Journal of International Trade & Commerce (J.Int, TradeCommer, ;%< 91-) 651

Vol, 16, No. 6, December 2020 (pp. 651-667) ISSN 1738-8112 (Print)
http://dx. doi, org/10. 16980/jitc. 16,6, 202012, 651 ISSN 2384-1958 (Online)
x2E BIA2Y, BAEYY ¥ AL BRI
IMMAZY DjX|= Fgof st A ciHEI HES

o=

of¥
1 e

Effects of Perceived Appraisal Purpose, Procedural Justice,
and Attributional Behavior on Ratee’s Accountability: In the
Context of Multi-Rater Performance Appraisal System

Seung-Yoon Rhee”

“Department of Business Administration, Hongik University, South Korea

Received 05 December 2020, Revised 17 December 2020, Accepted, 28 December 2020

Abstract

Purpose - This study examines the effects of perceived appraisal purpose, procedural justice, and
attributional behavior on ratee’s accountability in the context of multi-rater performance appraisal
system. In addition, this study reveals how the extent of ratee accountability differs depending on the
type of raters (supervisor or peer).

Design/Methodology/Approach - A sample of 153 employees in 8 firms implementing multi-rater
performance appraisal system was used, and hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to
test the hypotheses.

Findings - Ratees reported a higher level of accountability to supervisor than to peers. Ratee
perception of procedural justice was positively associated with accountability to supervisor, peer, and
general accountability. In addition, ratee’s external attribution behavior (i.e., attribution to supervisor
monitoring) was found to enhance the level of accountability to peers.

Research Implications - The main results indicate the importance of procedural justice when
designing and implementing multi-rater performance appraisal system. Lack of an appropriate degree
of supervisor monitoring, one of the external attribution factors, is associated with one’s level of
accountability to peers. This implies that one’s motivation to maintain and protect self-image and a
sense of self-esteem is at work in the multi-rater performance appraisal settings. Furthermore, this
study takes the perspective of ratee, a critical yet under-explored aspect in the accountability literature.

Keywords: Accountability, Appraisal Purpose, Attribution, Multi-Rater Performance Appraisal System,
Procedural Justice
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[, A&

97 Azt (accountability) 744, 2], AFEH Metella 25 S8k iR 22 Hde o
Aol A=dar vk, 9] Az A Azt (felt responsibility) s -8 == Jid o2, WA Az
Zpale] Ao mE Q1A A 485 ov|sitt, whd o)A AQFrE B Ado] mEe A
olaf fate= Aezko 2 (Cummings and Anton, 1990), B¢ @ 21 Ag-S 712 glelol|A] =pxle] oA}
2R3} Y5 At Wofajor & dael gk A7o a2 Ao Hrk(Frink and Klimoski, 1998).

4 Fd9e] Ll gk FEAR] olslE flslixlE Frh FollAl Folel sl o EA Ads A=Al
gk a7t dAolar, olofx] B o 243 22 ] 995 A9E ARl #de s I
Sl 914 AAztel the mel} ot & 4 ek,

97 Ak A7t Alwe) Walsh Ado] i), vheksl ATt w2 FollAw 53] o
2l TFst 7 AAdEE B o R Aol kAt sl w57 Bsks <A A
d o g Aok thagrhE ®/Y, A A9Rd, A Fdde] A Sol dxs A
2 A7} wkale] tieto 2 A FE-S whol gktk(Barclay and Harland, 1995). the %7} Azte] u=u o

= F2 28T 3o 23S FAY 7R 2 BrEER atolel| #gk At O"ix—iol
(London, Smither and Adsit, 1997). Z#v thd71e] a34S =o)7] e 7 w23t »]-
A TH7 AL BrrAde] el A ATk THAAL g3 9 lEel HEkE 7S] fls) =9
Zlo] Fasirtar shalth.

53] oA AR o]&9] IMAlolqre 1A, T=, ok, AL T 22 9] ofe] ol BAR; FolA
oA oE 2H YU =7 =AE Felshs Ao 2 (Frink and Klimoski, 1998), thH%7}= 9)%7k4}
7} o] 7l oA el B 2 94 Ads = A vigk A7 AR 5 Slvke o] 9l
th &=, AE7HA o At ik AF A7 o) AQRES AR, F2H 2ylew 2How 4
oJatar lom, ol= o]F A sfo] FA A ARF R HesA AAE ATk 7Hgel 28 3l
tH(Klimosik and Inks, 1990; Tetlock, 1983a), Z12lv} A7} €14 A7t A5t el 71x= =73} 3
22 v FAAY 5 ot wiebs] Rz Ate] wjen Agtela sk 94 AQzks T9kAt ¢
oM ATstegM, A it 27l FEAER F Azl gigh ofslE =R 4 gl Flofr),

A ARIES el Al sl vERsTl, 321201 534 Vo] 2 i lar Al AL
A 9d = v (Cummings and Anton, 1990). Egh, Eflolu} et 237, A3 5 o]F-9] oo
ofsf €14 AAE =4 T AL, ERICERE FAAR] vheS A} she &7 § A 222 9F
S ARloA Fofatr)e gt 2 AFrolMe vh¥zte] S57iatelAl Azt vhierte] B2, At
57473, 2ejar Hgriate] #1917 sgriRke] oA Azt nx= @l el dolE gkt

FpAA7 A B0 =nt i EeA] dejEAoRy SR waet 5yrite] oA Azt
Ayt debd 4 9len(London et al., 1997), thHH7} dApr} IAslttal A 4245 957zt 94
HAre Fold 7hsAdo] At (Cohen-Charash and Spector 2001; Schminke, Ambrose and
Cropanzano, 2000), =3+ thd®g7} Azt z2xle] 74 n]A] Sahs 44 o]2 2 Astot §
A7 gl oHAdS & = A JHAH Yol WHAIE & & d=dl(Weiner, 1974), #91Y
Foll Wt ol A Aol Zfol7t A F ASg I 4 Atk U Yot F2 AR 2 Wl
49 il Felel IR Sl A @7ol et drfolel Fud Wi TILeEA, D%

ol 97 7HAE 9F] AQdzte] A AbolE AWEdTE o]F F3 o7 Azt MY alE
°] T G7ERke] AukA Q] €A AQdgtel X Gt A, Akt w7 At s =)= oH A
A7bol| wX= IS GolH it
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4L 2L, o o} AR BER slo] ande A AWIE AE ol Cummings and
Anton, 1990), 716l €4 UHeR ARG o ATt GFom AR olgw, el B3]
% Astel ohe) S aFohs S slstel e W RS @ 4 sl 4, 917 Ao

AHoz= 7 PAQRIA 2x2 ke 5 e, yH geoz= Aztd 2, A7) _’§_}_—_7E!-
A7) A, XIXI% A1 Ao Bli= S Fol ek 91F QloR= el e el A3 9, =
4 934, e 549, w4 9 Ae) 994 ol AehlLondon et al., 1997),

23 Talo] A4lo] S AP A ez SHAN M85 LEE QoA e olfE
SR AR, $41 ARlel A8 olelAsh BANE uEsha agAslaA o 57 slt
(Tetlock, 19850), E}elo2ye) 3449 W3} =3¢ A5ah s 5715 W A7) Aol Brhsh
AAle] 7S ST A} s 87w Zeshe Ao 2 HeltK(Tetlock and Levi, 1982), © yol7} =
A el B9 eI £5L ASenH £7, DS 5 BAL Jde dug sl &
ofAE A wa Fod 57laclow g,

s A9zte] Bk AV} o4 AYFE ) He BEE Jjsid], ofm 23l Ao o)
AR FAPE Ol 4 Al 2 thyel sk Sabis Gl 9t Sk 44 ole] olak nool

Z1Ht FAAS] 53, 28al Bkt A off thalir FAI= <14
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?
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AAg 2171 Ao oA A FEesls -"i“*i}*li’b- —rﬂ]oﬂ N dgshs Feoss vee ¢
T A, F9le AR-stE 88k A, o AEAAE el HSuE AYske A, A9l disl et
A AJE = eF sk A, A% SAEHE s sk A, il SARSE Blolve AduhEdl
55 Hashle A 52 & 7 3Hh

Z2 W o AUt frallst 2Er|Ald gt A A7 Ade B, 2FAVE A =2

=
A9 A4S = dapiste

S|

_EL

277F Basi AelEo] gles oA AUzt okstE= Ao whEA
CHFerris et al., 1997). &3k, H&3L AJa7]Ee] Ag=o] QL rirzdle] gy uo] 3= & &44<
o4 7k *l*%ol »ZH?S1 ﬁw"— Z4 e oA Aclzte] st Aes yepdth(Mitchell et al.,

1998). & A7-olX vham7h Aleehs o AUzt A28 st w)5g7iake] oA Adzhe ﬂi}AIﬂL
AR RQIES FABLIL, ofE QRlE0] AL, FR et o Hdztel] vAl= ApEE FFe Auirgitt

2, g7} A=

gRtm e e 22 O L] Aol s dElshs vl o] A 8addE B ;PE’—, T=w
o] AYEHE W Ao R AP RalelA Aesle WAoR AgtEo] gt olzjgh IS Tk
W3kt Zlo] thia ¥y} Aot Garavan, Morley and Flynn, 1997). 2l&43A7) Fal2|e] A= 37}

sk Zlo] thie] 22 wjolA kel B ow At 71 Hgtek Aabgriale stttz dAtke] &
gk oMol 7t o] obd & Sk, F, FE, Fa, LARPE HAHOEZN T ARE 37
U ozbERl el w7ke A o ¢l7] whzolsk(Murphy and Cleveland, 1995).

AL olele] v HrEA}, 53] firiatel 2AY w2 A9lel e B7AE Bt ERAITE A
o] AARA] Fo @l YA 27 Hejo] FFgslrh= ZHoltk(Kingstrom and Mainstone, 1985).
AAR FEU o2 de WAl XATIE Aee =B AdEitete A wolsolAA] arl=
gt e ofudt e dEo 2= AHaek JrhE 93k BE AR JIErIvt BrbesteE 3t

]_
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of 2L Sl Tk BARE EFATIE Aol nigEsiths olzdo] AjHlelet, B3] BRgrke
cheke BAe AUsE, 94 FREL Sabieh Bad B dold 4ee 8] wlEel wie) 8 il
o @371207} @ei(Wheny and Barle, 1962), 531 S28€ A B8 Phoke @
oA frelgl, Alele gatote] FEAkg Aol AN WES BASRE Aol AN BuE Tl &
AxHA| 5= Aol Z7] whEo[tk(Murphy and Cleveland, 1991). Fﬁtﬂ ol EE*A DA}
g ol Bbol e AHEES Y 5 U3 54 Bl o8 WS RRAew AAT S ok

o4 AQREE =7l ool W )2 Aol Z1A1E Ak Al sfshw(London et al., 1997), A
7] AeIA S8 AEE e B9E F2 Ulg 2ol Z)elskel, ARSI ThEA Biole] o
2ol WA Whgaka vlele] ool wgake Aol YerE 18 AR el ok A
9 el dmE 54 o1 Aelzdol G Wi Flolet, BN 93 ALFE A ASE )
A g A, FAY 2 Pbele] AT Blo] 9, ol T Ayt W FAA, wEHHel 1
o ojs) e wirh Frol tig o) Aelge AU W) e vl WA Ao FHHe, Sa
Zroll Mze] Al g A7k it @sior sk WAL A9 BS T Ao ek

AT GBPE PAelE BaolE, thEgsl At slsml) ts) W9 Bt AE ofstela Bt
Astol s Alsl dolE SR, BAARE AL A v S8 WA el AslE s
73 e PP B OE o)d Ake A S R,

3. Theisgrk A= el sid Aot

D AZE chamst 243 98 Aok

gstgte] Bl gt geh Ane olslshe Ul glol 7MY Fad 334 adekn @ 4 Qo 914
Aol Bolr] Bk Aol Qe Avinm, gt Avt 711%%42@ ggen we Bl 9
B4 B0 FEueAol ue} WG APt e o4 Aol Aok WS S ik o4 Ao 3}
4 melo] W, Ansl=n A9kE welRel olgshe 2e od Agel Fa AR A5 5 9
THLondon et al., 1997). o14 A7 fu alEo] o) Ade EAHoz Aoyl SeiiE 24
W Z9 ojagel 43t Avt BgEolof ke S,

B AP L 8 63 5 20 Y AE w284 A7 G i) 2
& Fgste] BEAHoIt AIPY e DAslo Bk o4 Adge o 2 A He Aol
(London et al, 1997). Wb cheste] 5o] 22 F45 AMCR eelo] oka A2 513
WA= b Astel diel ARt BRell old A o 2 A 4 ok

HI thsizle] o] 24 749 weld Atk AZ95% J57ae] o4 A7 Axs Fold
o]t}

O

2) AZtd Azt 3747443 oA Yz
FAZE A At S FAAL Azske Axel wt o] AL AR FHE IS =
SYA B AF ARE U FE ek F, 94 A U o] Ageln A= 4 3l
A, At A=A ARt FeEH #Es] ®tiCummings and Anton, 1990; Gao et al.,
2018; Yoon Sun-Young, 2019).
58] Gkt walrzol oia isle] B4 Azl glo] Fad AL A ARRE A asdlo]
7z 8rHGreenberg, 1986). 914 Alke =17 sl theisgzl 24 2 34 Fol 24 49 71l
Frofate] Apale] oS 1 7187t EA, ARE ATIAY olfE AT F Qe 7187t e

%l\

H

rlr
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A o7} 918 A APl Fashl 48T = glom, B HolMe] $44 Fust Fage @
% qlvh, meb) kRl bt BAshE A485% SRk ARt BRoll o4 A o 2
A =77 @ Aele,

H2 thagsl it S8t A2bass sgsiael o4 Ao Awe kobd Aol

3) A ALl o4 Aoz

Z2 Frdedo] Ailo] oA AhE e e R e SR W £S5 ol gk olf R
© ARl e 58] B e A 5 o8 7B Slek(Tedock, 1985a). 222 71139}
(self-serving bias)e] 710l theh Ar® AR, Aok AES 710 WA acldl Flrzlozx
AT @76l et SARE FAE e SAH ovAE ERldlA B 4 dok(Schlenker,
Weigold and Hallam, 1990).

oA Aole Aple] A9le Ae dolut ARdelN ZdEE FFolt A7t oA ek dHl tis) Wy
sV AEskslal A3 ZHesfol ke QxR Fijlol@e] A whEw o] opd Aol A9,
7ol Baprh mAA] Fehs Aol 7 A]lzte] WAske Zloleka st webA thdwrt A3t
A wW eF], A, B8A aclel Fidlske o AJAF(Al: FYFo] e dol, Ak AE F
=, B2k oF o7, $89 ¥Y ¥ 5)2 Bol7u /i aglel FiRlehe WA FIQlE (ol BagA
o) B2 A oF 22 Y 3, A% 24T 5)e welows A ollAE HEST §
Astn 92 S vl FeA =2 & & Aok, wEbA oyt dapt Zldigel AR Rk
785, olell vl FF7pt Yehlis A2 o Azt Aol Aol fFEE & S Zlolth

H3 tiisdz} Aol ojgk SviAel o)), Ul Alaslel weid sssiAe) o4 At Aol 4

o} 9k& ek,

4) 7t FA w2 93 AP A= o]

thAsg7ke] HrE FAZA AR BARgeY M A digk BAE, = xYs #AE
gatel sl 22 Aol 97 Ads v E e, E=3, 23 Y-S FEeke] 2ds BAY 1
Eo| #HE 7RI o7|aL 25S R vagide g o2 Fad gl £F ke =
A Eet, o|HH D iAlE Al FE BFCA o Ad7s =4 5 o, 1 F=e
I Zoz o

9|7 Adgto] FAA wAE JFFe] Aw= e oF AU7HS AT el s 2AEE=
2 vepdt(Cummings and Anton, 1990). 22 TAYEL #Falo] 97 AU7Ee =7 tiido] A
=3 T dFHeR A T8 vlehs &7t s SR E=l(Tetlock, 1985b), ¢ u
IS ) tdo] S23 Al 9 1 Ao 2R A vkeS A Ao tS B4E )
7l A},
g, F=w AlFake] w8 2 FAEe guriate] uksel F83% JFS vAe ZlozZ yepter
(Smither, Wohlers and London, 1995), ¢{2] #|¢]e] thefsl AEEZRE 7|7F Y=L 2 7|7} A]
2 3%E A 23 7Y Hrh 22 A e AR Zdle]l 2-33Rs Ade] tHe.g., Lee
Jong-Min et al,, 2019). WA F37AE FEETH Al o 2 9F A =2 Jo= o
o}, B oo S Fig. 13} Zo] A3l
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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B A7 ASENe Y Asad H“““EEH ARAIE ol & AvAle vhirE *‘/\lﬂi
FTHLES W= F 25075 wjEsiglen o F 16797} 3j5uo] 3l °€—
60.8% oI3itt. o] T B3AT Hle Bl 855 AlelskaL, #2le] vpriyrte] didelztal 12jakA] &
TS W2l 675 A A, £ ATelA 24 EH*WI IR HF A s 153530
AN 7190 dFe fred, FUY, w8, R, Axdem Yol & A7e] il
870 71999 thzt AAERE B3 A, 870 1?3 ol 7R 7192 AL E R, Fek A1E B
AL gigler, umA] 7 719 AL E=, ARV AAlEtaL )ik ohiszke] A B
o &AM, 870 719 & VK 7192 Ak, fHEl JJrou, A oldel el sl i daskar
Ao, 278 714 I ool thste] dAfstaL, Ur“ixl 270 7192 A= ol dell thske] AAjstar
A, 7R AR Z1dvich ek Ao m AAIEAL Qlar, B e tErEE AAlshe 719
o2 ARFY el AFHHolng vhngrt AapiAo] FdskA| &2 ZIYgolete ARt el 317
o 53] & A7 e SRl Ui o HAdE Axpicler dAsta glome et RIS
A= 7199 Bole B AdRhdel THE=S Sl
xR QTFEAA BEAHoRE 404 olde] 34.6%n= 7P Bal, vk 30-344/(30.7%), 35-39A

rlr 12 %0




Az BAEA, A3 g AL SR At nixe 9l B8 A7 657

(20.3%), 294 ©|8H(14,4%) <o =2 wWakt), Ad u]z o 1314J(88.2%), ¢JA(11.8%) 0.2 ERr), o
P BERE 159 ool 30.1%2 7W woka, 1 TS0 & 10-1413(26.8%), 5-94(24.8%) %=0|]T}.
s JEFAHCRE o] 725%E 7Y B “J‘"V 2 theo tIshIE(24.2%), 1% ol3H3.3%) 42012
ok AEE BERE AT olgel 57.5%R M Wk, thioz FEE(15.0%), AHE(14.4%), el
F(13.1%) —"Eolﬁ’it} 04—?01] ?Lodd 87H 71deld AAEE chEEste] e tide] H= s, A4
= %

1) AZtE A

G7patel7l A2k, @A AAEA e thagrle] HAe ofngith, thdgrpt delsAd s
Fol F=A, 7HHLE7Q°1] H|5S o] TRl ek 232 AL Azte 2 Zhu and Dowling (1998),]
AeTE5 F&Ic. 2H7EAe] Azl 7|uket delEzlo] AAshe A Hles WEER S5,
BelEAe T HFoZA HFE AFsskot.

iy

2) AZE AAEAY

A ANHD Qe oyt datel thE $44 A7k A=E oujgit}. Bies, Shapiro and
Cummings (1988) and Daly and Geyer (1994)7} 7Jetet Axpg-4A4 A2 e s &85 353 74 2
£2 2Ashglon, SR chigst A3, tansbk AdE B FAsiR AdereAs B
Hom HAssc.

3) sz tjg AP

Aste] A91% TRk 7bF HAHQ) FFo e WAFIY og79les PRI, Giola and
Sims (1986) and Weiner (1979)7} #jFet SAHFES FA4loR 247} 429, & 8Ego g Fssitt. &
Aol A WHALlL T8, =8, ZAd 23t Yl HrAyE #lsk= AolH, 2147l dF-e] ol
5, Ak 2, FEekY FF, ool ost Al HrHEdE Ak Ao R S A, 4
A A== S33eic o] HmolA 09] ojulis 21 aQlel thgk Fielo] ofFolAlA] vk ojvlelm, 53]
7} 845 #A2le] st 2 Vet

4) iR 94 Aoz

A S A o P S5 Yol A AT el e 94
3= A, Apale] YoE WA AHE A7) S8 welslth= S AR} B850/ HejFolof
githar AZsl= A, 2ol ARle] A els HholEo]al o]dEl= ;4\, A7) AAA| QJEIFSe = Aoz

= A
A DA} == oA AMelzke Aol Ferris et al. (1997)0] AM&El o7 Molzt Hw= 543}
OZ], AAkel Fgol ek oA Az, av]a B4 FAo gk Aol opd Aukz{ol o] A7RS 7h7} 3%

b 7R Hee 238,

5) SAAS:

AIdle] 2ol wet sl=wel 7L} S, AEE S5 A A slstel fr8a14
v 33} 72 747} 2ashs A0 ehdrh(Ashford, 1986). B S15E SEul g ade] ke nAlE



658 Tl #1697 A6 20208 12¢

Eold4E e ARE d o]gslth= Zo| wdri(llgen, Fisher and Taylor, 1979). u}h

o, %ol
2 Aol Wailel aadsel d9e BAMSE A4,

e

IV, )xl_Z_.‘:rL}d Ay J,].

& A7 Am BAS Slsl FAIZ2 a9 SPSS 22,05 o] 8sklrh. e ARl BAEH] Sl Rlw

2 (frequency analysis)& 28I, 7} WSl sk dEEste] Uy ddds detstr] flste] 4l
2 S (reliability test)& AAISFSITE. w3k gk 7)) o) de] Edow ZAH /de] e Assh] 9
g g4 gl (exploratory factor analysis)S AAISFIL, ZF HE7E AAl2] Fo4E AT S8
FB3A R (Pearson correlation analysis) S 28kt Akl T2 that 92 Aelzke] xlol2 A
F37] 218l tAF(ttes) S Al3Fom], & Aol AFRF A7te HrHEA, Akl 3 AR S
7} 3g7EAe] 97 FMeztol] nAE 3RS BX57] 9l i (multiple regression analysis)S
R

O

(

g

0|

1. AE=s} Bgs 24

3 oe] FPAZel B8 Wel S AFe] I8 BAH RRHS WA FA

Table 1. Measurement Items and Validity Assessment

Factor  Eigen

Factor . % a
loading  value
Perceived Procedural Justice
The procedure of multi-rater performance appraisal system was fair. 929 9556 21753 913
Multi-rater performance appraisal was done in a fair way. 931
The way multi-rater performance appraisal was done was fair for me. 909

Accountability to Supervisor
I discuss the result of multi-rater performance appraisal with my
supervisor.
I need to explain or justify the result of multi-rater performance
appraisal to my supervisor.
I need to show to my supervisor that I attempt to change my behaviors
and improve performance based on the result of multi-rater 707
performance appraisal.

815 6.779 13305 .655

784

Accountability to Peer
I discuss the result of multi-rater performance appraisal with my peers. 729 4.670 10.682 .602
I need to explain or justify the result of multi-rater performance

. 793
appraisal to my peers.
[ need to show to my peers that I attempt to change my behaviors and
improve performance based on the result of multi-rater performance 714

appraisal.

General Accountability
[ feel responsible for the result of multi-rater performance appraisal. 9N 7.903 17.446 653
I nee_rd to put effort to improv_e performance based on the result of 914
multi-rater performance appraisal. ’
I need to explain or justify the result of multi-rater performance
appraisal.

Note: n=153.

.589




A2k 1EA, 354 L AAsE el SARedel s Ggel B AP 659

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Coefficients (continued)

Variables 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Accountability to
supervisor

2. Accountability to peer

3. General accountability

4. Effort for goal
achievement (Internal
attribution)

5. General effort (Internal
attribution)

6. Ability (Internal
attribution)

7. Aptitude (Internal
attribution)

8. Task difficulty (External
attribution)

9. Supervisor monitoring
(External attribution)

10 Situational factor
(External attribution)

11. Collaboration with peers

1.188

102 1.352

on 012 1.363

267xxx 258%xx  A26%xx 1510

(External attribution) 237k 224xxx (083 231x+ 1253
12. Perceived appraisal
purpose (administrative 112 -.182x .085 -.125 -.068 1.116
purpose)
13. ij‘i’;icf:ed procedural 129 047 -190+ -035 2640 -091 1202

Notes: 1. n=153
2. **xxp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10
3. The values on the diagonal are variance inflation factors (VIFs) associated with each predictor
variable.

o7 FAEEA(principal component analysis)2 A5} 7k
A ogt s (multicollinearity) EA1E WHAEaA) i), SHHS FollMs dddEo
2 278 A7k PR 27 e gdEen S48 AT, AR W A
946}1, dames 248 tugsl el AzE A dlel A 2uae s,

B e Anusel ssslatel A4, Suel tid o Az, AwEel oF Az w247} 3)
Hom =

31 varimax 3W2g E88te] 2215 11

ﬂl
>

FEow ZAso] &AH QoRAS HAAEHrh Table 12 tdEow 249 B A7o iFEs WY
o F & 9l AAE HolFErh IfA(eigenvalue)7t 1 oldd ¢ 2t aglo] A Fado] A&

< Yehdo, 28 29l AAA|(factor loading)= 7151 0.45 2% sh= 2oz Yepdo), FAHo=,
A7t AAFAAS S 3 FEo] AARA] 21.8%F AWt i Aoz veRgon 2w

2 TR YT At thgh €A Az Wre] 37 S3EL HAlEte
13, S%E‘ Awsia i, FEel st A AUzE W I SFIEL A Bkl 10.7%E AWkl
Ao, FRkARl oA Azt SAFPEL HA F4ke] 17.4%F Awstar, 4ze] slute] aglo g FofA
FEerg/do] SR HA 7 Ao AlE® Al 0.655, 0.602, 0. 6539; olubA o & Cronbach’s
alpha gko] 0.6~0.721 4% Agst o2 Fetwn, 0.7~0.9%] 4¢3t <7, 0.9 279 49 2
o7 FetEth(Kline, 2000; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). & <1+-2] @&?ﬂ—rgA AR e Hg
3 FFEo 2 Yepdt)

I



660  FAAT AL6H A6E 20209 12¢

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Coefficients

Variables Mean SD. 1 2 3 4 5) [
1. Accoun_tablllty to 393 113
supervisor
2. Accountability to 370 113 .
peer
3. General 470 98 623wex  5AQess
accountability
4. Effort for goal 100 73 -048 037 17 2074
achievement
5. General effort 1.07 69 026 .030 087 67 1xxx 2333
6. Ability 8 7 057 052 190% 579k @21%xx 2,196
7. Aptitude 55 64 093 002 020 142 074 121
8. Task difficulty 48 70 146 116 105 -026 -058 246%x
9. Supervisor 5 71 092 122 -03  -051  -095  -208+
monitoring
10, Situational factor 92 76 135 067 075 -024 023 -025
11. Collaboration with o) (7 4444 091 101 204 187x 155
peers
12. Perceived
appraisal purpose 5y 335 gy -.081 - 046 019 061 -005
(administrative
purpose)
13. Perceived 407 118 429wk 3bwss  BAeer  192%  2Adsxx 259wk

procedural justice

Notes: 1. n=153.
2. **xp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10.
3. The values on the diagonal are variance inflation factors (VIFs) associated with each predictor
variable.

Aol AMEE WHFES] W BFAAL, A Table 29} 2t} thgvte] 54 FollA e
A FHe 65%2] HlFe] tkal Aehs AR veht, FHHoR vhHgrl /e Huls de)E
g S AAEAL ekl Q1AfEhe A & ¢ Slvkh 9 AR s & ), Al digh ofH A
#HM=3.93)0] F=ol tat oA AUTHM=3.70)Hr} 27 T & o2 vepdeh, kARl ox Azt
< At ERe i oA ARy v 2 Zew YEa(M=4.70), FAor HE FEEh ozt
E2 7 oA S e AR Bl AudA 283 oshd, AL, FRol tigh ¢x A
Ur FHBAE EAdRs Zles vehdtt

=< 7F o544 (multicollinearity) A=2 #<¢1817] $jal #4233 @ 9l (variance inflation fac-
tor; VIF) #& 2712 A AAelet, 24k8dasl ghol 1054 2 3¢ tsaiddo] sle Aoz &
k=t (Lee Hak-Sik and Lim Ji-Hoon, 2005), ¥ <I72] %9 25 108t 2o m 2 (Table 2) S#
F 3 vssiddel gle Aow wdhdn

o
o=
[

Ac)
I

L
=
)
fo
)
_gié
sl
ol
r_}j_‘
=2
Bl
ro
o2
o

3. 7Kd A%

1) o APzte] dPadd g 7Hd AF
7He AT A BEIHEA S S FAEAS. WS 284 ATt geksby] wieel, 93
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Table 4. Regression Result for the Relationship Between Antecedents and Accountability to

Supervisor
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model3 Model 4
B g B B
Constant (5.326) (5.118) (5.312) (3.459)
Age -.009 -012 -.081 -.091
Tenure -.169 -.145 -.081 -.078
Effort for goal achievement ~ ~
(Internal attribution) 137 123
General effort (Internal _
attribution) 050 o1
Ability (Internal attribution) 108 029
Aptitude (Internal attribution) .053 -.036
Tasl_< dl_fflculty (External 092 084
attribution)
Sup_erw;or monitoring (External 035 128
attribution)
Sltu_atlo_nal factor (External 049 062
attribution)
Collaboration with peers
(External attribution) 134 032
Perceived appraisal purpose
o ) 021
(administrative purpose)
Eer;elved procedural 479xx
justice
R-square 031 046 072 274
F 2.394x 1.182 1.888* 4.402%*x

Notes: 1. n=153.
2. *xxp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10.

T2 FFR FFEAF(ZAPE o183ke] BAsIIt(Park Jae-Hyun, 2005). £ ¢F 714 12 thwsy
7hel E2jo] JEETh= dejol glohal Azhees vl5riake] o AUzt Awrh woldd Aolekal st
¥aL, ¥ Ay Table 3, 4, 59} 2}, BF3HH 3| AAG9l Rsquared] <3 FH5 Axs By, ohd
H7ke] Azhel BAo] gl Aeok AL, TRl thak olH Az, Akl oA Azt Iele f
omgk AL gl Ao veht 7M1 AAHA] esie

B el 7 2 vasrt At sAstaL AlzkEaes s)wriate] oF Azt Awrt ok Ao
2k Ad7gskglet. 24 dehs Table 3, 4, 5ol B%ol, vpuisgrte] A|zte Aakegd A7 freldt
Aoz yeht 7pd 30 AAEA. thdgrt At srgsitial Az des A7t mle K
=.479, p{.01), E8([=.382, pC.OD)°l| thEt o4 Azt ekl o5 AUzH(5=.582, p(.01)°] Z7}
aksiet. oA A APe He s At st 2SS o] g2 AR} HEHe o
o4 Azl F7kehs Ao= Helth

7P 32 thisgzt Aol thel #Rlfleh o Azt WAlE AR AoR, vuyrt dspt v)9rt
Ao} 7zl mAA £ A w7k WA ms 9 Al 9l weba o Azt e 2o
7F 9h& ZolehaL A7gatgitt. Table 3¢l vehd w4A7to) ofab, 2l 29} 39| R-squared] °|3F FHZ
g vagle W, vgriake] o A1 7E GAtel theh o= Mgt thaf p( 10 FEolA Fof3t
AEE AUs Zo= vehd vk, 917kt WA A1 At tigk 214 Adztel dis) frel

i
4
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Table 5. Regression Result for the Relationship Between Antecedents and Accountability to Peer

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model3 Model 4
B g B B
Constant (4.315) (4.186) (4.312) (2.773)
Age .062 065 .005 020
Tenure -.145 -.165 -.066 -114
Effort for goal achievement
(Internal attribution) 034 035
Gen_eral_ effort (Internal - 024 - 044
attribution)
Ability (Internal attribution) 058 -004
Aptitude (Internal attribution) -.043 -.085
Tasl_< di_fficulty (External 102 094
attribution)
Sup_ervi_sor monitoring (External 117 188
attribution)
Sltu_atlo_nal factor (External -033 -013
attribution)
Collaboration with peers _
(External attribution) 064 030
Perceived appraisal purpose
- ) -.046
(administrative purpose)
Eergeived procedural 380wxk
justice ’
R-square .009 015 .035 167
F .709 .359 894 2.346%xx

Notes: 1. n=153.
2. *xxp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10.

Awes Wl A Yo, Table 49 2el 42 wR, B pAsl A PAANE Ale] 5ol
£EH) dEol 9% fdlew HANTFE Faol tje 94 Aol oAk Ao Jed
(5=.188, p(.05). Table 5¢] Rl 20|41 |97bA7} 242 FHanE Aale] o] REQ] ule
oehe f12low WAHATFE Akl o8 Aol kK Aow thekork(G-208, p(.10)
Resquaree] o Fi% 29} melo] foig Amee /b7 Raha girh, wehy 744 38 el o),
W AARsle] FEA} 7121EIgla, Fatel Rse] HEThe AWt Fxol i o1 Akt
o Z7hs} W R 44w

2) WA wE o7 Azre) Aol

7P 4 SEETEE At digh o7 AUz Ao
AAEEYaL B4 ATR= Table 63 2ttt 5 243 T
2 et 7R 4= AXEHS AvkHoz SRt

b =& ZoletaL oidsislon, B4 fsl S-S
Wgke] Bt kol pL05 oA foldh Ao
A

o thgh 24 Aedzdo] wrpar & & ok
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Table 6. Regression Result for the Relationship Between Antecedents and General Accountability

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model3 Model 4
B g B g

Constant (6.249) (6.066) (6.179) (4.189)

Age .033 019 -.003 -.033

Tenure 014 012 052 036

Effort for goal achievement

(Internal attribution) 041 078

General effort (Internal _ _

attribution) 070 157

Ability (Internal attribution) 208+ 116

Aptitude (Internal attribution) .001 -.093

Tasl_( dl_fflculty (External 076 047

attribution)

Sup_erw_sor monitoring (External - 064 048

attribution)

Sltu_atlo.nal factor (External 072 121

attribution)

Collaboration with peers ~

(External attribution) 074 072

Perceived appraisal purpose

- " 044

(administrative purpose)

Per_ceived procedural 580wk

justice ’

R-square .002 039 .025 334
F 157 1.000 631 5.843xxx
Notes: 1. n=153.
2. *xxp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10.

v. dg 2 AN

1. I+ 2%

B AP 28y 9 Agukere) el Sl Al gk gl o1 Aeizhe FAlow thagst
s 710l whE w=u whgo] f-8%F Slo] By A% JBA 29 1 JHL v|Yrkae] FeA =g 8
Mol 242 T 3Gk BAelA Avingitt &, WGkl Azhe chemske] Bz dxEA
A, D7 AR FARIASIZE AL, SRl tigh A4 HAzE, Akl o] #Qztel| m|X|= RS FHAE3h
grk. ® el Avks thedt 2o,

A, PR Sael g oA Algurh el did < Aelke o ¥4 2 oz v
Table 7. T-test Results between Accountability to Supervisor and Peer

Variables Mean S.D. t-value Sig. t
Accountability to supervisor 3.93 1.13

N -2.350%x 020
Accountability to peer 3.70 1.13

Notes: 1. n=153.
2. *xxp<0.01, **p<0.05 and *p<0.10.
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Stk ke Bkl 22 73l gk FA1E 55 Fshe] 24 FAYCR StlE oA AddS
=% stal, FEete] dst AU 158 R d e vlagiges e SR diEiiz
94 HU7+g = 4= JtkLondon et al,, 1997), e} 2 Ao xbo]7} QlojA] At Ay gl
Ao} 1 A|97} 97 AUgte] Ao ¥ F IS vHE Aoz B
A, tR7E At 3L ALEEE 9Tk AL FR tigk o A5, ARkl o
IS T2 ol APshis Aoz WA olod 2 u) EAagde 24 zﬂ%‘z.} A< olalfat

fro

é

glo] Zag Aideln], 24 U chegzh Axte] ¥4 Belt Fade AN Fo
A, FgARkel A s} BIstel, D ATt el Floiel RulAe dukE gatel H5ol
AEHA] wgolehs 9% aglow ANRFS Faol vt olF Aze] HolAe oz vehith 3
Q) A3k 912, 4B aolel ke AR ARG A K314 ofnlAis} JAge W
3 3eATlee o4 ARt BAV} Slka @ 4 e Aol w8, A MASHE TUE BT
o] Atel i )2 Aedgtel frolat AL AUD WAT WAERS T3 BPe 1A 2a

|

A7t £2E Held AEd AR, & Ave] 918 oJne Sel Aol o AP ol
‘<F_

o

O

WAL Qirkar molu], o] A= A7joln| sk 1~L < REFHI fASEE 519 Bl Jrka
giet. et AukA o s AW Ish 912 AU WAL ot UehtA) spol, Ao AukshAl]Y]
WAL A Aow AzbEr

rr

2. A7 APH 2 B AT 3G

B ool ol ARk, $4 RS T st s ol 2R T S5 Qe
ST Astol T o A AR AFALCRE AW R F ek 1 Tt} Aol 89
A7} 912 Aelgtel B A F2 WAl YA olFolI, 1 B B HrhEn Aolo] 2HE
Fol ek, e} B Aol FAE 14 AR 4l thsl A =15t sde TR S ok
el 27, A7) Yl H el A 3 A0 S A S A
2 wEch w8, vlmbe] oA At At B Fxol va Al el AolE AALS B
FowM, WP Agske oA Agrel Aeld A P s S qleieh. Tela Aol e
s14 Aol Fxol T 912 ARt B et Slste], AR BHIG T2 sl
99l o)7 AR AT Johe FEgk WHIRo Hjstel Bk o)E Add

B 7o) 4vA ARe thest B @A) ) 71ddel thnt @) vis dsk 2 viEele
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WY BARER o] ofelee A Y RS T 5 A 2o Aol AR ASE St
W A7} S R SYVEADAE WAL LA AL A ol A48 9] e
He= deiieh, A, el BRAM ARoln JET WIE Aok Aol ol A Tl 2%
a1 Sl AR 44 T BIANE S W FEo] A4 e Ao e, Ted $E
So] PolAl Aol 18 A0l Brhrcks vRRkE Be) wrt o FHska Ausos grhne
7 gk A7 2SR g A0 ehdt olsh #Eistel ¥ ATE thest ge wed AR
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