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Abstract
This paper revisits the Frink and Klimoski Role Episode Model, which highlights some of the mutual influence factors involved in accountability processes. Flaws and confusion in the original model are identified, the model is redesigned with the intention of addressing some of its flaws, and a choice of reaction, based on the kind of accountability exchange likely to occur, is allowed for.

1. accountability models

Given that the terminology in the accountability literature is somewhat inconsistent and confusing, we propose two new terms – the accountor and the accountee, where the accountee is the person or entity who is accountable to the accountor. The terms accountor and accountee are not value laden, and their meaning is self-evident given generally understood parallels in terms such as mentor/mentee, trainer/trainee, and employer/employee. Further, these terms do not imply a hierarchical relationship between the parties, which is important because peers can be accountable to each other, and a CEO is as accountable to her employees as the employees are to her. 
A number of authors propose models attempting to deal with the complexity of organizational accountability systems (e.g. Cummings & Anton, 1990; Dose & Klimoski, 1995; Ferris, Dulebohn, Frink, George-Falvy, Mitchell & Mathews, 1997; Frink & Klimoski, 1998; Schlenker, 1997). Some models describe the accountability process in terms of discrete operations, while others focus on the reactive behavior of the accountees. For the sake of simplicity, these two kinds of models are referred to as operational and mutual influence models, respectively.  The focus of this paper is on Frink and Klimoski's Role Episode Model, a mutual influence model, showing how it can be redesigned to become more comprehensive and thereby be strengthened.

Operational models

Operational models tend to be linear in nature, although it is generally understood that accountability is an on-going process.  Lerner and Tetlock (1999:1) point out that accountability is not a unitary concept, but is highly complex, comprising several “empirically distinguishable submanipulations”. They list four major submanipulations:

· The mere presence of another party will lead participants to expect that another will observe their performance;
· Identifiability, in that participants will expect that what they say or do in a study to be personally linked to them personally;
· Evaluation, whereby participants expect their performance to be assessed by another according to certain ground rules, and having implied consequences;
· Reason-giving, in that participants expect to have to provide reasons for their actions. 


Frink and Klimoski (1998) provide two more submanipulations to complete the process: 

· Outcomes for the agent, such as explicit or implicit sanctions, rewards or punishments, are needed; 
· The agent's new behaviors or decisions, which are arguably under his or her own control.
Frink and Klimoski (1998: p.5) then place all six elements of accountability into a broader theoretical framework comprised of:

1. The interpersonal context applicable to the accountor/accountee, which can itself be described in terms of:

· structural contingencies (such as formal appraisal and disciplinary systems, reward systems, policies and practices);

· social contingencies (stemming from organizational culture and norms, informal networks and relationships, politics etc.);

· interpersonal contingencies (e.g. accountor/accountee relationships, personal characteristics of accountor/accountee).

2. The activities that comprise accountability phenomena include:

· observation and evaluation by accountor of accountee;

· determining behaviors that the agent may need to defend, justify, or otherwise answer for;

· creating expectations for such an obligation;

· the associated reward and punishment system that provide meaning to the evaluations. 
The major components of operational models of accountability (e.g. Cummings & Anton, 1990; Ferris, Mitchell, Canavan, Frink & Hopper, 1995; Lerner & Tetlock 1999; Schlenker, 1997; Siegel-Jacobs & Yates, 1996) are summarized in Figure 1.  Operational models essentially involve an accountee who exercises a choice, a consequence that results from exercising this choice, and an accountor who evaluates the accountee’s effort, and determines and implements an accountability response. (In the case of self-accountability, the accountee evaluates and judges his/her own effort).  

In Figure 1, the boxes reflect the six “elements” of accountability as proposed by Frink and Klimoski (1998) above. The concepts of responsibility and accountability (referred to as constructs by Cummings and Anton, 1990) respectively refer to stages 1 - 4 and stages 5 - 6 of the process shown in Figure 1. We have argued elsewhere that responsibility necessarily precedes accountability (Bergsteiner & Avery, 2000).
Impacting on this process, are internal and external influencers, concepts which attach to parts of the process (e.g. responsibility), and moderators that determine at which point, and to what extent, persons are held to be, or feel, responsible or accountable. This is still an oversimplified view, since multiple parties may be involved on both the accountee and accountor sides. Thus accountees may be individuals, groups or even entire organizations. Similarly on the accountor side, people will be accountable to stakeholders of an organization (employees and shareholders), to customers, in some cases to suppliers, and to society at large. Balancing these competing accountability demands can be complex.

The Responsibility and Accountability Process Model (Figure 1) shows what might be termed the structural arrangements of a typical accountability situation, or operationalized accountability.  However, empirical research suggests that people’s perceptions about accountability also need to be taken into account, in addition to structural conditions (Frink & Klimoski, 1998). 
2. Mutual-influence models

The complexity of accountability systems and situations derives largely from the fact that by being answerable to others and ourselves, we constantly try to anticipate the reaction of others in order to mutually adapt ourselves to one another.  
Frink & Klimoski (1998) have sought to make this complexity more transparent with their Role Episode Model (see Figure 2). This model borrows heavily from role set theory, and shows some of the elements proposed by Bergsteiner and Avery (1999) in their generic ‘8W Model’ -- who does what, when, how, for whom, where, in which context, and why. However, the Role Episode Model violates (unintentionally, we are sure) several guidelines for effective graphic models, including suppression of vital information, false linkages, conflict with accompanying text, pointless graphic differentiation, conceptual confusion and oversimplification. 

Critique of Role Episode Model

For the sake of clarity, in this critique Frink and Klimoski’s terminology has been retained, i.e. “Role Sender” for accountor and “Focal Person” for accountee.

· The text specifically says that “identified in the figure . . . are personal traits or attributes of both the sender and target.” However, the sender's attributes are not shown on the model. 

· In addition to the attributes of both "Role Sender" and “Focal person”, a number of other factors could be included for both, such as attitudes, respective significance, perceived motives, values and attitude to work (Cummings & Anton, 1990; Frink & Klimoski, 1998).

· The model suggests that the “Focal Person’s” expectations are not influenced by the “Focal Person’s” attributes or traits. Quite clearly, a generally optimistic and motivated person would hold somewhat different expectations than a generally pessimistic and de-motivated person. 

· Why is the interpersonal relationship shown as impacting on the "Role Sender" only? One would expect it to also impact on the “Focal Person”.

· The model shows the interpersonal relationship impacting directly on the "Role Sender’s" expectations, rather than via the "Role Sender’s" attributes (and attitudes). The following example demonstrates the fallacy in this. Where a very close interpersonal relationship exists between, say, a CEO and her personal assistant, certain attributes (e.g. trustworthiness) and attitudes (e.g. trust) may be held by both sides. This is likely to have a direct impact on the expectations that both hold with respect to each other.

· The model proposes that “Other Role Senders" have an impact on the "Role Sender", but not on the “Focal Person", which is at odds with multiple constituency theory (Ferris et al, 1995; Frink & Klimoski, 1998). Frink & Klimoski (1998) themselves have pointed out that an employee in a customer-focused organization is accountable to at least two constituents: the customer and the organization. 

· One presumes that there is some significance in some text boxes being circles and some being rectangles. This significance is neither self-explanatory, nor explained. 

· Is the term “relationships” in the text synonymous with “interpersonal factors” in the model? Whose “initial relationship with role sender” is being referred to? Presumably this refers to the “Focal person”. Also, could the "initial relationship with Role Sender" not be seen as part of the "interpersonal factors"?

· The flow is extremely difficult to follow, and is not fully explained in the text. 

· The box at the top of the model refers without explanation to a disparate collection of items including accountors, accountees, relationships, and organizational factors. The term “Other Incumbent” in this box is not explained in the text. Since "Other Role Senders" are specifically identified, presumably "Other Incumbents" refers to others who are to be held accountable.

Revising the Role Episode Model

Notwithstanding its limitations, the Frink & Klimoski Role Episode Model provides an invaluable starting point for mapping out the complexity of the typical accountability interaction between an accountor and an accountee. Although the Mutual Influence Model in Figure 3 takes a completely different form from the Frink & Klimoski model, the boxes and linkages shown in the lower section are based on ideas contained in Frink & Klimoski’s Role Episode Model. One major change in the form is the alignment of concepts relating to the accountor on the left (shown by dotted boxes) and concepts relating to the accountee on the right (in plain boxes), with common elements shown in grey tone. Linkages have also been modified to overcome the deficiencies outlined above. The Mutual Influence Model proposed in Figure 3 provides a further refinement, in that it allows for alternative reactions on the part of the accountee, depending on the kind of accountability interaction that is likely to be encountered.

In describing the Mutual Influence Model, the accountor is referred to as “A” and the accountee as ”B”. Words in italics refer to the key terms in the model. For extra clarity, and where appropriate, examples are provided.




The lower half of the model focuses on the initiating and reactive behaviors of accountor and accountee respectively.

· “Start” signifies the point at which an accountor is about to initiate an interaction with an accountee.  Accountors can include shareholders, supervisors, co-workers, peers, support workers, subordinates, and customers. The nature of the work, management practices, technology and power between accountor and accountee will affect the kind and number of accountors (Frink & Klimoski,1998).
· However, even this first step does not take place in a vacuum. The accountor’s attributes, attitudes etc. and the interpersonal relationship between “A” and “B” (if such exists) give rise to expectations that “A” holds of “B”.

· These expectations will affect “A”’s behavior towards “B” in initiating the accountability exchange.

· Once “A” has communicated his/her wishes/demands to “B”, “B” will perceive the wish/demand giving consideration to:

· “A”’s behavior (which itself has been influenced by “A”’s interpersonal relationship with “B” (if such exists), by “A”’s attributes etc., and by “A”’s expectations), and 

· “B”’s own expectations which in turn will have been influenced by “B”’s attributes, attitudes etc. and by the interpersonal relationship with “A” (if such exists).

· Based on “B”’s perception of “A”’s request, “B” now has a number of basic options on how to react, with the choice of reaction being influenced by the likelihood of an accountability exchange occurring, and if so, its gravity.

1) Under certain conditions, e.g. where a task is clearly communicated, simple to execute, reasonable, non-critical, and unlikely to be of concern to third parties; or where a positive accountability exchange is anticipated; “B” may simply execute the task as required.

e.g.  “A” asks “B” to turn the lights out when leaving the office. “B” complies with this request upon leaving the office.

2) Under other, perhaps more onerous, conditions, e.g. when a task is communicated in only general terms, is difficult to execute, may be perceived as unreasonable, is of critical significance, and may touch on the interests of third parties (multiple constituencies), there is a risk of an adverse accountability exchange occurring with either the accountor or the third parties. 

e.g. “A” asks “B” to identify the person in a team who is responsible for an important project failing.

· In order for “B” to minimize accountability risks in such a situation, “B” may react to “A” in one of three ways:

· 2a) try and influence “A” to change the parameters of the task ,

e.g “B” asks “A” to set up a review panel (changes the accountability parameters & hence expectations).

· 2b) try and find out, or second-guess, what is likely to please “A”, 

e.g. “B” adopts ingratiating behavior, tries to find out which person on team “A” likes least, and "dobs" that person in.

· 2c) try and make an absolutely rock-solid case, 

e.g. “B” makes her case defensible by fully documenting everything.

· At some point “B” will decide (consciously or otherwise) on how s/he will react to “A”’s behavior. This, however, is only the beginning of the full accountability cycle, since “B”’s decision on how to proceed has not been implemented yet.

In essence, at this point we have only just arrived at the beginning of the operationalized accountability process, i.e. between stages 1 and 2 of the Responsibility and Accountability Process Model (Figure 1), with the accountee deciding on how s/he will go about approaching a task or problem. Nonetheless, the model highlights just how complex the process of mutual influence is between accountor and accountee.
Frink & Klimoski (1998) recognize that their Role Episode Model simplifies the forces operating on individuals as they create and manage work relationships, including changes in individual expectations and relationships. The model also does not adequately reflect the multiple relationships being built or managed at any one time. Similar comments can be made about the Mutual Influence Model.  However, the proposed Mutual Influence Model clarifies and extends the relationships between the accountor and accountee parties begun in the Role Episode Model, adhering also to guidelines recommended for developing graphical models (Bergsteiner & Avery, 1999). 
3. CONCLUSION
We have attempted to revise the Frink & Klimoski Role Episode Model to improve the graphical and conceptual representation identified in the original, and to focus on the initiating and reactive behaviors of accountor and accountee. Further refinements to the model are still needed, particularly in relation to customers, stakeholders and various publics, in order to capture the full complexity of the mutual influencing aspects of the accountability process – acknowledged as one of the most complex organizational processes. 
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Figure 1: Responsibility and Accountability Process Model
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Figure 2: Role Episode Model


Source Frink & Klimoski (1998: p.23)
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Fig. ure 3: Revised Mutual Influence Model
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