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This study was prepared to test a premise that job characteristics and managerial actions encourage
employees to feel accountable for contextual performance (CP) behaviors and the perceived accountability
for CP behaviors leads to the actual behaviors. Contextual performance (CP) refers to activities that differ
from job-specific task performance but are still important for achieving organizational goals. Despite its
importance, CP is not as clearly listed in a formal job description or explicitly included in promotion criteria
as is task performance (Lepine & Dyne, 2001: Organ, 1988). And, it has been assumed to be exhibited as
a matter of individual discretion (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997). However, organizations cannot
afford to depend on chance or employees goodwill to provide the innovative and spontaneous activities they
need (Kerr, 1975). So, the question that this study will address is. “What can managers do to encourage
their subordinates to engage in CP?"

This study argues that physical, psychological, and social environments created by managers can make
employees feel accountable for performing CP. Specifically. five job characteristics, including task significance,
task identity, autonomy, supervisor feedback. and behavioral norms, were hypothesized to have indirect
positive effects on CP behaviors through perceived accountability. Those hypothetic relationships were
distilled from relevant literature. In their accountability model. Dose and Klimoski (1995) suggested that
when individuals perceive their jobs or actions as important and have enough control over the situation to
achieve tasks, they are likely to feel accountable for their behaviors. The job characteristics literature
identified task autonomy (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) as the sources of felt responsibility, which is suggested
as a core component of perceived accountability (Cummings & Anton, 1990: Daft, 2002: Schlenker, Britt,
Pennington, Murphy, & Doherty, 1994: Schlenker & Weigold, 1989). Frink and Klimoski (1998b) suggested
that accountability is subject not only to structural contingencies, such as evaluation systems, reward
systems, and disciplinary procedures, but also to social contingencies, including organizational culture and
behavioral norms. Finally, while both goal setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990) and control theory (Taylor,
Fisher, & llgen, 1984) emphasize that performance improvement requires specific goals and feedback.
some characteristics of the feedback process are determinants of perceived accountability for using the
information obtained from feedback sources (London et al.. 1997).

A data were collected from 344 supervisor-subordinate dyadic samples. A dyadic sample design was employed
to minimize the effects of common method variance issue and social desirability. Since job characteristics.
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behavioral norms, and perceived accountability are within-person perceptions, it is inappropriate to collect
the data from other sources. Therefore, the data for those variables collected from subordinates. In the
case of CP, subordinates responses on the variable are likely to be inflated because of social desirability,
and therefore, the CP data were collected from the subordinates  supervisors.

A series of analyses on a data set of 344 dyadic sample rendered evidence supporting the premise. That
is, all the job-related factors positively correlated with perceived accountability as expected and all the
job-related factors except task significance explained unique variance in perceived accountability above
and beyond those by other job-related factors. In turn, perceived accountability not only explained a
significant amount of variance in job dedication even after the effects of individual difference variables
were controlled, it also fully mediated the effects of autonomy and partially that of supervisor feedback on
job dedication.

Such empirical corroboration provides some practical implications for HR managers. First, the significant
relationship between perceived accountability and job dedication even after the effects of individual difference
variables were controlled suggests that CP behaviors cannot be totally discretionary if they can be induced
by managers through appropriate setup of social, organizational, and psychological environments. Second,
the empirical corroboration of the relationship between perceived accountability and job dedication indicates
that managers have alternative means for fostering such behaviors and do not need to depend solely on
recruitment and selection. However, these alternative means require managers to exercise more effort for
effective and efficient communication. That is, managers need to communicate clearly their expectations
on the performance elements to the employees. Third, the results on the relationships between perceived
accountability and job-related factors, combined with the finding on the perceived accountability - job
dedication relationship, identify some places where managers can start to foster CP behaviors. Specifically
by designing jobs in a way that employees can exercise their own discretion in carrying out tasks and providing
subordinates with more feedback on their performance. managers are likely to be able to influence employees
perceived accountability for job dedication behaviors and encourage them to engage in more job dedication
behaviors

Key words: Contextual performance, OCB, job characteristics, perceived accountability. performance

R R R

performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993:
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Contextual
performance (CP) refers to activities that

| . Introduction

While performance has been defined pri-
marily in terms of task performance ele-
ments (Borman, 1991), researchers have re-
cognized the importance of the non-traditional
performance behaviors, described as contextual
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differ from job-specific task performance but
are still important for achieving organiza-
tional goals. Some examples include volun-
teering to carry out difficult task activities,
persisting with extra enthusiasm or effort
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when necessary to complete one’s own task
activities successfully, and helping and coo-
perating with others (Borman et al., 1993:
73). Research has consistently shown that
these behaviors contribute to organizational
effectiveness in different ways from the way
task performance does (Borman et al., 1993:
Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995: Kiker &
Motowidlo, 1999: Organ & Ryan, 1995:
Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997:
Van Scotter, 2000). CP is important in ac-
hieving organizational goals, because inno-
vative and spontaneous behaviors help organi-
zations cope with volatile and dynamic bu-
siness environments (Katz, 1964). In spite
of its importance, CP is not as clearly listed
in a formal job description or explicitly in-
cluded in promotion criteria as is task per-
formance (Lepine & Dyne, 2001: Organ,
1988). And, it has been assumed to be ex-
hibited as a matter of individual discretion
(Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997). Ho-
wever, organizations cannot afford to depend
on chance or employees goodwill to provide
the innovative and spontaneous activities they
need (Kerr, 1975). So, the question that this
study will address is, "What can managers
do to encourage their subordinates to engage
in CP?"

This study argues that physical, psycho-
logical, and social environments created by
managers can make employees feel accoun-
table for performing CP. In particular, em-
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ployees CP behaviors are influenced by
task-related or organizational environments
that facilitate CP, communicate expectations
about CP, and monitor employees CP be-
haviors. The influence of job-related factors
and work environment on people’s behavior
is not a new idea. Just as the literature on
situational constraints (Peters & O'Connor,
1980) and job characteristics (Hackman &
Oldham, 1975) has consistently shown, it
has been one of the central theme of organi-
zational behavior and human resource ma-
nagement. However, job-related or work en-
vironmental factors have hardly been incor-
porated into the contextual performance litera-
ture, which has consequently put too much
emphasis on individual difference variables.
such as personality traits and moods.
Studies that examined the nature of non-
traditional performance elements (Conway,
1999 Motowidlo et al., 1994) and their
antecedents (Beaty, Cleveland, & Murphy,
2001 Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman,
1998 Motowidlo et al., 1994: Motowidlo et
al., 1997: Organ et al., 1995: Van Scotter
& Motowidlo, 1996) provide evidence that
CP differs across personality traits. For exa-
mple. people would work harder than neces-
sary and persist to overcome work problems.
because they are conscientious: people would
help coworkers, because they are agreeable
or extraverted (Organ et al., 1995: Van
1996).

Scotter et al., Other researchers
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(Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988: George
& Brief, 1992: Isen & Baron, 1991: Morris,
1989) supporting a mood state perspective
suggest that people display good behaviors
when they feel good. These findings suggest
that organizations should recruit and select
people who possess the relevant persona-
lities to foster CP, and that employees good
moods should be maintained in some ways.
However, organizations cannot obviously af-
ford to fire all their existing employees and
hire new ones who will perform more CP,
nor can they rely on peoples moods, be-
cause people’s affective states fluctuate from
day to day. Therefore, while this stream of
research has broadened our understanding
on why people display contextual performance,
it still warrants another study that shows
what general managers can do more to en-
courage CP behaviors at the work place.

By employing the concept of perceived ac-
countability (London, Smither, & Adsit, 1997)
to explain the relationship between job-related
factors and CP behaviors, the current study
will identify a new source of variance in CP
that managers can exercise more influence.

Il. a Research Framework

As mentioned earlier, the premise of this
study is that some job-related factors may
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influence employees perceptions of accoun-
tability for specific kinds of behavior and
this perception leads to the actual behavior.
Testing the premise of this study requires
three groups of constructs: job-related factors,
accountability, and performance behaviors.
Figure 1 depicts the interrelationships among
the variables.

Regarding the job-related factors, the cur-
rent study will focus on four job characteris-
tics, involving task significance, task identity,
autonomy, supervisor feedback, and behavioral
norms. These variables are selected based
upon their likely relatedness to perceived
accountability. In their accountability model,
Dose and Klimoski (1995) suggested that when
individuals perceive their jobs or actions as
important and have enough control over the
situation to achieve tasks, they are likely to
feel accountable for their behaviors. The job
characteristics literature identified task
autonomy (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) as
the sources of felt responsibility, which is
suggested as a core component of perceived
accountability (Cummings & Anton, 1990:
Daft, 2002: Schlenker, Britt, Pennington,
Murphy, & Doherty. 1994: Schlenker &
Weigold, 1989). Frink and Klimoski (1998b)
suggested that accountability is subject not
only to structural contingencies, such as eva-
luation systems, reward systems, and disci-
plinary procedures, but also to social con-
tingencies, such as organizational culture
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and behavioral norms. Finally, while both
goal setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990)
and control theory (Taylor, Fisher, & Ilgen,
1984) emphasize that performance improve-
ment requires specific goals and feedback,
some characteristics of the feedback process
are determinants of perceived accountability
for using the information obtained from
feedback sources (London et al., 1997).
Although accountability is often described
in terms of requirements to report to a su-
pervisor based upon a combination of autho-
rity and responsibility etched into a position
(Daft, 2002), the current study employs a
phenomenological approach (i.e., state of
mind), which does not necessarily demand -
yet still allows for the existence of formal
reporting requirements and perceptual dis-
tortion (Carnevale, 1985: Frink. 1994). This
approach is more appropriate for the current

study than one that emphasizes a particular
state of affairs faced by an individual for
two reasons. First, the current study fo-
cuses on the relationship of accountability
to CP. Because CP is not usually explicitly
prescribed in a job description or contract,
it is not directly subject to an official or or-
ganizationally imposed reporting obligation.
Second, the extent to which individuals per-
ceive themselves accountable for a specific
behavior may vary even with the same or-
ganizational or job-related structure or fea-
tures (Frink, 1994).

A phenomenological approach to the con-
ceptualization of accountability requires that
measures of accountability and performance
behaviors be fairly specific, because people
experience different levels of perceived ac-
countability for different target behaviors to
different target audience (London et al., 1997).

Task Significance
Task Identity
...... "
e WG
..... '
Supervisor Feedback ‘

Perceived
Accountability

Contextual
Performance

-------------

Behavioral Norms

ot
-------
...........

(Figure 1) A Research Framework
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With respect to this requirement, CP is too
broad, because it spans a wide range of
behaviors (Coleman & Borman, 2000). There-
fore, it seems to be necessary discuss at least
two issues related to CP to limit the boun-
dary of the target behaviors. The first one is
the labeling issue. Recognizing the importance
of non-traditional performance behaviors, re-
searchers have suggested various terms, such
as contextual performance (Borman et al.,
1993: Motowidlo et al., 1994), prosocial be-
havior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), organi-
zational citizenship behavior (Smith, Organ,
& Near, 1983), and organizational spontaneity
(George et al., 1992), to capture the new
performance domain. While each of these con-
cepts has originated from different research
traditions and evolved with slightly different
perspectives (see Coleman et al., 2000), some
researchers have argued that despite dif-
ferent research traditions, approaches, and
objectives the labels all describe patterns of
behaviors that have much in common (Borman
et al., 1993: Kiker et al., 1999: Motowidlo,
2000: Organ, 1997: Organ et al., 1995:
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach,
2000: Van Scotter et al., 1996). For example,
Podsakoff and others (2000) noted that the
‘altruism’ construct of OCB literature con-
siderably overlaps the ‘interpersonal facili-
tation’ construct of Van Scotter and Motowidlo's
(1996) CP typology, while the courtesy and
conscientiousness dimensions of OCB are
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similar to the job dedication construct of CP.
Kiker and Motowidlo (1999) also suggested
that interpersonal facilitation is essentially
the same dimension that Borman and Motowidlo
(1993) referred to as helping and cooperating
with others and that Organ (1997) referred
to as altruism or helping. Drawing on this
finding, Motowidlo (2000) concluded that the
labeling issue is less important than careful
definition and measurement of the behavioral
dimensions that these terms embrace. Since
the term, contextual performance subsumes
most of the behavioral patterns described by
other labels (Organ, 1997: Van Scotter et
al., 1996), all of these behaviors are referred
to as contextual performance throughout this
paper.

The second issue is about the dimensiona-
lity of the CP domain. As the behaviors
captured by CP have been brought into the
performance domain, researchers have also
attempted to delineate the structure of the
new domain. The result of continuous re-
search attention on the “true’ structure of
the domain is a wide variety of taxonomies
and typologies, each of which identifies up
to five sub-domains. For example, while Borman
and Motowidlo (1993) coined the term contex-
tual performance to refer to all the activi-
ties that do not fall under the category of
task performance but are still important for
organizational effectiveness, Van Dyne and
others (1994) identified four dimensions:
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social participation. loyalty, obedience, and
functional participation. Organ's (1988) ty-
pology consists of five sub-dimensions in-
cluding altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship,
civic virtue. and conscientiousness. Observing
these various classifications, Coleman and
Borman (2000) argued that there is no one
best way to partition the contextual perfor-
mance domain, and suggested that the decision-

" making about including or excluding specific
dimensions should depend on whether the
pattern of theoretical and/or empirical rela-
tions is different or similar among the various
dimensions.

The current paper employs Van Scotter
and Motowidlo's typology (1996) because of
the way of conceptualization of the CP ele-
ments. Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996)
partitioned CP into two categories: inter-
personal facilitation and job dedication. In-
terpersonal facilitation refers to interper-
sonally oriented behaviors that involve the
cooperative, considerate, and helpful acts that
assist co-workers' performance. Job dedication
refers to self-disciplined, motivated behaviors,
such as working hard, taking initiative, and
following rules to support organizational ob-
Jectives. One conceptual difference between
these two elements is that while the former
focuses on interpersonal relationships, the
latter is primarily concerned with personal
motivation to perform ones own job. Van
Scotter and Motowidlos (1996) typology
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based on such distinction provides at least
two advantages over other typologies in re-
lation with the perceived accountability. First,
job dedication is less likely to be influenced
by other types of performance behaviors (Kim,
2003: Van Scotter, 1994), and therefore, an
alternative explanation that displayed job
dedication behaviors are the result of other
types of contextual or task performance be-
haviors rather than of perceived accounta-
bility can be excluded. Second, the concept
of perceived accountability is closely related
to the job dedication concept by sharing mo-
tivation elements in common. While accoun-
tability can be thought of as a motivational
state in which there is an increased sense of
self-relevance for a certain situation (Klimoski,
1992: Schlenker et al., 1989), job dedication
captures the motivational elements, which
are in turn always the determinants of other
performance-related behaviors (Campbell,
1990: Motowidlo et al., 1997). Therefore,
all the discussion on the target behaviors of
perceived accountability hereafter will be
limited to job dedication.

Also, the target audience of accountability
in this discussion will be limited to super-
visors. It is primarily because they play an
important role in shaping subordinates ac-
countability perceptions (Tetlock, Skitka, &
Boettger, 1989) by exercising a significant
amount of influence on subordinates’ be-
haviors (Tetlock, 1985a). With the afore-

1511



SeungYong Kim

mentioned variables and boundary of dis-
cussion, the following section will discuss
the concept of perceived accountability more
in detail and develop hypotheses among the
variables.

IIl. Hypotheses Development

3.1 Perceived Accountability

In this paper, perceived accountability re-
fers to an individual's feeling of obligation
and need to justify one's job dedication be-
haviors to supervisor (London et al., 1997:
Tetlock, 1985b: Weigold & Schlenker, 1991).
By employing a phenomenological (i.e., state
of mind) approach (Frink & Klimoski, 1998b),
this conceptualization differentiates the cons-
truct from other similar concepts, such as
expectation and felt responsibility. Although
expectation and perceived accountability ap-
pear to be similar, perceived accountability
is not merely a set of external expectations
that all individuals perceive in the same
way (Erdogan, Sparrowe, Liden, & Dunegan,
2001). Not only is an individual's perceived
accountability formed through more intera-
ctional process than expectation (Schlenker
et al., 1989), it also involves a justification
process by which reward and sanctions are
implied (Tetlock, 1985b). Perceived accoun-
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tability is related to. but still distinct from
felt responsibility. Cummings and Anton
(1990) posited that felt responsibility and
accountability are distinct outcomes of res-
ponsibility by saying that felt responsibility
is an internal path and accountability is an
external social and public process. That is,
felt responsibility refers to the personal ac-
ceptance of responsibility, which is in turn
defined as the personal causal influence on
an event, while accountability involves the
evaluation of other people’s expectations on
an event and the consequences. Since felt
responsibility is the result of personal or
individualized process of accepting a respon-
sibility, it does not directly take account of
external factors (e.g., other people's evalua-
tion of a behavior or an event and possible
reward/sanction). In contrast, perceived ac-
countability directly take account of both
internal factors (e.g., value system incorpo-
rated in self-image: Schlenker et al., 1994)
and external factors (e.g., formal evaluation
systems, reward systems, disciplinary pro-
cedures, organizational culture, social norms,
informal organizational network, and so forth:
Frink et al., 1998b). This literature suggests
that felt responsibility is a necessary con-
dition for perceived accountability, not a
sufficient condition.

Perceived accountability - Job Dedication

Perceived accountability is expected to be
positively associated with the job dedication.
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More specifically, the more an individual
feels accountable for job-dedicated behaviors
to his or her supervisor, the more likely he
or she displays these behaviors. This expec-
tation is based on the premise of accounta-
bility theory: accountability has an influence
on peoples decision-making by affecting
both what people think and how they think
(Frink et al., 1998b: Klimoski & Inks.
1990: London & Smither, 1995: Tetlock,
1985b). It has been suggested and found
that when people feel obligated to explain
their decision to other people (i.e.. audience),
their perceived accountability increases (Klimoski
et al., 1990). Furthermore, individuals un-
derstand the prevalence and viability of
accountability for behaviors and put them-
selves into positions where the defense for
their behaviors is most likely to be success-
ful to build and maintain social acceptance
and approval (Tetlock, 1985b). In doing so,
people may either conform to other people's
expectations, try to generate high-quality
and justifiable decisions (Tetlock & Kim,
1987), or simply defend their existing opi-
nions (Tetlock et al., 1989).

In the organizational context, individuals
would likely choose to conform to other
people’s expectations rather than attempt to
develop alternative justifiable decisions or
defend their opinions, especially when the
expectation of the audience is well known
(Tetlock & Boettger, 1989: Tetlock et al.,
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1987). Since people are generally cognitive
1991: Tetlock,
1992), the latter two strategies that require

misers (Fiske & Taylor,

more resources than simply complying with
other people’s expectations would be less
attractive than the former one. The idea that
people frequently choose the most clearly
defensible action open to them has been sup-
ported by some experimental studies on
negotiation behavior. For example, Klimoski
(1971) found that negotiators who did not
have to justify bargaining outcomes to the
groups they represented more easily arrived
at mutually compromising agreements than
their counterparts under the justification
pressure. Negotiators under the justification
pressure responded by employing more com-
petitive bargaining tactics, which are per-
ceived as socially desirable or required by
the audience to protect their image in the
eyes of the audience (Carnevale, 1985).
This finding would particularly be the case
in high accountability situations where a
formal authority exists between the audience
and the focal person as in a supervisor -
subordinate relationship. Supervisors usually
exercise a significant amount of influence on
employees as the agents of an organization.
Also, supervisors' expectations and criteria
for rewards or sanctions for specific behaviors
are usually well known to employees (Frink
& Ferris, 1998a). These conditions would
induce (Jones & Wortman, 1973: Tetlock.
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1985a: Tetlock et al.. 1989) subordinates to
perceive higher accountability to their su-
pervisors than to other audiences. Therefore,
when an individual perceives high accoun-
tability for job-dedicated behaviors to his or
her supervisor, he or she is more likely to
display such behaviors.

Hypothesis 1: As subordinates perceived
accountability for job-dedicated behaviors to
their supervisors increases, job dedication
will increase.

3.3 Job Characteristics/Behavioral Norms
- Perceived Accountability

3.3.1 Accountability Model

The current study focuses on five job-
related factors (i.e., task significance, task
identity. autonomy, supervisor feedback, and
behavioral norms) as the antecedents of per-
ceived accountability. The mechanism that
explains how each of these antecedents af-
fects the perceived accountability level is
drawn from an accountability model proposed
by Schlenker and his colleagues (Schlenker
et al., 1989: Schlenker et al., 1994).

Their model consists of three elements:
event, identity, and prescriptions. Event is
the unit of action or its consequences that
the audience regards as a unified segment
for an evaluation purpose. It includes in-
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dividuals behavior or performance. Identity
refers to a component of one’s self-concept.
According to identity theory (Stryker. 1980),
identities constitute self-concepts with values.
They locate the self in socially recognizable
categories. While identities consist of various
values, roles, and qualities, only those rele-
vant to specific events and prescriptions are
salient in the accountability process (Schlenker
et al., 1989). For example, a person is not
accountable for parental behaviors to super-
visors: he or she is accountable to super-
visors only in respect of an identity as an
employee. A prescription represents a set of
rules for what should be done and how
things should occur. It serves as codes or
rules for conduct by explicitly or implicitly
providing information about the goals and
standards for performance and the approp-
riate ways of reaching those goals.
Schlenker and his colleagues (Schlenker et
al.. 1989: Schlenker et al., 1994) suggested
that the linkages among these three ele-
ments would determine the degree to which
an individual feels accountable for a certain
type of behaviors. The stronger the linkages
are, the higher level of accountability an
individual perceives. The identity-event lin-
kage refers to the extent to which an indi-
vidual is seen as having responsibility for
the event. This linkage is strong, primarily
when an individual is seen to have control
over the event. The identity-prescription
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linkage indicates the extent to which an
individual is bound or committed to the rules
or standards associated with the event. This
would be affected by the extent to which an
individual is socialized to hold the same
rules by an organization (Dose & Klimoski,
1995). The prescription-event linkage repre-
sents the extent to which there are clear
in the
situation. All these linkages suggest that an

rules or standards for behaviors

individual would perceive a high level of
accountability when he or she feels identi-
fied with an event, when there are clear
standards for good or poor performance, and
when the standards are seen to be applied
to him or her (Klimoski, 1992).

Drawing on this model, the current paper
proposes that some job characteristics (i.e.,
task identity, task significance, autonomy,
and supervisor feedback) and behavioral
norms would affect the degree to which an
individual perceives accountability for job
dedicated behaviors either by strengthening
or by weakening at least one of these
linkages. More specific mechanisms in which
each of the antecedents would affect per-
ceived accountability are discussed below in
detail.

3.3.2 Task Significance

Task significance refers to the degree to
which a job has a substantial impact on the
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lives or work of other people, whether in the
immediate organization or in the external
environment (Hackman et al., 1976). It is
expected that when task significance is high.
people would perceive higher accountability
for job dedication. High task significance, by
definition, means that the outcome of the
job incumbent’s task has significant impact
on others well-being or job performance. As
the significance of the task outcomes in-
creases, it is likely that standards, rules, and
procedures are readily available and applied
in strict ways in evaluating outcomes of tasks.
For example, flying a commercial airplane
requires much more strict rules than deli-
vering a pizza: a pilot's mistake is more
strictly scrutinized than a pizza delivery
person's mistake because of the significance
of a mistake., This means that high task
significance would lead to a strengthened
event-prescription linkage. Also, when a task
is important to other people, particularly to
supervisors (i.e., audience), a job incumbent's
performance may constantly be monitored
by other people. This increases the visibility
of a job incumbent's performance. Combined
with the heightened event-prescription lin-
kage, increased visibility of a job incum-
bent's performance is likely to induce an
individual to develop a coping strategy to
handle possible undesirable situations, where
his or her identity can be impaired. That is,
a job incumbent needs to justify his or her
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actions that may produce unsatisfying work
outcomes. One likely way of doing so is to
bind him/herself to available standards, rules,
and procedures in carrying out the task
(i.e., a strengthened identity-prescription
linkage), because it is much easier for the
job incumbent to defend him/herself against
possible criticism of poor performance than
to generate his or her own justifiable deci-
sions (Tetlock et al., 1987). As the identity-
prescription linkage is strengthened, an in-
dividual may need to increase effort and
persistence toward goals by following the
supervisor's instructions, avoiding shortcuts
when work is overdue, and overcoming obs-
tacles to complete a task (Schlenker et al.,
1989: Schlenker et al., 1994). In this way,
the job incumbent may develop an expec-
tation that if he or she exerted much more
effort than required, then his or her per-
formance would more favorably be evaluated
regardless of the actual work outcome
(Simonson & Staw, 1992).

An empirical study by McAllister and
others (McAllister, Mitchell, & Beach, 1979)
provides indirect evidence for this reasoning.
They proposed a contingency model for the
selection of decision strategies, in which the
significance of decision making and accoun-
tability imposed by the decision environment
were hypothesized to increase the perceived
pressure for choosing a decision strategy
that would increase the perceived benefits of
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a decision. Three independent experiments
supported these hypotheses. When decisions
were significant and when the accountability
condition was imposed, the subjects chose a
decision strategy that resulted in a greater
investment of time and effort than when the
opposite conditions were given.

From the reasoning and evidence above, it
is likely that task significance is positively
related to the level of perceived accountability.

Hypothesis 2: As task significance incre-
ases, subordinates perceived accountability
for job dedication to their supervisors will
increase.

3.3.3 Task Identity and Autonomy

Task identity is defined as the degree to
which a job requires completion of a whole
and identifiable piece of work: that is, doing
a job from beginning to end with a visible
outcome. Autonomy refers to the degree to
which the job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the indivi-
dual in scheduling the work and in deter-
mining the procedures to be used in car-
rying it out (Hackman et al., 1976). These
two job characteristics are discussed toge-
ther here, because the same reasoning can
be applied to both of them in relation to the
perceived accountability for job dedication.

Like the task significance, task identity
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and autonomy are also expected to have a
positive influence on a job incumbent's per-
ceived accountability for job dedication yet
in a slightly different way. With high task
identity, a job incumbent may exercise a
significant amount of control over the task
performance. This increases the visibility of
the job incumbent's identity with respect to
the work outcome. In other words, since the
work outcome of a task with high task iden-
tity is primarily function of the job incum-
bent's ability and qualities, this visibility is
likely to strengthen the identity - event
linkage (Dose et al., 1995: Schlenker et al.,
1994). Similarly, the high level of autonomy
on the task allows the job incumbent to
exercise a substantial amount of freedom
and discretion in scheduling the work and
determining the procedures to be used
(Hackman et al., 1976). Since more freedom
and discretion on a task provide the job
incumbent with more control over the work
process as well as the means, it is less
likely that poor performance on the task can
be ascribed to something else beyond the
worker's control (Schlenker et al., 1994).
This may also strengthen the extent to
which the job incumbent is seen as having
responsibility for the work outcome, that is,
a strong identity-event linkage.

As the identity-event linkage is streng-
thened, the job incumbent is likely to ex-
perience a high level of accountability for
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the work outcome. Since the evaluation of
the event (i.e., work outcome) will directly
lead to the categorization of the identity of
the job incumbent in terms of the ability
and qualities (Schlenker et al., 1994), poor
performance would lead to criticism on the
job incumbent's identity. Because people's
identity constitutes their self-concept and
because people are motivated to maintain and
enhance their self-concept (Shamir, 1991),
the job incumbent working on easily iden-
tifiable tasks may feel a need to exert an
appropriate level of effort and persistence
on the job to prevent such criticism. As dis-
cussed earlier in respect of task significance,
one possible and most likely way of doing
this is to cling to available standards, rules.
and procedures in carrying out the task (i.e.,
strengthened identity-prescription linkage).
Not only would this way be more defensible
for the job incumbent than generating his or
her own justifiable decisions (Tetlock et al.,
1987),
develop a socially acceptable excuse, like I
did my best.”

One study by Findley and others (2000)
seems to provide indirect evidence for this

it may also lead him or her to

expectation. They examined the relationship
between performance appraisal facets and
CP behaviors and found that the more su-
pervisors clarified future goals and improve-
ment, the less contextual performance was
exhibited (8 = -.22, p < .01). This finding
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suggests that managers interventions or
planning activities might reduce employees’
perceived accountability for job dedication
behaviors through decreased autonomy and
lowered task-identity, because they were
told by the supervisors what they needed to
do. If this were the case, the subordinates
would feel accountable only for what they
were told to do by their supervisors, not for
job-dedicated behaviors, because the super-
visors order could be used as an excuse for
possible undesirable work outcomes. Therefore,

Hypothesis 3: As task identity increases,
subordinates perceived accountability for job
dedication to their supervisors will increase.

Hypothesis 4: As autonomy increases, su-
bordinates perceived accountability for job
dedication to their supervisors will increase.

3.3.4 Supervisor Feedback

Feedback can be defined as “actions taken
by (an) external agent(s) to provide infor-
mation regarding some aspects(s) of one's
task performance’ (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996:
235). Feedback from supervisors is likely to
create perceptions of accountability for job
dedication, because it is likely to strengthen
prescription - event linkage by providing
information about both an event (i.e., ac-
tual performance) and corresponding stan-

dards. Feedback is basically information
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about the appropriateness of a job incum-
bent's behavior, which must be judged ag-
ainst standards or rules corresponding to
the behavior. The control theory on feedback
process proposes that without a standard
serving as a reference point for comparison,
a recipient is likely to view feedback as
“noise.” information containing no particular
meaning or value (Taylor et al., 1984).
With a strong prescription-event linkage,
the desirable outcome and the procedure to
achieve the outcome are likely to be clearer
and perceived uncertainty would be reduced
(Schlenker et al., 1994). In this case, the
individual would get some ideas from su-
pervisor feedback about what should be
done and how it should be done for better
future performance.

While supervisor feedback articulates what
the job incumbent is supposed to do for
better future performance, it can increase
the salience of the individual's subsequent
performance for supervisors. Since feedback,
especially information about poor perfor-
mance, is usually given with the intention
of improving future performance, the super-
visor would monitor the job incumbent's
performance to make sure that his or her
feedback was in effect (Larson, 1984). In
this monitoring process, the supervisor may
assume that the job incumbent would get
some ideas about what to do from the

feedback and expect the job incumbent to
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reflect them into an appropriate level of
effort. A supervisors such expectation is
likely to be acknowledged by the job in-
cumbent throughout continuous role nego-
tiation process between the supervisor and
the subordinate (Frink et al.. 1998b: Tetlock,
1985a: Tetlock et al., 1989). As Tetlock
and others (1989) suggested, this known ex-
pectation of an audience (i.e., the supervisor)
who has power over the job incumbent would
increase the job incumbents perceived
accountability for job-dedicated behaviors to
the audience.

Therefore,

Hypothesis 5 As the extent to which
supervisors provide feedback to subordinates
increases, subordinates perceived accounta-
bility for job dedication to their supervisors
will increase.

3.3.5 Behavioral Norms

To influence individuals perceived accoun-
tability and eventually induce some desirable
behaviors, organizations also use less formal
and explicit than job design yet quite effec-
tive means, such as behavioral norms (Cabrera
& Bonache, 1999). Defined as expectations
regarding which behaviors are appropriate
and which behaviors are not (McGrath, 1984),
behavioral norms are expected to be posi-
tively related to individuals' perceived ac-
countability for job dedication by streng-
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thening the prescription-event linkage.

While behavioral norms are rules for ap-
propriate behavior rooted in expectations
(McGrath, 1984), their development stan-
dardizes some behavioral sequences that have
been found valuable in a specific context. For
example, in some organizations people share
their opinions with other people. while in
others people would never express their di-
sagreement with their colleagues. Likewise,
in some organizations a good worker would
be a person who is willing to help other
people, while in others an employee who is
quite efficient on his or her own work would
be perceived as a good worker.

These behaviors displayed by other people
in an organization may send a strong cue to
an individual regarding what kind of be-
haviors would be desirable in a particular
situation. The literature on social information
processing theory suggests that cues from
other people (e.g.., co-worker, supervisors,
customers, etc.) have a powerful effect on
individuals' perceptions and cognitions with
respect to their roles in an organization and
eventually shape their behaviors in a man-
ner consistent with the cues that they re-
ceive from others (Thomas & Griffin, 1983).
Trevino and Victor (1992) found that in-
dividuals feel more responsible for reporting
unethical behavior and are more likely to do
so when such reporting is supported by
group norms. Morrison (1994) also found
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evidence that to the extent that employees
are exposed to similar social cues from
co-workers and supervisors, the employees
are likely to define their roles on the jobs in
a similar way. In this way, behavioral norms
are likely to serve as the prescriptions for
what is expected, who should do it. and
when (Cook & Szumal, 1993: Frink et al.,
1998b).

In turn, these prescriptions for a specific con-
text are likely to strengthen the prescription-
event linkage. When strong behavioral norms
for job-dedicated behaviors are present in
the work place, deviation from the norms
may draw other people’s attention and evoke
an evaluation process of the deviant behaviors.
In this process, the deviant may be expec-
ted to come up with an acceptable excuse
for why he or she does not follow the gener-
ally accepted standards (i.e., behavioral norms).
Not only is generating such rationales dif-
ficult, there is also a risk that the presen-
ted justification would be perceived as unac-
ceptable, because it can shake the other
people’s fundamental belief systems. Recogni-
tion of such risk would motivate people to
comply with other people’s expectation.
Therefore, when behavioral norms for job-
dedicated behaviors are shared by people,
an individual is likely to perceive higher
accountability for such behaviors.

Hypothesis 6: As the extent to which
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behavioral norms for job dedicated behaviors
are shared by people increases, subordinates’
perceived accountability for the behaviors to
their supervisors will increase.

These hypotheses taken altogether imply
that perceived accountability for job dedi-
cation would mediate the effects of job char-
acteristics and behavioral norms on job
dedication. The expected mediation effect of
perceived accountability is similar to that of
felt responsibility on autonomy to work
outcomes as shown in the job characteristics
model (JCM: Hackman et al., 1976). Even
though felt responsibility and perceived ac-
countability are different concepts in a sense
that while the former focuses on an emp-
loyee's personal acceptance of responsibility.
the latter not only addresses the acceptance
of the responsibility but also identifies ex-
ternal factors as the source of the responsi-
bility (Cummings et al., 1990: London et
al., 1997), they still share personal feeling
of accountability in common. In defining the
responsibility for the work outcome, Hackman
& Oldham (1976) stated that felt responsi-
bility involves personal feeling of accoun-
tability. Therefore, it is reasonable to say
that the logic employed in the JCM is also
applicable to the current model. The JCM
model postulates that an individual would
be motivated to try to perform well to keep
up with the felt responsibility increased by
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the given autonomy in carrying out tasks.
The current model suggests that an indivi-
dual would display more job-dedicated be-
haviors to cope with the perceived accoun-
tability level, which could be heightened by

the job-related factors considered here.

Hypothesis 7: Perceived accountability for
job dedication will mediate the effects of
task significance on job dedication.

Hypothesis 8: Perceived accountability for
job dedication will mediate the effects of
task identity on job dedication.

Hypothesis 9: Perceived accountability for
job dedication will mediate the effects of
autonomy on job dedication.

Hypothesis 10: Perceived accountability
for job dedication will mediate the effects of
supervisor feedback on job dedication.

Hypothesis 11: Perceived accountability
for job dedication will mediate the effects of
behavioral norms on job dedication.

IV. Methods

4.1 Data Collection Design

To collect data, a field study design was
employed, in part because it is quite dif-
ficult to manipulate all aforementioned job-

related characteristics and behavioral norms
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in an experimental setting. Moreover, it would
be desirable to measure perceived accounta-
bility in a realistic situation, because sub-
jects are not likely to experience the same
level of perceived accountability in an ex-
perimental setting as in an actual situation
(Erdogan et al., 2001: Frink, 1994: Frink
et al., 1998a: Frink et al., 1998b: Weigold
et al., 1991). Also, the data were collected
from employees working for various com-
panies located in the southeastern United
States to secure enough variance in the per-
ceived accountability, since accountability
researchers noted that accountability con-
ditions are likely to be very similar for most
people within the same specific social con-
text (Frink, 1994: Frink et al., 1998b).
Finally, the data were collected from
supervisor-subordinate dyadic samples. There
are basically two reasons to employ a dyadic
sample design. First, all the constructs in-
corporated in the hypotheses have typically
been measured based on respondents per-
ceptions. This raises questions about the
issue of common method variance. When all
the data for the constructs under consi-
deration are collected from the same source,
especially when a self-report method is em-
ployed, common method variance is likely to
inflate the strength of relationships among
the investigated variables (Roberts & Glick,
1981), threatening the internal validity of a
study. Since job characteristics, behavioral
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norms, and perceived accountability are
within-person perceptions, it is inappropriate
to collect the data from other sources. Ho-
wever, it seems desirable to collect job de-
dication data from respondents” supervisors.
It is because supervisors are likely to be in
the best position to evaluate the job dedi-
cation level of his/her subordinates (Borman,
White, Pulakos, & Oppler, 1991). Also, the
use of supervisors ratings is more consis-
tent with the notion of accountability to
supervisors employed in this study.

4.2 Procedure & Sample

Supervisor - subordinate dvadic data were
collected from people working for various
companies in terms of the size and industry
located in the southeastern United States.
Voluntary participants were recruited from
undergraduate and graduate classes of a
university located in the southeastern Uni-
ted States. With a brief explanation about
the purpose of the study and instructions on
the questionnaire. the questionnaires for
subordinates were administered in classes
and collected right away. The questionnaires
for supervisors were delivered to supervisors
through the subordinates with a detailed ins-
truction package which explained the study
purpose and participation process. Super-
visors were instructed to mail their res-

ponses directly back to the researcher by
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using an enclosed envelop. Once both su-
pervisors and subordinates responses were
collected, they were combined into one data
set by using identification numbers, which
were labeled on each questionnaire and the
envelope.

710 dyadic questionnaires were adminis-
tered through the process described above.
While 409 dyadic data (subordinate return
rate: 76.7%: supervisor return rate: 57.6%)
were collected, only 344 records were uti-
lized for analyses after 65 records that in-
volved too many missing values were screened
out. The demographic characteristics of the
participants are as follow. The subordinates
were typically white (55.4%) males (48.1%)
and 24.3% of the total sample was African-
American (34%) female (51.9%). Other ethnic
groups including Asian-American, Hispanic,
and multi-ethnic people accounted for 10.6%.
In the case of supervisors, the participants
were white (54.6%) males (52.9%) and 19.9%
of the total sample was African-American
(35.5%) female (47.1%). Other ethnic groups
including Asian-American, Hispanic, and
multi-ethnic people accounted for 9.9%. The
average ages of subordinates and supervisors
were 25 (SD = 6.35) and 40 (SD = 11.52)
respectively. Subordinates’ and supervisors
job experience measured in tenure on the
current position were about 3 years (SD =
4.28) and 9 years (SD = 8.01) respectively,
the average supervisory time was about 2
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years (SD = 2.71).

4.3 Measures

4.3.1 Job Characteristics

Task significance, autonomy, and task iden-
tity were measured by using Job Diagnostic
Survey scale (Hackman et al., 1975). While
the internal consistency of JDS has been
shown as “acceptable” (Aldag, Barr, & Brief,
1981), a meta-analysis by Taber and Taylor
(1990) revealed moderate levels of internal
consistency (autonomy: @ = .69, N = 9,873:
task identity: a = .68, N= 8,742: task sig-
nificance: a = .65, N = 9,013). They sug-
gested that the internal consistency could
be improved by lengthening the scales. This
suggestion was echoed by other researchers.
Kulik and others (1988) tried to augment
the original scale by adding some parallel
items and obtained better internal consis-
tency. Idaszak and others (1988) also recom-
mended lengthening the JDS scale in order
to improve factorial stability. Their sugges-
tion was based on the findings of the Idaszak
and Drasgow's (1987) study, which showed
that reverse-scored items lowered the in-
ternal consistency and disordered the factor
structure. Following these suggestions, the
current study revised the original JDS scale
for the job characteristics by replacing the
original reverse-scored items with Idaszak
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and Drasgows (1987) revised items, which
do not have to be reverse scored, and by ad-
ding a few items from the Job Characteristics
Inventory (Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976).
Through this modification, 11 items, inclu-
ding three task identity items, four task
significance items, and four autonomy items,
were prepared in a standard 7-point Likert
style format with the anchors used by
Hackman & Oldham (1975). The subjects
were asked to respond to each item by rating
between 1 (very inaccurate’) and 7 (‘very
accurate.”)

Supervisor feedback was measured by using
the Castaneda and others' (1999) three item
measure. The measurement includes: "My
supervisor has made it perfectly clear to me
how well he/she thinks I am doing on my
job,” "My supervisor is up-front with me
about how well he/she thinks I am doing my
job,” and "My supervisor consistently pro-
vides me with information about my job per-
formance.” These items used a standard 7-
point Likert scale format with the same an-
chors used for other job-related characteristics.

4.3.2 Behavioral Norms and Perceived
Accountability

In this paper, behavioral norms were mea-
sured by using 14 7-point Likert-type ques-
tion items, which were developed by combining
the content of Van Scotter and Motowidlo's
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(1996) job dedication scale with an ap-
proach that has been adopted by the litera-
ture on theory of reasoned action (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980) and theory of planned be-
1985). In this literature
behavioral norms are treated as one of the

haviors (Ajzen,

elements determining actual behaviors or
behavioral intention and typically measured
by using some Likert-type question items,
like "Most people who are important to me
think that I should do (a certain type of
behaviors).” This approach seems to be more
appropriate than another approach, in which
behavioral norms are conceptualized as an
element of a broader concept, such as or-
ganizational culture, because the behavioral
norms should be specific as the antecedent
of perceived accountability.

By the very same reason, 14 T-point Likert-
type items for measuring the perceived ac-
countability were newly developed drawing
on the content of Van Scotter and Motowidlo's
(1996) job dedication scale. Although some
measures were available from the literature,
they were too general to tap the extent to
which the subjects feel accountable to their
supervisors specifically for the job dedica-
tion behaviors. Those newly developed items
include: T feel accountable to my supervisor
for working hard,” ‘T feel accountable to my
supervisor for persisting to overcome obs-
tacles to complete a task,” T feel accountable

to my supervisor for avoiding shortcuts,’
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and so on (see table 2 for all the items.)

4.3.3 Job Dedication

Job dedication behaviors were measured
by using Van Scotter and Motowidlo's (1996)
scale. The supervisors were asked to indi-
cate the extent to which the employee who
passed the questionnaire to them would likely
display each of the performance behaviors
by marking between 1 (‘not at all’) and 7
(‘extremely likely’).

4.3.4 Control Variables

The performance literature (Van Scotter,
1994: Van Scotter et al., 1996) shows that
contextual performance behaviors are signi-
ficantly related to some individual difference
variables, such as personality traits and job
experience (Organ et al., 1995). If the
effects of these variables are not controlled.
an alternative explanation that the variance
in job-dedicated behaviors explained by the
perceived accountability derived from job-
related factors is actually the same variance
explained by the individual variables cannot
be excluded. So, these personality traits (i.e..
conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreea-
bleness) were measured by using Goldberg's
(1999) scales. Job experience was measured
in terms of subordinates  tenure on the cur-
rent position (Quinones, Ford, & Teachout,
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1995) by asking how long they had worked
on the current position in years and mon-
ths, which were later on recalculated into
months. Also, Ferris and others (1997) re-
ported a significant correlation (r =.18, p <
.05) between hierarchical organizational level
and accountability. To control for the effect
of the hierarchical organizational level on
subordinates’ perceived accountability level,
subordinates” organizational level information
was obtained from supervisors by asking the
supervisors to indicate the organizational
level of their subordinates on the continuum
scale of 10 (1: low @ 5~6: middle 2@ 10:
high). While such information does not reveal
the subordinates” actual organizational level,
it still allows the examination of its relative
influence on other variables.

V. Analyses & Results

All the aforementioned measures were sub-
(i.e., maximum

likelihood method for factor extraction with

ject to factor analyses

varimax rotation) and Cronbach's alpha re-
liability test to obtain an interpretable fac-
tor structure and an acceptable level of
internal consistency. Question items that
were either loaded on an unexpected factor
or loaded on an expected factor with too low
factor loadings (i.e.. |A] < .30) were drop-
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ped one by one to get a clearer factor st-
ructure. Then, the remaining measurement
items were put into another factor analysis
and examined through the same process.
This process was repeated until an accep-
table factor structure was obtained (factor
structure table provided upon request by
the first author). Throughout this process.
two items, one for task identity and another
one for autonomy, out of 14 items for mea-
suring job characteristics and supervisor
feedback were dropped (see table 1.)

The measures for behavioral norms and
perceived accountability were finalized by
analyzing the factor structure with the job
dedication scale, since they were developed
based on job dedication scale. As shown in
table 2, while all the items for job dedicatior
survived throughout the iterative process,
four items for perceived accountability and
10 items for behavioral norms were dropped.
In the case of behavioral norms, the initial
factor analysis revealed two-factor struc-
ture. The review of the question items sug-
gests that the items loaded on the first
factor seem to reflect “consequence of indivi-
dual interpretation,” while the items loaded
on the second factor seem to reflect “be-
havioral norms presented to the subjects.”
Since the meaning of presented behavioral
norms appear to be closer to the definition
of behavioral norms used in this study (i.e.,

“expectations regarding which behaviors are
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appropriate and which behaviors are inap-
propriate’), only the second factor were uti-
lized subsequent hypothesis testing. Also,
the initial factor analysis of the perceived
accountability items also revealed two-factor
structure. However, the items loaded on the
second factor were not interpretable because
of their equivalent loadings on the first

factor. Therefore, only the first factor was
utilized for the hypotheses testing.

In the case of the personality traits (i.e.,
extraversion, agreeableness, and conscien-
tiousness), the initial factor analysis ren-
dered five-factor structure. The examination
of the question items revealed that some
extraversion and agreeableness items that

(Table 1) Factor Structure of Supervisory Feedback, Task significance, Autonomy, and Task Identity

Items

SFB TS AT TI

My supervisor has made it perfectly clear to me how well he/she
thinks I am doing on my job.

My supervisor is up-front with me about how well he/she thinks I
am doing my job.

My supervisor consistently provides me with information about my
job performance.

In general, to what extent do the outcomes of your work likely to
affect significantly the lives or well-being of other people?

This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how
well the work gets done.

The job itself is very significant and important in the broader
scheme of things.

The outcome of my job is important to other people’s well-being or
jobs.

The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or
judgment in carrying out the work.

The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how I do the work.

[ am left pretty much on my own to do my job.

The job is arranged so that I can do an entire piece of work from
beginning to end.

The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of

work 1 begin.

Percentage of variance explained

93 15 09 .04
93 .17 .08 .09
88 13 .05 .07
.09 86 .13 .09
A1 79 - .06 .14
JT T 24 .03
A7 68 27 .18
02 04 83 .04
A2 13 .18 .18
06 .22 .70 .05
.08 .10 .16 .88
09 18 .07 .86
21.74 21.67 16.51 13.49

Note: n = 409, Maximum Likelihood extraction and Varimax rotation, Total variance explained: 73.43%
SFB: Supervisor's Feedback: TS: Task Significance: AT: Autonomy: TI: Task Identity
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(Table 2) Factor Structure of job dedication, perceived accountability, and behavioral norms

[tems JD PAJD BNJD

While performing his or her job,
how likely is it that this person would-

Work hard. .82 A1 .08
Persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task. .80 .09 - 06
Display proper appearance and bearing. .19 .03 - .02
Put in extra hours to get work done on time. 19 .09 .04
Avoid shortcuts. .18 .07 - .01
Ask for a challenging work assignment. 15 .05 .08
Pay close attention to important details. 72 .08 .05
Defend the supervisor's decisions. .69 .13 .03
Follow the supervisor's instructions. .68 .04 04
Take the initiative to solve a work problem. .67 12 09
Exercise personal discipline and self-control. .66 .07 .07
Tackle a difficult work assignment enthusiastically. 61 14 - .04
I feel accountable to my supervisory for--
Working hard. 13 1 .08
Persisting to overcome obstacles to complete a task. .09 .76 14
Tackling a difficult work assignment enthusiastically. .06 .68 24
Putting in extra hours to get work done on time. .05 .68 21
Avoiding shortcuts. .09 .64 04
Asking for a challenging work assignment. .04 62 09
Paying close attention to important details. 12 61 .09
Defending the supervisor's decisions. .08 .61 .05
Following the supervisor's instructions. .10 .56 A1
Taking the initiative to solve a work problem. .09 .55 .10
In my company--
My coworkers work hard. - .02 13 .89
My coworkers persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task. .01 12 .89
My coworkers follow the supervisor's instructions. .09 12 .56
My coworkers defend the supervisor's decisions. .05 21 .36
Percentage of variance explained 24 .96 17.08 8.54

Note: n = 409, Maximum Likelihood extraction and Varimax rotation, Total variance explained: 53.29%
JD: Job Dedication: PAJD: Perceived Accountability for Job Dedication: BNJD: Behavioral Norms for Job
Dedication
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were negatively stated were loaded on the the process was rechecked for internal con-
fourth and the fifth factor. Eliminating  sistency. The alpha coefficients of all the
these items generated three factors with .50 final set of the measures were acceptable
or higher factor loadings. (see table 4).

The final set of measurement items from Since all of the hypotheses developed in

{Table 3) Factor Structure of Personality Traits: Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness

Items EXT AGREE CON
I am the life of the party. 13 13 .08
I don’t talk a lot. 72 .10 .07
[ feel comfortable around people. 12 .26 .19
I keep in the background. 71 -.11 -.05
I start conversations. .69 .10 -.03
I have little to say. .69 .18 .10
I talk to a lot of different people at parties. .68 = .21
I don't like to draw attention to myself. 64 -.04 -.02
[ dont mind being the center of attention. .63 -.01 .07
[ am quiet around strangers. .56 37 .29
[ sympathize with others” feelings. -.02 .16 12
I am not interested in other people’s problems. .00 i3 .10
I have a soft heart. .09 .1 .03
I am not really interested in others. .09 .67 .29
I take time out for others. 12 .65 .03
I feel others’ emotions. 25 .63 .20
I make people feel at ease. .14 .58 44
I am interested in people. =11 .57 12
I am exacting in my work. .02 .07 13
[ am always prepared. 07 .06 .70
I like order. .00 .20 .67
I pay attention to details. .03 .16 .65
I follow a schedule. 12 13 .64
I get chores done right away. .18 ks .58
Percentage of variance explained 20.00 16.42 13.25

Note: n = 409, Maximum Likelihood extraction and Varimax rotation, Total variance explained: 49.67%
EXT: Extraversion: AGREE: Agreeableness: CON: Conscientiousness
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this study are stated in the form of a corre-
lation between two variables, correlation
analysis provides a piece of evidence sup-
porting or rejecting those hypotheses. As
shown in the Table 1, all the job-related
factors except subordinates’ organizational
level and job experience significantly corre-
lated with the perceived accountability.
Although all the same factors except task
identity and behavioral norms also signi-
ficantly correlated with job dedication, their
coefficients are much smaller than those
with perceived accountability.

Although the correlation analysis rendered
supporting evidence for the hypothesis 2, 3,
4, 5, and 6, correlation coefficients do not

ViR

exclude the influence of potential covariates
on each of the bivariate relationships. There-
fore, five hierarchical regression analyses
were conducted to exclude an alternative ex-
planation that the variance in job dedicated
behaviors explained by the perceived ac-
countability derived from job-related factors
is actually the same variance due to the in-
dividual variables. In each of the analyses,
individual difference variables (i.e., three
personality traits, organizational level, and
job experience) were entered first. Then, each
of the job-related variables was entered at
the second step.

Table 5 summarizes the results of five

hierarchical regression analyses in terms of

(Table 4) Correlations and Descriptive Statistics®

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 9 10 1 12
1. Job Dedication 581 .86(93)°
2. Perceived Account. | 566 .93 .23" (.88)
3. Task Significance 513 140 .14™ 30" (.82)
4. Autonomy 533 128 .18" .32 3" (70
5. Task [dentity 510 1.55 .05 25 32" 25t (78
6. Supervisor Feedback | 522 1.54 25" 40" 35" 19" 20" (92)
7. Behavioral Norms 482 114 .08 3422 AT 26 25 (79)
8. Orgal level 567 26527 08 .18 .13 -01 13" -01 (-)
9. Job Experience 314 481.18" -03 .15" .07 0 03 -06 19" ()
10. Conscientiousness | 546 .94 .16 42" 21" .16** 15" 34" 19" 07 .02 (77
11. Extraversion 466 1.20.04 2005 .07 05 14" -06 .06 -04 .26™ (.88)
12. Agreeableness 542 92.04 34" 20" 15" 06 15" 11* 01 .05 .42 24" (84)
Note: * p<.05 * p<.01

a. n = 344. b. The figures in parentheses on the diagonal are Cronbach's a.

AU xi38A MeE 20094 128

1629



SeungYong Kim

(Table 5) Summary of Regression Analyses on Perceived Accountability

Variable B SEB B AR Total Adj. K
Stepl
Conscientiousness .34 .05 .35% .04** 24"
Agreeableness 17 .06 .18** .05**
Extraversion .06 .04 .08 .04
Subordinates Organizational Level 02 .02 .05 .06
Subordinates Job Experience .00 .01 01 .08
Step2®
Task Significance 13 .03 ARG 042 .26**
Task Identity 13 .03 o h s .05** .28
Autonomy .15 .04 21" .04** 27
Supervisor Feedback .15 .03 26" .06** 28"
Behavioral Norms .23 .04 .29** .08** 31

Note: n = 344: * p< .05 *"p< .01
a, Results from five separate hierarchical regression analyses in which the effects of individual difference
variables are controlled at step 1

{Table 6} Uniaue Contribution of Each Situational Factor on Perceived Accountability

Variable B SE B B8 AR
Step 1 .24**
Conscientiousness .35 .05 .36**
Extraversion 17 .05 7
Agreeableness .06 .04 .08
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .01 .02 .04
Subordinates Job Experience .03 .01 .02
Step 2 14**
Task Significance .03 .03 .05
Autonomy .09 .04 5
Task Identity 017 .03 11t
Supervisor Feedback .09 .03 .16**
Behavioral Norms 15 .04 207

Note: n = 344: * p< .05 ** p<.0l: Total B = .38
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the statistics of the focal job-related factor
at the second step. As shown in table 5, all
the job-related factors explained variance in
perceived accountability above and beyond
those explained by the individual factors.
Meantime, when all the job-related factors
were simultaneously regressed to examine
their relative importance in accounting for
the variance in perceived accountability, be-
havioral norms were shown most important,
followed by supervisor feedback, autonomy,
and task identity (see table 6.) However,
task significance that was significant table
5 became insignificant. This means that the
variance in perceived accountability accoun-
ted for by task significance might also be

explained by other variables. Therefore, the
current data seem to support Hypotheses 3,
4, 5, and 6, but not the Hypotheses 2.

In turn, perceived accountability signifi-
cantly correlated with job dedication. Even
though all the individual difference varia-
bles, except extraversion and agreeableness,
were significantly correlated with job dedi-
cation as expected, the relationship between
perceived accountability and job dedication
was still shown significant in a hierarchical
regression analysis in which the influence of
the individual difference variables on job
dedication was controlled (see table7). There-
fore, hypothesis 1 is supported.

To test the hypotheses on the mediation

(Table 7) A Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Perceived Accountability on Job Dedication

Variable B SEB B AR
Step 1 A1
Conscientiousness 15 .05 168
Agreeableness -.03 .06 -.03
Extraversion -.01 .04 -.01
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .08 .02 24"
Job Experience .02 .01 13°
Step 2 .04**
Conscientiousness .08 .06 .09
Agreeableness -.07 .06 -.07
Extraversion -.02 .04 -.03
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .08 .02 Do
Subordinates” Job Experience .02 .01 12°
Perceived Accountability for Job Dedication 21 .06 22"

Note: n = 344 *p< .05 " p<.01:

AT 538A MeE 20094 129
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effects of perceived accountability, a series
of regression analyses was conducted to exa-
mine four conditions of causal step method
suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) and
Judd and Kenny (1981). They suggested that
a mediation relationship among variable X,
Y. and Z exists (i.e., X 2 Y 2 Z) if four

conditions are met: 1) the path from vari-
able X to variable Y must be significant: 2)
the path from variable Y to variable Z must
be significant: 3) the path from variable X
to variable Z should be significant: 4) the
coefficient of variable X on Z should be no
longer significant in a regression model that

(Table 8) Mediation Effect of Perceived Accountability on Job-related Factors - Job Dedication®

Models

Situational Factors

B SE B B

1 Task Significance @ Perceived Accountability 13 .03 21

2 Task Significance @ Job Dedication
3 Task Significance 2 Job Dedication

Perceived Accountability 2 Job Dedication

1 Task Identity @ Perceived Accountability

Task Identity @ Job Dedication
Task Identity 2 Job Dedication

Perceived Accountability @ Job Dedication

1 Autonomy 2 Perceived Accountability

.03 .03 .05
.00 .03 .01
21 .06 22

13 .03 21"
.01 .03 .02
.01 .03 .03
22 .06 b ad

15 .04 21"

2 Autonomy 2 Job Dedication .09 .03 .14**

3 Autonomy 2 Job Dedication .06 .04 .09
Perceived Accountability @ Job Dedication .19 .06 .19**
Supervisor Feedback 2 Perceived Accountability A5 .03 .26**

2 Supervisor Feedback 2 Job Dedication 11 .03 .20**
Supervisor Feedback 2 Job Dedication .09 .03 16**

Perceived Accountability @ Job Dedication

A7 .06 A7

1 Behavioral Norms 2 Perceived Accountability .23 .04 .29**

Behavioral Norms 2 Job Dedication
3 Behavioral Norms 2 Job Dedication

Perceived Accountability 2 Job Dedication

.05 .04 .07
.01 .04 .01
.20 .06 il

Note: a. Summarized results of 15 separate hierarchical regression analysis, in which the effects of individual
difference variables are controlled at the first step in all the models.

*p<.05 " p<0l
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includes variable Y. While the first two con-
ditions are always required, a less stringent
variation of the causal step method does not
require latter two conditions (1981). When
variable Y completely mediates the effect of
variable X on variable Z, the direct rela-
tionship between X and Z may not be signi-
ficant. Also, when the coefficient of variable
X in a model including variable Y is not
zero, mediation is regarded as partial.

In the table 8, the first model was to
check the first condition, that is, a signifi-
cant relationship between job-related factors
and perceived accountability. The second
model was to examine the third condition,
that is, a relationship between job-related
factors and job dedication. In the third mo-
del, job dedication was regressed both on
job-related factors and perceived accoun-
tability to check the second condition and
the fourth condition.

Table 8 summarizes 15 separate hierarchical
regression analyses, in which the effects of
individual difference variables were controlled
at the first step. Perceived accountability
fully mediated the effects of autonomy on
job dedication. That is, the effect of auto-
nomy on job dedication became no longer
significant when regressed with perceived
accountability. In contrast, supervisors' feed-
back was still shown to have direct effect on
job dedication, while their indirect effects
through perceived accountability were signi-

AT 383 ®6E 20094 124

ficant (8 = .16, p < .01). In the case of
task significance, task identity, and beha-
vioral norms were shown to have neither di-
rect effect nor indirect effect through per-
ceived accountability on job dedication both
in model 2 and model 3. These results
indicate that only hypothesis 9 and 10 are
supported by the current data set, but not
hypothesis 7, 8, and 11.

Vl. Discussion & Conclusion

Inspired by a research question: "What can
managers do to encourage their subordinates
to engage in CP?" this study was conducted
to establish a theoretical linkage between job-
related factors and contextual performance
by employing perceived accountability as a
potential mediator. It was suggested that
managers may be able to encourage emplo-
yees to display CP behaviors by influencing
their perceptions of accountability for job
dedication, and that the higher level of ac-
countability people experience, the more
likely they display job dedication behaviors.
Drawing on relevant literature and theories,
it was hypothesized that people would ex-
perience higher perceived accountability for
job dedication behaviors, (1) when they think
that their tasks are important, (2) when
they perform a complete task from the be-
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ginning to the end, (3) when they have
enough autonomy in carrying out tasks, (4)
when their supervisors provide appropriate
performance feedback, and (5) when they
perceive clear behavioral norms shared by
people.

A series of analyses on a data set of 344
dyadic sample rendered evidence supporting
the general premise of the current study.
That is, all the job-related factors positively
correlated with perceived accountability as
expected and all the job-related factors ex-
cept task significance explained unique va-
riance in perceived accountability above and
beyond those by other job-related factors. In
turn, perceived accountability not only ex-
plained a significant amount of variance in
job dedication even after the effects of indi-
vidual difference variables were controlled,
it also fully mediated the effects of autonomy
and partially that of supervisor feedback on
job dedication. Contrary to the hypotheses,
the effects of task identity, task significance,
and behavioral norms on job dedication were
not mediated by perceived accountability.

Although not all the hypotheses were sup-
ported, the current data seems to support
the premise that managers would be able to
induce people’s CP behaviors through heigh-
tened perceived accountability by arranging
some job-related factors. And, such empirical
corroboration will extend our knowledge about
people’s contextual performance through both

1634

theoretical contribution to the current litera-
ture and provision of practical implications
for HR managers. First, the significant re-
lationship between perceived accountability
and job dedication even after the effects of
individual difference variables were controlled
suggests that CP behaviors cannot be to-
tally discretionary if they can be induced by
managers through appropriate setup of so-
cial, organizational, and psychological envi-
ronments, While contextual performance has
been assumed to be exhibited as a matter of
individual discretion (Motowidlo et al., 1997)
and less constrained by work characteristics
than task performance (Borman et al., 1993:
Neal & Griffin, 1999), the current finding
suggests that contextual performance, like
task performance, can be induced from their
members by arranging job-related factors
such as autonomy and supervisors' feedback.

Second, the empirical corroboration of the
relationship between perceived accountabi-
lity and job dedication also has a practical
implication for managers. When CP behaviors
can be induced through perceived accounta-
bility for the behaviors, managers have al-
ternative means for fostering such behaviors
and do not need to depend solely on recrui-
tment and selection. However, these alter-
native means require managers to exercise
more effort for effective and efficient com-
munication. That is, managers need to com-
municate clearly their expectations on the
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performance elements to the employees. As
Cumming and Anton (1990) implied, what
managers think about the accountability
level of their subordinates does not automa-
tically induce CP behaviors. It should be
effectively and efficiently communicated to
and acknowledged by the subordinates, be-
cause subordinates perception does matter.

Third, the results on the relationships
between perceived accountability and job-
related factors, combined with the finding
on the perceived accountability - job dedi-
cation relationship, identify some places where
managers can start to foster CP behaviors.
Specifically by designing jobs in a way that
employees can exercise their own discretion
in carrying out tasks and providing subor-
dinates with more feedback on their perfor-
mance, managers are likely to be able to in-
fluence employees perceived accountability
for job dedication behaviors and encourage
them to engage in more job dedication be-
haviors. This also implies that organizational
effort to encourage CP behaviors through
the recruitment and selection of people who
possess the personalities relevant to the
behaviors would be much more enhanced,
when subsequent HR activities such as job
design and supervising are well aligned in a
way that managers expectations on the CP
behaviors are effectively communicated to
employees (O'Reilly, 1989).

This paper attempted to incorporate several

ZYSHT 3sA M6 20094 128

heretofore unexplored but important variables
into the current contextual performance li-
terature. However, the current findings should
be interpreted with caution because of a
couple of limitations. First, the current study
is cross-sectional in nature. Although all
the hypotheses were developed based upon
relevant theories and some indirect evidence
shown in the literature, the lack of a lon-
gitudinal design precludes asserting causal
relationships among the variables. Therefore,
the results reported here should not be
taken as evidence for causal relationships,
because all the figures from the analyses
reflect only covariance between the varia-
bles at a single point in time.

Another limitation of the current study
was entailed by the data collection design.
To minimize the negative impact of common
method variance, the current study utilized
a dyadic sampling procedure. That is, vo-
luntary participants were recruited and as-
ked to pass the supervisors questionnaire to
their supervisors. In this process, two pos-
sible cases could not be controlled. First, if
someone was not in a good relationship with
his/her supervisor, s/he was less likely to
participate, Second, even when a person de-
cided to participate, s/he was likely to ask
his/her favorite supervisors to fill in the
supervisors questionnaire. These possibili-
ties might have distorted the pattern of the
variance shown in the current data. Future
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study should take those into account in
designing the sampling procedure.

In addition to the limitations due to the
sampling procedure, a couple of conceptual
aspects should be further considered in
future studies on this avenue. Since the
current study is an exploratory step, it is
obvious that a more comprehensive model
incorporating other job-related or work en-
vironmental factors that managers can use
to facilitate CP behaviors is desirable. Some
job characteristics, such as task difficulty,
role conflict and ambiguity, and leadership
style, seem promising as potential antecedents
of perceived accountability. For example,
employees may feel less accountable for job
dedication when they experience high role
conflict and ambiguity than in an opposite
case because of a possibly weakened identity
- prescription linkage. Also, supervisors lea-
dership styles and group cohesion seem to
deserve future research attention. Subor-
dinates whose supervisors exercise a direc-
tive or autocratic leadership style may ex-
perience a lower level of perceived accoun-
tability for job dedication behaviors than
those whose supervisors exercise a democra-
tic or consultative leadership style because
of a possibly weakened identity - event lin-
kage due to the direction from the supervisors.

In addition, the current paper limited, for
reasons of parsimony, the target audience
and target behaviors of perceived accounta-
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bility to immediate supervisors and job de-
dication behaviors. However, other types of
audiences (i.e., coworkers and clients) can
be perceived as an important audience in
some situations. For example, people who
serve customers at restaurants are likely to
perceive as high accountability to customers
as to their hall managers for displaying CP
behaviors, because their tips are primarily
subject to customers  satisfaction. Likewise,
the target behaviors of perceived accounta-
bility, which were limited to job dedication
behaviors in this study, can be extended to
other performance elements. Future research
efforts that examine perceived accountability
for different target audience and target
behaviors at the same time would bring
considerable insight on how to facilitate
people’'s CP behaviors.
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