive interpersonal feedback. The 

conclusions of McCallum, McCallum, and Gurwitch (1987) 

Support the use of these two types of accountability 

Manipulations. The authors found the most salient cognitive 

dimensions of interpersonal influence events such as 

performance evaluation meetings involve the outcomes for the 

decision-maker and the information exchanged in the event. 

Summary and Hypotheses 

Banks and Murphy (1985) suggested the researcher- 

practitioner gap in industrial/organizational psychology 

could be narrowed if researchers investigate cognitive 

processes in settings that simulate the critical features of 

organizations. Researchers should use methods that address 

the organizational context and constraints. In addition, 

these authors stated the usual laboratory study eliminates or 

controls for motivational factors such as political agendas. 

This study attempted to assess motivational factors and 

political decision-making that may occur often within 

organizations. 

The importance of evaluative impressions in memory is 

agreed upon across performance evaluation models. 

Performance cues may often be used to create evaluative 

impressions. For example, DeNisi et al. (1984) included 

preconceived notions, or impressions the rater possesses 
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about the ratee, as an important component of their rating 

process model. The authors proposed impressions can be 

developed by the rater acquiring backround information about 

a ratee, receiving priming information before observation of 

a ratee, or by performing prior performance evaluations of a 

ratee. 

The justification of performance evaluation ratings 

increases cognitive processing in raters and has an effect on 

the perceived purpose of performance evaluations. Social 

aspects of the review context direct the raters' orientation 

towards cues in the social environment. The raters are 

motivated to assimilate their performance evaluation ratings 

to cues received from important sources. 

The construct of accountability takes into account both 

motivated cognitive processing and the motivated use of 

social cues. Accountability may be applied to the 

performance evaluation process. Tetlock (1983a) 

operationalized accountability as the pressure or expectation 

to justify one's view or decision to others. Raters could be 

held accountable for performance evaluations if raters were 

required to justify their ratings to their supervisors. 

According to Tetlock et al. (1989), in the type of 

accountability in which raters are motivated to use cues, 

raters would use the acceptability heuristic and make a 

biased shift in their evaluation towards the views of the 

supervisor. In the motivated processing type of 
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accountability, raters do not know the views of the 

supervisor. Therefore, raters would process ratee behaviors 

in complex ways to differentiate and integrate ratee 

information in attempts at preemptive self-criticism. In the 

third type of accountability, raters would engage in 

defensive rationalization of past evaluations. Raters may 

focus on justifying their past evaluations. 

Several studies have investigated the relation between 

accountability and organizational variables. Overall, 

however, accountability's role in performance evaluation has 

not been examined to any great extent (Klimoski & Inks, 

1990). Some research investigating accountability effects on 

performance evaluation has focused on the accountability of 

the rater to a subordinate ratee (e.g., Klimoski & Inks, 

1990). However, the conclusions of performance evaluation 

litigation reviews (e.g., Barrett & Kernan, 1987) suggest 

review of performance ratings by supervisors would increase 

the legal defensibility of the performance evaluation sytem. 

In addition, raters' accountability to ratees may lead to 

leniency bias. This is because raters believe the known view 

of the accountability principal is directed towards lenient 

ratings (Klimoski & Inks, 1990). Because ratee views of 

leniency appear to be "known" by raters, increasing raters' 

accountability to supervisors with unknown views may be 

beneficial to the performance evaluation process. Increased 

accountability through the supervisor's review of the rater's 
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rating practices may lead to decreased rater biases and 

increased cognitive processing. 

In this laboratory experiment, the full Tetlock et al. 

(1989) model of accountability was applied to a simulated 

performance evaluation. Subjects were randomly assigned to 

groups and viewed two sets of videotaped ratee behaviors. 

The two independent variables of accountability toa 

supervisor and the view of the supervisor were manipulated 

and fully crossed. Accountability to the supervisor 

possessed three levels: reward/interpersonal accountability, 

interpersonal accountability, and no accountability. Known 

view of the supervisor possessed two levels: view (given 

before the second set of ratee behaviors), and no view. In 

contrast to previous accountability studies, this study was 

able to reveal whether biased shifts are due to 

accountability increasing the performance view effect, or to 

the performance view alone. Dependent variables were 

cognitive complexity, biased shift, and defensive 

rationalization. Cognitive complexity and defensive 

rationalization were based on the analysis of written 

protocols. Analysis of written protocols was suggested 

recently by Martin and Klimoski (1990) as a desirable method 

of monitoring the cognitions of raters. Experimental 

hypotheses were based on Tetlock et al.'s (1989) model of 

accountability: 
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1. An accountability by view by time interaction will occur 

for biased shift. Over time, the reward/interpersonal 

accountability with view group will exhibit the greatest 

biased shift, the interpersonal accountability with view 

group will exhibit a moderate biased shift, and the no 

accountability with view group will exhibit the least biased 

shift. 

2. Part A) An accountability by view interaction will occur 

for complex processing. Across both sets of ratee behaviors, 

the reward/interpersonal accountability with no view group 

will exhibit the greatest cognitive complexity, the 

interpersonal accountability with no view group will exhibit 

moderate cognitive complexity, and the no accountability with 

no view group will exhibit the least cognitive complexity. 

Part B) An accountability by view interaction will occur for 

complex processing. On the first set of ratee behaviors, the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with no view group will 

exhibit the greatest cognitive complexity, the interpersonal 

accountability with no view group will exhibit moderate 

cognitive complexity, and the no accountability with no view 

group will exhibit the least cognitive complexity. 

3. An accountability-known view interaction will occur for 

defensive rationalization. On the second set of ratee 

behaviors, the reward/interpersonal accountability with view 

group will exhibit the greatest amount of defensive 

rationalizations, the interpersonal accountability with view 
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group will exhibit a moderate amount of defensive 

rationalizations, and the no accountability with view group 

will exhibit the least amount of defensive rationalizations. 
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Method 

Experimental Design 

Three levels of accountability to the supervisor 

(reward/interpersonal accountability, interpersonal 

accountability, and no accountability) were crossed with two 

levels of the view of the supervisor (view, no view). The 

view subjects received the view manipulation after the first 

set of ratee behaviors. These two independent variables were 

manipulated across two sets of videotaped ratee behaviors. 

Therefore, the design was of a 3 (accountability) by 2 (view) 

by 2 (sets of ratee behaviors) configuration. The dependent 

variables of cognitive complexity and biased shift were 

measured after both sets of videotaped ratee behaviors. The 

dependent variable of defensive rationalization was measured 

after the second set of videotaped ratee behaviors. 

Subjects 

One hundred seventy two subjects originating from a pool 

of volunteers in Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University's undergraduate psychology subject pool 

participated in the experiment. The subjects received extra 

credit points in exchange for their participation. Subjects 

were randomly assigned to one of the six experimental groups. 

The reward/interpersonal accountability with view condition 

had 30 subjects, the interpersonal accountability with view 

condition had 29 subjects, and the no accountability with 

view condition had 28 subjects. The reward/interpersonal 

66



accountability with no view condition had 27 subjects, the 

interpersonal accountability with no view condition had 30 

subjects, and the no accountability with no view condition 

had 28 subjects. 

Pr r 

Experimental sessions were conducted in a classroom 

setting. Each session contained small groups of 2 to 6 

subjects. At the beginning of the session, performance 

evaluation and the performance evaluation dimensions were 

defined. The accountability manipulation was read to the 

appropriate subjects. The first set of videotaped ratee 

behaviors then was presented to the subjects. Similar to 

Tetlock (1983a), subjects wrote their thought protocols 

first, and then made evaluative ratings. Subjects were given 

five minutes to write down their thoughts about the 

performance of the interviewer in the previous five 

vignettes. Similar to Tetlock (1983a), subjects were told 

“you should have the opportunity to collect your thoughts 

before giving an evaluation of the interviewer." Subjects 

then rated the first set of ratee behaviors as a whole. 

Before the second set of ratee behaviors was shown, the view 

manipulation was read to the appropriate group of subjects. 

After the second set of videotaped ratee behaviors was shown, 

subjects again were asked to write down their thoughts and 

then give performance evaluation ratings. Subjects responded 
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to the manipulation check items and then were debriefed. 

Each experimental session was one hour in duration. 

Independent Variables 

Pilot Study. <A pilot study aided the development of the 

independent variable manipulations. The focus of the pilot 

study was on gathering qualitative information about the 

relative effectiveness of the experimental manipulations. As 

a result of the input of 51 subjects from 16 sessions, the 

author made several changes in the manipulations. In terms 

of accountability, it was determined that no salient 

differences existed between the professor of the subjects' 

class and the head graduate student of the subjects' class. 

Therefore, different levels of accountability were not 

manipulated via the use of different accountability 

principals that had different positions of authority. In 

terms of view, it was determined that in order for subjects 

to hear the view and maintain realism, the use of a fake 

telephone conversation had to be dropped. Telling the 

subjects the professor's view in a straightforward manner 

appeared to be the best method of manipulating view. 

Accountability Conditions, The accountability 

manipulations were based on Tetlock (1983a) and Tetlock 

(1983b). The position of professor was chosen as a 

convenient operational definition of the supervisor position. 

Reward was operationalized as additional extra credit points 

the subjects could receive as a result of the quality of 
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their review meeting. In the reward/interpersonal 

accountability condition, subjects were told: 

"This experiment is being conducted by Dr. , who 
  

you all may know as the instructor from your class. 

Dr. has written many journal articles about the 

  

cognitive aspects of performance evaluation, and has had much 

success with past research. As part of this study, you will 

be asked to meet with Dr. ____—s« for 10 minutes, at your 

convenience in the next 5 weekdays. In this meeting, you 

will be asked to explain and justify your performance ratings 

to Dr. ____s«w’—sSC That is, this meeting will involve you telling 

Dr. why you rated the interviewer the way you did. 
  

Your 1 extra credit point will only be given after the 

satisfactory completion of this meeting. This meeting will 

be quick, because Dr. _____—s—soiss very busy, and because he 

already has expectations about the way the meetings will go. 

He expects clear-cut statements from you concerning your 

reasons for rating the interviewer the way you did. 

Also, Dr. will be judging the quality of your 

  

ratings and justifications. Based on the quality of your 

ratings and justifications, Dr. may award you 0, 1, or 

2 additional extra credit points based on how well you rated 

the interviewer. Parts of this meeting may make you feel 

uncomfortable, because Dr. 's questions may require you 

  

to put a lot of effort in your answers. These meetings will 
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be audiotaped so that Dr. can perform further analyses 

of your explanations. In order to make things easier for 

you, the meetings will be held next door in . f2will 

hand out a sheet so that you can tell Dr. when you are 

available to come in, and so you can give Dr. your 

phone number so that he can reach you to set up the meeting." 

Subjects in the interpersonal accountability condition 

were told: 

"This experiment is being conducted by Dr. , who 

you all may know as the instructor from your class. 

Dr. has written many journal articles about the 

cognitive aspects of performance evaluation, and has had much 

success with past research. As part of this study, you will 

be asked to meet with Dr. ____—s for 10 minutes, at your 

convenience in the next 5 weekdays. In this meeting, you 

will be asked to explain and justify your performance ratings 

to Dr. . That is, this meeting will involve you telling 

Dr. why you rated the interviewer the way you did. 

Your 1 extra credit point will only be given after the 

Satisfactory completion of this meeting. This meeting will 

be quick, because Dr. _____—siss very busy, and because he 

already has expectations about the way the meetings will go. 

He expects clear-cut statements from you concerning your 

reasons for rating the interviewer the way you did. 

Also, Dr. will be judging the quality of your 
  

ratings. Based on the quality of your ratings, Dr. will 
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give you feedback and tell you how well you rated the 

interviewer at the end of the meeting. Parts of this meeting 

may make you feel uncomfortable, because Dr. 's 

questions may require you to put a lot of effort in your 

answers. These meetings will be audiotaped so that Dr. 

can perform further analyses of your explanations. In order 

to make things easier for you, the meetings will be held next 

door in . © will hand out a sheet so that you can tell 

Dr. when you are available to come in, and so you can 

give Dr. your phone number so that he can reach you to 

set up the meeting." 

An example of the sheet upon which subjects wrote 

meeting sign-up information as part of the accountability 

manipulation is included in Appendix A. Subjects in the no 

accountability condition were told they will be asked to rate 

two sets of job performance and told their performance 

evaluation ratings will be "totally confidential and not 

traceable to them personally" (Tetlock, 1983b). Manipulation 

of accountability occurred before subjects viewed the first 

set of videotaped ratee behaviors. 

View Conditions, Subjects in the view condition were 

given the view of the professor after the first set of 

videotaped ratee behaviors. The view subjects were told: "I 

can tell you now, that several times, Dr. ____—s«ihas rated all 

of the interviewer performance you will see in today's 

session. Dr. considers both performance sets to be 
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poor or ineffective, overall, because the interviewer does 

not perform his job duties and responsibilities 

appropriately. Dr. _._ rated the interviewer performance 

you just Saw aS poor or ineffective, and he has rated the 

interviewer performance you are about to see as poor or 

ineffective." This represents the supervisor's view or 

performance cue that is biased in relation to the average to 

good performance of the ratee. Subjects in the no view 

condition were not told the view of the professor at any 

stage of the experiment. 

D nden riabl 

Cognitive Complexity, Cognitive complexity was measured 

in the same way Tetlock (1983a) has measured the variable. 

The overall rating of cognitive complexity was based on the 

number of positive differentiations, negative 

differentiations, and integration statements that raters 

included in their thought or free recall protocols. Time 1 

and and Time 2 protocols are in Appendix A. Tetlock (1983a) 

drew from the work of several researchers in adopting his 

measure of complex processing (Schroder et al., 1967; 

Schroder & Suedfeld, 1971; Streufert & Streufert, 1978). The 

number of unique, functionally useful information dimensions 

is referred to as differentiation (Schroder et al., 1967). 

Integration refers to the number of complex connections among 

these unique dimensions. The measure addresses the 
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structural aspects of written information and does not 

directly focus on the content of information used in 

decisions. The overall cognitive complexity rating 

represented the complexity of thoughts occuring in the 

evaluation process at Time 1 and Time 2. 

The Schroder et al. (1967) measure of cognitive 

complexity used by Tetlock was not specifically designed as 

an individual difference measure of a stable construct. The 

Bieri et al. (1966) adaptation of the Kelly (1955) Rep Grid 

measures cognitive complexity as an individual difference 

construct. This individual difference measure of cognitive 

complexity was administered to subjects at the beginning of 

the experiment. This individual difference measure is 

included in Appendix A. Individual difference cognitive 

complexity scores were used as a covariate to help reduce 

error variance in analyses involving the cognitive complexity 

rating and its components. 

Schroder et al. (1967) described the methods by which 

content coders rated written thought protocols on 

differentiation and integration. Information concerning 

differentiation and integration are combined to yield an 

overall composite score of cognitive complexity. Responses 

are scored on a seven point scale. The scale represents a 

continuum of low to high levels of both differentiation and 

integration. This scale is included in Appendix A. Two 

73



content coders were trained based on the information and 

examples presented in the Schroder et al. book and by Tetlock 

(1983a) and Tetlock et al. (1989). These coders were 

unaware of the hypotheses of the proposed experiment. 

Interrater reliability was assessed. The interrater 

correlation for the overall cognitive complexity rating at 

Time 1 was .85. The interrater correlation for the overall 

cognitive complexity rating at Time 2 was .83. Tetlock and 

his colleagues found slightly higher agreement between two 

raters, r = .87 to .89. Similar to Tetlock and Kim (1987), 

disagreements were resolved by using the judgement of a third 

coder who was blind to each subject's group assignment. 

Biased Shift. Two components were involved in the 

measurement of biased shift. First, biased shift was 

measured by assessing group differences among the performance 

evaluation rating means. Second, biased shift was measured 

by determining whether a particular goup's performance rating 

means are in the direction of the known view or performance 

cue. 

A 7-item, 7-dimension interviewer performance evaluation 

form from Hauenstein (1987) was used for rating after the 

first and second sets of videotaped ratee behaviors. The 

Time 1 and Time 2 rating forms are included in Appendix A. 

The 7 job performance dimensions on the rating form included: 

Rapport Building, Organization of the Interview, Questioning 

Skill, Relevance of Questions, Company and Job Preview, 
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Answering the Applicant, and an Overall evaluation. The 

rating format consisted of a 7-point Likert-type scale. 

While the items themselves are behavioral in nature, the 7, 

4, and 1 anchors on the rating scale represented three main 

levels of performance (effective, average, ineffective). 

Defensive Rationalization, Defensive rationalization 

was measured following the second set of videotaped ratee 

behaviors. Defensive rationalization was measured via the 

two content coders. Defensive rationalization was 

operationalized as the number of references on the thought 

protocols to the first set of ratee behaviors or the first 

set of performance evaluation ratings. The two content 

coders were trained with examples. Their interrater 

reliability on coding defensive rationalization was .88. 

These coders did not know the hypotheses of the proposed 

study. Disagreements were resolved by a third coder who was 

blind to group assignment. 

Manipulation Check 

At the end of the experimental session, all subjects 

responded to 8 manipulation check items. These items are 

included in Appendix A. Items 1 through 3 measured the 

perception of accountability in writing thoughts and making 

performance evaluations. Items 6 through 8 measured the use 

of the known view in writing thoughts and making performance 

evaluations. Item 5 assessed the reward accountability 

manipulation. Item 4 assessed the interpersonal 
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accountability manipulation. Response format to the 

manipulation check items consisted of a 7-point, Likert-type 

scale. 

Developmen £ Vi R Behavior 

Two sets of videotaped ratee behaviors were shown to 

raters. These videotaped ratee behaviors were constructed 

for a rater training study (Stamoulis & Hauenstein, in 

press). Target ratee behaviors for the occupation of an 

applicant interviewer were derived from Hauenstein (1987). A 

range of these behaviors were chosen for inclusion into the 

videotape based upon the level of ratee performance they 

depicted and the ease in which the behaviors could be 

translated via video. Twelve behaviors were chosen from each 

of the good, average, and poor performance categories to 

represent a broad range of performance levels. To help 

control for any rating scale or format biases which might 

affect the translation to this experiment, the same 7-item 

interviewer rating scale from Hauenstein (1987) was utilized 

in the development of this study's videotapes. This rating 

form was used in this study. 

Scripts were carefully prepared based upon the 

interviewer behaviors. The interview vignettes were written 

so two behaviors of the same performance level were included. 

Therefore, 6 interview vignettes were composed for each of 

the good, average, and poor job performance categories (18 

vignettes in total). Care was taken to preserve realism and 
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match behaviors that might naturally covary, and to nest 

these critical behaviors amidst relatively innocuous 

interview content. Each vignette was in color, two to three 

minutes in duration, and contained the same two actors 

portraying the interviewer and interviewee on an office set. 

A pilot study was then conducted to establish the target 

scores of the interview vignettes. The 18 videotaped 

vignettes were presented to 193 undergraduates within four 

different series of randomly ordered triads of the good, 

average, and poor performance levels. The mean ratings of 

each rating dimension from each interview vignette were used 

as vignette target scores. Ten vignettes with target scores 

above the scale midpoint on the overall evaluation dimension 

were used in this study. Therefore, vignettes in this study 

portrayed average to good ratee performance. 

The vignettes possessed this slight skewness for three 

reasons. First, more of the vignette means on the overall 

evaluation dimension were above the scale midpoint than below 

it. In order to include as many vignettes as possible in the 

study, the vignettes above the scale midpoint were used. 

Second, the study includes the investigation of shifts in 

evaluations because of performance cues. In order to 

adequately measure the difference between raters evaluating 

"true" aspects of the vignettes (of average to good ratee 

performance) and raters being affected by biased performance 

cues (of poor performance), it is desirable to include 
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vignettes that are slightly skewed in their representation of 

"true" ratee performance. Third, Klimoski and Inks (1990) 

represents the one previous study that used Tetlock's (1985a) 

model to investigate accountability effects on raters' 

performance evaluation judgments of subordinate ratees. The 

Klimoski and Inks (1990) study used work performance that was 

"moderately poor". Because this study will use moderately 

good work performance, the application of Tetlock's (1985a) 

accountability model to a wider range of work performance can 

be assessed. 

In this study, five vignettes were used to depict the 

first set of ratee behaviors, and five vignettes were used to 

depict the second set of ratee behaviors. An attempt was 

made to balance the target scores of each set. One ratee 

behavior set had an overall target score mean of 4.48. The 

other ratee behavior set had an overall target score mean of 

4.62. In addition, an attempt was made to balance the order 

of presentation of the two ratee behavior sets within each of 

the six experimental conditions. 
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Results 

A men f Order Eff f the R Behavior 

This study utilized a repeated measures design in which 

each subject observed 2 different sets of ratee behavior. 

The 2 sets of ratee behavior were constructed so that they 

were of Similar overall evaluative quality. Therefore, the 

effects of the independent variables over time could be 

assessed more precisely. However, a ratee behavior set could 

be evaluated differently by subjects because of its position 

in the repeated measures order of presentation. In this 

study, each ratee behavior set's position in the order of 

presentation was balanced within each condition. The effect 

of order of presentation was analyzed to ensure that order 

did not confound results. 

A l-way, repeated measures MANOVA assessing the effects 

of the 2 orders of presentation on the 7 Time 1 and the 7 

Time 2 dimension ratings was conducted. Both the order of 

presentation between-subjects effect (F(7,164) = 12.03, p< 

.001) and the order of presentation by time interaction 

(F (7,164) = 6.93, p < .001) were significant. The follow-up 

MANOVA addressing the 7 Time 1 dimension ratings also reached 

multivariate significance (F(7,164) = 2.90, p< .01). The 

univariate tests revealed a significant effect for the 

Rapport dimension (F(1,170) = 11.80, p < .01). The MANOVA 

addressing the 7 Time 2 dimension ratings also reached 

multivariate Significance (F(7,164) = 10.49, p < .001). The 
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univariate tests on the Time 2 ratings revealed a significant 

effect for the Rapport dimension (F(1,170) = 27.87, p< 

.001). A repeated measures ANOVA examining the effects of 

order of presentation on the Rapport dimension ratings over 

time was Significant (F(1,170) = 42.05, p < .001). The 

Rapport dimension means in each of the 2 ratee behavior sets 

in each of the two possible order positions were examined. 

The means indicated that 1 of the ratee behavior sets had 

different Rapport means depending on order of presentation. 

One ratee behavior set's Rapport dimension mean was higher 

when the set was presented second (M = 5.08) than when the 

4.58). set waS presented first (M 

For 1 of the ratee behavior sets, subjects rated the 

Rapport dimension more favorably when the set was presented 

at Time 2. Because order of presentation effects may 

threaten the internal validity of this study, Rapport 

dimension ratings were not included in subsequent analyses. 

Other analyses indicated that order of presentation did not 

affect the other dependent variables in this study. 

Manipulation Check 

The 8 manipulation check items consisted of a 3-item 

scale measuring the accountability manipulation, another 3- 

item scale measuring the view manipulation, 1 item measuring 

interpersonal accountability, and 1 item measuring reward 

accountability. The 3 accountability scale items and the 3 

view scale items were intercorrelated respectively according 
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to a priori expectations. Considering their size, the 3-item 

scales possessed satisfactory internal consistency 

reliability. Cronbach's alpha for the accountability scale 

was .83, Cronbach's alpha for the view scale was .72. 

Contrasts were used to compare group means on the 

manipulation check items. The first contrast compared the 

accountability groups' mean to the no-accountability groups' 

mean on the accountability scale. The contrast was 

Significant (F(1,166) = 198.63, p< .001). The 

accountability groups reported that they experienced 

accountability to a greater extent (M = 4.78) than the no- 

accountability groups (M = 2.14). However, the contrast 

comparing the reward/interpersonal accountability groups to 

the interpersonal accountability groups on the accountability 

scale was not Significant (F(1,166) = 0.37, n.s.). 

Therefore, while accountability was manipulated appropriately 

overall, the specific types of accountability did not differ 

in the level of accountability perceived by subjects. 

The 2 individual accountability items were used to 

assess more specifically whether the 2 types of 

accountability had been effectively manipulated. On the 

interpersonal accountability item, the contrast significantly 

found (F(1,166) = 56.65, p < .001) a difference between all 

accountability groups (which all involved interpersonal 

aspects of accountability, M = 4.06) in comparison to the no- 

accountability groups (M = 2.05). On the reward 
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accountability item, the contrast significantly found 

(F (1,166) = 13.42, p < .001) that the reward/interpersonal 

accountability groups (M = 3.60) involved reward aspects of 

accountability in comparison to all other groups (M = 2.62). 

Furthermore, the contrast comparing the reward/interpersonal 

type of accountability (M = 3.60) with the interpersonal type 

of accountability (M = 2.86) was also significant (F(1,166) = 

5.58, p< .05). Therefore, while the accountability groups 

may not have differed in overall level of accountability, the 

accountability groups differed in the quality or type of 

accountability perceived by subjects. 

The contrast comparing the view groups' mean to the no- 

view groups' mean on the view scale also was significant 

(F (1,166) = 305.83, p < .001). The view groups' mean (M = 

4.77) indicated that they were aware of the performance view 

given to them, while the no-view groups (M = 2.18) were not 

aware of any view of ratee performance. 

x F r 

AS a supplement to the manipulation check described 

above, responses to the manipulation check items were 

examined by sex. Several significant effects involving sex 

were discovered. The ANOVA assessing accountability, view, 

and sex differences on the accountability scale revealed a 

Significant view by sex interaction (F(1,160) = 4.70, p< 

.05). The source table for this analysis appears in Table 1. 

The ANOVA assessing accountability, view, and sex differences 
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on the view scale did not reveal any sex effects or 

interactions. The source table for this analysis appears in 

Table 2. However, the ANOVA assessing accountability, view, 

and sex differences on the interpersonal accountability item 

revealed a sex main effect (F(1,160) = 4.33, p < .05) and an 

accountability by view by sex interaction (F(2,160) = 3.34, p 

< .05). The source table for this analysis appears in Table 

3. In addition, the ANOVA assessing accountability, view, 

and sex differences on the reward accountability item also 

revealed an accountability by view by sex interaction 

(F(2,160) = 7.69, p< .01). The source table for this 

analysis appears in Table 4. These findings suggested male 

and female subjects may differ in their responses to the 

experimental variables. Therefore, sex was used as a factor 

in subsequent analyses. 

Biased Shift 

An examination of the correlations between the rating 

dimensions revealed the 6 dimensions are significantly 

intercorrelated at Time 1 and at Time 2 (Table 5). 

Therefore, a multivariate approach was used in the analysis 

of biased shift in the 5 specifically-oriented rating 

dimensions. Similar to the other work in the performance 

evaluation literature, the Overall dimension was analyzed 

separately. The descriptive statistics for all 6 dimensions 

at Time 1 and 2 are calculated for each experimental cell by 

sex in Table 6. 
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A 3-way, repeated measures MANOVA was conducted as an 

omnibus test of the effects of accountability, view, and sex 

on the Time 1 and Time 2 ratings of the 5 specific 

dimensions. The source table appears in Table 7. The 

Significant within-subjects effects included a view by time 

interaction (F(5,156) = 7.89, p < .001) and a time effect 

(F(5,156) = 6.17, p< .001). The hypothesized accountability 

by view by time interaction was not Significant. Within- 

subjects, MANOVA contrasts was used to investigate Hypothesis 

1: (in order from largest to smallest magnitude) the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with view, interpersonal 

accountability with view, no accountability with view, and 

the 3 no view conditions as a whole will differ on biased 

shift. The within-subjects contrast assessing the difference 

between the reward/interpersonal accountability with view 

group (Time 1M = 4.53, Time 2 M = 3.77) and the 

interpersonal accountability with view group (Time 1M = 

4.38, Time 2 M = 3.97) was not significant (F(5,162) = 0.81, 

n.s.). The within-subjects contrast assessing the difference 

between the interpersonal accountability with view group and 

the no accountability with view group (Time 1M = 4.09, Time 

2M = 3.34) was not significant (F(5,162) = 0.64, n.s.). The 

within-subjects contrast assessing the difference between the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with view group and the 

no accountability with view group was not significant 

(F(5,162) = 0.12, n.s.). The within-subjects contrasts found 
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no differences between the 3 levels of accountability in the 

view condition. Therefore, the results of the individual 

rating dimensions did not support Hypothesis 1. 

The 3 accountability with view groups as a whole 

possessed a different rating shift (Time 1M = 4.34, Time 2 = 

3.70) than the accountability with no view groups as a whole 

(Time 1M = 4.13, Time 2 M = 5.10) (F(5,162) = 8.49, p < 

.001). The view groups exhibited a biased shift towards more 

unfavorable ratings at Time 2. The no view groups' exhibited 

an even larger shift towards more favorable ratings at Time 

2. This is the view by time effect revealed in the omnibus 

MANOVA. This interaction is depicted in Figure 1. 

A 3-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to reveal 

the effects of accountability, view, and sex on Time 1 and 

Time 2 Overall dimension ratings. The source table appears 

in Table 8. The significant within-subjects effects included 

a view by sex by time interaction (F(1,160) = 7.33, p < .01) 

and a view by time interaction (F(1,160) = 41.34, p < .001). 

Within-subjects, MANOVA contrasts were used to investigate 

Hypothesis 1: (in order from largest to smallest magnitude) 

the reward/interpersonal accountability with view, 

interpersonal accountability with view, no accountability 

with view, and no view conditions would differ on biased 

shift. The within-subjects contrast assessing the difference 

between the reward/interpersonal accountability with view 

group (Time 1M = 4.43, Time 2 M = 3.53) and the 
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interpersonal accountability with view group (Time 1M = 

4.14, Time 2 M = 3.76) was not Significant (F(1,166) = 1.20, 

n.s.). The within-subjects contrast assessing the difference 

between the interpersonal accountability with view group and 

the no accountability with view group (Time 1M = 4.00, Time 

2M = 3.18) was not significant (F(1,166) = 0.84, n.s.). The 

within-subjects contrast assessing the difference between the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with view group and the 

no accountability with view group was not Significant 

(F(1,166) = 0.03, n.s.). The within-subjects contrasts found 

no differences between the 3 levels of accountability in the 

view condition. Therefore, the results of the Overall rating 

dimension did not support Hypothesis 1. 

The 3 accountability with view groups as a whole 

possessed a different rating shift (Time 1M = 4.20, Time 2 = 

3.49) than the accountability with no view groups as a whole 

(Time 1M = 3.86, Time 2M = 5.02) (F(1,166) = 44.30, p< 

.001). The view groups exhibited a biased shift towards more 

unfavorable ratings at Time 2, while the no view groups' 

ratings became more favorable at Time 2, 

Two-tailed t-tests were used in a post hoc strategy to 

interpret the view by sex by time interaction from the 

omnibus test. Because post hoc t-tests are used in this and 

subsequent analyses, the Bonferroni correction was made on 

all alpha levels for all t-tests conducted in this entire 

Results section (n = 10). Therefore, the appropriate alpha 
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level for each individual t-test in this post hoc strategy 

was .005. The 4 paired t-tests on the Overall dimension 

means for each view by sex indicated that over time, females 

who received the negative performance view decreased their 

Overall ratings from 4.54 to 3.42 (t(47) = 5.07, p < .001). 

Over time, males who received the negative performance view 

did not change the level of their Overall ratings 

significantly (t(38) = 0.77, n.s.). This interaction is 

depicted in Figure 2. 

In conclusion, the 3 accountability with view groups did 

not differ on the biased shift dependent variable. The large 

biased shift that occurred in the no accountability with view 

group was not predicted. Over time, unfavorable ratings were 

caused by the provision of a negative performance view. 

Favorable ratings were caused by an absence of negative 

performance views. In addition, a sex effect occurred on the 

Overall dimension, such that females exhibited greater biased 

shift than males. 

niti mplexi 

Two content coders counted the frequency of positive 

differentiations, negative differentiations, and integration 

statements reported on the free recall thought protocols. 

The coders used these 3 variables in determining the 

cognitive complexity rating of Time 1 and Time 2 thought 

protocols. Interrater correlations for these 4 variables for 

Time 1 and Time 2 appear in Table 9. The interrater 
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correlations ranged from .73 to .94. Discrepancies between 

these 2 coders were resolved by the author. The descriptive 

statistics for these variables within each cell by sex are in 

Table 10. 

A 3-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess 

the effects of accountability, view, and sex on the overall 

cognitive complexity rating at Time 1 and Time 2. The source 

table appears in Table 11. Significant within-subjects 

effects included an accountability by view by time 

interaction (F(2,160) = 3.17, p < .05) and a time effect 

(F(1,160) = 19.49, p< .001). The hypothesized between- 

subjects accountability by view interaction was not 

Significant. Between-subjects MANOVA contrasts investigated 

the first part of Hypothesis 2: reward/interpersonal 

accountability with no view group would have the highest 

cognitive complexity at Time 1 and Time 2, the interpersonal 

accountability with no view group would have a moderate 

amount of cognitive complexity at Time 1 and Time 2, and the 

no accountability with no view group would have the least 

cognitive complexity at Time 1 and Time 2. The between- 

subjects contrast assessing the difference between the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with no view group 

(across time M = 2.96) and the interpersonal accountability 

with no view group (across time M = 2.82) was not significant 

(F(2,165) = 0.19, n.s.). The between-subjects contrast 

assessing the difference between the interpersonal 
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accountability with no view group and the no accountability 

with no view group (across time M = 2.57) was not significant 

(F(2,165) = 0.56, n.s.). The between-subjects contrast 

assessing the difference between the reward/interpersonal 

accountability with no view group and the no accountability 

with no view group was not significant (F(2,165) = 1.33, 

n.s.). The between-subjects contrasts found no differences 

between the 3 levels of accountability in the no view 

condition at Time 1 and Time 2. Therefore, the first part of 

Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

In examining the accountability by view by time 

interaction from the repeated measures ANOVA, the 6 post hoc 

paired t-tests revealed that the reward/interpersonal 

accountability combined with view group decreased complexity 

over time from 3.60 to 2.03 (t(29) = 4.83, p < .001). This 

interaction is depicted in Figure 3. 

To examine effects pertinent to the second part of 

Hypothesis 2, a 3-way ANOVA was conducted to address the 

effects of accountability, view, and sex on the overall 

complexity rating at Time 1. The source table appears in 

Table 12. There were no significant effects or interactions 

in this ANOVA. Therefore, the hypothesized accountability by 

view interaction was not significant. Between-subjects 

contrasts tested the second part of Hypothesis 2: the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with view group will have 

the highest cognitive complexity at Time 1, the interpersonal 
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accountability with view group will have a moderate amount of 

cognitive complexity at Time 1, and the no accountability 

groups aS a whole will have the least cognitive complexity at 

Time 1. The between-subjects contrasts found no differences 

between reward/interpersonal accountability (Time 1M = 3.60) 

and interpersonal accountability (Time 1M = 3.03) (F(1,166) 

= 2.02, n.s.), and no differences between interpersonal 

accountability and no accountability (Time 1 M = 2.68) 

(F(1,166) = 0.77, n.s.). However, the between-subjects 

contrast assessing the difference between the 

reward/interpersonal accountability group and the no 

accountability group was significant (F(1,166) = 5.26, p < 

.05). The reward/interpersonal accountability with view 

group exhibited higher cognitive complexity than the no 

accountability with view group at Time 1. A follow-up 

contrast that assessed the Time 1 cognitive complexity 

Gifferences between all reward/interpersonal accountability 

raters (Time 1M = 3.40) and all no accountability raters 

(Time 1M = 2.82) was also significant (F(1,166) = 3.94, p< 

.05). In general, the reward/accountability raters exhibited 

higher cognitive complexity than no accountability raters at 

Time 1. The second part of Hypothesis 2 was partially 

supported. 

In conclusion, accountability conditions with no 

performance view did not have the highest cognitive 

complexity over time. Therefore, the first part of 

90



accountability with view group will have a moderate amount of 

cognitive complexity at Time 1, and the no accountability 

groups aS a.whole will have the least cognitive complexity at 

Time 1. The between-subjects contrasts found no differences 

between reward/interpersonal accountability (Time 1M = 3.60) 

and interpersonal accountability (Time 1M = 3.03) (F(1,166) 

= 2.02, n.s.), and no differences between interpersonal 

accountability and no accountability (Time 1 M = 2.68) 

(F(1,166) = 0.77, n.s.). However, the between-subjects 

contrast assessing the difference between the 

reward/interpersonal accountability group and the no 

accountability group was significant (F(1,166) = 5.26, p < 

.05). The reward/interpersonal accountability with view 

group exhibited higher cognitive complexity than the no 

accountability with view group at Time 1. A follow-up 

contrast that assessed the Time 1 cognitive complexity 

differences between all reward/interpersonal accountability 

raters (Time 1M = 3.40) and all no accountability raters 

(Time 1M = 2.82) was also significant (F(1,166) = 3.94, p < 

.05). In general, the reward/accountability raters exhibited 

higher cognitive complexity than no accountability raters at 

Time 1. The second part of Hypothesis 2 was partially 

supported. 

In conclusion, accountability conditions with no 

performance view did not have the highest cognitive 

complexity over time. Therefore, the first part of 
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Hypothesis 2 was not supported. The combination of reward 

and interpersonal accountability in conjunction with exposure 

to a performance view caused a decrease in cognitive 

complexity over time. Reward/interpersonal accountability 

raters who had not received a performance view at Time 1 had 

higher cognitive complexity than the no accountability raters 

who had not received a performance view. The second part of 

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. In addition, the time 

effect indicated cognitive complexity decreased over time. 

The rating of cognitive complexity represented the only 

dependent variable that did not involve sex effects. 

m n ntrij in niti mplexi Ratin 

The positive differentiation, negative differentiation, and 

integration statement components of the overall complexity 

rating were examined in supplementary analyses. The 

intercorrelations amongst these 4 measures at Time 1 and Time 

2 appear in Table 13. As expected, the number of positive 

and negative differentiations possessed a strong negative 

relationship. 

The weak correlations between positive differentiations, 

negative differentiations, and integration statements with 

the overall complexity rating also was expected. Although 

cognitive complexity scale values above 2 represent the use 

of both positive and negative information simultaneously by 

the rater (an important characteristic of cognitive 

complexity), scale values of 1 and 2 represent the use of 
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positive or negative information only. Because of the 

definition of the cognitive complexity dependent variable 

(Schroder et al., 1967), one rater can use many positive or 

negative differentiations and have a low cognitive complexity 

rating. Another rater can use a few poSitive and a few 

negative differentiations and have a high cognitive 

complexity rating. 

In addition, the low correlation of integration 

statements with cognitive complexity occurred because of the 

low variance and low frequency of integration statements. 

Also, the number of integration statements only affect the 

top 2 cognitive complexity scale values. The distribution of 

cognitive complexity ratings and the low frequency of 

integration statements found in this study were Similar to 

the findings of Schroder et al., (1967). In general, these 

low correlations and the cognitive complexity definition put 

forth by Schroder et al. suggest the 3 cognitive complexity 

components, when considered individually, do not represent 

the overall cognitive complexity construct. 

A 3-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess 

the effects of accountability, view, and sex on the number of 

positive differentiations over time. Significant within- 

subjects effects included a view by sex by time interaction 

(F(1,160) = 7.54, p < .01), a view by time interaction 

(F(1,160) = 32.80, p < .001), and a time effect (F(1,160) = 

6.77, p< .05). In terms of the view by sex by time 
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interaction, in comparison to males, females decreased the 

number of positive differentiations in the view condition 

from a Time.1 mean of 2.40 to a Time 2 mean of 1.06. [In 

terms of the view by time interaction, the no view group 

increased the number of positive differentiations over time 

from 1.79 to 3.58. The view group decreased the number of 

positive differentiations over time from 2.05 to 1.29. In 

conclusion, a decrease in poSitive differentiations was 

caused by the unfavorable performance view, especially in 

females. In contrast, the no view subjects increased the 

number of positive differentiations over time. 

A 3-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess 

the effects of accountability, view, and sex on the number of 

negative differentiations at Time 1 and Time 2. Significant 

within-subjects effects included a view by time interaction 

(F(1,160) = 23.20, p < .001) and a time effect (F(1,160) = 

3.92, p < .05). The view by sex by time interaction 

(F (1,160) = 3.60, p < .10) and the accountability by time 

interaction approached significance (F(2,160) = 2.95, p< 

.10). In terms of the view by sex by time interaction, 

females increased the number of negative differentiations in 

the view condition over time from a mean of 2.21 to 3.23. In 

terms of the view by time interaction, the no view group 

decreased the number of negative differentiations over time 

from 2.98 to 1.61. The view group increased the number of 

negative differentiations over time from 2.53 to 3.16. In 

93



terms of the accountability by time interaction, the 

interpersonal accountability group decreased the number of 

negative differentiations over time from 2.90 to 1.98. 

In conclusion, an increase in negative differentiations 

was caused by the unfavorable performance view, especially in 

females. Over time, it appears a decrease in negative 

differentiations was caused by an absence of performance 

views or information. In terms of accountability, 

interpersonal accountability appeared to cause a decrease in 

negative differentiations over time. 

A 3-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to assess 

the effects of accountability, view, and sex on the number of 

integration statements at Time 1 and Time 2. Significant 

within-subjects effects included a view by time interaction 

(F(1,160) = 4.72, p < .05) and a sex by time interaction 

(F(1,160) = 4.83, p< .05). The accountability by view by 

time interaction approached significance (F(2,160) = 2.80, p 

< .10). In terms of the view by time interaction, the view 

group increased the number of integration statements over 

time from a mean of 0.34 to a mean of 0.52. In terms of the 

sex by time interaction, males increased the number of 

integration statements over time from 0.28 to 0.47. In terms 

of the accountability by view by time interaction, the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with no view group 

decreased the number of integration statements over time from 

0.63 to 0.26. 
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In conclusion, the provision of performance information 

caused an increase in the number of integration statements. 

Males also may use integration statements more frequently 

than females over time. It appears reward/interpersonal 

accountability combined with no view caused a decrease in 

integration statements. 

Overall Cognitive Complexity Conclusions It is useful 

to attempt overall conclusions about the cognitive complexity 

rating and the 3 component measures. When subjects first 

evaluate ratees, reward/interpersonal accountability 

increased the overall cognitive complexity rating. However, 

this effect did not last over time. Overall, cognitive 

complexity decreased over time. This decrease over time was 

especially pronounced when raters were under conditions of 

reward/interpersonal accountability in which they received 

performance information. 

The dependent variable of cognitive complexity involves 

the use of both positive and negative information 

Simultaneously. Positive and negative differentiations as 

individual measures, however, are more similar to surrogate 

biased shift measures than to surrogate cognitive complexity 

measures. Although caution must be exercised in making 

definite conclusions from the supplementary analyses, the 

positive and negative differentiation measures reveal effects 

Similar to the view and sex effects in the biased shift 

variables. That is, when a negative performance view was 
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presented, subjects' ratings became more unfavorable and 

positive differentiations decreased, while negative 

differentiations increased. This effect was especially 

pronounced in females. In contrast, when no performance view 

was presented, subjects' ratings became more favorable and 

positive differentiations increased, while negative 

differentiations decreased. This effect was especially 

pronounced in females. In addition, the number of negative 

differentiations was lower in the interpersonal 

accountability condition. 

The number of integration statements may be more 

specifically a measure of the confidence subjects possessed 

about the level of their ratings. The number of integration 

statements increased for males and subjects who received 

performance information. The number of integration 

statements decreased for subjects in the reward/interpersonal 

accountability with no view condition. 

Individual Differences in Cognitive Complexity As A 

Covariate To help reduce within-groups variance, an 

individual difference cognitive complexity measure was 

examined for use as a potential covariate. Within each of 

the 6 experimental cells, the correlation between the 

individual difference measure and the 4 dependent variables 

involved with cognitive complexity were computed at Time 1 

and Time 2. These correlations appear in Table 14. In the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with no view group and 
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the interpersonal accountability with no view group, the 

individual difference measure was strongly correlated with 

the number of positive and negative differentiations at Time 

1 and Time 2. Specifically, no view reward/interpersonal 

accountability raters high on the cognitive complexity 

individual difference variable used less positive information 

and more negative information over time. No view 

interpersonal accountability raters high on the cognitive 

complexity individual difference variable used more positive 

information and less negative information over time. 

Covariate analyses showed that condition by individual 

difference by time interactions were significant with the 

positive (F(5,160) = 4.65, p < .01) and negative (F(5,160) = 

2.74, p < .05) differentiations. Separate covariate 

regression slopes were fitted to the positive and negative 

differentiation variables within each of the conditions. The 

individual difference within condition by time interactions 

were significant for the positive (F(6,160) = 3.91, p < .01) 

and negative (F(5,160) = 2.30, p < .05) differentiations. 

Controlling for individual differences, the adjusted means 

indicated that the reward/interpersonal accountability with 

no view group decreased the number of positive 

differentiations over time (see Table 15). The adjusted 

means also indicated that the interpersonal accountability 

with no view group increased the number of positive 

97



differentiations over time, and decreased the number of 

negative differentiations over time. 

Defensive Rationalization 

The dependent variable of defensive rationalization was 

also coded by the 2 experimental assistants. The interrater 

correlation was satisfactory (r = .88). Discrepancies 

between the 2 content coders were resolved by a third coder. 

The defensive rationalization descriptive Statistics for each 

cell by sex are in Table 16. A 3-way ANOVA was conducted to 

reveal the effects of accountability, view, and sex on the 

number of defensive rationalizations at Time 2. The source 

table is included in Table 17. The accountability effect 

(F(2,160) = 8.00, p < .001), the view effect (F(1,160) = 

8.81, p< .01), the sex effect (F(1,160) = 3.93, p < .05), 

and the view by sex effect (F(1,160) = 4.73, p < .05) were 

Significant. The hypothesized accountability by view 

interaction was not significant. Between-subjects contrasts 

tested Hypothesis 3: the reward/interpersonal accountability 

group with view would have the greatest number of defensive 

rationalizations, the interpersonal accountability group with 

view would have a moderate number of defensive 

rationalizations, and the no accountability group with view 

would have the least amount of defensive rationalizations. 

The between-subjects contrasts found that the interpersonal 

accountability with view group was different from the other 2 

groups. Interpersonal accountability with view raters (M = 
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1.76) exhibited more defensive rationalizations than the 

reward/interpersonal accountability with view raters (M = 

0.83) (F(1,166) = 5.83, p < .05). Interpersonal 

accountability with view raters exhibited more defensive 

rationalizations than the no accountability with view raters 

(M = 0.82) (F(1,166) = 5.78, p < .05). There was no 

difference between the reward/interpersonal accountability 

with view raters and the no accountability with view raters 

(F(1,166) = 0.00, n.s.). Overall, no support was found for 

Hypothesis 3. 

Because effects involving defensive rationalization did 

not involve time, regular post hoc Tukey's comparisons could 

be used. In terms of the accountability effect, Tukey's 

multiple comparisons revealed that the interpersonal level of 

accountability led to the highest number of defensive 

rationalizations (M = 2.10), as compared to the 

reward/interpersonal (M = 1.28) and no accountability (M = 

1.02) conditions. In terms of the view by sex interaction, 

Tukey's post hoc tests indicated that females in the no view 

condition had a high number of defensive rationalizations in 

comparison to the other view by sex combinations. Defensive 

rationalization did not represent the defensive bolstering or 

justification of previous ratings when subjects were 

accountable and received a performance view. It appears 

defensive rationalization represented the attempt to use the 

previous ratings as information to bolster or justify 
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subsequent ratings under conditions of interpersonal 

accountability and for females in the no view condition. 
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to apply Tetlock's model 

of accountability to performance evaluation. Accountability 

to a supervisor was operationalized as undergraduate raters' 

expectations of justifying performance ratings to their 

professor in a meeting. Three different levels of 

accountability were utilized in an attempt to precisely 

identify the mechanisms behind accountability effects. In 

contrast, only two levels of accountability (interpersonal 

accountability and no accountability) have been used in 

Tetlock's program of research. The three levels of 

accountability were crossed with two levels of the 

supervisor's performance view. Therefore, this study 

involved a no accountability with view control group. In 

contrast, Tetlock's program of research has not utilized this 

type of control group. The overall research design and 

results are summarized in Appendix A. 

The three accountability groups did not exhibit 

differences in biased shift. The provision of a performance 

view appears to be solely responsible for shifts in 

performance evaluations. Because Tetlock has not previously 

used a no accountability with view control condition in 

assessing biased shift effects, this result may have 

important implications for the Tetlock model. That is, 

accountability combined with view may not cause biased shift 

over and above the provision of the view alone. 

101



However, the view effects may have occurred because of 

certain characteristics of this laboratory study. First, 

accountability in this study was not the result of a strongly 

intact and involved relationship between the supervisor and 

the rater. The manipulated effect of accountability may be 

relatively weak in comparison to accountability in 

organizations. Second, undergraduate subjects' may not have 

possessed much knowledge about the job being performed in the 

ratee behavior videotapes. This possibility has been 

discussed elsewhere (Stamoulis & Hauenstein, in press). 

Raters in organizations may possess greater knowledge about 

the job performance they rate. Raters' lack of job knowledge 

may have caused all raters to be sensitive to the view 

manipulation. Third, experimental reactivity may have caused 

no accountability raters to be sensitive to the view 

manipulation. Fourth, performance evaluation ratings may not 

be sensitive to accountability manipulations. Unstructured 

post-experimental conversations with subjects suggested the 

supervisor-rater relationship, job knowledge, and 

experimenter reactivity explanations are all viable in 

leading to no accountability differences in biased shift. 

The view effects were especially evident in females. 

Similar sex effects have been found in performance evaluation 

research. Overall, women have been found to give more 

favorable performance ratings (Benedict & Levine, 1988; 

London & Poplawski, 1976; Pulakos, White, Oppler, & Borman, 
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1989). The results of this study suggested women raters in 

organizations may be more reactive to additional performance 

information. they may receive about ratees. In addition, 

meta-analyses of the compliance/conformity literature have 

found that females are more likely to be influenced in 

experiments (e.g. Cooper, 1979). However, Eagly and Carli 

(1981) concluded that the sex of the researcher may be 

responsible for the compliance effects. That is, male 

researchers were likely to find compliance in female 

subjects. Female researchers were not likely to find sex 

differences in compliance. Because this study involved a 

male researcher, one should use caution in generalizing the 

sex effects. 

Although no accountability effects were found for the 

biased shift dependent variable, accountability effects may 

have been reflected in the use of positive and negative 

information. Overall, interpersonal accountability raters 

were found to decrease their number of negative 

differentiations over time. Controlling for individual 

differences in cognitive complexity as measured by the Kelly 

Rep Grid (1955), interpersonal accountability raters 

increased their number of positive differentiations and 

decreased their number of negative differentiations in the no 

view condition. The results of the covariate analysis also 

found the number of positive differentiations decreased for 

reward/interpersonal subjects in the no view condition. In 
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addition, reward/interpersonal accountability subjects in the 

no view condition appeared to possess less favorable rating 

means across most dimensions over time than their no view 

counterparts. 

Raters in the interpersonal accountability groups were 

told they would receive interpersonal feedback on their 

rating level and justification of rating. Interpersonal 

accountability raters appear to be concerned about the 

quality of information conveyed in their interpersonal 

interaction with their supervisor because that is how their 

good or poor feedback is determined. The interpersonal type 

of accountability causes raters to focus primarily on the 

justification of their ratings to the supervisor. In 

Support, McCallum et al. (1987) found that the exchange of 

information involving a person of influence is one of the two 

basic dimensions of interpersonal influence events. Asa 

result of this focus on the quality of rating justification, 

interpersonal accountability causes raters to decrease their 

use of unfavorable information. Therefore, interpersonal 

accountability raters decrease the probability of justifying 

an unfavorable performance evaluation. Overall, favorability 

in evaluation may be a regular result of interpersonal 

accountability. 

Raters in the reward/interpersonal accountability 

groups were told they would receive interpersonal feedback 

and tangible rewards based on their rating level and 
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justification of rating. The possibility of earning tangible 

rewards may represent a useful focus upon which raters can 

attribute a,less favorable performance evaluation. In 

support, Hullian learning theory states that a classical 

conditioning process can motivate instrumental behavior. 

That is, raters can learn to give an unfavorable evaluation 

in certain situations, and these raters develop an 

expectation that they will be rewarded for their response. 

In comparison to the no view norm of more favorable ratings 

over time, reward/interpersonal accountability raters appear 

to be more conservative in their use of favorable performance 

information. 

Cognitive dissonance may also underly reward 

accountability effects. Raters may believe that a ratee's 

performance was poor, but they may feel that they cannot 

justify or face the negative consequences of giving an 

unfavorable evaluation. In this situation dissonance or 

tension may be created because of the inconsistent 

cognitions. Reward aspects of accountability may induce 

raters into giving unfavorable evaluations and reducing the 

psychological tension. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that accountable raters who did 

not receive the supervisor's view of ratee performance would 

exhibit complex cognitive processing. Across time, this 

prediction was not supported. The analyses did reveal that 

raters in the reward/interpersonal accountability condition 
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who received performance the performance view decreased 

cognitive complexity over time. Because these raters may 

more eaSily_ attribute the unfavorable performance ratings in 

the view condition, accountability view raters did not have 

to engage in vigilant processing in justifying their 

evaluative decision. 

In addition, because the only cognitive complexity 

effect found over time was a decrease, the cognitive 

complexity measure used in this study may be more sensitive 

to changes on the low range of the cognitive complexity 

dependent variable. The introduction of work tasks that are 

completed simultaneously with observation and rating may 

improve the measurement of cognitive complexity in 

performance evaluation experiments. Such competing tasks may 

increase the probability of finding accountability between- 

group differences at this low range of cognitive complexity. 

Characteristics of this study's design could have been 

responsible for the lack of accountability effects on 

cognitive complexity across time. The accountability 

manipulation occurred at the beginning of the 60 minute 

session that involved repeated measures. Some subjects 

reported post-experimentally that the meeting with the 

supervisor was not salient to them throughout the 

experimental session. Repeating the manipulation or using 

reminders about the accountability meeting may enhance 

accountability's effect on cognitive complexity. 
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Reward/interpersonal accountability caused increased 

cognitive complexity at Time 1. Hypothesis 2 was partially 

supported. .Initially, raters responded to the combination of 

expecting interpersonal feedback and a reward by increasing 

their level of cognitive complexity. The 

reward/interpersonal accountability group was significantly 

more complex than the no accountability group at Time 1. The 

difference between reward/interpersonal accountability and 

interpersonal accountability was not significant. Therefore, 

there is some evidence that accountability overall led to 

cognitive complexity at Time 1. 

The positive and negative differentiation components of 

cognitive complexity have been mentioned in relation to 

accountability and performance view effects. The integration 

statement components of cognitive complexity address the use 

of complex rules to combine a rater's multiple perspectives 

of a ratee. Schroder et al. (1967) suggested the use of 

complex integration rules may also represent a rater's level 

of doubt in using schema. The use of integrations may 

Signify the rater's perception that their schema has adequate 

predictive value. That is, raters who use integration 

statements may be more confident about their ratings. In 

this study, raters who were presented with performance 

information may have been more confident about their ratings. 

In addition, male raters used more integration statements 

than females. Benedict and Levine (1988) found that males 
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delayed performance evaluations and feedback sessions less 

often than females. Therefore, males may be more confident 

about their ratings than females. The sex effect, however, 

again may be related to the sex of the researcher. Finally, 

reward/interpersonal accountability raters in the no view 

condition may have had the least confidence in their ratings. 

These raters may have decreased confidence because they did 

not have performance information upon which to attribute a 

less favorable performance evaluation. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that accountability subjects in 

the view condition would engage in defensive rationalizations 

of their previous ratings. No support was found for this 

hypothesis. Tetlock et al. (1989) indicated that raters who 

feel accountable to evaluative decisions to which they are 

committed will exhibit defensive rationalizations. One 

reason for not finding this effect may be that raters may not 

have been fully committed to their evaluative position. It 

was previously mentioned that the undergraduate raters may 

not be comfortable with the knowledge they possess about the 

ratee's job performance. Thus, as opposed to justifying an 

intact evaluative impression, the retrospective orientation 

of raters in this study may have occurred in a search for 

performance standards or information that could contribute to 

the formation of a stable evaluative impression. The results 

indicated that interpersonal accountability condition, in 

which raters may be focusing especially on the justification 
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of their performance evaluations, caused a higher frequency 

of defensive rationalizations. Also, raters not given the 

performance.view may have been using performance information 

and standards from Time 1. This search and use of evaluative 

information was especially true for females in the no view 

condition, who may be less confident in their ratings and 

more responSive to cues in the social environment (cf. Myers, 

1983). 

The lack of support for Hypothesis 3 and this search for 

information interpretation may also be a result of 

limitations in the measurement of defensive rationalization. 

The operationalization of number of references to the 

previous rating occasion may not be specific enough in 

representing the full meaning of defensive rationalization. 

Future measures should focus on references specifically made 

to defend a evaluative position with which the rater is 

committed. Tetlock et al. (1989) also had problems measuring 

defensive rationalization and interpreting a hypothesis 

involving defensive rationalization. 

Overall, accountability affected the use of evaluation 

information, initial levels of cognitive complexity, 

confidence in rating, and the retrospective search for 

performance information. Interpersonal accountability may 

result in a rater focus on the justification of ratings. 

Because it may be difficult to justify negative ratings, 
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interpersonal accountability raters may give more favorable 

performance evaluations. 

Reward.aspects of accountability may result in a rater 

focus on the attributions of ratings. Because 

reward/accountability raters can attribute negative ratings 

to a reward, they may be more likely to give unfavorable 

performance evaluations. This focus decreases cognitive 

complexity when raters know the performance view of their 

supervisor and increases cognitive complexity when raters 

have limited performance information. 

Two issues qualify the overall conclusions of this 

Study. The first regards the use of only a negative 

performance view in this study. This probably limits the 

generalizations of this study to negative view effects. In 

order to discuss view effects without qualifications, future 

researchers should build a positive performance view factor 

into experimental designs. However, given the natural 

inflation of ratings in the no view condition, positive view 

may have little or no effect. Other researchers have found 

differences in the use of positive and negative performance 

information in the context of interpersonal evaluations 

(Blumberg, 1972; Tesser & Rosen, 1975). 

Second, the manipulation of accountability in this 

laboratory may not have been strong. In the current study, 

the professor of the undergraduate subjects served as 

supervisor. The size of the professor's class was large (n = 
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900) and the class had only been in session for approximately 

three weeks. Although the professor operationalization may 

have been effective given research constraints, the 

preexisting supervisory relationship was probably not similar 

to most organizations. The potentially weak accountability 

manipulation could have been responsible for the relative 

Size of the biased shift in the no accountability control 

group. Future research should more closely simulate or use 

real superviSor-rater relationships. Simulations might 

especially involve more rating occasions over time and 

multiple experiences between the supervisor and the rater. 

An added weakness concerning the accountability manipulation 

is that one-item measures were used in the manipulation check 

of reward and interpersonal types of accountability. One- 

item measures possess low reliability. 

Besides assessing the effects of overall acountability 

on biased shift and cognitive complexity in performance 

evaluation, this study contributed to the identification of 

the different underlying mechanisms of accountability. 

Tetlock (1985a) suggested that there may be as many types of 

accountability as there are types of relationships between 

people. The two types of accountability operationalized in 

this study represent a first step. Tetlock (1985a) wrote 

that the protection and enhancement of self image, and the 

desire to gain material resources may represent the two major 

types of accountability. McCallum et al. (1987) also 

111



concluded that reward and interpersonal information exchange 

are the basic dimensions in interpersonal influence events. 

More studies are needed to, as Tetlock (1985a) stated, 

disentangle these closely intertwined motives underlying 

accountability. Future studies should attempt to involve 

reward accountability and view accountability as fully 

crossed, independent factors. 

Research on the construct of accountability in 

psychology has been limited primarily to Tetlock's work. 

Because Tetlock chose to operationalize accountability in the 

same manner across studies, the rich conceptual framework of 

the construct has not been investigated to date. The 

dichotomy of tangible reward versus interpersonal 

contingencies utilized in this study is an advance in the 

research on the construct of accountability. However, 

another dichotomy may also prove to be important to the 

examination of the functional relationships behind 

accountability. Role accountability may exist when a 

decison-maker knows that they are responsible for a decision. 

For example, role accountability may be represented on an 

organizational chart. Such decision-makers may or may not be 

committed to the integrity of their decisions. Evaluation 

apprehension aspects of accountability exist when a decision- 

maker is committed to the integrity of the decision. Because 

the decision is to be evaluated by the accountability 

principal, the decision-maker has an increased probability of 
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exhibiting biased shifts or cognitive complexity. Future 

operational definitions and manipulation checks should focus 

on this role versus evaluation apprehension dichotomy. Such 

a focus may increase the utility of the accountability 

construct. 

The investigation of organizational politics and 

influence factors in performance evaluation has increased 

recently (e.g., Judge & Ferris, in press). More researchers 

are attempting to place performance evaluation in conditions 

more Similar to the organizational context. However, little 

research has specifically investigated how interpersonal 

relations affect the performance evaluation review meeting 

(Nathan, Mohrman, & Milliman, 1991). Accountability 

represents the link between the rater and the organizational 

context containing a diverse set of interpersonal and 

tangible rewards and punishments. Raters appear to be 

especially concerned about giving unfavorable ratings. The 

effects of reward and interpersonal aspects of accountability 

may be centered on whether a rater can justify a negative 

evaluation or attribute that negative evaluation to some 

factor. Studies of cognitive processes in organizations must 

continually take into account the interpersonal and more 

tangible contingencies that occur as a result of that 

cognitive process. 
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Subject Sign-Up Information 

FOR: REVIEW MEETING OF PERFORMANCE RATINGS 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Your Name: 

Your ial ri mber: 

Phon mber: (Home) 

(Work phone, if applicable) 

Potential Meeting Times (Indicate 6 10-minute slots in which 

you are available in the next 5 
weekdays, 7:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m. 
Dr. will call and confirm 1 of 
the 6 meeting slots you requested. ) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4, 

5. 

6. 

Remember: - Be on time for your review meeting. 

- Review meetings will take place in 
Rm. 
  

Hall, 
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PERFORMANCE SET 1: THOUGHTS SELF-REPORT 

Write (neatly) your thoughts concerning the effectiveness of 

the interviewer's performance. If you need more space, use 

the back of this sheet. 
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PERFORMANCE ET 2; TH HT ELF-REPORT 

Write (neatly) your thoughts concerning the effectiveness of 

the interviewer's performance. If you need more space, use 

the back of this sheet. 
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val ion mplexi 1 (building continuum) 

1. SOLELY positive-type OR negative-type of information 

about the interviewer, with 0 - 4 functionally unique reasons 
for that type of information 

2. SOLELY positive-type OR negative-type of information 

about the interviewer, with 5 or more functionally unique 
reasons for that type of information 

3. Positive-type AND negative-type of information about the 

interviewer, (some examples include differentiation/contrast 
amongst skits, use of "although", "though", "however", etc.) 
with 1 type of information having 1 functionally unique 

reason and the other type of information having 1 or more 
functionally unique reasons 

4. Positive-type AND negative-type of information about the 
interviewer, (some examples include differentiation/contrast 
amongst skits, use of "although", "though", "however", etc.) 
with 1 type of information having 2 functionally unique 

reasons and the other type of information having 2 or more 
functionally unique reasons 

5. Positive-type AND negative-type of information about the 

interviewer, (some examples include differentiation/contrast 
amongst skits, use of "although", "though", “however", etc.) 
with 1 type of information having 3 or more functionally 

unigue reasons and the other type of information having 3 or 
more functionally unique reasons 

6. Positive-type AND negative-type of information about the 

interviewer, (some examples include differentiation/contrast 

amongst skits, use of "although", "though", "however", etc.) 
with 1 type of information having 2 or more functionally 

unique reasons and the other type of information having 2 or 
more functionally unique reasons, AND subjects use 1 sentence 

to comment on THEIR theory of interviewing that helps to 
bridge their use of positive and negative types of 
information (some examples include use of "Should", “need") 
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7. Positive-type AND negative-type of information about the 

interviewer, (some examples include differentiation/contrast 
amongst skits, use of "although", "though", "however", etc.) 
with 1 type of information having 2 or more functionally 
unique reasons and the other type of information having 2 or 
more functionally unique reasons, AND subjects use 2 or more 

sentences to comment on THEIR theory of interviewing that 
helps to bridge their use of positive and negative types of 
information (some examples include use of "Should", "need") 
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PERFORMANCE SET 1: RATING FORM 

For each performance category, circle the number that most 
reflects your evaluation of the interviewer. 

1. RAPPORT BUILDING: The extent to which the interviewer put 
the applicant at ease, built trust, and was socially 
desirable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

2. ORGANIZATION OF THE INTERVIEW: The extent to which the 

interview had a clear format which was followed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

3. QUESTIONING SKILL: The extent to which questions were 
tactfully presented. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

4. RELEVANCE OF QUESTIONS: How useful the interviewer's 

questions were forassessing the knowledge, skills, and 
abilities of the applicant. . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

5. JOB AND COMPANY PREVIEW: The extent to which knowledge 
concerning the company and the job was appropriately 
conveyed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

6. ANSWERING THE APPLICANT: The demonstrated willingness for 
answering the applicant's questions and the extent to which 
the responses provided meaningful information. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

7. OVERALL EVALUATION: Your general impression of the 
interviewer's overall performance in the interview. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 
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PERFORMANCE SET 2; RATING FORM 

For each performance category, circle the number that most 
reflects your evaluation of the interviewer. 

1. RAPPORT BUILDING: The extent to which the interviewer put 
the applicant at ease, built trust, and was socially 
desirable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

2. ORGANIZATION OF THE INTERVIEW: The extent to which the 

interview had a clear format which was followed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

3. QUESTIONING SKILL: The extent to which questions were 
tactfully presented. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

4. RELEVANCE OF QUESTIONS: How useful the interviewer's 
questions were forassessing the knowledge, skills, and 
abilities of the applicant. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

5. JOB AND COMPANY PREVIEW: The extent to which knowledge 

concerning the company and the job was appropriately 
conveyed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

6. ANSWERING THE APPLICANT: The demonstrated willingness for 
answering the applicant's questions and the extent to which 
the responses provided meaningful information. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

7. OVERALL EVALUATION: Your general impression of the 
interviewer's overall performance in the interview. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor Average Excellent 

133



Post-Experiment Questionnaire 

Read each question carefully, and then please respond 

truthfully. Some questions may not apply to you. Circle 

your response to each question. 

1) To what extent do you feel that a meeting at a later 

date will take place between you and the person who is the 

head of this research project? 

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 

2) To what extent do you feel that you will have to explain 
and justify your performance evaluation ratings at a later 
date? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 

3} To what extent did you think about an upcoming 
meeting with the person who is the head of this research 
project while you were observing the interviewer's 
performance? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 

4) To what extent were you concerned about how good of 
an impression you would make in a future meeting with the 
person who is head of this research project? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 

5) To what extent were you concerned about how much extra 
credit you might earn as a result of a future meeting with 
the person who is head of this research project? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 
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6) How certain are you that you heard that both sets 
of interviewer performance were poor or ineffective during 
the course of today's research session? 

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

not certain at all fairly certain completely certain 

7) To what extent do you believe that an opinion 
offerred about the quality of the interviewer's performance 
was Dr. 'S? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 

8) To what extent did you consider knowledge that the 
interviewer performance was described as poor in your 
performance evaluation ratings? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

to no extent to some extent to a great extent 
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Summary of Study 

Intr ion 

* Accountability- raters expect to justify their 

performance evaluation to their supervisor 

* Accountability leads to a rater focus on the tangible 

reward consequences and the interpersonal consequences of 

their performance evaluation 

Design 

3 (Accountability) XK 2 (View) [ X 2 (Time) ] 

Independent Variables 
* Accountability:  Reward/Interpersonal, Interpersonal, No 
Accountability 
* View: Know view of supervisor, Do not know view of 
supervisor 

Dependent Variables 
* Biased Shift- performance ratings 
* Cognitive Complexity- thoughts protocol 
* Defensive Rationalization- thoughts protocol 

Procedure 

1) Cognitive Complexity Individual Difference Measure 
2) Performance Evaluation Introduction 
3) Accountability Manipulation 
4) Ratee Behavior Set 1 
5) Thoughts Protocol 1 
6) Performance Ratings 1 
7) View Manipulation 
8) Ratee Behavior Set 
9) Thoughts Protocol 

10) Performance Ratings 
11) Manipulation Check 

NO
 

bh
) 

dO
 

136



Results 
HYPOTHESIS 1 

No support: Reward/iInterpersonal Acct. with View biased 
shift > 
Interpersonal Acct. with View biased shift > 
No Acct. with View biased shift 

* (Unfavorable) View caused more unfavorable ratings, 
No View caused more favorable ratings (Figure 1) 

* Overall dimension: shifts in ratings, especially 
biased shift towards unfavorable ratings, were pronounced in 
females (Figure 2) 

HYPOTHESIS 2 

Part A (Across time) 
No support: Reward/Interpersonal Acct. w/ No View cog. 

complexity > 
Interpersonal Acc.w/ No View cog. complexity > 
No Acct. w/ No View cog. complexity 

* Reward/Interpersonal Acct. w/ View decreased in cog. 
complexity over time (Figure 3) 

Part B (Time 1) 
Some support: Reward/Interpersonal Acct. cog. 

complexity > 
( Interpersonal Acct. cog. complexity > ) 
No Acct. cog. complexity 

Supplementary Analyses 
Interpersonal Accountability: 

decreased negative differentiations over time, 
increased positive differentiations over time 

(covar. analyses) 

Reward/Interpersonal Accountability: 
decreased positive differentiations over time 

(covar. analyses) 

HYPOTHESIS 3 

No support: Reward/Interpersonal Acct. w/ View def. 

rationalization > 
Interpersonal Acct. w/ View def. 
rationalization > 
No Acct. w/ View def. rationalization 

* Interpersonal Accountability had high def. 
rationalization 

* Females in No View condition had high def. 
rationalization 
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nel ion 

1) Accountability may not be a necessary condition for 
biased shift. This conclusion does not support the biased 
shift part of the Tetlock model. 

2) In performance evaluation, accountable/no view raters may 
exhibit cognitively complex processing (especially in the 
case of reward accountability). This conclusion gives some 
support to the cognitive complexity part of the Tetlock 
model. 

3) Interpersonal Accountability may cause raters to focus on 
the quality of the information they give to the supervisor. 
Because many raters may feel they cannot justify unfavorable 
ratings, they may tend to give more favorable ratings. 

4) Reward (combined with Interpersonal) Accountability may 
cause raters to focus primarily on that reward. Because many 
raters may feel they can attribute unfavorable ratings to the 
reward outcome, they may tend to give less favorable ratings. 

138



Table 1 

  

  

r Table for Analysis A in x Eff ith 

Accountability Scale 

source gat MS FE Value eta 

Within 160 1.30 
Accountability 2 130.62 100.61*** .56 
View 1 .O1 .00 .00 
Sex 1 02 .02 .00 
Accountability X View 2 1.87 1.44 02 
Accountability X Sex 2 1.75 1.35 .02 
View X Sex 1 6.10 4.70* 03 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 1.29 99 .O1 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .O1, ***p < .001. 
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Table 2 

  

r Table for Analysis A in x Eff with Vi Scal 

source gt MS F Value eta 

Within 160 96 
Accountability 2 . 66 .69 .O1 
View 1 280.32 293.11*** 65 
Sex 1 27 .28 .00 
Accountability XK View 2 1.21 1.27 .02 
Accountability XK Sex 2 14 15 .00 
View X Sex 1 03 .03 .00 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 1.52 1.59 .02 

  

Note. ‘*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Source Table for Analysis Assessing Sex Effects with 

Interpersonal A n ili Item 

Source dt MS F_ Value eta 

Within 160 2.55 
Accountability 2 71.91 28.23*** .26 
View 1 4.12 1.62 .O1 
Sex 1 11.04 4.33* 03 
Accountability X View 2 .02 .O1 00 
Accountability X Sex 2 4.72 1.85 .02 
View X Sex 1 .09 .03 .00 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 8.50 3.34* 04 

  

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 4 

x_ Eff 

  

  

r Table for Analysis A in with Rewar 

Accountability Item 

Source aft MS F Value eta 

Within 160 2.48 
Accountability 2 20.74 .37*** = .10 
View 1 .69 .28 .00 
Sex 1 9.12 . 68 .02 
Accountability X View 2 .60 24 .00 
Accountability X Sex 2 2.23 90 .O1 
View X Sex 1 12 .05 .00 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 19.05 .69** 09 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 5 

Correlations Amongst Rating Dimensions at Time 1 and Time 2 

  

Time 1 Intercorrelations 

  

Org. Que. Rel. Pre, Ans. Overall 

Org. .63 
Que. 

Rel. 

Pre. 

Ans. 

Overall 

.53 

. 64 
55 
51 
.53 

54 
. 60 
52 
.65 

69 
.74 
65 
65 
77 

  

Time 2 Intercorrelations 

  

Org. Que. Rel, Pre, Ans. Overall 

  

Org. 75 .72 .74 #.71 = .85 
Que. .72 .70 .70 = .82 
Rel. .73 .70 = .81 
Pre. .77 .85 

Ans. . 83 
Overall 

Note. All correlations are significant at p < .01. 

Organization of the interview, 
Relevance of questions, Pre.= Preview of job, Ans. 
questions. 

Que.= Questioning skill, Rel.= 

Answering 
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Table 6 

Within-Cell Means for Rating Dimensions at Time 1 and Time 2 

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

Time 1 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/iInt Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

M EF M F M F M F M F M _F 

n=13 n=17 n=15 n=14 n=11 n=17 n=13 n=14 n=15 n=15 n=14 n=14 

Org. 3.38 4.76 3.87 3.71 3.36 3.88 3.77 3.79 4.13 3.67 3.64 3.93 

Que. 3.69 5.06 3.87 4.93 3.36 4.24 4.00 3.43 3.53 4.20 3.79 3.57 
Rel. 4.15 5.59 4.87 5.21 4.36 4.82 4.92 4.57 4.53 4.47 4.57 4.14 

Pre. 3.31 5.24 4.13 4.64 3.45 4.29 4.31 3.64 4.20 4.27 4.43 4.21 

Ans. 4.40 5.18 4.00 4.64 4.09 4.35 4.46 4.14 4.27 4.47 4.43 4.36 

Ove. 3.69 5.00 3.93 4.36 3.63 4.24 4.08 3.79 3.73 3.93 3.79 3.86 

Time 2 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/Int Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

M E M F M F M F M F M _F 

n=13 n=17 n=15 n=14 n=11 n=17 n=13 n=14 n=15 n=15 n=14 n=14 

Org 3.15 3.47 3.40 3.86 3.73 2.76 4.69 4.92 5.07 5.40 5.36 5.57 

Que 4.08 3.41 3.41 4.50 3.18 3.12 4.38 4.79 4.67 5.40 4.79 5.50 
Rel 4.77 3.65 3.40 4.64 3.73 3.35 5.23 5.36 4.93 5.53 4.64 5.64 

Pre 3.62 4.00 3.87 4.43 3.64 3.47 4.23 4.93 5.53 5.73 4.57 5.50 

Ans 3.85 3.82 4.07 4.07 3.36 3.41 4.62 5.00 5.27 5.53 4.36 5.64 

Ove. 3.62 3.47 3.67 3.86 3.45 3.00 4.38 5.00 5.13 5.47 4.64 5.42 

Note, Rew=Reward Accountability, Int=Interpersonal 

Accountability, No Ac=No Accountability; M=Males, F=Females; 

Org=Organization of the interview, Que=Questioning skill, 
Rel=Relevance of questions, 
questions, Ove=Overall evaluation. 

Pre=Preview of job, Ans=Answering 
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Table 7 

  

  

  

  

  

r Table for R M r MANOVA A in 

Accountability, View, and Sex Effects on the 5 Specific Rating 

Dimensions 

B n- ff 

Source af F_ Value eta 

Accountability 10,312 1.60 05 
View 5,156 10.35*** (25 
Sex 5,156 1.43 04 
Accountability X View 10,312 . 66 .O2 
Accountability X Sex 10,312 2.20* 07 
View X Sex 5,156 2.37* .O7 
Accountability X View X Sex 10,312 .97 03 

Within-subijects effects 

Source aft EF Value eta 

Time 5,156 6.17*** 17 
Accountability X Time 10,312 1.05 .03 
View X Time 5,156 7.89*** 20 
Sex X Time 5,156 277 .02 
Accountability X View X Time 10,312 64 .02 
Accountability X Sex X Time 10,312 1.83 06 
View X Sex X Time 5,156 1.21 04 
Accountability X View X Sex X Time 10,312 32 .O1 

Note, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .OO1. 
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Table 8 

  

  

  

  

xr Table for R M r A A in 

Accountability, View, and Sex Effects on the Overall Rating 

Dimension 

B n- £f 

source af MS EF Value eta 

Within 160. 2.49 
Accountability 2 1.85 .74 .O1 
View 1 31.50 12.66*** .07 
Sex 1 7.79 3.13 02 
Accountability X View 2 1.60 .64 O01 
Accountability X Sex 2 11 .04 . 00 
View X Sex 1 03 .O1 . 00 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 1.04 .42 O1 

Within-subjects effects 

source gf MS FE Value eta 

Within 160 1.62 
Time 1 5.64 3.47 .02 
Accountability X Time 2 2.28 1.40 02 
View X Time 1 67.17 41.34*** (21 
Sex X Time 1 ~57 .35 .00 
Accountability X View X Time 2 25 15 .00 
Accountability X Sex X Time 2 09 .06 00 
View X Sex X Time 1 11.90 7.33%** 04 
Accountability X View X Sex X Time 2. 1.89 1.16 01 

  

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 9 

  

Interr x rrelations for nitiv molexi Rating And I 

Components 

Time 1 Time 2 

Cognitive Complexity Rating 85 . 83 
Positive Differentiations .92 .94 
Negative Differentiations . 88 .90 
Integration Statements 73 .73 

  

147



Table 10 

Within- ll Means f 

Time 1 and Time 2 

r Cognitive Complexity andi omponen a 

  

  

  

  

        

  

  

  

        

Time 1 

Rew/iInt Int No Ac Rew/iInt Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

M EF M F M EF M F M F M _F 

n=13 n=17 n=15 n=14 n=11 n=17 n=13 n=14 n=15 n=15 n=14 n=14 

CC 3.46 3.71 2.73 3.36 2.91 2.53 2.92 3.43 2.80 3.40 2.86 3.07 

Pos 1.46 2.47 1.80 2.36 1.55 2.36 2.23 1.86 1.67 2.00 1.64 1.36 

Neg 3.00 2.06 2.73 2.57 3.09 2.06 2.77 2.71 3.27 3.07 2.50 3.50 

Inte .54 .47 .47 .43 .00 .12 .23 1.00 .33 .33 .0O7 .2ol 

Time 2 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/ Int Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

M F M F M F M F M F M _F 

n=13 n=17 n=15 n=14 n=11 n=17 n=13 n=14 n=15 n=15 n=14 n=14 

cc 2.31 1.82 2.73 2.79 2.82 2.24 2.54 2.93 2.07 3.00 2.21 2.14 

Pos 1.62 .59 1.33 1.43 1.82 1.24 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.33 2.29 3.71 

Neg 3.62 3.71 2.73 2.79 2.91 3.12 2.38 1.79 1.13 1.33 2.00 1.14 

Inte 1.15 .53 .27 .57 = = .55)0—6(.18)= = 1.15) 6 £360 147) 27S 29~—SCtid«zdz 

  

Note. Rew=Reward Accountability, Int=Interpersonal 

Accountability, No Ac=No Accountability; M=Males, 
CC=Cognitive Complexity Rating, 
Neg=Negative Differentiations, 

F=Females; 

Pos=PoSitive Differentiations, 

Inte=Integration Statements. 
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Table 11 

ia Table for R M xr ANOVA A 

Accountability, View, and Sex Effects on the Overall Cognitive 

Complexity Rating 

  

  

  

  

  

B n- ff 

Source gf MS FYalue eta 

Within 160 2.29 
Accountability 2 2.87 1.25 02 
View 1 .00 00 . 00 
Sex 1 2.47 1.08 .O1 
Accountability X View 2 . 38 17 .00 
Accountability X Sex 2 4.07 1.77 .Q2 
View X Sex 1 5.66 2.47 02 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 .04 .O2 .00 

Within-subjects effects 

source daft MS E Value eta 

Within 160 1.74 
Time 1 33.89 19.49*** (11 
Accountability X Time 2 2.61 1.50 O02 
View X Time 1 .10 .06 .00 
Sex X Time 1 1.45 .84 .O1 
Accountability X View X Time 2 5.52 3.17* .04 

Accountability X Sex X Time 2 17 .10 .00 
View X Sex X Time 1 1.21 .70 .00 
Accountability X View X Sex X Time 2 ~45 .26 .00 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 12 

  

  

ia Table for AA ing A ntabili View nd Sex 

Effects on the Overall Cognitive Complexity Rating at Time 1 

B n-subj s eff S 

Source gf MS FValue- eta 

Within 160 2.37 
Accountability 2 4.05 1.71 02 

View 1 06 .02 .00 
Sex 1 3.86 1.63 .O1 
Accountability X View 2 1.57 .66 .O1 

Accountability X Sex 2 1.76 .74 .O1 
View X Sex 1 81 34 .00 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 34 .14 00 

  

Note, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 13 

rrelations Amon h niti mplexi riabl Tim 

1_and Time 2 

  

Time 1 Intercorrelations 

  

PosDif NegbDif integ CCRat 

PosDif -.58** -.14 .38** 
NegDif .04 .04 

Integ .23%** 

CcCRat 

  

Time 2 Intercorrelations 

  

PosDif NegbDif Integ CCRat 

PosDif -.78** ~.24** .07 
NegDif .16* -11 
Integ .09 

CCRat 

  

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. CCRat=Cognitive 

Complexity Rating, PosDif=Positive Differentiations, 
NegDif=Negative Differentiations, Integ=Integration Statements 
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Table 14 

  

  

  

  

  

Within-Cell Correlations Between Individual Difference Cognitive 

mplexi n h niti mplexi riabl Time 1 an 

Time 2 

Time 1 

Rew/iInt Int No Ac Rew/iInt Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

oe .14 ~05 .23 .00 -.10 -,11 

Pos .15 .07 .05 225 -,52** -.09 

Neg .03 -~.15 .03 -.20 .26 .08 

Inte -.14 -.05 .20 .02 -.03 00 

Time 2 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/iInt Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

cc .12 .12 -.07 .14 .10 -.32 

Pos .06 19 .O1 -.50** - .31 .08 

Neg .00 -.04 -.,12 .49** -.33 -.20 

Inte .09 -.01 .29 36 .07 .14 

  

Note, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Rew=Reward 

Accountability, Int=Interpersonal Accountability, No Ac=No 

Accountability; CC=Cognitive Complexity Rating, Pos=Positive 
Differentiations, Neg=Negative Differentiations, 
Inte=Integration Statements. 
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Table 15 

  

  

  

  

  

ithin-Cell Positiv n ive Differentiation Means Adj a 

for Individual Difference Cognitive Complexity at Time 1 and 

Time 2 

Time 1 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/Int Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

Pos 3.51 3.72 2.82 -.10 3.59 3.38 

Neg 4.49 2.68 3.35 6.41 2.60 2.47 

Time 2 

Rew/Int Int No Ac Rew/Int Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

Pos -1.24 .03 -.66 -6.50 7.76 2.02 

Neg .65 277 -.65 5.49 -4,91 -2.61 

  

Note, Rew=Reward Accountability, Int=Interpersonal 

Accountability, No Ac=No Accountability; Pos=Positive 
Differentiations, Neg=Negative Differentiations. 
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Table 16 

  

  

Within-Cell Descriptive Statistics for Defensive Rationalization 

Rew/iInt Int No Ac Rew/iInt Int No Ac 

w/View w/View w/View w/No View w/No View w/No View 

n=30 n=29 n=28 n=27 n=30 n=28 

M EF M F M EF M F M EF M _F 
    

  

n=13 n=17 n=15 n=14 n=11 n=17 n=13 n=14 n=15 n=15 n=14 n=14 

mean 1.15 .59 1.33 2.21 1.09 .65 1.31 2.21 1.87 3.00 .92 1.64 
s.d. .90 .71 1.34 1.81 .94 .93 1.03 2.08 1.64 1.93 1.00 1.98 
  

Note, Rew=Reward Accountability, Int=Interpersonal 

Accountability, No Ac=No Accountability. 
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Table 17 

  

  

  

rc Table for ANOVA As ing Accountabilit View, and x 

Effects on Defensive Rationalization 

B n- Ef 

Source gé& MS EValue- eta 

Within 160 2.07 
Accountability 2 16.56 8.00*** .09 
View 1 18.23 8.81** 05 
Sex 1 8.13 3.93* 02 
Accountability X View 2 78 38 .O1 
Accountability X Sex 2 3.51 1.70 02 
View X Sex 1 9.80 4.73* 03 
Accountability X View X Sex 2 1.45 .70 .O1 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Figures 

Figure 1. View by time interaction on 5 individual dimensions. 

Fiqure 2, View by sex by time interaction on the Overall 

dimension. 

Figure 3, Accountability by view by time interaction on the 

overall cognitive complexity rating. 
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View by time interaction 
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Figure 2 
View by sex by time interaction 
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