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The Effect of Ratee Accountability on Behavioral Change Intention
in Multi-Rater Performance Appraisal System

Seung-Yoon Rhee

Department of Business Administration, Hongik University
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Abstract To establish an effective performance appraisal system, ratee accountability is essential because
it increases the likelihood of meaningful utilization of performance appraisal feedback. In the context
of a multi-rater performance appraisal system, this study examines the effect of the ratee general
accountability and accountability to the supervisor and peers on the ratee's intention to change behavior
based on the performance appraisal feedback. This study further explored the moderating effect of
perceived feedback specificity on the relationship between the ratee accountability and behavioral
change intention. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted using the survey data from
153 employees in eight firms with multi-rater performance appraisal systems. The results showed that
ratee general accountability was positively associated with the intention to change behavior. Furthermore,
perceived feedback specificity attenuated the positive relationship between the ratee general
accountability and behavioral change intention, which was the opposite of the hypothesized direction.
The findings indicate the importance of managing and facilitating ratee accountability for implementing
a multi-rater performance appraisal system. The result also emphasizes the critical role that
performance appraisal feedback plays in motivating performance improvement by providing flexible,
constructive advice and behavioral change strategies instead of inducing self-defense or justification.

Keywords : Accountability, Multi-Rater Performance Appraisal System, Behavioral Change Intention,
Feedback, Feedback Specificity

*Corresponding Author : Seung-Yoon Rhee(Hongik Univ.)

email: syrhee@hongik.ac.kr

Received January 20, 2021 Revised February 23, 2021
Accepted April 2, 2021 Published April 30, 2021

99



fill‘

AFst71 &8s =2 A A2238 Al43, 2021

=

—

1A

Z2] Yoj|A] o]FojR|= HABHr7t 1L 5AS G/t
I R-85HA 87| YoM IR T XEEAE
A7 AeE FASHA HAAZ Flo] x, B
A5 Hrtet ou|gle FRE AFY Fo] itk E
St W7 AAETE AE HECRE 3 mEWS
X]Z]'E,‘]-A] H]—O]-E—O]_T_V_ QU] OL‘:—_ H]—/\]E X-LQ."‘ = E" ]‘H
St o HAZE 7HA= Zo] F835itH1-3].

Q1 HUztolgt BT A HEE 7H ERloA
AH419] ol JAard wolstAY Agstsior &
4SS A5k Ao g AHoH}4,5]. A E= A
A3} BE JoHzo] 7]Rlstke AUAe =, 7l
= A2 e A3t Bt 7= 39, 7 U
27 gk2d o MYstAY AFESE A, 11 A%
£ #Z5dfok & A doke Aol & 4 01‘3}[6,7]. Ll
H W2 AIZH(felt responsibility)2 oJ® A&tolu 2

e d dsf FHojilE 7= AoR meildt
AE Aol & 4 Atk 34ZFQ1 Aol girfzt
= 7H°L] Aldof wet dAsk= A1 AoltH8]. o]
TAHRl FAPAAOl 71eH o7, JIVE, BA
A I AR 9 AT FEEot o]
AE 22 Yol 57t F=7olA ofd AAES A=A 5
912 AUzt gt olsh7t EepEo] & u), 23] S/
9] ol thet AR AGA A WA ZFEA Fol
7hssl Zct.

Z2] F39o] 9& AARE B H= tEARL
AR ATE7L 3RS E 4 el B HEwa B
g, Ao digh Q142 2 W o1 Az FAHY 2
£ 940]7] fgiEo[t}9,101. E3| At Fot, 57 T
thoFgt B7R7E Fofoks thHE T Al 78S HE
29l 1Al ARV} Ao YHleRAS H oSt Bt
WAl g2[11-13], &, §3}, 117 5 oheFst olsiEA
Aol 93t Bl o] FoiA Al == A
T 22 oA 9 B7F HEIF Algdohs 3RS
Adot. t®7E B V1€ dite 2 371 81
WA B7ERE 7EY] AJolof] 23E T3 AP Eo] Hrt
(1,14]. 2=y g7 A=) A4S =o17] HsiAl
HB7IAE 94 A 7M1 Bt An g
EYR P9} datol] ¥3tE 7H4 Q7] ) =25t
A ESE v Fa3 Zolrt &, Tkt BUIRESE
S wTwio] AAR mgriRte] YWD} oE & oo
A, 283 H@7ApE Wl 94 A7 A&t

o
4=

zHol7F

=

XE [‘{l‘

=

25

o

o]
AT

<~ O] -
2+ 9s

lr to |r

R

rlr rl

100

BEE o gA HeA] ek S 4
ol2a, A% oot Arku sk

£ A7 st A= ol wgrbe) 98 2
U PIL ATBOEH, F2 WY BHAN 1
of & AU A7} hARTL A ATE g
stol w|w7ixte] wolA] st Bek PAH o=,
et B2 wAbaTel del wEs st Lol ol
Aol YA H7ixte] J9IAs} w7 olojx]
LA gasigon, o wort Wed vgel 1A
U AYATE B2 i} wl=e g 74
2RENE BAseT 5, wsdo] TA2e o
oot 9l AU Bapelsh ol A o Sy
HolA] Polo M, 4zt HEH A o
@ AEe Eastud st

e =

o
7/—1‘17_‘

jﬂ

2. O|2H w3 H 712 43

2.1 QX zH2lZtn
Q| AAzteo] fto|
miser) ¥4, thE
2 A 8 F
S1t}H15,16]. AHAlo] 214 Mzt
IR3HA e IE
(acceptability heuristic)& @<=otA Af&ol=
EZ a3 XA AGE Hasleta, 9 2
oA A5 82 & U= TH

L

rl

o 45— ol AoloE Ao 485
2 Zolet.

a7t sio] Higt o] FoRE
AR 545 o] Qe T Beks, TEwe] G
2 ol wiskls A1) olut B3 YuHow 4
o] e vlo] weATHI7]. YurH o T 2
Soh 837k BANG o) ol Hasty] gish Welust
s, ol & u g =ue o A
UL o] PWE =T olold 4 YL

o] ¥



S5l 94

qaQro] 9IMs} oo

u3E 3

A 20% LehgeH20.

944 iﬂfaw 4319] Apotoln]A] E= Aol T
A0 Uehith 5, 2419] ofulx|gt A9

zgai FE5A SHe Hele) 878 Jos
2 29izto] 9elo) AR Yol Y X
oleH21]. 43} W, 24 Aol e v ¥ &
o HuE B Ao wslAtH22). 7IE AT
e B9 olws 44 Agle] the A= % gl o
227} HEe3], B} IES X NEARE
AAZE 998 WSAZ Aol Bt 22T 5
Zolet.

_,

o
i

F_E,

flo ﬁ ru{ru

O

1o
=]

HL. thesgsh Hew 2so) s wBsixel o4
B At wesE BeuEs owst 2 A
ol}.

2.2 DY WEO| XIZE FAge 2Ee

o Belgto] Belol TN AL Ao Hx
o] ofs T}, ojgto] BEESAL HItAT B
ol A2 %%@@ 7g° Ao} P92 9 Wt i

| ol /i s
s} 7jel 4011 Ay, W] 7H4
=% H%o] o ETHOR ojRolA
Uehdet (23],
cheinle] A9 At BREst RatEst A
7 77t Egd o2 7|48 o thegsl Reve) g
0] A7k olaith24], Tl BARKES] W7t vt
7 Ewo] W= WA ofafEr} WolxA
93, 7719 WP TR Heuo] Fojd ) 7}

Ao=Z

7to] ojsfaAAIES] TAHS AL WgElo]
Swjo] ©g BeapIcs]

A Bt TES Aol AHA o
S ggsitH26,27]. &3] A Al gl 7919
olo] thar Foa YR ATIo=A EA Aol
Le5ze 2HAAY ALL SURE U £9L =

[28]. =7 Yo} FHIo] EFREA] of o]
i JRE AL S0, Hok Ameiole] g
AT S 5 BREY ol F83HTH23)
= 7AHS] MEwe oYts Wrs S B
o} 230} M St o Wad RS ATsiol
Pgsts ol Tk b, MBI Lol
o4 A} vEd Auks IAR B WS
£ 9% 719] P HEw hgo] TAHelt A2t

Kol
=

101

5% o JorEny 5% & U

H2. chm7 See Wae TAldoletn Aes
= Sgrbtel 98 BAezte] Belst ool
SR o] 2 Aol

2 a7l

AZATE 93 BPL Fig 17 Lok

Perceived
Feedback Specificity

H2
Ratee’s Accountability
« Accountability to Supervisor Behavioral .Change
« Accountability to Peer H1 Intention
+ General Accountability
Fig. 1. Research model
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Table 1. Sample characteristics

Spec. Respondents | Percentage
Male 135 88.2
Gender
Female 18 11.8
High School dip 5 33
Education . . R
level University dip 111 72.5
Graduate school dip 37 24.2
~29 22 14.4
30~34 47 30.7
Age
35~39 31 20.3
40~ 53 34.6
Regular worker 22 14.4
Work Manager 20 13.1
position Team leader 23 15.0
Section chief above 88 57.5
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Sales 19 12.4
Work Support staff 71 46.4
department R&D 43 28.1
Tech support staff 20 13.1
~4 years 28 18.3
Work 5~9 years 38 24.8
period 10~14 years 41 26.8
15~ years 46 30.1
Retail distribution 19 12.4
Trading 10 6.5
Industry Finance/banking 16 10.5
T 31 20.3
Manufacturing 77 50.3
All 153 100.0
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Table 2. Multi-rater performance appraisal system
of participating firms

Firms | @0+ | 0+® | 0+@ @g* @\g* @fg* ?J:Z* Total
A | 2 | 2 o 1 1] 5] 0
B 10 10
C 1 2 11 2 16
D | 1] 1| 1] 6 3 | 19| 31
E 1 11 12
Fo| 4 5 | 4 2|
G 1 2 3 15 21
H 5 | 14 | 19

Tol | 8 | 4 | 1 | 13| 27 | 12 | 88 | 153

Note

@: Appraisal by supervisor
@: Appraisal by peer

@®: Appraisal by subordinate
@: Self-appraisal
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Table 3. Results of exploratory factor analysis
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Table 4. Mean, standard deviation and correlations

Variable Mean| s.d. 1 2 3 4
1.
Accountability | 3.93 | 1.13
to supervisor
2.
Accountability | 3.70 | 1.13 | .444**
to peer
3 General 501 o8 | go3m | s40m
accountability
4. Behavioral
change 4.84 | 1.36 | 440" | .412** | .662**
intention
5. Perceived
feedback 3.40 | 1.18 | .161* | .293** | .258™ | .277**
specificity

N = 153, *p< 0.05, *p< 0.01
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Accountal.blhty to 690
supervisor 1
Factor 1. Accountability to
Accountability DI 739 |2.200| .655
A supervisor 2
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ACCOUI’I'ES.'blllty to 734
supervisor 3
Factor 2. lAccountability to peer 1| .651
Accountability |[Accountability to peer 2| .717 | 1.676 | .602
to peer lAccountability to peer 3 .605
Factor 3. General accountability 1| .837
General  (General accountability 2[ .781 |3.244 | .653
accountability (General accountability 3] .669
Beh.avtior?l chlange 899
Factor 4. ntention
Behavioral Beh.av1ora.1 change 907 |5.047| 956
change intention 2
intention Behavioral change
. . .923
intention 3
Feedback specificity 1| .690
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Perceived .
feedback Feedback specificity 3| .627 |4.114| .764
specificity | Feedback specificity 4 | .654
Feedback specificity 5 .633
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Table 5. Regression analysis result (DV: Behavioral
change intention)

Model 1 Model 2
Variable
B ' B ¢
Constant 1.139 -1.094
Age -.112 -.953 -.129 -1.118
Tenure 153 1.287 171 1.477
Accountabili
v o 053 654 -.194 -.808
supervisor
(a)
Accountabili
ty to peer .059 .780 .246 1.101
()
General
accountabili| .570** 60600 .989*** 4.115
ty (©)
Perceived
feedback .100 1.541 .866™* 3.177
specificity
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(d
(@ x @)
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RZ

AR?

.550
-.359
-1.143*

1.330
-.909
-2.131

.459 .502
.043*

16.012*

F-value 20.672%*
N = 153, *p< 0.05, *p< 0.01, **p( 0.001
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