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Abstract Research on teachers’ judgments of student performance has demonstrated
that educational assessments may be biased or may more correctly take the achieve-
ments of students into account depending on teachers’ motivations while making the
judgment. Building on research on social judgment formation the present investiga-
tion examined whether the accountability of teachers has an influence on judgment
formation. We predicted that unaccountable teachers would activate social categories
and use them for the assessment, whereas accountable teachers’ attention would be
directed to individual attributes of students. Using secondary school teachers as par-
ticipants, three studies investigating teachers’ assessments, inferences and memory
for students’ attributes supported these hypotheses. Thus, accountability appears to be
a moderator of social information processing and judgment formation in the domain
of educational assessments.
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1 Introduction

A central aspect of teachers’ professional competence is the ability to assess students’
achievements adequately. Giving grades and marks is the prototypical task in this
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context. Some of the teachers’ tasks are similar to those of psychological assessment
in that an explicit assessment has to be given. Besides giving grades, assessments for
school placements or tracking decisions belong to these tasks. Other assessments are
more implicit in that no specific assessment is required, but students’ achievements
are estimated intuitively. Examples are decisions made during class such as “calling
on a particular student”.

These assessments have substantial relevance for individual students and conse-
quently, high competence in assessing students correctly is seen as a key skill for
teachers and future teachers (Shepard 2006). But at the same time, a number of stud-
ies have shown that teachers’ assessments of student performance frequently do not
meet the criteria of measurement theory such as reliability and validity, but seem to
be rather subjective (Givvin et al. 2001; Swanson 1986). Within educational systems
where assessments are used to make decisions about a student’s future academic career,
this may contribute to problems of social segregation and may be harmful to the per-
sonal and later professional development of students (Alpert and Bechar 2008). The
Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS; BMBF 2001) revealed
deficiencies in teachers’ assessments in mathematics and physics. In grading written
exams, teachers use the class as a social reference system. In classes of students with
high achievement levels, a particular student has to perform better to receive the same
grade that he or she would receive in a class of students with lower academic achieve-
ment levels which also affects students’ academic self-concepts (Marsh 1987; Marsh
et al. 2000). Similarly, in their meta-analysis on teacher judgment accuracy Hoge and
Coladarci (1989) as well as Südkamp et al. (2012) come to the conclusion that on the
one hand teachers’ judgment accuracy of students’ performance is fairly high, but on
the other hand teachers’ judgments leave 57 up to 72 % of the variation of students’ test
performance unexplained “which leaves plenty of room for improvements” (Südkamp
et al. 2012, p. 13).

According to research on teacher expectations, teachers may develop stereotypi-
cal expectations about students’ achievements on the basis of socioeconomic or eth-
nic background or gender (Andrews et al. 1997; Brophy and Good 1974; Parks and
Kennedy 2007; Pigott and Cowen 2000; Reyna 2000; Weiner 2000). Expectations of
student performance may in turn lead teachers to behave differently toward differ-
ent students (Babad 1993; Graham 1990). Teachers communicate their beliefs about
students’ abilities by their interpersonal behavior—for instance, through the emotions
they convey (Weiner 2000). In some cases, then, teachers’ expectations and attributions
may lead to a self-fulfilling prophecy (Rosenthal and Jacobson 1968). Self-fulfilling
prophecies in the classroom are small in general, but they are stronger among students
from stigmatized social groups (Jussim and Harber 2005).

More recent research has yielded heterogeneous results and has emphasized the
importance of moderator variables such as teachers’ goals, motivations, and account-
ability. Biases in judgments due to expectations are more likely to occur when there
is an incentive to confirm an expectation or a striving to rapidly reach a particular
conclusion. Judgment biases are less likely when there is motivation to develop an
accurate impression of the target person or when the perceiver’s outcomes depend on
the target person (see Jussim et al. 1996, for a review). For example, teachers’ assess-
ments of students’ achievements become less biased when teachers have the goal of
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improving students’ achievements (Goldenberg 1992) or when assertive parents offer
evidence that conflicts with teachers’ expectations (Good and Nichols 2001). Further-
more, teachers’ attention and memory may be either biased or relatively unaffected
by expectations depending on their assessment goals. Van Ophuysen (2006) asked
elementary school teachers to provide a placement decision for a number of students.
When teachers were subsequently given inconsistent information, that is, information
that went counter to their decisions, they were able to adapt their recommendations to
the new information.

In sum, these findings suggest that teachers’ goals may influence their processing
of students’ achievements and thus give rise to more accurate or biased judgments.
However, the educational sciences have not developed theoretical explanations for the
varying quality of teachers’ assessments that have been investigated empirically. Most
importantly, such explanations would be a necessary prerequisite for improving teach-
ers’ assessment competencies and, thus, for solving social problems of discrimination
of students due to biased educational assessments.

On the other hand, social cognition research has developed elaborated theoretical
assumptions on the question of how the processing of person attributes such as behav-
iors, beliefs, aptitudes, and so forth, may be affected by perceivers’ goals and motiva-
tions in everyday impression and judgment formation. Thus, principles of judgment
formation documented in this line of research may provide a useful theoretical frame-
work for investigating teachers’ judgment processes and for explaining the underlying
mechanisms of when and why more accurate or biased assessments occur.

In applying social judgment research to the analysis of teachers’ assessments, an
assessment is conceptualized as a social judgment, which is the result of a cognitive
process. Two modes of social information processing that can be differentiated from
each other are widely discussed (Brewer et al. 1988; Chaiken and Ledgerwood 2011;
Chen and Chaiken 1999; Fiske 2011; Fiske et al. 1999; Fiske and Neuberg 1990).

1.1 Category-based or heuristic processing

In this mode, the processing of person attributes is directed by activated social cate-
gories or stereotypes (Fiske 1993; Fiske and Neuberg 1990). In this case, the informa-
tion that is given about a person is interpreted and encoded in terms of the activated
category. Social categories may be activated by easily accessible features such as age,
race, gender, and so forth, or they may be primed by previous information. Within the
domain of teachers’ assessments, the socio-economic background and immigration
status of students are categories that teachers use frequently (Ormrod 2006). Further-
more, it has been demonstrated that teachers develop more specific student categories
such as “No. 1 in class” or “hard-working student” during their numerous encounters
with students in the classroom (Hofer 1981).

Once a category is activated, a large number of person attributes, which are repre-
sented in the category, become available. Thus, person information is encoded on the
basis of the activated stereotype such that stereotype-consistent person attributes are
accessible from memory and used for making a judgment. Category-based processing
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involves little attention to the attributes of an individual person and thus requires
minimal cognitive effort.

In category-based processing, person memory, judgment formation, and inferences
are influenced by the activated category. The storage of the person information is
based on the category. Judgment formation is guided by the category such that the
target person is judged depending on the content of the category. Trait inferences
about the person seem especially likely with this type of processing, and they appear
very early when information about the person is encoded (Fiske and Taylor 2008).

Because category-based processing is relatively effortless and proceeds rapidly, it
may be considered an efficient mode of processing (Bodenhausen et al. 1999; Fiske
1993). However, because this type of processing involves paying little attention to the
attributes of the individual person, it is susceptible to biased judgments.

1.2 Attribute-based processing

In this mode, the given information about the person is processed more systematically
with comparatively high cognitive effort. In contrast to category-based processing,
the attributes of the individual target person are the focus of attention. Thus, attribute-
based processing is characterized by more thoroughly taking into account the person’s
given attributes (Fiske and Neuberg 1990). Person memory may then more accurately
reflect the given attributes. As compared to category-based processing, it may be
further assumed that the judgment is formed by more systematically integrating the
person’s given attributes (Fiske and Neuberg 1990).

Because attribute-based processing is relatively time consuming and associated
with cognitive effort, it is only used as a last resort, giving priority to category-based
processing (Fiske 1993).

Empirical findings have provided evidence that these two modes of judgment
formation can be differentiated from each other. Investigations that have analyzed
information processing using the “Think Aloud” method have shown that participants
collected a greater number of information pieces in the attribute-based processing
mode as compared to the category-based mode. In addition, they produced more
complex and differentiated characterizations of the target person (Lerner and Tetlock
1994). Thus, the attribute-based processing mode is associated with integratively more
complex thought, and the corresponding judgment is more precise because it more
correctly reflects the given information.

Dual process theories of social cognition provide a framework for integrating the
two types of judgment formation. Central to these theories is the assumption that
perceivers can shift from category-based to more complex cognitive processing in
response to certain demands. Pivotal to our research question are the continuum model
(Fiske et al. 1999; Fiske and Neuberg 1990) and the accountability theory (Lerner and
Tetlock 2003). In the continuum model, the motivation of the perceiver is a fundamental
moderator of judgment formation. High versus low motivation of the perceiver is
induced by his/her accountability for the judgment or decision.

Starting with the assumption that people prefer least-effort solutions, which
would give priority to category-based processing, the continuum model specifies the
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following conditions of category-based thinking: (a) when the person information
is consistent and a social category is available and (b) when the perceiver is rela-
tively unmotivated to pay a large amount of attention to the target person’s attributes.
By contrast, information processing is attribute-based when (a) person attributes are
inconsistent and difficult to comprehend and/or (b) the perceiver is highly motivated
to attend to the target person’s attributes. Increased motivation may result from being
accountable for a judgment that has serious consequences for the target person or from
pressure to justify the judgment to others or from high internal judgment standards
set by the judge himself (Fiske and Neuberg 1990; Tetlock and Lerner 1999). These
conditions induce the striving for a more accurate judgment, which takes into account
as many information pieces as possible.

In sum, the two models posit how motivational and cognitive determinants interact
in order to shape individual judgment and choice. Studies have documented that people
who are highly motivated preferentially use the attribute-based strategy, whereas low
motivation more likely induces the category-based mode (see e.g., Fiske 1993; Fiske
and Neuberg 1990; Gollwitzer and Moskowitz 1996; Krolak-Schwerdt et al. 2009).
Thus, there exists ample evidence that motivation and accountability, respectively, are
moderators of information processing. Within this theoretical framework, it has also
been shown that consistency of person information and availability of a social category
affect the type of judgment formation: Consistent, stereotypical person attributes are
more likely to induce category-based thinking than inconsistent, nonstereotypical cues
(Fiske and Neuberg 1990).

The continuum model postulates some intermediate processing stages, which may
be relatively more category-driven or attribute-oriented. Most notably, the model
assumes a flexible use of both types of judgment formation: People are “motivated
tacticians” who are able to select from different processing strategies in response to
the actual situational demands (Fiske 1993). Which mode of processing is selected
in a particular situation thus depends on (a) the consistency/typicality of the tar-
get person’s attributes and (b) the accountability of the perceiver for the judgment
at hand.

In the present research, we used these models from social cognition research to
investigate whether teachers’ processing of students’ achievements and behaviors
and their resulting assessments were differentially influenced by their accountabil-
ity. It was predicted that unaccountable teachers would activate social categories
and use these categories for the assessment, whereas the attention of account-
able teachers would be directed to individual attributes of students. In Study 1,
we examined whether accountability influences teachers’ assessments of students’
achievements and teachers’ inferences on the traits and aptitudes of students. This
allowed us to apply our knowledge about the determinants of category-based ver-
sus attribute-based judgment formation to the domain of educational achievement
judgments. Study 2 examined whether accountability would have an influence
on the moment when social categories are activated in the processing of infor-
mation. Study 3 explored whether accountability would affect teachers’ memory
for students’ attributes, which in turn might moderate findings on achievement
assessments.

To summarize, the present studies tested four hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 1 Teachers’ achievement judgments of student performance will be biased
by available social categories when they are not accountable for their judgment.
Accountable teachers will produce assessments that more accurately take into account
the person’s given information irrespective of the availability of a category.

Hypothesis 2 Unaccountable teachers will generate inferences about students on the
basis of the available category. For accountable teachers, no such inferences are
expected.

Hypothesis 3 Unaccountable teachers will activate social categories about students
during their encoding of the person information. With accountability, no category
activation will occur during the encoding process.

Hypothesis 4 Unaccountable teachers’ memory of students’ attributes will be biased
by an available category. Accountable teachers’ memory will more accurately reflect
the information given about a student.

As to the differentiation of Hypotheses 1 and 2 the term judgment always refers to an
achievement judgment or assessment of student performance as a result of inferences
in the following, whereas inferences may also comprise other domains such as social
behavior or personality.

The major objective of the present research was to demonstrate that the accountabil-
ity of teachers induces more category-based or more accurate assessments of students’
achievements. In addition, the present research aimed to shed light on the cognitive
processes that may underlie the variations in the quality of assessments in an applied
setting. Finally, the dual process theories underlying the present research were focused
mainly on the effect of perceivers’ motivation in everyday impression and judgment
formation, for example, in judging agreeableness, likability, and so forth, of other
persons. Our research may provide some insight into the question of whether these
theories also provide a solid base for explaining more formal professional judgment
formation as compared to informal judgments.

2 Study 1

To investigate Hypotheses 1 and 2, we presented teachers case reports about stu-
dents, which were displayed on a computer screen. Half of the participants were
made accountable and the other half were made unaccountable through instructions.
Availability of a social category was varied by informing half of the participants that
the student had an immigration background, whereas the other half received no such
information. We predicted that biased judgments (Hypothesis 1) and category-based
inferences about students (Hypothesis 2) would occur when teachers were unaccount-
able, whereas accountable participants’ judgments were expected to be unaffected by
social categories.
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2.1 Methods

2.1.1 Participants and design

Thirty-two German secondary school teachers (19 male, 13 female) participated in
the study. On average, the participants were 48.9 years old (SD = 6.9) and had 22.7
years (SD = 7.9) of experience in their profession. They were randomly assigned to the
conditions of a 2 (accountability: accountable vs. unaccountable) × 2 (social category:
available vs. not available) between-participants factorial design.

2.1.2 Materials and procedure

Participants were run one at a time. Upon entering the laboratory, participants in the
accountable condition read the following set of instructions:

In this study, we are interested in how you make school track recommendations1

for students. Please imagine the following scenario: You are the homeroom
teacher of a student whose parents ask you for a parent–teacher meeting. The
family is planning to move, which means that the child will have to change
schools. The child’s parents ask you to recommend the secondary school track
that best reflects the child’s current development. In the following, you will
receive information about the student’s behavior, as it has been observed by
yourself and other teachers in class and during recess. Additionally, you will
receive the student’s exam grades in mathematics and German. Your task is to
use this information in order to make a secondary school track recommendation
(see footnote 1) for this student.

Participants in the unaccountable condition received the following set of instructions:

In this study, we are interested in how you form your first impression of a
student. Please imagine the following scenario: You are a homeroom teacher
and a new student joins your homeroom class. In the following, you will receive
information about the student’s behavior, as it has been observed by yourself
and other teachers in class and during recess. Additionally, you will receive
the student’s exam grades in mathematics and German. Your task is to use this
information in order to form a first impression of this student and to judge his
or her behavior and achievement.

Following the manipulation of accountability, participants were handed the case
materials, which consisted of the behavior description of a student, a German lan-
guage test, and a mathematics test of the student. The behavior description comprised
17 statements of interpersonal behaviors of the student in the classroom (e.g., “Max
enjoys planning games for his classmates”). The description was constructed by using
practical guidelines for formulating school reports (Langer et al. 1993). The German

1 Note that Germany practices academic tracking in which students are divided among different types
of schools that differ in terms of academic demands and future educational possibilities (e.g., university
access).
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language class test and the mathematics class test were constructed according to Ger-
man curricula for sixth graders. The subjects German language and mathematics were
selected because they are included in the studies of international student assessment
(e.g., PISA; Baumert et al. 2001, 2002) and have outstanding importance for edu-
cational assessments in schools. The German class test consisted of a task for text
comprehension, a multiple-choice grammar exercise, and an essay. The mathematics
class test comprised 12 tasks on the topics of adding numbers, fractions, and convert-
ing scale units. The tasks of both tests and the task solutions of a fictitious student
were constructed in such a way that both test solutions corresponded to a grade of 3.5
on a 7-point rating scale ranging from 1 (very good) to 7 (very bad).

To vary the availability of a social category, we presented information about the
immigration status of the student before participants received the case materials
described above. In an experimental condition, the fictitious student was given a Turk-
ish first name, and participants were informed that his father is Turkish and was born
in a small village. In a control condition, the student was given a German first name.

After reading the case materials, participants had to fill out a questionnaire on
their biographical data as a distractor task. After completing the distractor task, partic-
ipants had to summarize the case report about the student in their own words. These are
instructions that are frequently used in the domain of text comprehension research and
are especially suited for the analysis of inferences from person descriptions (Gerns-
bacher 1996; Wintermantel and Christmann 1983). The participants’ final task was
to assess the German language performance and the mathematics performance of the
student on a 7-point rating scale ranging from 1 (very good) to 7 (very bad).

2.1.3 Prestudies

In order to guarantee the curricular and external validity of the materials and instruc-
tions, we conducted four prestudies.

Prestudy 1 investigated whether the instructions correspond to professional tasks
of teachers in the school setting and differ in accountability using 18 secondary school
teachers with at least 10 years of professional school experience. Participants received
both sets of instructions. They had to decide whether the instructions were associated
with accountability with a “yes,” “partly,” or “no” response. Eighteen participants
identified the first set of instructions, which involved the school track recommenda-
tion for the student, with the task of counseling parents and making track decisions,
as associated with high accountability. Seventeen participants identified the second
set of instructions, which involved the formation of a first impression of the stu-
dent, as reflecting informal assessments during the class and as associated with low
accountability. Thus, the instructions corresponded with the intended difference in
accountability.

Prestudy 2 served two purposes. First, it was designed as a pilot study to investigate
our principal prediction that unaccountable teachers would use an available category
for the performance assessment, whereas unaccountable teachers would use the indi-
vidual attributes of the student. Second, Prestudy 2 investigated if the instructions
really evoke different levels of accountability as a manipulation check. Thirty-six
school teachers with at least 10 years of professional school experience participated
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Table 1 Regression weights of the predictors performance tests, immigration status and interpersonal
behavior to predict performance assessments as criterion (Prestudy 2)

Predictors Accountability

Unaccountable Accountable

Performance tests 2.85* 2.76*

Immigration status 0.57* 0.22

Interpersonal behavior 0.46 0.68*

Significant regression weights are indicated by an asterisk (*), p < .05

in the prestudy. They were randomly assigned to one of the instructions. After reading
the instruction they were handed a set of 16 vignettes with student descriptions, each
of which contained as cues the performance scores in mathematics and German as well
as a variable representing interpersonal behavior. Half of the vignettes were presented
with an immigration status, whereas the other half were presented with a German first
name. Thus, the profile of each student description consisted of four cues which were
test scores in mathematics and in German, interpersonal behavior and immigration sta-
tus. Moreover, cues in the student descriptions were varied within participants. After
reading each student description, participants had to rate the academic achievement
of the student. To check our accountability manipulation, teachers were additionally
asked for the perceived accountability during their work on the student descriptions
on a percentage scale ranging from 0 to 100 %.

To investigate our principal prediction, we computed a multiple regression analysis
for each accountability condition. Predictors were a compound performance test which
was set up by the German language test and the mathematics test, the immigration
status and the interpersonal behavior. The criterion was the academic achievement
assessment. Table 1 shows the results. In both accountability conditions, teachers took
the performance-related information into account when making their assessments.
However, only unaccountable teachers’ assessments were influenced by the immigra-
tion status, whereas accountable teachers took the interpersonal behavior as additional
individual information into account. These results may be interpreted as a first indica-
tion that accountability might be a moderator of teachers’ performance assessments.

To check whether our instructions induced different degrees of accountability, we
compared the scale values of the two groups by a t test. In the accountability condition
(M = 88.67) a higher degree of accountability was perceived than in the unaccountable
condition (M = 55.35), t (33) = 2.41, d = 0.81, p < .05. Thus, the instructions
indeed evoked different degrees of accountability. Teachers who were made unac-
countable through instruction rated their perceived accountability during their work
on the student descriptions in the middle range of the scale, whereas teachers who
were made accountable judged their perceived accountability as very high.

Prestudy 3 had the aim of investigating whether the behavior description of the
main study was neutral with respect to category activation. Ten secondary school
teachers with at least 10 years of professional school experience were instructed to
estimate whether the behavior description allowed for inferences about the social and
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immigration status of the student and, if so, to specify the corresponding category.
All participants answered that the materials did not imply such inferences and that
they were not able to specify any category. Thus, the behavior description was not
confounded with the activation of social categories and, specifically, did not interfere
with the activation of immigration status.

Prestudy 4 was conducted to construct the German language and mathematics tests.
Two experts of pedagogical content knowledge (cf. Shulman 1986) in the subjects of
mathematics and the German language selected tasks from curricula and arranged the
selected tasks into a mathematics test and a German language test, respectively. Eighty-
seven German sixth graders worked on the mathematics test and 80 sixth graders on
the German language test. From the resulting pool of task solutions, the ones that
comprised minor mistakes were selected. The selected task solutions were arranged
into the final mathematics test and German language test of the fictitious student.
Twenty-four secondary school teachers and 23 senior students of educational sciences
gave grades for the two tests on a scale ranging from 1 (very good) to 7 (very bad). On
average, both fictitious tests were given a grade of 3.5. Consequently, the tests were
in the middle range of performance and may thus potentially be shifted in grading to
the more extreme performance range due to category.

2.1.4 Dependent measures and coding

In order to analyze participants’ summaries of the student descriptions, it was first
necessary to distinguish between (a) phrasing that had a direct linguistic link to the
initially presented information in that it completely or partially repeated this infor-
mation, and (b) phrasing that went beyond the presented information in the form
of inferences. Only this second type of phrasing was of interest within the summa-
rization task and was thus considered in the analyses. Summaries were divided into
propositional entities. Those propositions that showed no direct link to the original
descriptions in the sense of being repetitions of or synonyms for the original text were
coded as inferences. The second step of the analysis involved differentiating between
types of inferences. This was done using the coding system by Wintermantel and
Krolak-Schwerdt (2002), which differentiates between behavioral, personality, and
achievement inferences on the basis of the attribution theory approaches of Kelley
(1967) and Gilbert (1998). These categories allowed for a complete classification of
all inferences. Two independent coders blind to the experimental hypotheses coded
the summarization protocols. The agreement between coders (Cohen’s Kappa) was
κ = .98. When coders disagreed about a categorization, they discussed the item until
reaching a consensus. The third step of analysis consisted of identifying whether each
inference fit the activated category or not. Neutral inferences were coded the same as
category-inconsistent inferences.

2.2 Results and discussion

To address the predictions regarding teachers’ assessments of the student performance,
a 2 (accountability) × 2 (category availability) MANOVA was conducted on the
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Table 2 Ratings of German language performance and mathematics performance as a function of account-
ability and category availability (Study 1)

Accountability Category availability

Available Not available

German language performance

Accountable 3.12 3.00

Unaccountable 4.00 2.83

Mathematics performance

Accountable 3.38 3.25

Unaccountable 3.50 2.50

German language performance and mathematics performance were assessed on 7-point rating scales ranging
from 1 (very good) to 7 (very bad)

German language performance ratings and the mathematics performance ratings. The
interaction of accountability and category availability was significant, Wilks λ =
.79, η2 = .21, p = .04. No other effects were significant. As can be seen in Table 2,
the pattern of means was consistent with the predictions. Planned contrasts revealed
that participants in the unaccountable/category available condition were biased by the
social category when assessing German language performance as compared to the
unaccountable/no category available condition, t (14) = −3.21, d = 1.61, p = .006.
The same held true for the assessments of mathematics performance, t (14) = −2.33,

d = 1.17, p = .04. For accountable participants, there was no significant difference
between the category available versus the not available condition, t (14) = −0.23, ns,
for German language performance or for mathematics performance, t(14) = 1.67, ns.

Comparing the performance judgments of the teachers with the adequate assess-
ments that were 3.5 for both the German language test and the mathematics test
due to the construction of the materials demonstrated that unaccountable teachers’
judgments deviated from the correct assessments to a larger extent than accountable
teachers’ judgments, and this held true across experimental conditions.

A 2 (accountability) × 2 (category availability) ANOVA was then conducted on
the total number of inferences in the summarization protocols. The interaction of
accountability and category availability was not significant, F < 1. However, there
was a significant main effect of accountability, F(1, 28) = 10.60, η2 = .28, p = .003,
indicating that participants generated more inferences in the unaccountable condition
(M = 6.25) as compared to the accountable condition (M = 2.19). Furthermore, there
was a significant main effect of category availability, F(1, 28) = 7.05, η2 = .20, p =
.01, where more inferences were generated in the category available condition (M =
5.87) than in the no category available condition (M = 2.56).

Finally, an ANOVA with accountability as a single factor was conducted on the
number of category-consistent inferences for the category available condition only.
This revealed a main effect of accountability, F(1, 14) = 6.64, η2 = .32, p = .02,
which was consistent with the predictions. Participants who were not accountable for
their judgments produced a much higher number of inferences that were consistent
with the available category (M = 4.25) than accountable participants (M = 0.56).
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A consistent pattern of results emerged from the major dependent variables: assess-
ments of German language and mathematics performance, total number of inferences,
and number of category-consistent inferences. Unaccountable participants assessed
the performance of the student less favorably when the student was presented as Turk-
ish and thus had an immigration status as compared to the assessments of the same
case materials pertaining to a German student without an immigration background.
Furthermore, unaccountable participants drew a considerable number of inferences
about the student that went beyond the given information irrespective of having a
social category at hand. Thus, even when there was no social category available, unac-
countable participants generated attributions of the student’s personality, behavior, and
aptitude. An additional analysis of the number of inferences in the category available
condition revealed that unaccountable participants indeed used the category as a basis
for drawing inferences.

By contrast, accountable participants did not appear to be influenced by the social
category or, as an alternative interpretation, accountable participants suppressed the
use of categories due to their lack of social acceptability whereas their ease of
use was too appealing to resist for unaccountable participants. There was no shift
toward less favorable performance assessments due to immigration status. Further-
more, the analysis revealed a strong decrease in the total number of inferences
and the number of category-consistent inferences as compared to unaccountable
participants.

In sum, then, our results lend credence to the hypothesis that teachers’ judgments
of student performance and their attributions of students’ characteristics are biased by
activated social categories or more correctly reflect the information given about the
student depending on accountability. Thus, our findings supported Hypotheses 1 and 2.
As far as we know, this is the first demonstration that knowledge about the determinants
of category-based versus attribute-based judgment formation can be applied to the
domain of educational achievement judgments. A number of questions about this
effect, however, remain. First, accountable and unaccountable participants may have
differed in their use of a category for the judgment task, but not in their activation of
a category. It is thus not clear whether participants in both accountability conditions
may have activated a category, but the accountable participants may have been more
cautious about using the category for the judgment. However, from our theoretical
background, it can be assumed that unaccountable teachers activate categories during
their encoding of the information, whereas accountable teachers direct their attention
to individual attributes of students, which may impede category activation. Thus,
accountable and unaccountable participants should differ in category activation while
encoding the information. Second, it is not clear whether accountability still exerts
an effect when categories of professional pedagogical content knowledge are used. In
Study 1, social categories from everyday knowledge about persons were used. It has
been well-documented that this type of person category affects teachers’ attention,
memory and attributions for students’ achievements under certain conditions (Krolak-
Schwerdt et al. 2009; Reyna 2000; Weiner 2000). However, experienced teachers
have developed a pedagogical content knowledge base (cf. Shulman 1986), which
comprises typologies of specific student categories (Hofer 1981). Examples of these
student categories are “No. 1 in class” or “hyperactive child.” One may well question
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whether teachers’ processing of information from everyday knowledge is different
from their processing on a professional knowledge base. Study 2 addressed these
questions.

3 Study 2

To investigate the question of whether accountable and unaccountable participants
differ in category activation while encoding student information (Hypothesis 3), we
adopted a paradigm developed by Albrecht and O’Brien (1993). In this paradigm,
reading times for person information are used as dependent variables. After making
a category available, the reader of a person description receives information about
a fictitious person in which one sentence (the critical experimental sentence) of the
description contradicts the category (or inferences that might be drawn from the cat-
egory) or else the critical sentence is consistent with the contents of the category.
An increase in reading time for the contradictory statement as compared to the con-
sistent statement would show that the category was activated while the participant
read the person description because it is only possible to notice the contradiction
when the category is cognitively activated at the moment in which the reader encounters
the description. Noticing the contradiction should induce comprehension difficulties,
which in turn should increase reading time (Albrecht and O’Brien 1993; Gernsbacher
et al. 1992).

3.1 Methods

3.1.1 Participants and design

Twenty-four German secondary school teachers (12 male, 12 female) participated in
the study. On average, the participants were 52.8 years old (SD = 6.4) and had 23.8
years (SD = 8.5) of experience in their profession. They were randomly assigned to the
conditions of a 2 (accountability: accountable vs. unaccountable) × 2 (consistency:
contradictory sentence vs. consistent sentence) mixed factorial design.

3.1.2 Materials and procedure

Participants, on their arrival in the laboratory, were given one of the accountability
instructions from Experiment 1. Then they were handed the case materials, which
consisted of the behavior and achievement descriptions of two students. Instructions
and case materials were presented on a computer screen. In each experimental condi-
tion and for each student description, a student category was activated. One sentence
of the description either contradicted the student category or was consistent with the
activated category. In one condition participants received first the description with the
consistent sentence followed by the description with the contradictory statement. In
a second condition the order of descriptions was reversed. Each description was pre-
sented sentence by sentence according to the self-paced reading time method (Haber-
landt 1994). Participants had to read each sentence, which was presented in a window
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in the center of a computer screen, at their own pace. By pressing a key after reading
each sentence, the sentence vanished and an asterisk appeared in the center of the
screen. The participant had to fixate on the asterisk to prevent large eye movements
between presentations of successive sentences and to ensure that the participant’s gaze
was at the center when the next sentence was presented. The asterisk vanished after
50 ms, and the next sentence appeared in the window at the center of the screen. The
time between the onset of each sentence presentation and the following key press was
defined as the reading time for the sentence (see Haberlandt 1994). After complet-
ing the reading task, participants were debriefed, thanked for their participation, and
dismissed.

To create the descriptions, typologies of student categories were used; these typolo-
gies had been demonstrated to be part of the pedagogical content knowledge base of
experienced teachers. From these, two student categories (which were “No. 1 in class”
and “introverted-withdrawn student”) were selected with student characteristics that
teachers highly agreed upon and that have been consensually used by teachers (Hofer
1981; Hörstermann and Krolak-Schwerdt 2012). Each description consisted of 20
statements each pertaining to a characteristic of the selected student category and five
statements that were neutral with respect to the student category. The statements of
each description were presented in the following order. First, 15 statements that per-
tained to the student category were presented in order to activate the selected category.
These were followed by four neutral statements. The 20th sentence of the description
was the critical experimental statement, which either contradicted the category or was
consistent with the category. Afterwards, four additional statements pertaining to the
category and one additional neutral statement were presented.

In one experimental condition the contradictory experimental sentence appeared in
the description of “No. 1 in class” and the consistent experimental sentence appeared
in the description of the “introverted-withdrawn student” (termed set 1 in the fol-
lowing), whereas in another condition the allocation of the experimental sentences to
the descriptions was reversed (termed set 2 in the following). Of course, the contra-
dictory experimental sentence in set 1 opposed the student category “No. 1 in class”,
whereas the contradictory experimental sentence in set 2 opposed the student category
“introverted-withdrawn student”. Participants of the study were randomly assigned to
the conditions of order of presentation and set 1 and set 2.

Only the reading times for the experimental sentence were of interest for the study.
Of course, participants were not made aware of the type of information that was of
interest.

3.1.3 Preprocessing of the reading-time data

In order to eliminate effects of reading times for the experimental sentence that were
due to differences in sentence length, reading times were normalized in the following
way: For each participant and each description, the time for the experimental sentence
was divided by the number of syllables in the sentence (see, e.g., Haberlandt 1994).
Thus, the dependent variable can be interpreted as reading time per syllable and was
measured in milliseconds.
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Table 3 Mean reading times per syllable (in milliseconds) for the experimental sentence as a function of
accountability and consistency of statement (Study 2)

Accountability Consistency of statement

Consistent Contradictory

Accountable 174.82 154.69

Unaccountable 131.75 260.24

3.2 Results and discussion

To address the predictions regarding the activation of the student category while
teachers passed through the student description, a 2 (accountability: accountable
vs. unaccountable) × 2 (order of presentation: description with consistent sentence
first vs. description with contradictory sentence first) × 2 (set: set 1 vs. set 2) × 2
(consistency: contradictory sentence vs. consistent sentence) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the last factor was conducted on the reading times for the experi-
mental sentence. The interaction of accountability and consistency was significant,
F(1, 16) = 4.81, η2 = .23, p = .04. No other effects were significant, all Fs< 2.5.
As can be seen in Table 3, the pattern of means confirmed our predictions. Planned
contrasts showed that in the accountable condition, reading times for the contradictory
and consistent statements did not differ, t (11) = −.46, p = .65, ns. However, there
was a strong effect of the consistency of the statement in the unaccountable condi-
tion, t(11) = 2.91, d = .84, p = .01. It took participants twice as long to read the
contradictory statement than to read the consistent sentence.

From these findings, it may be concluded that unaccountable participants had diffi-
culty comprehending the contradictory statement. In the framework of our experiment,
comprehension difficulties would occur only when participants tried to map the criti-
cal experimental sentence onto the previously activated category. This in turn implies
that unaccountable participants had activated a student category during their encoding
of the information presented in the description. By contrast, from the findings in the
accountable condition, it may be concluded that participants did not realize the con-
tradiction between the experimental sentence and the category-related information of
the description. This result suggests that accountable participants had not activated a
student category during the encoding of the description. In sum, our findings supported
Hypothesis 3.

Having demonstrated that unaccountable teachers activated a student category dur-
ing passing through a student description, whereas there were no indices of category
activation for accountable teachers, further questions on the processing of student
characteristics and the representation of these characteristics in teachers’ memory
remain. From Experiment 2, there was no evidence regarding whether accountable
and unaccountable teachers encode and represent the whole description in memory
differently. It is thus unclear whether an activated category exerts an influence on the
process of organization, and storage of the student information that was given. From
our theoretical background, it may be expected that unaccountable teachers pay little
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attention to the individual details of student information if they have a category at
hand, whereas accountable teachers direct their attention to the details of the descrip-
tion irrespective of category availability. As attention determines which information is
encoded and stored in memory, it may be predicted that unaccountable teachers’ mem-
ory of students’ attributes will be biased by an activated category, whereas account-
able teachers’ memory will not be influenced by a category. Study 3 addressed this
question.

4 Study 3

To investigate the question of whether teachers’ memory of students’ attributes is dif-
ferentially influenced by an activated category depending on accountability (Hypoth-
esis 4), we used a free recall task. Participants received two student descriptions, one
pertaining to a student category and the other comprising individual, that is, category-
unrelated student characteristics. To assess memory, participants had to reproduce as
much of the presented student information as they could remember.

4.1 Methods

4.1.1 Participants and design

Forty German secondary school teachers (17 male, 23 female) participated in the
study. On average, the participants were 45.2 years old (SD = 9.6) and had 18.1
years (SD = 9.8) of experience in their profession. They were randomly assigned
to the conditions of a 2 (accountability: accountable vs. unaccountable) × 2 (type
of description: category-related vs. individual) mixed factorial design with repeated
measures on the type of description.

4.1.2 Materials and procedure

Participants, upon their arrival in the laboratory, were given one of the accountability
instructions from Study 1. Then they received two student descriptions, one pertaining
to a student category (termed the category-related description in the following) and the
other one describing individual characteristics that were category-unrelated (termed
the individual description in the following). Each description was presented on the
computer screen. Half of the participants received the category-related description
first and the other half received the individual description first. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to the order of presentation of the two descriptions. The presentation
phase of the experiment was followed by a short interpolated task to interfere with
participants’ short-term memory in which participants had to fill out a questionnaire
on their biographical data. Afterwards, participants were asked to recall as much of
the original information as they could.

It should be noted that Studies 1 and 3 used research paradigms that were established
in different domains of research and that yield other types of dependent variables, and
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thus, Study 3 may not be considered to be a replication of Study 1. In the domain of text
comprehension, summarization in a person’s own words is used to analyze inferences
from person descriptions as has been noted above, whereas in social cognition research,
the free recall task is used to analyze correct reproductions of the given information and
memory intrusions. Correct reproductions are pieces of information repeated verbatim
and thus do not go beyond the given information as inferences do. Memory intrusions
may comprise inferences, but they do not necessarily correspond to inferences in
every case as they also include any other type of cues that falsely come into mind
while working on the recall task.

To obtain the category-related student description, we proceeded as we had in Study
2. Thus, the category-related description consisted of 20 statements each pertaining to
a characteristic of a selected student category (which was “hyperactive child” in this
experiment) and four statements that were neutral with respect to the student category.
The individual student description comprised 24 statements, which were neutral with
respect to category activation.

A prestudy had the aim of investigating whether the descriptions represented the
intended student cases. Ten secondary school teachers with at least 10 years of pro-
fessional school experience had to estimate the ease of categorizing each student
description on a 3-point rating scale ranging from 1 (easy) to 3 (difficult), and they had
to specify a student category that fit the description. For the individual description,
all participants answered that they were not able to specify any category. On aver-
age, the description was rated 2.89 and was thus judged difficult to categorize. For
the category-related description, eight participants mentioned the intended category
“hyperactive child.” On average, the description was rated 1.12, and was therefore
judged easy to categorize.

4.1.3 Dependent measures and coding

Participants’ recall protocols were scored by two independent judges, blind to the
experimental condition, for correct reproductions and intrusions. Reproductions were
scored as having been correctly remembered if a statement from the case report about
the student was repeated verbatim or if a synonymous formulation was created by the
participant, and as intrusions in any other case. In the second step, intrusions were
coded with regard to whether they pertained to a student category. An intrusion was
judged as pertaining to the corresponding category if it was a verbatim or synonymous
formulation of an attribute of the category although it was not part of the description
in the presentation phase of the experiment. The typologies of teachers’ pedagogical
content knowledge outlined above were used as a basis for these judgments. Interrater
reliability (Cohen’s kappa) was κ = .89.

Relative correct recall rates were calculated by dividing the number of correctly
recalled statements by the total number of statements presented in the description,
that is, 24 statements, and relative numbers of intrusions were computed by dividing
the number of intrusions by the total number of productions, that is, the sum of cor-
rectly recalled statements and the number of intrusions for each description and each
participant (see Murphy and Puff 1982, for this procedure).
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Table 4 Mean correct recall rates as a function of accountability and category availability (Study 3)

Accountability Type of description

Category-related Individual

Accountable 0.32 0.33

Unaccountable 0.21 0.35

Relative correct recall rates were calculated by dividing the number of correctly recalled statements by the
total number of statements presented in the description, that is, 24 statements

Table 5 Mean relative number of intrusions as a function of accountability and category availability
(Study 3)

Accountability Type of description

Category-related Individual

Accountable 0.13 0.15

Unaccountable 0.51 0.19

The relative number of intrusions was calculated by dividing the total number of intrusions by the total
number of reproductions (i.e., intrusions and correctly recalled statements)

4.2 Results and discussion

Two dependent variables were of primary concern: The number of correctly recalled
statements, and the number of intrusions. From the various ways to treat reproductions
and intrusions, their separate analysis was selected in order to avoid any confounding
(see Murphy and Puff 1982). Results for each of the two variables will be discussed
below.

With respect to teachers’ memory of students’ characteristics, we expected that
the number of correctly recalled statements would be less for the category-related
compared to the individual description for unaccountable participants, whereas there
would be no difference for accountable participants. Correspondingly, a 2 (account-
ability) × 2 (order of presentation) × 2 (type of description) ANOVA was conducted
on the relative number of correctly recalled attributes. There was a main effect of
type of description, F(1, 36) = 7.06, η2 = .17, p = .01, with a higher recall rate
for the individual description (M = 0.34) than for the category-related case report
(M = 0.26). Furthermore, the interaction of accountability and type of description
was significant, F(1, 36) = 4.20, η2 = .11, p = .05. No other effects were signif-
icant. Table 4 shows the mean recall rates, which were consistent with predictions.
Planned contrasts confirmed that unaccountable participants reproduced fewer state-
ments correctly for the category-related case compared to the individual description,
t (19) = −4.91, d = 1.10, p = .0009, whereas accountable participants showed no
differences in recall rates between these two descriptions, t (19) = −.39, p = .71.

To further analyze our prediction that unaccountable teachers’ memory would be
biased by an activated category, whereas accountable teachers’ memory would more
accurately reflect the information given about the student, a 2 (accountability) × 2
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Table 6 Mean relative number of category-consistent intrusions as a function of accountability and category
availability (Study 3)

Accountability Type of description

Category-related Individual

Accountable 0.05 0.06

Unaccountable 0.32 0.10

The relative number of category-consistent intrusions was calculated by dividing the total number of
category-consistent intrusions by the total number of reproductions (i.e., intrusions and correctly recalled
statements)

(order of presentation) × 2 (type of description) ANOVA was performed on the relative
number of intrusions. There was a main effect of accountability, F(1, 36) = 14.19,
η2 = .31, p = .001, with a higher number of intrusions for unaccountable participants
(M = 0.35) than for accountable participants (M = 0.14) and a main effect of type of
description, F(1, 36) = 18.05, η2 = .36, p = .001, with a higher number of intrusions
for the category-related description (M = 0.32) than for the individual description (M =
0.17). Most interestingly for our research question, there was a strong interaction effect
of accountability and type of description, F(1, 36) = 22.06, η2 = .41, p = .001. No
other effects were significant, all Fs < 1. As the mean number of intrusions displayed
in Table 5 show, the results were consistent with predictions. There appeared a strong
increase in the number of intrusions for the category-related description compared
to the individual case report for unaccountable participants, t(19) = 5.58, d = 1.25,
p = .0002, whereas accountable participants did not exhibit a difference in intrusions
between the two student descriptions, t (19) = −.801, p = .44.

In order to investigate the question of whether intrusions indeed pertained to the
activated category, we analyzed the relative number of category-consistent intrusions
as a final step. A 2 (accountability) × 2 (order of presentation) × 2 (type of description)
ANOVA revealed the following results. There was a main effect of accountability, F(1,
36) = 15.75, η2 = .33, p = .001, with a higher number of category-consistent intrusions
for unaccountable participants (M = 0.21) than for accountable participants (M = 0.06)
and a main effect of type of description, F(1, 36) = 15.11, η2 = .32, p = .001, with a
higher number of category-consistent intrusions for the category-related description
(M = 0.18) than for the individual description (M = 0.08). Furthermore, there was a
strong interaction effect of accountability and type of description, F(1, 36) = 18.85,
η2 = .37, p = .001. Table 6 shows the mean number of category-consistent intrusions.
For unaccountable participants, there was a strong increase in category-consistent
intrusions for the category-related case report compared to the individual description,
t(19) = 5.14, d = 1.15, p = .0005, whereas no such increase appeared for accountable
participants, t (19) = −.74, p = .47. A comparison of the number of category-related
intrusions to the total number of intrusions for the category-related description revealed
that 69 % of the intrusions for unaccountable participants pertained to the activated
category.

In sum, the findings from Study 3 strongly supported Hypothesis 4. As the results
from the free recall data demonstrated, unaccountable teachers’ memory was impaired
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by the presence of a student category, whereas there was no such effect in every other
condition. The analysis of intrusions and, more specifically, category-consistent intru-
sions, finally demonstrated that for unaccountable participants, the activated category
caused the memory bias, whereas there was no bias for accountable teachers, but a
relatively more correct memory for the given information.

5 General discussion

The present studies examined whether the accountability of teachers has an influence
on their processing of students’ achievements and their assessments of student per-
formance. Building on research on social judgment formation (Fiske and Neuberg
1990; Lerner and Tetlock 2003) we predicted that unaccountable teachers would acti-
vate social categories and use them for the assessment, whereas accountable teachers’
attention would be directed to individual attributes of students. Using secondary school
teachers as participants, three studies supported our hypotheses. First, we found in
Study 1 that unaccountable teachers’ assessments of student performance were biased
by activated social categories and that unaccountable teachers generated inferences
about students on the basis of the activated categories. By contrast, accountable teach-
ers more accurately took into account the information given about a student in their
assessments and a comparatively low number of inferences was observed. Second, we
found in Study 2 that unaccountable teachers activated social categories about students
during the encoding of the student information, whereas accountable teachers did not
activate a category during the encoding phase of information processing. Finally, in
Study 3 we found that unaccountable teachers’ memory was influenced by social cat-
egories, but there were no such biases on the base of categories in the memory of
accountable teachers.

From our findings it may be concluded that accountability differentially shifts teach-
ers’ processing of student information and their assessments of student performance
to more category-based or attribute-based strategies. Thus, the dual process theories
underlying the present research provide a solid base for explaining teachers’ informa-
tion processing and judgment formation. Low accountability induces category-based
processing with attention, memory and judgment being affected by social categories,
whereas high accountability directs attention to the individual information given about
a student with memory and judgment being unaffected by categories. Thus, teachers
are “motivated tacticians” in their professional domain who select from at least two
processing strategies in response to the actual demand. As far as we know, this is
the first demonstration that knowledge about the determinants of category-based ver-
sus attribute-based judgment formation can be applied to the domain of educational
achievement judgments. In addition, the present research sheds light on the cogni-
tive processes that underlie the variations in the quality of teachers’ assessments by
demonstrating that accountability influences early phases in the processing of student
information, that is, attention and memory. This in turn may also constitute the cog-
nitive mechanisms of relatively more biased or accurate judgment formation in the
educational domain.
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Our findings add to a large body of evidence demonstrating that teachers’ expec-
tations about students’ achievements and their corresponding assessments of student
performance may be influenced by activated student categories (Andrews et al. 1997;
Parks and Kennedy 2007; Pigott and Cowen 2000). However, it also extends knowledge
on teachers’ judgment formation by showing conditions in which teachers’ assess-
ments are relatively free of biases (that is, high accountability). Thus, conceptualizing
this type of assessment as a social judgment and using dual process theories allowed us
to formulate new hypotheses on conditions which moderate the quality of educational
achievement assessments.

Our results on the impact of accountability on teachers’ assessments of student
performance fit into Tetlock’s research (Tetlock 2005; Tetlock and Lerner 1999) on
professional judgment formation. According to Tetlock (2005) judgments are more
accurate if professional forecasters (e.g. political experts, engineers, or teachers) are
held systematically accountable. By contrast, a “regime of close-to-zero accountabil-
ity” (Tetlock 2005, p. 235) can lead to an accuracy that is worse than flipping a coin.
Even if accountability by itself is no panacea, it has an impact on cognitive processing
and can lead to a more complex, self-critical and effort-demanding style of thinking
(Tetlock and Lerner 1999). So teachers like other forecasters should be held responsi-
ble for their judgments, e.g. by ensuring that they expect to explain, justify, or excuse
their judgments. From this line of research as well as research on decision making of
physicians and clinical psychologists (Dawes 1998; Swets et al. 2000) attribute-based
processing is the competent mode for highly consequential decisions because it is char-
acterized by the systematic collection of pieces of information and their thoughtful
integration into a judgment. Accountability seems to trigger this type of judgment.

On the other hand, less consequential assessments might still qualify as “good
enough” even if they are based on category-related processing (Fiske 1993). Exam-
ples are decisions during class such as calling on a particular student. In these situa-
tions, attribute-based processing might be overly demanding, whereas category-based
processing might reduce cognitive load during judgment formation and thus help
teaching in the class. In other words, although attribute-based processing appears as
the competent mode for consequential assessments, category-based judgment forma-
tion might serve the capability of acting with a reasonable quality for less consequential
decisions.

One major objection against our studies might concern the instructions we used to
vary accountability. The instructions varied accuracy and significance of the assess-
ment at the same time. In the accountable condition participants were informed that
they should recommend a secondary school track for students which constitutes a
highly consequential judgment, whereas participants in the unaccountable condition
received no such information. Thus, either accuracy or significance or both might have
been the relevant determinants for our findings. It should be noted that it was not the aim
of our studies to separately analyze the impact of these two determinants on judgment
formation. Rather, our intention was to identify those tasks in the everyday profes-
sional life of teachers which differ in accountability and to operationalize the tasks in
the experiments through instruction. As has been outlined at the outset, we conducted
two prestudies (Prestudy 1 and 2) to guarantee the external validity of the instructions.
Results of the prestudies showed that our instructions correspond to professional tasks
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of teachers in the school setting and indeed differed in accountability. Furthermore, the
two instructions used in our studies may be differentiated from each other as inducing
proximal versus distal goals (see, e.g., Gollwitzer and Moskowitz 1996). These two
types of goals have been shown to differentially affect social cognition and they inher-
ently comprise accuracy, significance and level of abstraction. Thus, accuracy and
significance may not be separated from each other beyond an experimental rationale.

Another objection against our studies might concern that we also varied the stu-
dent descriptions. Across the studies of the present investigation we selected different
student categories as part of the materials and investigated the validity of the student
descriptions based on these materials in a number of prestudies. Materials were varied
in order to test whether our results generalize across different student descriptions or
represent effects due to materials. The consistency of results implies that our findings
generalize across different materials.

The type of category-based processing that we investigated in our studies may be
conceptualized as one example of heuristic decision making. Other examples of using
heuristics that might apply to the educational domain are anchoring and adjustment.
Anchoring effects occur when a preceding assessment has an influence on subsequent
assessments (Mussweiler and Strack 1999; Tversky and Kahnemann 1974). In the
educational domain anchoring effects might occur in assessing several class tests where
the first test may yield the anchor for the subsequent tests. In our current studies we
investigate whether teachers use the anchoring heuristic in achievement assessments.
Another research aim concerns the question whether anchoring effects are moderated
by accountability in the same way as category-based processing. In this case, the
theoretical foundation of category-based processes might be broadened to the more
general conceptualization of heuristic thinking and accountability might be considered
as a general moderator of heuristic thinking. Clearly, the supposed generality of these
mechanisms remains to be tested empirically.
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