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Accountability Perceptions of Public Employees in the
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How do public employees perceive and justify the (lack of) accountability to the outcome of the
collaborative policy implementation within their workgroup? By considering different collaboration
types, we examine how public emp|o¥ees differen\’;l\y perceive and feel their own personal
accountability and take the blame for a diffuse failure. We consider the perception of accountability
for results as the extent to which public employees blame the poor performance of collaborative
work at the department level and are willing to put in extra effort to improve their work. We use a
novel vignette experiment administered among a representative sample of 356 public sector
employees to examine the influence of collaboration types on the perception and justification of
accountability for policy failure. We manipulated the level of collaboration (i.e., individual work;
vertical, horizontal, and both vertical and horizontal collaboration) and provided empirical support for
the presence of the many hands problem, lacking the felt accountability for results. More specifically,
we Tind that public employees are less likely to perceive their own accountability in collaborative than
individual work. The perception of personal accountability is least in the vertical collaboration
situation, where public employees implement a project designed and directed by their bosses, and
lower than in the situations of horizontal collaboration. Unlike the expectation of the many hands
problem, the lack of felt personal accountability is influenced by the verticality of collaboration rather
than by the number of collaborators. Regarding who should take the blame or make corrective action,
participants strongly prefer hierarchical accountability by responding that the blame for the policy
failure should be first directed to the boss or the decision-maker, not themselves or the
implementers. We then employ regression analysis to further explore the influences of organizational
and individual factors on the perception of personal accountability. We find various but significant
effects of public service motivation, job autonomy, collectivism, and procedural fairness on the
likelihood that public employees take the blame or rationalize the failure.

Keywords: accountability for results, collaboration, many hands problem, hierarchical
accountability, collective accountability, individual accountability, job autonomy,
collectivism, procedural fairness, public service motivation, vignette experiment method
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I.AE

+7F 83 Ao HY(responsibility)’= A OF St=A]of tiet F&2 FHS st
T27F Holgho] wEt 11 Fo] A g 2T & Utk §S
2 @o] 2UsHA J3ofEst: Y G52 E o|FoAHA(O'T
Mohr, 1971; Van de Ven et al. 1976; Thompson, 1967), @422 213t A3} EH°} i—ﬂ?:]% +
ToNA FapgA] o] Bt "B &2] &4 (the problem of many hands)7} F-2F5 1L I}, thef
ot PRS0l A& T2 AR A o & FA| s A x4 Yo TolstHA, A A H
A BT YRS T ot= A o] ol 24HE 01(distributed responsibility)2] £A4 7}
e Aol Fagof rofgh YAt dgkt S ¥
FF 22lo] HARE FA AZoNA BA =0l FA 3T ‘?3 9 7ﬂJ)rc’ﬂ ofj s 7H7H°]°]
oJH}A|GF S}t T1of whE M AZ U= Aol A THsEA o it @A A1 a1vlo] A7)
et

ThFSE ol s AATE A A of| Frofsh= Aol A Axtof Hitt FelS Rt PAE
54517 o8] W &9 £A = A REEA 9 SR A TR =204 S a7t A

o
o,
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e
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o
=<
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o] =]o] ¥tHThompson, 1980, 2014). o8] /gl AZH M4 P9, & T2 &9 4%
ofl A & A ufel 22 vierA 612 ok Axrt Uehd of, 11 ZA3jof| gt H QS Rk P9}
£ AEst= A9 ofgf=o] Q7] Eolth, W2 &9 A% HA A3t Eo| £ A Ao
et ol 3 ste= FAANA A 259 AMR-E AlSsHH, 12 QI8 Axte] gt <
o] A=A ElQlolu 8, T= B SOl 7= = Aol T 4= it B2 o] o]
3t do] AS| 2R E Aufety vk ﬂﬂ A= 1 A - tigt A AS 4145] A sEAY
B3t HARAE FHob= A2 82 oHA = & Aok A7 A AT & Q1% B8-S
Faotal s1S Aot N A2 F A A= A9l 39k @/do] BHEEHA, A F o] gt
Eutap £410 & o]o]x]7] & FHKNicol, 2016, 2018; AWA - 7491, 2014). 0|9} 22 Al
A AR= AR 2EE AZE tHA] G5517] Ao J 73 Aol w3t FQ) viE &, 19
Q1 AP IS At AT B 87 AUt

D) 39 FAZE AR Y A4S ol Ak oS AT 5= U= Aol A AL Ao ALt &Fo 4] of] Z]uE
sto] Adeiet 3)5-2] Aatof diste] 92l 1 P A oNA AUS &= 5 A sHARE, S &A= AR
Q0] A A A|oFo & FhH 0 & BgZo| 1L 5AQl A 5HA =, FZ| Ao gt At -5 4
HEaEA 5, diE 9 AR 3, 8|1 ARkl-9] Al o] ZA|&ke] M olS gt A 3t
4ol A EARE AR o HiS B-21AF9] # U (responsibility)> 2 Hl4d2 okl A5 3] tigt 41
9 X (answerability) 2 B O 2 3t ME (accountability)?] /@02 SAHT & J1= TR A&
go] Al A 0 & A|oFE = A%S 1L sto], 32 M3 A 70| Gol & B aPsto] ARt FA A
o] #9E Dubnick(2003)2] 47H4] #39 AF 5 SHY 5 AS(answerability) ¥} ¥Id TS Tt
(blameworthiness)9] % §-F 3} GAGE A0 & 7H55}0] =91 zYsich,



BE BEA FRoA FAAF H A2 Y 9] 4 (legal accountability)oll =gHEA
U A& A (hierarchical accountability) 0.2 53t A0 &2 o AFth 3FA|4E A 4003
o] FAAMNEY 552 TAANA 7Idste AUZS] FFLE AT Aol gt U4
(result-based accountability)& 523t AF¥d 0.2 BZI5FAtH(Patil et al., 2014). 23} 54 T
(managing for results)7} T2 25 A3 Aol HPA| = 5524 PARE JHsl= A &y
=, JAAT AL oA g A Aol st Al ol B A ISk, xS s b
U A=2405 P5LAof thet =2]= S5 o|Fof A A| &L ATt Felof 3t O]E 9733
A A9 F7Ho = EFskaL, F AR Ao oieh A4 1A e
FU s=5A A= A7FetAY BFo] M
(responsibility gap)2] &A= &3 B3} ASH HEE 2] B3t

OI'EL o

o 9]
of A3} 71 Qv AZ e MY Fue 4 3Py o] B, 53] P AR H o
=

3} S A1 AT 5 Ik o] W2l Tt B B Yol PR S FoIH T

oA WAL QAL oA T WYL FYH=AS sk AL Be 0] 5A| el
BArE Aoz gAY Fuo] BA 2] YolH 4] Fa% AELD & Uk

£ AT WA PAZAY A W GRsae] 22t o] 4 Avte] that FHAY
A A QAo mIA e G BASHE AL BH o Bt B3] AN BrA 94
wheh 2] o ARAe] X AS 54 ) SRS 3 ABsH AEAA EA W F A 2
4 £5% 95} 2AAOL BA YR Yoiol Aot £94 U, SR04l 34 ¥
9, T3 44 9 S Welo] 95 ARET Aol HEO 2 YRS A ke 4%
2 W\5291od $4009) 2siol T A4 QAL LA, A 5 Wele] Ao s 7
B8 2% WhAl0] wpet AR AHAlo] 42 Auko] fste] Q14JaH: 914 Qo) So] et
A=A sk, Autel] the AL ET thARe] whera Aol that MY A (attribution)
B4 Aol

A P99 MUY TAI= FA-S}, 22ALL] S e AT 5 of 2 Zopol A A7l = o] £t
o}, Y5}t Eofo| A= Thompson(1980, 2014)°] 2 5o W2 FAFE0] 7Y H 355 &
RS EHsk= A9 o] 322 "W £9] EA4'(the problem of many hands)2Fal 3 & 5} H A
Xé]_‘?_" Exﬂ II_IB'E]-OﬂkL,] Xh:]—)(-] oﬂ_r]_,] ;(ﬂ01k]0] XﬂZ—] oz 7]‘QO-11:]- = 1:]-0]:0]— —1—-2(_1;(]———
o] A= thE WHOE AR 9] FAof hofsty] wjZof FA Aito] A Frt =Y oE A



Aol A=AE ERIsH = HA B2 A7 UEhu= A74d= A4 P
Arolo] A= A4 H Y(causal responsibility) @ = o) E 4= I, g2 &
FA & 58 YA A ] 1S HESH A2T 4 gl HEE

3‘1 A 89 o H = oH|Ritt
—rﬁ PYHolE2 FY HACIAY HY =AIE T8
< e FAAEY AH g0l o] dEs st
H:]'(Peter & Pierre, 2006; Nollkaemper, 2018; Bovens, 2007).
Management) GA] A0 & 9] At U3} Ao thsta] MY
ol Aat 23k HAFS ET|E /9] £39] QutA A AL 7+ 25}
g 333 H(Osborn & Gaebler, 1992). Tt YA 7 A4 BA AT
Yol A HEY=LSFE A d X (networked governance)oll et
3t 9 7151 P A9 a3t Ao 2 M35ty Y7 = SHh(Ferlie et al., 20
g0l ot 44 H ARl HAR T2 U, FAFYS afF o R 3}%’5}
/38 8 %(enablers)d] BT} HHA Yo ofst= ol 2] PLFA FFBE 2
A = AAo gt IAE F7Fokal JtH(Newman, 2004; Klijin & Koppenjan, 2014).
T2 A gl g S99 of2] PARTE Tofsh= HF JAHEA T AR Po R
of tisf 7iA1A HPS RISt AKAZ17]= FA Fh. B0l = 42) 3
ASH HF o] AAlS wet AR 2 SEHEA YiA Hojet FiE
9= M)A 12 E G ATHRAE, 1984 A=Y, 2001). 1B,
o] o2 SHE AN v A dH =0l HH, Hehd FA=A o A EE 7 A
Qro] 4] yjof &4t ‘3} oj e THAA FAL R 7|8 H A 75AH L
Z3to 2 JYPE = Z (0O Toole & Montjoy, 1984), A2 ZA1}9]
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A3 274 g2 7114 A9 *é‘:ﬁ 8AZ 35517 olFA S dRtEo®
Aol gt PFA Q] Aol FHE AdliAl+= A3Hd(causality), 52 (capacity), Al
Al(knowledge), ¥4 Af(freedom), 2=(wrong-doing) S©°] &A=E TR’} ot
(Nollkaemper, 2018; van de Poel et al., 2012; Thompson, 1980). SFA} 7F th4~ 9] A3} ] 2}o]
7F AR, A A 22 FEHLE 1) Y ofd PR 1 A7 IS0l AR A
o2 gl 7hssfof tal(causality), 2) LRt FAE o FARAE 2A7F A AS dHAME
A o 2 P& FojoF hrh=(intention) 27 ZFFITHGilbert, 2006). 7114 #<912] 4
H 242 144 9 4 S o8 Y B2 F/AVHHH o2 AdE ARolM = T
57| UH—?— ofgth £3], A 2U(E, AHd 475 TA A+ ojE P97t 14
Aol dupt 7]of gk ARIAY) &1 of #E-2 2 P 9lof tht A3 YA I = g
U5tA] Zot= TAIE 7HAH, ol 378 A A2 Q9] E4H(diffusion of responsibility)
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0 2 o]oj& 4= Itk(Nollkaemper, 2018).?

2. 21} A9 FX= M SE|X}

vEZ5HR] -2 A2 Axtof ot 2 Q(results-based accountability) = X FH= Q0 &2 A}
oA A& Sk= Aol Efgetrto] ek o] d 2 St AH BEA| Y 1A A dej= 33

Z40] MY A} Hrk= 3 2 (process accountability)ol] =3Fs}H7] W&o tH(Patil et al.,

2014; Frederickson & Smith, 2003). 2 A oA 2Q] Axto] ot AL A2 HE 712 F A ZF

HE-HE2 E JFZ] FAA}-9] Fo|n, FHZ A o2 YYo= g FRAA 2} A

1':1_0:13 = A2 ﬂ?—i Y g=ato] i}, 4550 A PPN o Tk v A Jrl’@: g ]
]_

A7 7130] gt AR 2ot £uA, T A,
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% d7HE A& 7432 F-2 & (Behn, 2001). 53,
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B4, 49, W2 t-349 FHE Hol7] gt @EH
J2A Z2A7F ZH419] A& Q1A (perceive) = QI (recogmze)OW La*%ﬁ}tﬂ,
o] & o] AA1S FFHA| A4l ol Holx] %1:% Fupskal 4245510 {719
, S, = P 7Fsloto] Kol & 7Hs/do] At
A AT =7 FAS oAM= SR A4S AT ERE PEo] Ql4ekal 11
Fof| isto] =2 TAS 7HA L A A Aol digt AH419] FHA(taking credin)zh
whof o5t AFA19] QS 1A (taking blame)sH= A o] @ Q sl BgH A543 &
5 S 02 BAGHIL oo T 4= Y= Bt 2 A4S 9Jaf 45| Fasttt
(Patil et al., 2014). 181 E2 FZ|A}7} XpAlo] ofgh A F4=3) 0] A o] A&EHE 7] X] 53
o Aol it Azt —53:3?‘ YA 7|H5t7]= HA @& Aol

A, gh=t P22 9] 743t A Esket Jehao] A3 S, 2004; -5 A, 2017
a5 - 58354 2018)0] 2% G3Hgol| B FFE v 7HeAES LERittd, A
gt HQ1e] Akt A& F&s] st 2&Agtol thet Ak At 7§14 A FES)

>.lA
I
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i oy 2
L ruﬁ

oA

2) AB PR Wt 27 vroz o] AR, WAL, 7 AWULAQ F9ARE AQo] BAL
T 18 A4 2 . 2 FoA5A, 7 5%, ol id_ AenE 53t peE F28 Avd s
B 0] 2 Ao B A7} ol FAE Zo] L ol4Y ZoltHNollkaemper, 2018)



98 =Y HEE, HS6H M2E

3 Aol oet Qld WS AASHE 2A T ol Hs| Fasity QAL Aarod =
2 29171014 M FAAeNA A AR5y Aol st Ao HaHE St
A= A3HE7toh R0 9lo] A Byl 25 §UE 4 ok ST, WHA FAA ] 3
o] A8le] u] X T34 A3 outcomes)S FAACNA 2441711 Bet B BA L At

E(collaborative output)@ 7§219] A= (individual output)& 71202 A& -SHo =5 7t
= AL A7 22 9] 34 EX GAE I ol A4 8 S 7]&0| = E o= 7]
A7t 2 4= St

A4 W) WYY AAL T aLI} o YU FAAe) 7| 2A Welo a7
WA @A 7H, $1AH o) ), AFVU 2E IS AN TR A3l
ol A A3 FARA L AL FHACE a5k YrHETA 74X, A A

o h= Sy |
210) ), 2700, ek FAAE B 4T AOL A A2 S B of
e

et 7} 2010] ofw A AYsteii=n] Tast] ofele Aed ARLYol A Auto] that
AL B HohA) T AL A7 Zolc}
3. TN T30 QI 0| T HQ QIX|

:‘3‘31]7(}7} o] 5438 Ao sl AH4le] HAZ 1Ak A3 7fAS ol =5t
34 A A7 responsibility)2] A7 &Alol Aol -SEsoF & HF/(accountability)
TRE 1A T} A QUok. 1Al o] 23t SRR A}l Q142 22| 9] QR g ol 7iRle) &
Aol wheba] JES HHS 4 QJth(Frink & Klimoski, 1998).” 0] AFtof| A= Ak o 2 435 4
o] RAGA Aatof| tfsf (7]Q14) AU Al FFE & 5 U= R ALY 28 S =
A 2hd 9 N1 2] B 7HA] ®gpo]] FE5to] Er
A A= stk A5 A9 &1 W&ol whet Aol gk
oA QJIAE &= Qe Ad A= 24 d S F o 2 BolE of g Tl s 7]
S

o é

E
©

d

olo

ul3 AP PR 2L 7, W W99 B4l $7Ha4E Aangol ol

SHe WAL S7FSL T A a B oA S7F 4 Ik ST, Q5 Sao] Tolshs 4
4 YA 529 57 HobA AL R A M2 2] ke 7H 524 FoAE:

3) A Fol gk Q] B2 Bt ARl AR ARFE sk B HH4le] E e /4S ofnlst
= AL ot & A= AatEAde] tigt =9 AlQstal G5 Aol Tk oA A A9l
Hj R dgde] F o4 =93ttt

4) HAZE 7lQlo] FHA 0 & L7)= SO & FHoto] AR H(perceived) = AZEH(fel) T4 7id
o= B} AwatE s ZHo] gl o]9F 7 A}gwa] &} Bofo] o FE(Lerner & Tetlock, 1999)°] 174
3f Han & Perry(2020)9] 7= 3599 #4952 ARH A AA(felt accountability)S ThA X+
2 -attributability, observability, evaluab1hty answerability, consequentiality- T+43 57| % ST}, 04
71M= QA E UG AT bl ok 8 4ol 22 F71ETE ARk HF o= A9 ARl 9] /1A L}
1 gFacle) 282 o



A9 Fidol At SE P9 FAL AF A 1 BAE EASHL, AU =2 W= &
Joto] £t = HA Lot TRt BRI ol 2] S0l A T Tolohs A5 Aatef et
A AL ASTR O] A4S A TFot= AAA A A(hierarchical accountability) ) 7+
of ofgt FAUNA EulistAY Ht AAlo] AL otz JEH FU(collective
accountability) 2 & EE tH(Thompson, 1980, 1987). F2 Fdjo] &&= Hrt= A9 FH
£ 7Hlol et 94 2 Hed AL AR1A A A 5HA] A =, AR HEA Q] A%
A 37 &ollA FAALS] Aol thgt 7iQ1A Aels Ak =A= F-EIL 7| = st
(Thompson, 1980, 2014).

2 A7 B2 E AT FE et AAAHY A B A 1, A 2F, 79l -
<(Thompson, 1987)& #Farstoq, ofefl (1 1)3 o] J5F TA Q] B 9] opfst 23to =
YE= A5 AZolA Z32E & e A= 2okl (08 DY A= 7244 4 1
Al A TAT AL gAY A2 Ao R, PAFA=A 54 71 A &=o| 7Fs5H B9
FA7F 4 A5 A3to] tisto] HAS A= 7MA A2 FERIE (L™ D9 B, C, D

L7 5HH G BA 3L 494 9 BAL B0 24 L SBE GABAL 54 5
71k el 4 s,

A4 YT o] theket 919 Y A A Uk Aol AE FH% AL Y
o 2 9] FA|9 WY o2 A EE BAHE & ek A $44 - ASH AFHC
B sk 28 BY WAL WATA 424 Akl ket A491d A not
£ A4S WPt 4550 944 AYe S0 weae 44 WY B Bl
Z7VE5E ATto] oSt AU L ARE AAFHE B AR WIS 7H FRCEADNA ol
Ao, ARE N 0T S5 FA% Aol Axpo] tste] A Y A4S FAT S
olet. vlmstel, 582 G BAL PAZA 7 AU FHH: FHR ekt 594 @
o BAS) Bo] Z7HASF Aol the MY Fol 7 BAEAL B FY ]
202 FFD 5 ek Aok, 27 Yol A GRS 715k AWk A 2 Fol
P 49 Aol g T4 AAY AY A4 9] SFo] FF 12 Flole A Hct



700 TE=YHEE, HE6H H2S

= 1) ZX] L Y A 2uM
(Figure 1) Type of Collaboratlon and Accountability

e
97 24y 9|2/ Y
2z 2z
®) 0)
2y
gl 2
Kol 24l 2
>z 2z
. (a) © o
= —

A TAE A2 B AT A FHA 44| 7| H5n FEHOR PP T
20| 1 WFA A AT WAL 119 BAR JHBE, ARE Y TR 2t
of thoto] & 79 j91A HYL AXT 4 ek, AR, GRGPol Boldh A
OIS EE, B £ 4%, PAFAL AAEL 7 BAS Im, ml, mm SO &
A8 2 93, 7 A3 FAAE AR kel thete] je1e) AT AXSHA eAL AL
2G5 Ak 53], 5 B2A AAH BAZ AT o), AL At A Ao gt 52 A
AARGoNA Y AR Aol et 2L GALOIA A=, Fgol Folgk BHA A
A9 A BY Q42 ol d 5 ek SHA, B &9 Yol 2 FH 4] HYA o
42 AFH R BA AT A i A4 g9k 2 4 A 49 15HE 7
A2 225715 27 Sk ol 2 4R A Ao Q14o] Yol WA
vs. BY AT 2 WEEGAH ve. 2B H FY)o] ATE AT 5 T2 Bl 5

Zof e} o] @A) R EAE o) 2H 0w wofat

1) €2 Z0ofl Cish 712! 2o 90|t THA|

A4 7Ql0] HHOR RS S5 JH(IY DA NS 52 L 232 G BAS
H.E31A) L, P9 FA AT B} Alo]2] 3} BAE WPAE FHOR F5te] Aol
et A2ks AP0z A YL ATGTE F7h L Alo] ohe BAL Bl Au|AZ AT

SFe FAAY GG T 0, FAAE AHAl0] 2T G o %%—a}
of 31 AYL AL FA} Ak, FRVEA LAHOR FHA A L

e AR Pz, FHAL o] JRE £ W91 AT °”H°ﬂ 42 2318 o
L A= oS3, PUS ZATOTH Aol WS 1AL 5 Ak 1 B, B AT 4G
oM B 5 At ofet 1214 B responsibilit) A5HA A4SHE BT 5



Alof] FE ATE ZHRYAIZ] AFA19] 3 Q1] T gt R F-(accountability)E A oF o= &4 o]t}
SHA| gt @A O] FRAVL 2 = FEF O R AZAH FH Ao 5

5 A Tt A A o
Sfstol 191 AL Aokt AL olPA 8 Ato] et =olel APHR BAS
F5] o]2olx|x] ek, Weiol 1A ok WA A2 P A5 Ee] S P Aol
eI Al Q1412 WE 4= 9lo0] ol 4 R A|) e Held 2 e Asio] o
& 29 27 Yelo] 7K e £ % ek o] W], FART R4 W Fekd QR B
oA ¥rAst A7}t E5] A A ATE zJAlo] Molo 7 9lAlsly A& o7 BAE A5t
£ 2418 Hoke W= 2 Y Ato] dieiA 50 Holch ol A7} wragkol gl

Q]
TAE PR = 7HQl9] MAL 345t (bystander effect)(Fischer et al., 2011; May,
1997), A4 = A4 A =g ot 7§19 A QA& F AT 4= Ut

Thompson(1980, 20142 71124 22 (individual responsibility)e] RolAl &= 24 =9
7Hs/3E FElote] AAAHAMYE o] 124 Aok 2= FA0] A =S EFE 5
ojof qtttal TSt P A2t P A At o] M o] TAE AUA A ©=sHA FEst
=944 ]‘:’}75' Ao "410}7 25 SAATE AL A| FrolE= A 3] shr] fIgt HT
02 FA TS AR5 BEAIE UAISHHBraham & van Hess, 2012). 3FA9E, YA 9 Aok
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Fofske et A Y(collective accountability)?t 22 2] AAS Fofste 7| A
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< 7} tHNicol, 2018; Fletcher, 2002). 5FA%, A1 Z57T AA-S 224 LA &= 74
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<= 7Y 7k Ayl digt A2 AA| Y= 2oz o E 4= A 9IE 501, Nicol(2018)9]
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(Table 1) Sample Characteristics across Treatment and Control Group

Syl T2 T3 T4 FSlads
(HE82) | (B 48 | (B 452) | (HY 4E3) 24 43
e oA 49 49 58 62 Fo.555=2.13
°° EE 40 40 31 27 p=145
g_'g I:H 25’”34*‘" 27 23 24 24 F(2354):. 289
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35~44K| 40 36 34 38
p=.749
45~54K| 22 30 31 27
43 04 1 1 1 1
=i 3 8 9 10
X = 17 18 20 14 Fs 551)=1.664
= 31 32 34 42 p=143
= 21 24 13 13
o2 16 6 12 9
=2 27 23 20 25
An g 14 11 11 10 F5.353)=.684
71 NIl 29 36 37 40 p=.563
3371# 19 19 21 14
54 Ojat 34 21 22 20
5~104 O]9t 18 16 20 26
XA 10~15 0%t 16 27 18 19 Fis.351)=.996
7|2t 15~201 0|2t 9 11 11 10 p=428
20~25 O]2t 10 10 9 10
25~30 O]2t 2 3 6 4
i Simit 5 1 3 4
- 29H &Y 5 3 2 14 Fiass5=1.622
o 4R EY 69 6 8 62 0=208
Cieta &2 04 10 68 75 9
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(Table 3) Vignette Scenarios of Collaboration Patterns
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(ATAPZ | 2l-RFAIRIE) |2 -3 o & —ol i, flob7t =2 FHASIAC:. Of FA Aol He a0y et
MRS XOF BHTh= AR IMEII—*. 77t 3o




108 TS=HSIE ) H563 H2S

5101 Af51 =y 40t2 20|10 QICH S B H
=58 o= 15k9] ofo|C SHH| 31245104 ZISHGIQICE, O A=K
(Xl')\|_|7|%!_°|:!.7}”xtl%l>-l) oHOo| LIO St OIS = L = =
Atgdel H2 gl het S MOf etith= ZAMeH 2517t I,
S0 Atst 3 Flot7t HEer YH/Z2 00| §F 712 iR {2 JutE 20|10 Tt i A2 of
(o A;;l;;mx,g”) AtS| XIAO| Ofo AZETII, O & St oA $i2{0t0] HellotALCt. Of FH
T A W o o MUS Kof Stk FRIAEN 277 30

B AT JuAnE 48 A4 geER 22 oA 4] € vl FAH 0 o)X : Yt
2 g 9jo] chstel Wrbel A Aolgicky At Ao] Tt B AAH AAL 1) J7]
R9jo] Q14 AEe}2) At AL A B4 o, T3 3) AY 70 haknt o]
e T EE 4 ek 2] ek 4] A AL AT P o)A LAt 2
4 AT1E 7|70] AAle] Belo 2 A4St HEE T2l T BEts okl 2 Aol 4
& 9 AN 919 B4 glol S7Hd B)e 4stel oJake ofulsih, npsto.z, M A
9 A5 AT Aol sle] WS L thafol ek M52, thAreferen)®] Wlof nek
Agjo] dhat Bo 2ebae vt

L
N
5 S
lo &

2 o ol
o my o

K0
v
o &
)
ule}
o,

3 9] QA4 2] 9] £ A7 ool A ‘S Aol 42 2
Qo] ol A YIrka HZFHA'S BFS AN 109 HE(H: A

ohuth,” 104: “2A3] o] Aelolet ")z S sheict. AT AL A
3

i

SR oJaFe 245 S8 27k S 4] A ATHE AAs] Slef ARk 9] 250k
BT AR S AT o L] AZHE ALS T ool YA O] B ANSAL, 3
of A A|7E0.2 SHTHATHO-100417F Afol). A7k 9] 25 45 5 34 Aol gl A
2 AIstel, B 4 %S A glo] 717o] Pl b oz 2ashelrt
BAASo0] B Aol A AT A 79 WeS 24517 P5hod. B AL | 71K 4
Q1 AL G A, 917 Do), AekAel], ALHADE Y Beo.z A sk, 7 4]
o P4 58 AR Y Felaol gk, 58 TS e Holeh. )2 SHHE 3}
et A9 Aok g

FaelAolA A AL ER5] o FAut Ato] et Y
the 87735 Agtoleh AA RS A Bl |

DAZ B35 soich A A A F AA AL 2AAA/4F PEAT DER AYL
A wpAl, A M1 HA/me 130 243 Fao] ol BE FHLo)A AUL
1o} Hojshi bl AR 2L FPOAE HAL B 3 249 M 2K (7 )
ot B WM 512 AW A K o.E ANE AL HA/mE IR ATET

o

9) AT Fol 9] A4 AT Ao 2B 2Rl olshE BY L HH A3k izt kS 5 G A
7h 92 Flofeh. 35 Hrk thoRd AMUA 4T, AR FF 52 YO FAE 4] e 77t 3
2 Aol



M Zjo| o ZEIRO| MOl QAL Bk L H A BT 709
oA A == A 2= A A5t
3) Z% U JHol X B3 29I
Z2 9 7491 AHe] g QA5 APA T A EfgAo] AFHE SHETS g

e

o] 230 B, HolAE-L 2t B Y] tste] 58 A (1H: 4
- Fogth )= SEotltt

22 2949 9F 29 F AAF9] ZAESE Roberts & Wasti(2001)7F 222 7 g
(organizational collectivism)?] &4 3l A 771 £do 2 24519 7|47} 3
A= 230 $ATE FYe 9 Wol] HogFy 9L Bdsity 5o £33 o}
=.90). 2} FHAH2 A FF ALY FHAYSAH AV O] S85h= 4] 2= 853
own A ZH 2] 71l A= 378 A E E5f QA A o] o] FofRH 52
= ZXLJ SAMAA T A AR e THA A4S B TS ZeHe=.82). 3§

o°l‘

rﬂE

0350 ¢
T o+«

m E

Zélxéﬁj ’%91 g TIT EP(az 82)
N1 A< O‘sﬁJ&‘ﬂ S A2 FF8ANE7]= Kimet al.(2013)9] 17014 &8d 54
al. 2013)9) A EL 127] 718 PO T FAZA AE 2A
%%% P SAE, ++7}X1E?J 5784, 1H AL A7)0l 2t= U] AHl 2
i) k9l 23 RFL AT T BBBAEINE PSR A9
4 7271 850 188 A9l el AASA g0l £ B B 2
of TLEAEV|E TR EASAE, TV EY, SHA 29 i

O O [e) =2 O OO

P

A

82108 FFEANS7I 1R - BAE7], @=.93)2 A71314 Ahdol] et 810 = F3%
ARS712A1718185 7], @=.82)% -5 ATH A2 Bateman & Crant(1993)9] A =4] 4
2 (proactive personality) & S ot= 1771 &3 FollA 47 £ &ttt 72 =24
2 A4 AlE& Ads] Aol 54 0= 5ot Aol EE ojd do| YT ZHE U= U
7F 3 Qe AL AAZ oA T Ay E}—E— AbEEo] gitjsie| gt Y ofotolE &
<

[¢)

Q:

Q:



dofl o

3|
ZH

3l

%
s

1

QTA(F Y3, M6.4D)
74514 kol @A) 471 B A gol = FAR}

SRR

1=}

aL

[¢)

i 2}2] QY dg EAHA]

R A
HA &
[e]

S
ZF
=

st

<)

17t

A
o] A 1004

[o}

]

[0}

Al ek T A4l 7]

= A
%]’T'—r‘

=
T

Shs 4% A4

=

it

5

3} 2. Aol o
7t g gatol 5

/ﬂi
7
>2%

Lljl—'ﬁ_
=
o] F

iy

-

A3}
ACEX R

s

-

Xe)
il

(o]

RIS

]

A9t A)

2, H563H M2
]_

°

yat
A@ A1, M£6.04)9]
o}

EERTS

=

(M£6.81)) B4 AABA(F A2, M6.40)) 3] -

Pl ol g it
o] ¥ WA ekttt 284 AL

Il
(¢}

N
Hof
° F3uTh PAtet 4lo] BY

=

110

2~
a9
oo
==

o

)
ol
TR
)

e
o

917}9] 427} WS wfj Q] o] Lk

Avlol}, o= 7

3

o
T

CEREL

[o}

Y

e

Z]

H

3}

)

oA F

AT 5 4

A

CRCESR LR

1

[e]
o

R

=
L

o

3t

9

cha o

Ao 35 Fhol Fed

R

Agzpe] g

N

o)
0

0]

-
]

Bo

Ll
n

2
e
=
=
o}
w
23

-
R

Py sk

shA=

5

-9l

T

(330, M=30.65) ) =4 -

o

sto] B Aol A FH3e)

J'_

47 A 4PN A%

=
o u]
5‘[\_

(

Aok
R
[}

%
Rt Aol A0
=
/\o]-

it

9

0|

1

o
T

|

0.

7
(¢}

1

\=]
o)

T

=]

A ATA IR, ME24.3) )
]

Fygz
sfo] et

-

A &

L

R

a1 2p4lo]

olet

9

FRLE UET AT AA

R

W AR 528 FA 41909 1]

P2 PUUACIY3, M24.49) ) 5
VE23.15)9] &0 & =A et



(H 4) ez S5 +Z0F 3R] Al QA T 7t Wy H|w
(Table 4) Association between Complexity of Collaboration and Personal Accountability
Perception
Q| oIy 2 4=
e N M S.D | =&t | =% M S.D | =xdt| =%u
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od01'|( XIIIL_|—71|)
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(Table 5) Association between Complexity of Collaboration and Accountability Attribution:

ANOVA Test
R FEEEL FEERL el Hel
(&4} 242) (25 #4g) @2 ) (eHs )
mlso| T |\ misol T | mlso|l £ m|so r
p p p p

o= (334 78 3.16| .95 3.02| .99 311 93| 4514
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13 [ 3.52| .89 3.13] .90 3.25 ] 1.00 273 | g9 | E=EYUI
a7 340 88 3.16 | .89 3.24(1.03 286 .97

F*¥p (.05, * p (.01

A2 294 Ao e HARAE 4 EX
B2l S B2 Qo1 -RQIFE WA FAE BA, Q01514 WAl 0B u-2 AN
A3k SYusol gt MRl 24t A7 A4, 2% 24, A4 et &
Y=L Z2ho] AUow a9lskEsirklol Ak 1014, thik, 3EBAE7I9) 4 024
o2 /148 U A} Aelo] ohd FFBATHE, B3R, BHA0] & HAFZEAE]
15t AAE7)0.2 RSHED, 7130 AE0] E e RAG A 171285

7oz FRHWA 249 8elo] tebgrt. FERATHES ST BF1S S 893S

0] AL, 7 9 oA B B5451 4 Agte] AR 71 cur-off 055
o o L o1 R010% RRHQITE 44 89184 AnkE Fustel, (749 THMSE
2ot 2 2ARGS ABT B AALHE 2 ANHAL, B4 A% RHYE

(goodness of fi)= A7 AR SHEFo] EAo &&3t A=
O 2 VERFTHRMSEA=.069, CFI=.943, TLI=.938, SRMR=.063). 181, 744 7H A4

;:9,
ki
iz

xg
blh‘
rlo
2
E?—"'
ki
N
N
N
fr
flo ™



174  TS=#HSIE ) K563 H2S

TBEAE79) 271 519 8.9 7 BA(=533, p(001)E A QJ5ki, B 058 e Hog
e 94 7be) TR B A O] BAIE B4 9L Ao J&EJ-EE}.

2) 32N 7HE HE

Ad o), 72 A3t disto] FAA7F AR A 9
A A v (R 09 B 13 2o I RE 24 2
I 22 g4 *J%‘l(”*}ﬂ&] AR Y)E DGR 2] 23l i HAA Y
AL TAA7E AL U (5=-0.82, p(.001), 1 TAE BAH 02 K251t AA
o AH41e] G BAE SR Fo] olF ol ARl T A= GF B9 Aol
A o 2gets A 29 Aolth sHAIN, 11 9] B AR MY 14 2004
AH L Apol g HolA] gkt AT BAZF 4] - P H 07 BT Bids)
= 3%l vish A YL st ke Aol 7k AR AATE AA R
Aol s e FHA AR Y-S iAoz B A BAs
Aol QAT ol =3t A= 7H 128 AAI7HH.
2 A A FFRU] AT
A% Aol gt 2] AL o w4 A4
3kH(£=0.38, p(01), o] At AHilo] AFE YA AR5 FALFE, 7 ol A A
A 71997k AR 1L o]of] -5k Aol gt A7 Fod Zolehs 7P 7kt vt
H, 24 W 22 38E A AAESE, 2
HET(5=-0.35, pX.05), o213t W 7t 72| TA O] B2 SAX R fonjstg ot 11
L 7ot vt 2 yebtth 2A 3848 grEshs oA E}T«l ﬂoq 7} ol AL,
oho] 502 ol At Al e AP rrhs Hdk HA S
FALHEA T & 5 Ak A 2] 891 F 3 EEAET 11(%‘:'4XW57])% 23 Ay
39 AT H A BAE 7w (5=-0.61, p<.001), o] BAE A X & Kot T35
ARE7N G A7) %%%*}Oﬂ 1‘410} Ry MllﬂﬂOﬂ«l E‘?J TS «1 16}%&
Qlojug, of2fdt 5717} 33t &
& Aolehs 7 73kt EM, 53 o*}Eﬂ (XP7H*”%7D9} ﬁ—?xﬂ, “9} JEW A

B rQ
-
i
o

ol 10
it
i
N

X
o,

=

s
i}

>4
]1‘,91',
o,
i
i)
=2,
)
rot
ofd
N
B
o 2
rz
19
2
a1l
ro
0, oX
rlo
4,
v

@ AL U A Yotk 30
2 Woto] FAZ O GOlulat Aol 2 Mol At
QUgkeh. =, A ATe] A 9ol 717o] B dgshel skl gL thE Aol



L O gt BoE Aol 7} QglAE, o] 7|85t SRS I 4% 484 Y 4
Fo] AT TE Aol 1]s) LELS AFol o v Lhekd Aok, o]eldt Ak %A o
B BAHE AT 2ol S ZHAAIE, 7H 1b% A 45H eReths FolAl: BB AL 7Hth

27} R g5 gl G nHE 24 8 A AU FF 8919 JTL thet 2t
2% 399 Q9102 YeFo| 2YEI HEES o] FPH JFL 111 Yo
(6=3.03, pC.05), AT A=

A A FF2 1AL AAHD=1.88, p(.05). 2HFEY
2t Adiet R g FAhs Bt M= AH4Ale] Hgolet IS it FEE YTl 9
3 BE JAE 7HE e S Aol A A 8]l g FEEANS 2713185 71)7T
=2 A4S FEAS A%l $AH R FAnSHA EUTHB=2.22, pX.05). 3B SAFE 7127
SE7N) B A2lE AEiA A4l A4S st = APelBg W JAEIE T
5t7] 948l 714 g o] o Ft Aol A Aol B Aastels P oz ool 4= AU
Aol d8u 358 RS 1GHE 415712 Sl tt SA14 frofnl/d2 2A= A &3k
o AR 3BT A= I SARL 27T HEs A% SAH SR Fomst A
& 7HA)A] Fote 202 et

.

|0

N
N
B
¢ o

(B 6) £M W & 4t 3E|Xte] 2y 014 3| EA Zat
(Table 6) Association between Complexity of Collaboration and Perception of Accountability:
Regression Analysis

23 1 Moy 2

ot

2 Bz

B SE Vi ¢ B SE Vs t
MY
SR HY 4EN -0.82 024 -021 -347** -541 350 -0.10 -1.55
SHA Y HE2 -029 024 -008 -124 -730 353 -0.13 -2.07*
SR 2HM HA MS3 -039 024 -010 -163 -6.18 353 -0.11 -1.75
RERHY He
THFo| 22|25} 0.29 020 0.13 1.44 725  3.03 0.23  2.39%
EI=N =2 0.38 0.13 0.18  3.02** 374 1.88 0.13  1.99%
EREEE -035 0.17 -0.17 -2.04* -366 256 -0.13 -1.43
THOIRIE 4
SESAS1(HEEAN)  0.67 0.17 0.24 357** -328 254 -0.09 -1.29
3ESMSI2(R7|5)d)  0.08 0.15 0.04 0.55 4.69 2.22 015  2.12*
M3y 0.06 0.10  0.04 062 -217 146  -0.09 -1.49
SXHA
HE 0.28 0.18  0.08 1.58 1.08 2.68 0.02 0.40
A -0.07 016 -0.03 -045 -233 244 -0.08 -0.96
g -0.10 009 -007 -1.08 -1.09 140 -0.05 -0.78
NESpIFd, -0.10 009 -0.10 -1.18 -0.04 1.31 0.00 -0.03
&g 0.15 0.15  0.05 097 -0.13 224 000 -0.06
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AX(7|X) -0.02  0.21 0.00 -0.08 0.66 3.18 0.01 0.21
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e 3.16 1.12 2.808 2560 16.69 1.53
N R°=.206 R*=.113
S Msh ’ ’
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F1*p (.05, ** p (.01, *** p (.001
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