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ABSTRACT
RACE EFFECTS ON PERFORMANCE EVALUATION IN A TEAM
SITUATION: AN ATTRIBUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE
By
Aleksander P.J. Ellis
This study examined the way in which the race of a team leader influenced attributions
and evaluations of leader performance on a team task with distributed expertise. There
were two main purposes of this research: to introduce attribution theory as an explanation
of racial differences in performance rating and to examine performance ratings in a team
situation, where subordinates (the raters) interacted with their superior (the ratee).
Research on performance rating and race has, for the most part, ignored both attribution
theory and team settings when attempting to explain racial differences in evaluating an
individual’s performance level. This study focused solely on racial differences in ratings
of White American versus African American team leaders. It was proposed that certain
attributions based on racial stereotypes would be created depending on the team leader’s
level of performance. These attributions would then moderate the direct relationship
between a team leader’s level of performance and performance ratings. In addition, it was
hypothesized that race would also have a direct influence on the level of performance
ratings. The results did not support the original model, since race was not directly related
to performance ratings. Instead, it was found that race interacted with the team leader’s
actual performance in predicting performance ratings. In the high performance condition,
attributions mediated the relationship between race and performance ratings. The

practical and theoretical implications of these results are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Over past years there has been a considerable amount of research in the area of
performance appraisal, which has led investigators to look at individual characteristics in
explaining variance in performance ratings (Landy & Farr, 1980). One focus has been on
the characteristic of race. Several early studies investigating the effects of race on
performance ratings found that raters tended to give higher ratings to those of the same
race (Cox & Krumboltz, 1958; DeJung & Kaplan, 1962). Further experimentation
supported these findings by showing that subjects favored applicants of the same race
even when objective measures were defined (Hamner, Kim, Baird, & Bigoness, 1974).
Yet several studies disagreed with the assertion that African Americans rate African
Americans higher and White Americans rate White Americans higher. For instance, it
was discovered that when performance was high, African Americans and White
Americans were rated similarly, and when performance was low, African Americans
were actually rated higher than White Americans (Bigoness 1976; Rotter & Rotter 1969).
It was then proposed that the proportion of racially similar individuals in an assessment
group would have a significant effect on ratings. Although the effects were small, White
American males tended to be rated higher, while African American females tended to be
rated lower, when the proportion of White American males in the assessment group
increased (Schmitt & Hill, 1977). There were also several studies that found no
significant race effects on performance ratings (e. g..Bass & Turner, 1973; Fox &
Lefkowitz, 1974; Schmidt & Johnson, 1973).

With the apparent lack of consistent effects on ratings in many of the

aforementioned field studies (e.g. Bass & Turner, 1973), Wendelken and Inn (1981)



argued that the effects found in the early laboratory studies were not generalizable to the
organizational environment. Face-to-face interaction within the workplace, according to
the authors, would dampen the effect of group stereotypes directed at individual group
members. Their field data supported this assertion by showing that insignificant
proportions of the variance in performance ratings were accounted for by the race of the
rater, the individual being rated, and their interaction. Others have argued to the contrary;
their position was that the effects should be less likely in the laboratory because of
college students’ inclination to provide socially desirable responses (Jones & Signall,
1971). In summary, a decisive conclusion with respect to racial bias in performance
ratings could not be reached from the early literature.

Kraiger and Ford (1985) attempted to consolidate these diverse findings across
settings and populations by conducting a meta-analysis in order to obtain more definitive
data on the effect of race on performance evaluations. Their review included over seventy
studies, most of which came directly from field samples. The results yielded a mean
point-biserial correlation between the race of the ratee and performance ratings of .18
(corrected for unreliability) for White American raters and -.22 for African American
raters. Respectively, these two correlations determined 1.0% and 3.2% of the population
variance for White American and African American raters. In other words, African
Americans gave higher ratings to African Americans and White Americans gave higher
ratings to White Americans. The authors concluded that race has a moderate impact on
performance ratings with both laboratory and field samples, directly contradicting the
previously discussed results obtained by Wendelken and Inn (1981) and others (e.g. Bass

& Tumner, 1973).



However, the meta-analytic results of Kraiger and Ford still did not allow for
determining whether differences in ratings were due to bias or actual differences in
performance (Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Hunter & Hirsch, 1987). Another problem was the
lack of independence of the rating observations. As in most field research on performance
rating measures, one rater evaluated more than one individual. This inevitably
complicated the distinction between within-rater and between-rater variance (Pulakos,
White, Oppler, & Borman, 1989).

Subsequent research by Pulakos et al. (1989) was directed at eliminating previous
problems when examining the role of race in performance evaluations. The data were
collected as part of Project A, a large scale, long term research endeavor conducted in the
military to improve selection and classification of new army recruits (Eaton, Goer,
Harris, & Zook, 1984). Data sets were formed where each individual was rated by two
raters- one from the same racial group as the ratee and one from another. In this design,
actual performance was held constant as well as the number of raters assigned to a
particular individual. The results were slightly different from those of Kraiger and Ford
(1985). In this case, race accounted for no more than 1% of the variance in ratings.

However, there were problems with the research done by Pulakos et al. (1989)
that could have shrunk the observed effects by a significant proportion. The individuals
who participated in the study also participated in a training program specifically designed
to eliminate nonperformance factors (e.g. race) from performance ratings. In addition, the
study was based entirely on a sample of military personnel. The percentage of African

Americans in the military was, and still is, much higher than in most organizations



(Pulakos et al., 1989). Perhaps race was not as salient to those participating in the military
study, and thus did not influence their ratings.

Sackett and DuBois (1991) attempted to translate the findings of Pulakos et al.
(1989) to the civilian sector by using data from firms across the United States and
combining it with the military data from Project A in order to expand the data base on
rater-ratee race effects. Similar to previous research, the civilian data employed a design
in which each individual was rated by two raters (i.e. one White American and one
African American) allowing a within subjects analysis. The results obtained from the
military and civilian data were strikingly different from those obtained by Kraiger and
Ford (1985) and Pulakos et al. (1989). In both of those meta-analyses, African Americans
rated African Americans higher and White Americans rated White Americans higher. Yet
that conclusion was not supported by the extremely large amount of data collected by
Sackett and DuBois. In fact, both African Americans and White Americans gave lower
ratings to African Americans and higher ratings to White Americans in both low and high
performance situations.

Although the research by both Pulakos et al. (1989) and Sackett and DuBois
(1991) focused on solving methodological issues of previous research, they neglected the
greater issue of understanding the cognitive processes underlying race effects on
performance ratings. In support of this proposition, Kraiger & Ford (1985) noted that
further research should concentrate on the cognitive processes involved in evaluating

performance instead of the magnitude of racial bias.



Theories of the Cognitive Processes Underlying Racial Differences in Ratings

Several explanations have been proposed in the literature. For instance, Kraiger
and Ford (1985) suggested that tokenism (Kanter, 1977) may explain why studies have
found that, as the proportion of group members possessing a certain characteristic (e.g.
race) decreases, that characteristic becomes easier to process and recall when searching
for information about the individual (Taylor, 1981). These minority characteristics (e.g.
race) “carry assumptions about culture, status and behavior highly salient for majority
group members” (Kanter, 1977, p.968). According to Kanter, the “token” member is
singled out and viewed negatively by the majority. A group member is seen as “token”
when the subgroup to which he or she belongs comprises 35% or less of the work group.
When 15% or less are present, the situation is referred to as “skewed,” while more than
15% results in a “tilted” environment (Kanter, 1977). Research on tokenism applied to
race has found mixed results. Although Ziller, Behringer, and Goodchilds (1960) found
that when African Americans enter a group they tend to be characterized by the single
characteristic of race, their results failed to reach statistical significance. However,
similar studies have shown that for most comparisons, the racially distinctive member of
a group was judged significantly less positively than the majority members (e.g. Craig,
1996). Firm conclusions on the theory of tokenism applied to performance ratings,
unfortunately, are difficult to find due to the nonsignificant findings of other researchers.
Sackett, DuBois, and Noe (1991) demonstrated that, when the proportion of African
Americans in a work group increases, there is no significant difference in performance
ratings, indicating an absence of group composition effects. Support for the theory

becomes even more difficult to find when the data of Sackett and DuBois (1991) is taken



into account. Tokenism cannot explain why African Americans rated other African
Americans lower than White Americans.

Aside from tokenism, other theories have also been applied to the issue of rating
individuals based on race. Two theories, the similar-to-me effect and social identity
theory, have been examined and seem to converge in their apparent explanation of the
process underlying the evaluation of others. The crux of the similar-to-me effect is
interpersonal attraction, where individual’s are attracted to those similar to them (Byrne,
1971). And the result is often that higher ratings are given to similar individuals both in
field (Lin, Dobbins, & Farth, 1992) and in laboratory (e.g. Rand & Wexley, 1975)
studies.

Social identity theory posits that people inherently wish to sustain a positive self-
regard, which leads them to view others in their same group as positive (Messick &
Mackie, 1989, p.59). As a consequence, those individuals within the group are evaluated
more favorably than outsiders (Tajfel, 1981). To become a member of such a group, the
individual must possess certain characteristics such as belonging to the same social
category (Tumer, 1984, p.530).

In essence, both social identity theory and the similar-to-me effect agree that
individuals of the same group (i.e. race) will rate each other in a more positive manner
than those outside the group. This effect will take place only when other members of the
group are present (Doise, 1978; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). In
the case where the individual is the sole representative from his or her group, the person
would instead opt to identify with the members of the majority (Davis et al., 1995,

p-131). Support has been partially received for this theory. It was found that, in an



interview situation with equal African American and White American panel members,
individuals tended to rate same-race job candidates higher. In addition, when an African
American rater was alone among a group of White Americans, he or she tended to give
higher ratings to the opposite race, supporting the contention that the similar-to-me effect
only takes place with others of the same group. However, although the pattern was
similar for the case with one White American interviewer, the results did not reach
statistical significance and thus did not provide strong support for the argument that one
White American will identify with the African American majority. (Prewett-Livingston,
Field, Veres, & Lewis, 1996)

Other interview rating researchers have found no support for the similar-to-me
effect and social identity theory (e.g. Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988). In other words,
African Americans and White Americans were rated similarly by the interview panel.
Unfortunately, although the studies mentioned above examined race, they based their
ratings on interviews rather than observations of on-the-job performance. On the other
hand, studies that did use on-the-job performance indices did not examine race (e.g.
Cardy & Dobbins, 1986; Dovido & Gaertner, 1983). More importantly, none of the
studies actually measured perceived similarity to the individual being rated.

Kraiger and Ford (1990) continued the search for the cognitive processes
underlying racial bias in performance ratings by completing a second meta-analysis. They
examined another two theories, intergroup theory (Alderfer, 1986) and positivity bias
(Pettigrew, 1979), as possible explanations for their results. Intergroup theory proposes
that evaluations of performance are influenced by actual performance level differences,

but are also dependent on the perceptions of that performance. For example, if two



employees performed equally well, one would be perceived as having performed better
because the rater identified with his or her race. The second theory, positivity bias,
hypothesizes that those in the majority group will bolster the ratings of other majority
group members. In this case, higher ratings are given to those of the majority race instead
of lower ratings being given to the minority group member. The inflation of ratings is due
to the addition of job-irrelevant factors when rating majority group members. Kraiger and
Ford (1990) found that majority members (White Americans) tended to focus more on
work performance (job-relevant) measures when rating minority members (African
Americans), but did not focus more on job-knowledge (job-relevant) measures. In other
words, firm support for the use of intergroup theory in understanding the process of
evaluating performance was not evident in Kraiger and Ford’s (1990) data. And both
intergroup theory and positivity bias are unable to accurately explain why African
Americans would rate other African Americans lower, as Sackett and DuBois (1991)
previously reported.

In sum, tokenism, the similar-to-me effect, social identity theory, intergroup
theory, and positivity bias received only mixed support from the literature on race effects
in performance appraisal. More importantly, none of the research supporting these
theories utilized the technique of meta-analysis to the extent that it was used by Sackett
and DuBois (1991). Their civilian data included 12,022 White Americans rated by White
American raters, 661 White Americans rated by African American raters, 5,972 African
Americans rated by White American raters, and 1,110 African Americans rated by
African American raters for the between subjects analyses. The within subjects analysis,

where each individual was rated by both a African American and a White American rater,



consisted of 286 White Americans and 331 African Americans. The military study, done
by Pulakos et al. (1989), used more than 35,000 individuals in the between subjects
analysis and more than 1,800 individuals in the within subjects analysis. The sum of these
two massive data sets by Sackett and DuBois created a very powerful tool with which to
examine race effects in the process of performance evaluation. The civilian ratings of
overall performance and part of the military results clearly showed that African
Americans were rated lower not only by White Americans, but also by other African
Americans. This result was in direct conflict with previous meta-analytic results (e.g.
Kraiger & Ford, 1985) that African Americans and White Americans rate the same race
higher. Another problem this created was that none of the theories previously enumerated
could explain the psychological process behind giving lower ratings to individuals of the
same race, especially since it was often a one on one rating system devoid of any group
(i.e. token) effects. However, it is suggested here that one theory that has not been
examined, attribution theory, could potentially explain variance in the relationship
between race, actual performance, and performance ratings. The next section addresses it.
Attribution Theory

Bernard Weiner (1985) wrote that, when examining the behavior of another
individual, one has an inherent need to know why someone did what they did. Was it due
to ability, hard work, luck, or good looks? “The attributor is not simply an attributor, a
seeker after knowledge; his latent goal in attaining knowledge is that of effective
management of himself and his environment” (Kelly, 1971, p.22). The search for
causality has been conducted in a wide variety of research contexts over many decades

(e.g. Feather & Davenport, 1981; Heider, 1958; Rosenbaum, 1972; Rotter, 1966).



Weiner (1985), in reviewing many of the studies, concluded that past
investigation had shown that there are only a small number of applicable causes that
individuals utilize, and these causes all share three main properties: locus, stability, and
controllability. The first property, locus, is used to assign cause either internally (due to
the person) or externally (due to his or her environment). For example, cognitive ability is
an internal cause while the difficulty of the task is an external cause, since it is not within
the person. As for the second property, cognitive ability is also viewed as a stable cause
while the difficulty of the task is viewed as unstable. Cognitive ability, in reference to the
third property, is seen as uncontrollable since the individual does not have the option of
immediately increasing their cognitive abilities.

Following Schachter and Singer’s (1962) famous work dealing with emotional
states, Weiner (1985) developed his own emotive theory. Experience, similar to
Schachter and Singer’s model, is refined and differentiated as more complex cognitions

enter the emotive process (see Figure 1).

General positive or negative emotions

Outcome —» Outcome evaluatio

Causal attribution and dimensions

l

Distinct emotions

Figure 1. Weiner's emotive theory ( from Weiner, 1985, p.560)
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The first step in the abbreviated model above is a “primitive” one for the
individual. A general negative or positive reaction occurs depending on whether the event
was a success or a failure. This general reaction is attribution independent and outcome
dependent. Following the immediate reaction, a reappraisal of the event takes place and
the individual begins to search for causal attribution. This step is attribution dependent
and, after the individual locates the appropriate causal ascription, different emotions will
be formed according to the locus, controllability, and stability of the cause.

Attribution Theory and Performance Ratings

Weiner’s (1985) emotive theory, as described above, can be directly relevant to
the organizational environment. Often employees are asked to rate the performance of
others within the workplace. When observing an individual performing, a general
reaction takes place depending on whether their effort was a success or failure. Obviously
individuals will be evaluated higher if their behavior was a success than if it was a
failure. However, according to attribution theory, this evaluation is then refined as the
observer searches for the appropriate causal attribution based on the locus, controllability,
and stability of the cause. According to the theory, in the case of success, the best ratings
will be given to the individual who is believed to have performed well because of some
internal attribute such as ability, while those who performed well due to external
attributes such as luck will be rated lower. In the case of failure, the best ratings will be
given to the individual who performed poorly because of external attributes, while lower

ratings will be given to those who performed poorly due to internal attributes.
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Attribution Theory, Race, and Performance Ratings

Attribution theory, as described above, has not been used in the literature as a
potential explanation for the effects of race on performance ratings. However, researchers
have suggested that “good performance for minorities might be attributed to external
factors (e.g., luck or the task) or unstable factors (e.g., effort) rather than to ability. Good
performance for majority group members, on the other hand, might be more likely
attributed to ability, which is both internal and stable” (Ilgen & Youtz, 1986, pp. 313-
314).

It has been shown that African Americans, out of all the racial minorities in the
United States, are more negatively stereotyped than anyone else (Smith, 1990).
Attribution researchers propose that stereotypes like this create expectations concerning
individual behavior and thus influence causal attributions (e.g., Deaux, 1976; Jones &
McGillis, 1976). Behavior that is inconsistent with the stereotype is attributed to external
causes, while consistencies are attributed to internal causes (e.g., Heilman, 1983; Nieva
& Gutek, 1980). The research linking stereotypes and attributions has, for the most part,
supported the assertion that the success of women and African Americans is more likely
to be attributed to external causes such as luck than that of White males. Failure,
however, is attributed more to internal causes such as ability (e.g., Ilgen & Youtz, 1986;
O’Leary & Hansen, 1984). These results have important implications because, when the
performer attributes his or her failure to the difficulty of the task (external-unstable),
individuals will continue to work towards success. However, attributions of low ability
will tend to lead to feelings of hopelessness in the face of future difficulty (Andrews &

Debus, 1978; Chapin & Dyck, 1976, Dweck, 1975).
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Although the literature appears consistent with an attribution interpretation, there
is research that does not completely agree with the majority position. Jackson, Sullivan,
and Hodge (1993) found that, in reviewing college applications of African Americans
and White Americans, subjects viewed effort as an internal-stable cause when behavior
was stereotype-inconsistent for a period of one year. Although part of their results
differed slightly from previous research, Jackson and her colleagues’ reached conclusions
similar to the standard position that stereotypes influenced attributions, stereotype-
inconsistent behavior (high performance for African Americans and low performance for
White Americans) resulted in external attributions, stereotype-consistent behavior
resulted in internal attributions, and attributions influenced evaluations.

However, the findings of Jackson et al. (1993), like many of the studies in the
literature, may not relate to the performance rating contexts within organizations. For
example, evaluations given to both African Americans and White Americans resulted
from the examination of paper descriptions, which listed an individual’s background and
personal characteristics (e.g., Whitehead, Smith, & Eichhorn, 1982). Within an '
organization, however, there are face to face interactions between individuals that could
influence performance ratings through a different process and could result in different
conclusions. In fact, Pettigrew (1979) felt that a true test of attributional error could occur
only when individuals interact. The present study was designed to closely mimic an
actual organizational environment. Perhaps the communication between real people
would increase the rating effects found using “paper people.” More importantly, most
studies in the literature do not consist of subjects actually observing an individual’s

performance firsthand. When subjects participate in research and end up looking at a
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piece of paper, there is no personal connection to those they are rating. Finally, there are
no consequences for the failure or success of the ratee in much of the literature. If
subjects are working with an individual toward a common goal (e.g. a monetary reward),
they may be more likely to rate that individual as an employee would in a real
organization. In conclusion, face-to-face interaction, observing an individual’s
performance firsthand, and working toward a common goal are all critical boundary
conditions that are lacking in most research to date.

DeCarlo and Leigh (1996) attempted to expand the attribution literature to the
organization by looking at the impact of a salesperson’s task and social attraction on a
sales manager’s causal attributions. The authors defined task attraction as “the
desirability of the salesperson to the sales manager as a work partner” and social
attraction as “the desirability of the salesperson to the sales manager as a friend and

social partner” (DeCarlo & Leigh, 1996, p.48). Their basic model is pictured in Figure 2.

Task and social attraction
causal attributions —p managerial performance feedback

for performance

Figure 2. Mediation model of the relationship between task and social attraction and
performance feedback

Causal attributions enter the picture as a partial mediator between task/social attraction
and feedback. In other words, task and social attraction were hypothesized to directly
affect feedback and to influence causal attributions which, in turn, were hypothesized to

influence managerial performance feedback. Regarding the first link, those salespeople
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high in social and task attraction benefited by receiving external causal attributions from
their managers when they performed poorly and internal causal attributions when they
performed well. On the other hand, those salespeople low in task and social attraction
received internal attributions for poor performance and external attributions for good
performance. Unfortunately, DeCarlo and Leigh did not include actual performance or
performance ratings in their model. However, the influence of task and social attraction
on causal attributions can be translated to the performance rating context.

Logically, the next step is to combine the previous research on attribution theory
and the literature on race and performance ratings. In doing so, DeCarlo and Leigh’s
(1996) model can be used by replacing task and social attraction with racial stereotypes,
which is supported by a number of researchers (e.g., [Igen & Youtz, 1986; O’Leary &
Hansen, 1984). It is expected that stereotypes concerning African Americans will
function in much the same way as low task and social attraction. White American
stereotypes, on the other hand, are hypothesized to coincide with high task and social

attraction (see Figure 3).

Race P Causal Attributions

Figure 3. The relationship between race and causal attributions

Bringing in the work of Schmitt, N., Rogers, W., Chan, D., Sheppard, L., &

Jennings, D. (1997), race is expected to have a direct effect on performance ratings (see
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Figure 4). In their meta-analysis, Schmitt et al. found that race was correlated .18 with

performance ratings.

Race p Performance Ratings

\ Attributions

Figure 4. The relationship between race and performance ratings

Hamner, Kim, Baird, and Bigoness’(1974) research can also be added to the
model, since they found that actual performance has a direct effect on performance
ratings (see Figure 5). Poor performance resulted in low performance ratings, while good

performance resulted in high performance ratings.

Race p Performance Ratings

\ Attributions

Actual Performance

Figure 5. The relationship between actual performance and performance ratings

However, the direct effects of race on attributions clearly depend on the actual
performance of an individual on a specific task, which is a moderated relationship (see
Figure 6). Although there has been little relevant research on this link, some studies have

indicated that racial effects on performance attributions are moderated by actual
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performance (Whitehead, Smith, and Eichhorn, 1982). Iigen & Youtz (1986)
hypothesized that, based on previous research (e.g., Deaux & Emswiler, 1974; Heilman,
1983), African Americans would receive internal attributions for failure and external
attributions for success while White Americans would receive external attributions for

failure and internal attributions for success.

Race p Performance Ratings

T~

Actual Performance

Attributions

Figure 6. The interaction between race and actual performance

The last step is to connect causal attributions to performance ratings (see Figure
7). In other words, this study adds causal attributions to the model of race, actual
performance, and performance ratings previously investiagted by meta-analytic
researchers (e.g., Sackett & DuBois, 1991) in order to explain the cognitive processes
underlying racial effects on performance ratings. It is proposed that causal attributions,
based on an individual’s race and actual performance, moderate the relationship between
actual performance and performance ratings. Internal attributions for success will result
in the highest performance ratings, with external attributions for success resulting in
significantly lower ratings. External attributions for failure will result in even lower

ratings and internal attributions will result in the lowest performance ratings.
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Race

Performance Attributions Performance Ratings

T~

Actual Performance

Figure 7. The interaction between actual performance and causal attributions

The above model was constructed using studies that examined ratings by one
individual, usually a supervisor, of another individual, usually a subordinate. However,
this model can also be applied to team member (i.e., subordinate) ratings of a team leader
(i.e., supervisor). This study introduces teams to the literature on race and performance
ratings for three reasons. First, previous laboratory research concentrated on ratings of
“paper” African Americans and White Americans. These stimuli do not offer any
opportunities for the rater to interact with the ratee as employees would within an
organization. However, if rater and ratee are both working together on a collaborative
task (i.e., as part of a team) they must have at least limited contact with each other.
Second, an individual’s performance within an organization influences other employees,
including supervisors, subordinates, and peers. Lab research has, for the most part,
focused on “paper people,” where negative or positive performance is of no consequence

to the rater. In a team situation, all participants are trying to reach a common goal (e.g., a
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monetary reward) and therefore one team member’s performance impacts the
performance of the other team members, which could affect the performance evaluation
process. Third, organizations are currently interested in gathering performance feedback
not only from supervisors and peers, but also from subordinates (e.g., 360° feedback). So,
in order for lab work to simulate the organizational environment, bias in performance
ratings should be investigated from all angles. In other words, racial differences in
performance ratings should be examined using subordinate raters as well as supervisor
raters. Unfortunately research has failed to address this gap within the literature, which is
why this study looks at performance ratings in team contexts.
Teams, Race, Attributions, and Performance Ratings

The past twenty years have evidenced many distinct changes in the workplace,
including a transition from individual to team work, where several employees are
designated a single task to complete together, often with a designated leader (Ilgen,
1994). In order to be successful, employees must achieve their goals as members of a
cohesive group. But, although teams work as a single unit, they are still composed of
individual members, often with varying levels of expertise and ability. Such individual
differences make it difficult to judge the performance of another team member, which, if
inaccurate, could have deleterious effects on team performance. Team members may not
be willing to participate in additional tasks if not satisfied with the performance of one of
their members (Phillips, 1997). The question is, how do individuals rate the performance
of other team members, specifically the team leader, and is their appraisal equally

accurate across team leaders of the same ability?
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Little research has been done in order to examine the effects of race on the
performance evaluations of team leaders. However, several studies have looked at racial
differences in the evaluation of managerial performance (e.g., Davidson, Swigert, and
Ruderman, 1998; Mount, Sytsma, Hazucha, and Holt, 1997). Davidson et al. (1998)
found that African American managers were rated higher by both White American and
African American subordinates. On the other hand, Mount et al. (1997) found that
African American subordinates rated managers of the same race higher, while White
Americans did not exhibit a racial preference. Unfortunately several issues inhibit the
interpretation of their data to the team context. For one thing, managers were involved in
their subordinates work to varying degrees depending on the project and the organization.
This variance in involvement may have influenced the level of ratings in the studies by
both Mount et al. and Davidson et al. Another influence may have been the actual
performance level of the managers. Unfortunately the researchers in the aforementioned
studies could not control the actual performance level of ratees, which allowed for
different interpretations of the same data. Finally, employees are often sensitive to racial
issues in the workplace and could have adjusted their written responses accordingly.

Research on gender effects has attempted to more directly examine the rating of
teamn leaders (e.g., Rice et al., 1980; Rosen & Jerdee, 1973), often with conflicting
results. Dobbins and Platz (1986) suggested that, in addition to investigating the
evaluation of team leaders by gender or any other subgroup, researchers should
concentrate on the cognitive process behind the evaluation of different team leaders. In
doing so, one general conclusion emerges from the research on the evaluation of team

leaders based on gender: behaviors which are consistent with the rater’s implicit theories

20



are more likely to influence evaluations than inconsistent behaviors (e.g., Allen &
Ebbesen, 1981; Hastie, 1981; Wyer & Scrull, 1981). In other words, an individual’s
behavior will be evaluated in accordance with pre-existing subgroup stereotypes, which is
the essence of the model proposed in this study.

Although the literature on gender differences mentioned in the previous paragraph
concedes that team member behavior is evaluated according to its stereotype consistency,
attribution theory has not been introduced as a possible explanation. Conversely, studies
that have introduced causal attributions as a possible explanation of team member
evaluation have not examined any subgroup differences (e.g., Norvell & Forsyth, 1984;
Mitchell & Wood, 1980; Martinko & Gardner, 1987). Attribution researchers have noted
“that a comprehensive perspective of the interactive nature of the leader/member
attributional processes is needed” (Martinko & Gardner, 1987, p.235). To create such an
extensive theory, it is likely that attributions of team leader performance will vary across
subgroups. This variance should therefore be included in such models.

Team member ratings of a team leader introduces an important variable, the
fundamental attribution error, which could influence the ability to translate attributional
information concerning the rating process collected in this study to previous work on
subordinate rating (e.g., Kraiger & Ford, 1985). The fundamental attribution error has
been extensively documented in the literature (e.g. Ickes & Layden, 1978; Zuckerman,
1979). Basically, individuals will take credit for success and will blame external causes
for failure. Although the fundamental attribution error is expected to have an effect, it is
not anticipated to chahge the original model pictured above because it is only likely to

impact the strength of the attributional effects. In other words, when seeking blame for
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failure, it is expected that individuals will attribute it to internal causes in the case of an
African American team leader and to external causes in the case of a White American
team leader. On the other hand, when taking credit for the success of the team, it is
proposed that individuals will still attribute some of their good fortune to the high
performance of their team leader. If the team leader is African American, success is likely
to be attributed to external causes, whereas a White American team leader will receive
internal attributions as expected. In other words, these effects are predicted to be in the
same direction as effects for raters and ratees who are not interdependent.

It is not just a question of who gets the credit for success or failure (i.e., the
fundamental attribution error), but also how much they get. In other words, the ratings of
the team leader will also be influenced by the amount of blame or praise given to the
other team members, not just to the team leader. In other words, raters must apportion
blame or praise between all individuals participating in the team. But again, no matter
how it is allocated, some amount of blame or praise will necessarily be given to the team
leader in the attributional pattern previously described. What it will influence is the level
of the direct effect of race on performance ratings. Although African Americans will still
be rated lower than White Americans, those individuals who feel the other team members
are more responsible than the team leader will give higher ratings to the leader compared
to individuals who feel the outcome is entirely the team leader’s responsibility.
Hypotheses

The previous model, reproduced below, based on dyadic rating research, is

expected to hold in teams where staff members rate their team leader. My hypotheses are
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discussed in reference to the links in Figure 8 below. The numbers on the lines of the

figure refer to the corresponding hypotheses.

Race 1
Performance Attributions Performance Ratings |
3&4 5&6\‘
Actual Performance 2

F.igure 8. Model of the relationship between race and performance ratings in a team
situation
Hypothesis 1. There is a relationship between race and performance ratings, such that
African American team leaders will receive lower performance ratings than White
American team leaders.
Hypothesis 2. There is a relationship between actual performance and performance
ratings, such that team leaders in the low performance condition will receive lower
performance ratings than team leaders in the high performance condition.

The relationship between race and performance attributions is moderated by
actual performance in the following ways:
Hypothesis 3. The relationship between race (African American = 0, White American =
1) and internal attributions will be positive in the high performance condition and

negative in the low performance condition (see Figure 9).
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Hypothesis 4. The relationship between race and external attributions will be negative in
the high performance condition and positive in the low performance condition (see Figure
10).

The relationship between actual performance and performance ratings is
moderated by performance attributions in the following way:
Hypothesis 5. The relationship between actual performance and performance ratings will
be more positive for high internal attributions than for low internal attributions (see
Figure 11).
Hypothesis 6. The relationship between actual performance and performance ratings will

be more positive for high internal attributions than for low internal. attributions (see

Figure 12).
A
High
Internal White
Attributions Race
Black
Low >
Low High

Actual Performance

Figure 9. Hypothesized graph of the interaction between race and actual performance

24



High %

Black
External Race
Attributions White
Low >
Low High

Actual Performance

Figure 10. Second hypothesized graph of the interaction between race and actual
performance

A
High High Internal
Performance Ratingy Low Internal
Low >
Low High

Actual Performance

Figure 11. Hypothesized graph of the interaction between causal attributions and actual
performance
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Figure 12. Second hypothesized graph of the interaction between causal attributions and
actual performance

Method

Participants

One hundred and eighty undergraduates at a large midwestern university ~
participated as team members for three hours in exchange for $20. Each subject was also
informed that top scoring team members would have the opportunity to earn bonus
money on the basis of their performance. Participants were then placed in a four-person
team consisting of three raters and one confederate team leader.
Task

The task the students were presented with was the TIDE? decision making task
(Team Interactive Decision Exercise for Teams Incorporating Distributed Expertise;

Hollenbeck et al., 1995). TIDE? is a software program for a decision task that presents
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participants with a number of attribute values relevant to either a problem or an object. A
judgement regarding that object or problem is then formed based on the values of the
attributes. Then decisions are made by the participants regarding the state of that object
(e.g., the severity of an injury, the value of a piece of merchandise, etc.). In this study, the
software program simulated a naval command-and-control scenario with a team leader
and three staff members. The team leader assumed the role of aircraft carrier
commanding officer (Alpha), while the staff members assumed the roles of three
commanding officers of different air patrol units: an AWACS radar plane (Bravo), an
Aegis cruiser (Charlie), and a Coastal Air Defense (Delta).

All four team members sat at separate computer stations, which were networked
together. Alpha, either the African American or White American confederate, was seated
at a computer station in an adjacent room. This was done for several reasons. First, the
confederate team leader entered team decisions from a script, and it was imperative that
the staff members were not aware that his behavior was scripted. Second, by having the
confederate in another room, his staff members hopefully felt less self-conscious about
assigning blame for failure or selfishly taking credit for success. Third, since no verbal
communication was allowed during the game, separating the players most likely helped
to reduce the amount of talking.

The object of the game was to monitor the airspace surrounding the team. Each
team member gathered information regarding particular attributes of an incoming aircraft
that entered the airspace monitored by the team. Bravo was in charge of the aircraft’s

size, speed, radar, and frequency. Charlie was responsible for the aircraft’s direction,
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speed, angle, and range. And Delta was in charge of the aircraft’s radar, altitude, corridor

status, and range (see Figure 13).

Bravo Charlie Delta

Size Direction Radar

Speed Speed Altitude

Radar Angle Corridor Status
Frequency Range Range

Figure 13. Role requirements

Bravo, Charlie, and Delta were all instructed that their area of expertise only
included their four characteristics, while Alpha’s area of expertise included all nine
characteristics. In order to make a decision regarding the threat of the aircraft, each staff
member had to have information on all four of their characteristics. However, on each
target, the staff members could measure four attributes, only one of which was necessary
for their rule, while Alpha could measure all nine (See Figure 14). That meant that each
staff member had to get three characteristics from his or her teammates. As shown in
Figure 15, the staff members had several options to choose from when requesting
characteristics from their teammates. However, the option of requesting information from
Alpha was discouraged, since he had to measure and evaluate all nine attributes and
would not have much time to help his staff members.

After the staff members sent their recommendations to Alpha, he entered the final
team decision. All final team decisions and staff member recommendations varied in

aggressiveness on a 7-point continuum from Ignore (1) to Defend (7), with defend
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indicating the highest level of threat. A clock on the screen counted down the time before
the team needed to make a decision. At thirty seconds, the computer began to beep
indicating that time was running out. The staff members were told that Alpha could either
follow the advice of his team members, or he could make decisions on his own. But
instead of combining the three subordinates’ recommendations, Alpha made decisions
based on prearranged script so as to manipulate the performance level of the leader as
seen by the subordinates. Thus, leader behavior was manipulat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>