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Appendix 

This appendix provides the stimulus material used in our experiments (A1), tests the mediating 

effect of cognitive reflexivity on appeal (A2: Study 2a), identifies that Study 2a’s results replicate when 

this study is treated as a 2 x 4 design (A3), provides information on the effects of atypicality, 

accountability, and audience preferences on reflexivity across all of Study 2a’s samples (A4), and 

provides line graphs for Study1c and Study 2b’s interactions (A5).  

 

A1. Stimulus material 

A1.1 Restaurants. For Studies 1a, 1b, and 2a, the stimulus material was a restaurant menu. We 

gave participants stimulus items that were uniquely evocative of cuisines, culinary categories. Both  

typical and atypical restaurant menus contained 8 menu items of comparable length. The low atypicality 

restaurant menu contained 7 Chinese menu items and 1 Thai menu item. The high atypicality restaurant 

menu contained 4 Chinese menu items and 1 French, 1 Greek, 1 Mexican, and 1 Spanish menu item. 

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

Please insert figures A1.1.1 & A1.1.2 about here 

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

A1.2 Bands. For Studies 1c and 2b, the stimulus material was a band’s set list. We gave 

participants stimulus items that were uniquely evocative of genres, musical categories. The typical and 

atypical set lists contained 5 musical styles of comparable length. The low atypicality set list contained 

5 items in total, 4 items from one genre, jazz, and 1  item from a different genre, rock. The high 

atypicality restaurant menu also had 5 items, 3 rock items and 1 item each from reggae and jazz.  

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

Please insert figures A1.2.1 & A1.2.2 about here 

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

 

A2. Additional analysis of impact of implicit / explicit audience preferences 

We have argued that accountability’s effect on the evaluation of typicality depends upon the 

preferences of the evaluator’s audience which may be either implicit or explicit. To test this, the 

accountability manipulation either withheld (Studies 1a-1c) or provided (Studies 2a-2b) participants 

with information on others’ preferences. To further understand whether, as theorized, accountable 
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participant behavior differed when others’ preferences were either implicit or explicit, we examined 

participants’ cognitive reflexivity, defined as a person's tendency to override an immediate "gut" 

response and engage in further reflection to find a correct answer (Frederick, 2005). If, as theorized, 

accountable evaluators spend more effort trying to understand what an organization does when others’ 

preferences are implicit, this effort may show up as reflection. Conversely, if accountable audience 

members conform to others’ explicit preferences, then we would expect lower levels of reflection 

because the automatic response may be the most obviously acceptable option (Tetlock, Skitka, & 

Boettger, 1989). Thus, differences in reflexivity may speak to the theorized difference (implicit vs 

explicit preferences) in the manipulation of accountability that exists between our studies.  

Measure: cognitive reflection. We measured participants’ cognitive reflection through their 

recollection of the menu items. We used a methodological framework, the Process Disassociation 

Procedure (PDP), deployed in psychological research into memory that separates the contribution of 

intentional from automatic uses of memory (Jacoby, 1991). The PDP focuses on recognition memory 

judgements. There are two dimensions to recognition memory: recollection and familiarity. While 

recollection and familiarity are both associated with a subjective feeling of recognizing an item as 

something that has been previously encountered (e.g., recognition), the underlying mechanisms differ. 

Recollection is associated with recognizing because it involves the conscious retrieval of episodic 

details (e.g., I am trying to remember). However, familiarity gives rise to recognizing because of 

automatic influences of memory (Jacoby, 1991). The PDP procedure separates the within-task 

contribution of recollection and familiarity by asking participants to include and exclude items or to 

simultaneously recollect prior studied information while excluding information that is familiar that has 

not been encountered previously. A high recollection score indicates high levels of cognitive reflection 

and results from higher-levels of deliberation while a low recollection score indicates low-levels of 

cognitive reflection and likely reflects that participants were more intuitive or automatic in their 

decision-making as they opted for familiar options.  

For Studies 1a-1b and 2a, following the evaluation of the menu, participants were provided 

with questions that asked whether a listed menu item belonged to the restaurant that they just evaluated. 

They were provided with 16 menu items, 8 of which appeared on the menu and 8 of which did not 
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appear on the menu. The 8 false items were all drawn from the same cuisine(s) as the actual items. For 

example, in the low atypicality conditions, there were 7 false menu items that evoked Chinese cuisine 

and 1 false menu item that evoked Thai cuisine. Participants were asked to identify whether a menu 

item belonged to the restaurant (inclusion) or not (exclusion).1 If a participant’s recognition was 

primarily intuitive, that person should not be able to reliably distinguish false menu items from actual 

menu items. In contrast, if recollection is the primary base for judgment, a participant should identify 

which menu items belonged to the restaurant that she evaluated. We calculated an intuitive-reflective 

score by summing the correct responses on the false items resulting in a score ranging from 0 (intuitive) 

to 8 (reflective).  

Since the number of category cues differ across studies - the studies that use culinary categories 

have 8 items while those that use musical genres have 5 items – to ensure comparability and avoid 

measurement issues, we only collected data on cognitive reflexivity for Study 1a - 1b and Study 2a.    

Results. We first examine the effect of our manipulated variables on reflection when audience 

preferences are implicit (Studies 1a-1b) and then when audience preferences are explicit (Study 2a). 

The means of cognitive reflexivity are reported in Table A2.1 (Panels A-D) and the results are reported 

in Table A2.2 for the three samples of Study 2a (because the interaction of interest was not significant 

for Studies 1a-1b, we do not report these results in a separate table). Because we are primarily interested 

in whether the behavior of audience members changes across studies, we focus on and report the results 

of the interaction between the manipulated variable and cognitive reflection.  

 In Study 1a, an ANOVA reveals that the manipulated variables separately and significantly 

affected cognitive reflection (Atypicality: b = 2.68, SE = .26, p<.001; Accountability: b = .73, SE = .26, 

p<.01). However, their interaction was not significant (b = .37, SE = .37, p=.31).  

In Study 1b, we similarly find that while atypicality (b = 2.40, SE = .18, p<.001) and 

accountability (b = .24, SE = .15, p=.09) separately affected cognitive reflection, albeit marginally for 

accountability, their interaction was non-significant (b = -.06, SE = .25, p=.78). Despite the non-

                                                           
1 This single-test procedure differs from Jacoby's (1991) procedure in which participants perform two tests, one under inclusion 

instructions and the other under exclusion instructions. Our single-test procedure eliminated the possibility of criterion shifts 

between inclusion and exclusion tests in the two-test procedure and simplified the procedure. 
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significant interactions across these two studies, in line with our expectations, the coefficient sign is 

positive and, across both studies accountability does lead to higher levels of reflection.  

In the manuscript, we explain that due to fewer exclusions than expected, the sample for Study 

2a was larger than the sample size described in the study’s pre-registration. Here, we provide the results 

for an ANOVA analysis on the three samples (n=400, n=525, and n=692) that we analyze. The 

description of the results focuses on the largest sample (n=692). In Study 2a, in which the preferences 

of the evaluator’s audience are explicit, we find that the key three-way interaction between atypicality, 

accountability, and preferences (b = 9.44, SE = .71, p <.001) significantly affected cognitive reflection. 

At high accountability, atypicality either negatively (Typical preferences: b = -.19, SE = .03, p <.001) 

or positively influenced reflection (Atypical preferences: b = .42, SE = .04, p <.001). We expected to 

find the negative relationship between accountability and reflection because this negative effect is in 

line with our arguments that accountable evaluators conformed to their audience preferences. We did 

not expect a positive relationship between accountability and reflection when the evaluator’s audience 

preferred atypical organizations. Perhaps the higher levels of reflection associated with high levels of 

accountability and atypical preferences stem from the cognitive effort needed to ascertain that the 

restaurant was indeed atypical and thus fit with their audience’s preferences. 

In sum, these results help to clarify how accountability influences behavior. When others’ 

preferences are explicit and the evaluator’s audience prefers typical organizations, as expected, 

accountability reduces reflection, leading to less deliberation during evaluation. When the evaluator’s 

audience explicitly prefers atypical organizations, accountability increases reflection. Under these 

conditions, evaluators may actively search for a choice that they can defend to their audience. 

Furthermore, while not conclusive, we did find descriptive evidence that points to higher levels of 

deliberation when the preferences of the evaluator’s audience are implicit. It is also interesting that the 

reflection scores are relatively higher overall in the studies with implicit preferences than the studies 

with explicit preferences. Taken together, we believe these results offer tentative support for our theory 

and hint at the different mechanisms potentially at work in the high accountability conditions invoked 

in H1 and H2. More empirical evidence is needed to fully substantiate this claim.   

----------------------------------------------------- 
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Please insert Tables A2.1 – A2.2 about here 

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

 

A3. Mediation analysis 

We theorized and found tentative support for the proposition that participant behavior differed 

when they were accountable and the preferences of their audience were either implicit (Studies 1a-1c) 

or explicit (Study 2a-2b). When others’ preferences are implicit, we theorized that the evaluator focused 

on the option whose assessment is easiest to defend to others; when others’ preferences are explicit, we 

theorized that the evaluator conforms to her audience’s expectations. The difference may be seen as 

trying to find the best possible option (explicit preferences) versus trying to find the least objectionable 

option (implicit preferences). If correct, the evaluator’s level of activity may vary across the different 

studies. Here, we further test whether cognitive reflection, a participant’s ability to override her gut 

reaction and engage in further reflection to find a correct answer (Frederick, 2005) mediates the 

relationship between accountability, atypicality, and appeal. We believe that higher activity levels may 

manifest themselves as higher levels of reflection and conformity as lower levels of reflection.   

We believe that accountability will stimulate higher levels of deliberation when the preferences 

of the evaluator’s audience are implicit. Under these conditions, evaluators try to anticipate possible 

criticisms that others might raise against their choices (Tetlock, 1983; Tetlock & Kim, 1987). This 

anticipation should be reflected in higher levels of cognitive reflection since, under these conditions,  

accountable evaluators need to or should reflect upon (all) task-relevant information. Furthermore, we 

expect that accountable evaluators will exhibit higher levels of reflection when they evaluate atypical 

organizations. The argument here is that atypicality impedes categorization and this disfluency causes 

audience members to spend more effort trying to understand what the organization does. For instance, 

Hsu (2006) found that critics focused more on category-spanning films than on movies that belonged 

to a single genre. Similarly, Ruef and Patterson (2009) found that inspectors paid more attention to 

organizations that violated the boundaries of their classification system. For these reasons, we believe 

that when the preferences of the evaluator’s audience are implicit, accountability will positively affect 

cognitive reflection and this effect will be stronger for atypical organizations.  
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Conversely, when the preferences of the evaluator’s audience are explicit, we believe that 

accountability will have a negative effect on cognitive reflection. Under these conditions, evaluators 

cope with being accountable by seeking out the most obviously acceptable option (Lerner 

&Tetlock,1999). Specifically, an evaluator may rely on a low-effort acceptability heuristic in which she 

simply shifts her views towards those of her audience and positively evaluate the option that is most in 

line with their audience’s preferences (Tetlock, 1983b; Tetlock, Skitka, & Boettger, 1989). This 

anticipatory opinion conformity means that the evaluator opts for the most intuitive fit with her 

audience’s preferences which implies lower levels of reflection. Furthermore, this negative effect 

should hold for both typical and atypical organizations. After all, the decision rests on the preferences 

of the audience and an organization either fits or goes against audience preferences. In both cases, there 

should be a gut or intuitive decision, indicating low levels of cognitive reflection. For these reasons, 

when the preferences of the evaluator’s audience are explicit, accountability will have a negative effect 

on cognitive reflection and this effect should be similar for typical and atypical actors.  

Crucially, deliberate reflection does not imply that evaluators appreciate or like atypical 

organizations. Rather, deliberate reflection indicates that an evaluator wishes to understand what an 

atypical organization is, which differs from whether an evaluators likes atypical organizations. In fact, 

deliberation requires cognitive effort; Hannan and his co-authors (2019) convincingly argued that high 

levels of cognitive effort were likely followed by negative evaluations. Therefore, we believe that 

cognitive reflection may negatively impact appeal. Following this stipulation of the direct effect of 

cognitive reflexivity, we also reflexivity to have a negative indirect effect or that accountability 

stimulates higher levels of reflection which, in turn, lead to lower levels of appeal.  

Method. We used PROCESS (Hayes, 2017; Studies 1a-1b: Model 8; Study 2a: Model 12), in 

SPSS to test for the existence of an indirect effect of an independent variable (atypicality) on a 

dependent (appeal) via a mediator (cognitive reflexivity) at different levels of the moderating variables 

(Studies 1a-1b: accountability; Study 2a: accountability and preferences). In this procedure, regression 

analyses are used to produce estimates for the paths of the model. Indirect effects are calculated as 

products of these coefficient estimates (i.e., of the path from the independent variable to the mediator 

and the mediator to the dependent variable). As these products often violate the distributional 
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assumptions made by parametric tests, we used a non-parametric test based on the confidence intervals 

(CI) derived from five thousand bootstrap samples to test for the significance of the indirect effects. 

Please see the prior section (A2) for a description of the cognitive reflection measure. We use 

the same measure across the following studies: 1a, 1b, and 2a. We did not measure reflection in Studies 

1c or 2b because the number of items differed in these studies from the prior studies and this difference 

may reduce comparability between studies. Furthermore, in the interests of transparency, for Study 2a, 

we provide the results for all three samples (n=400, n=525, and n=692). 

Results Study 1a. In Study 1a, we find that the manipulated variables separately and 

significantly effected cognitive reflection (Atypicality: b = 2.68, SE = .26, p<.001; Accountability: b = 

.73, SE = .26, p<.01). However, their interaction was not significant (b = .37, SE = .37, p=.31). Because 

the interaction was not significant, we do not observe mediation in this study. 

Results Study 1b. In Study 1b, we find that the manipulated variables either significantly 

(Atypicality: b = 2.40, SE = .18, p<.001) or marginally (Accountability: b = .24, SE = .15, p=.09) 

affected cognitive reflection. Like Study 1a, the interaction was not significant (b = -.06, SE = .25, 

p=.78) which means that we do not observe mediation in this study. 

Results Study 2a. Tables A3.1-3.3 have the results of the moderated mediation analysis for 

Study 2a’s three samples (n=400, n=525, and n=692). The results are largely convergent across the 

three samples. For instance, in all three samples, atypicality, accountability, and preferences 

significantly influence cognitive reflexivity which, in turn, significantly influences appeal. Similarly, 

the three-way interaction of interest is significant across all three samples. Lastly, we do find evidence 

of conditional indirect effects of atypicality on appeal through cognitive reflexivity at different levels 

of accountability. And, across all three samples, the analysis yields inconsistent mediation. Given these 

similarities, for reasons of conciseness, this section describes the results of Sample 3’s analysis (n=692). 

In Study 2a, the key three-way interaction between atypicality, accountability, and preferences 

(b = 9.46, SE = .71, p <.001) significantly affected cognitive reflection. We expect that accountable 

evaluators will engage in lower levels of reflection when they assess atypical organizations because 

they are aware of the audience’s preferences (i.e., preferences are explicit) and conforming to these 

preferences does not require a high-level of reflection. To test this, we use planned contrast testing to 
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examine the effects of atypicality at high levels of accountability across both types of preferences 

(typical and atypical). At high accountability, as theorized, atypicality had a negative and significant 

effect on reflection when the evaluator’s audience preferred typical organizations (b = -1.99, SE = .35, 

p <.001) and a positive and significant effect when the evaluator’s audience preferred atypical 

organizations (b = 4.22, SE = .35, p <.001). One explanation for the unexpected positive relationship 

between accountability, atypicality, and reflections is that audience members need to exert cognitive 

effort to ascertain that the restaurant was indeed atypical and thus fit with their audience’s preferences. 

Having ascertained the first stage (independent variable to mediator effects), we then examined 

the second stage (mediator to dependent variable). We found, as expected, that cognitive reflection had 

a significant and negative effect on appeal (b = -.09, SE = .03, p =.002). 

Combining the two stages, the analysis yielded conditional indirect effects of atypicality on 

appeal through reflexivity at different levels of accountability. When participants are accountable to an 

audience that prefers typical organizations, there is a significant and positive indirect effect of 

atypicality on appeal through reflection (b = .18, SE = .06, 95% CI [.06; .32]. When participants are 

accountable to an audience that prefers atypical organizations, there is a significant and negative indirect 

effect of atypicality (b = -.38, SE = .12, 95% CI [-.61; -.15]). The index of moderated moderated 

mediation (index = -.85, SE = .27, 95% CI [-1.40; -.32]) is significant which suggests that the indirect 

effects are driven by the reported three-way interaction between atypicality, accountability and 

preferences. Furthermore, the indices of conditional moderated mediation which test whether the 

moderating effect of preference was conditional on accountability, are significant (typical preferences: 

index=.42, SE=.14, 95% CI [.15; .71]; atypical preferences: index= -.43, SE=.14 95% CI [-.71; -.17]. 

When others’ preferences are explicit, the indirect effects are conditional upon accountability.  

Please see Tables A3.1 – A3.3 for these results. 

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

Please insert Tables A3.1-A3.3 about here 

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

While this pattern of effects does suggest that in this study reflection mediates the relationship 

between accountability, atypicality, and appeal, the direct effect and the indirect effect do not have the 

same sign. This is known as inconsistent mediation (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). There 
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may be an unspecified moderator that explains why the signs are not the same. Given the complexity 

of our analysis, searching for an additional moderator, and assessing the subsequent four-way 

interaction may not necessarily resolve the issue. Rather, we believe that we may have captured the 

mechanism in our manipulations. From this perspective, the added value of the mediation analysis is to 

reinforce that accountability did influence how our participants evaluated organizations.   

 

A4. Study 2a: 2x4 mediation analysis 

We pre-registered Study 2a as 2 x 4 design meaning that two levels of atypicality (low vs high) 

and four levels of accountability (low vs high and typical vs atypical preferences) were varied between 

subjects. In a 2 x 4 design, accountability is a categorical variable. Process, the SPSS macro used to test 

for mediation, represents categorical variables as a series of dummy variables (K-1). We were concerned 

that the presentation of this analysis may be confusing. As a result, in the manuscript, we present Study 

2a as a 2 x 2 x 2 design. We found using dichotomous variables made the results easier to follow. Since 

the experiment was pre-registered as a 2 x 4, we provide the analysis of that design here as we wish to 

show that the 2 x 4 mediation results are substantially the same as the 2 x 2 x 2 results. In the interests 

of transparency, we show these results for Study 2a’s three samples (n=400, n=525, n=692). 

Method. To test for the mediating effect of cognitive reflection, we use  PROCESS (Model 8) 

with a dummy-coded variable for atypicality (0=low; 1=high) and a categorical variable for 

accountability (1=low levels of accountability to audience that prefers typical organizations; 2=low 

levels of accountability towards audience that prefers atypical organizations; 3=high levels of 

accountability to audience that prefers typical organizations; 4=high levels of accountability to audience 

that prefers atypical organizations) that reflect assignment to experimental conditions. Since our 

independent variable, accountability, is a multi-categorical variable (k=4), we applied the indicator 

coding system for multi-categorical predictors in PROCESS to our data (for more details, see Hayes 

2017). This means that, rather than a continuous scale, we used dummy variables to test the moderating 

effect of accountability on the relationship between atypicality and appeal. As a multi-categorical 

predictor of k categories must be represented with k-1 variables in a regression model and our 

moderating variable had four categories, three dummy variables were created and entered into the 
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regressions (Dummy 1: 1= low accountability to an audience that prefers atypicality; 0 = low 

accountability to an audience that prefers typicality; Dummy 2: 1= high accountability to an audience 

that prefers typicality; 0 = low accountability to an audience that prefers typicality; Dummy 3: 1= high 

accountability to an audience that prefers atypicality; 0 = low accountability to an audience that prefers 

typicality). The reference group for all three dummy variables was the low accountability to an audience 

that prefers typicality condition. Please see Tables A4.1-A4.3 for these results. 

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

Please insert Tables A4.1-A4.3 about here 

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

The pattern of effects are largely convergent across the three samples. For purposes of brevity, 

we provide a detailed description of the results for Study 2a’s Sampe 3 (n=692). First, cognitive 

reflection had a significant and negative effect on appeal (b = -.09, SE = .03, p <.001). Second, the 

interaction between the three accountability dummies and atypicality had a significant effect on 

reflection (Dummy 1: b = -3.23, SE = .50, p <.001; Dummy 2: b = -4.71, SE = .50, p <.001; Dummy 3: 

b = 1.50, SE = .50, p <.01). Third, combining the two stages, the analysis yielded conditional indirect 

effects of atypicality on appeal through reflexivity at the different levels of accountability. At low 

accountability / typical preference, there is a significant and negative indirect effect (b = -.24, SE = .08, 

95% CI [-.41; -.09]. At low accountability / atypical preference, there is no significant indirect effect 

(b = .05, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.03; .14]). At high accountability / typicality preference, there is a 

significant and positive indirect effect of atypicality on appeal through reflection (b = .18, SE = .06, 

95% CI [.06; .32]. Lastly, in the high accountability / atypicality preference condition, there is a 

significant and negative indirect effect of atypicality (b = -.38, SE = .12, 95% CI [-.61; -.15]). 

The indices of moderated mediation are significant (Index 1= .29, 95% CI [.10; .51]; Index 2 = 

.42, 95% CI [.15; .71]; Index 3= -.13, 95% CI [-.26; -.04]). This suggests that the indirect effects are 

conditional on accountability. While there are minor differences, the results reported in the manuscript 

and the analysis of accountability as a categorical variable are highly convergent. For instance, the 

mediation results are again inconsistent as the direct effects have a different sign than the indirect 

effects. Therefore, we view these results as offering tentative support for mediation in Study 2a.  
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A5. Study 1c and 2b: Line graphs  

 As shown in the manuscript (see Tables 2 and 6), the main terms of the two-way interaction 

between atypicality and accountability (Study 1c) and the three-way interaction between atypicality, 

accountability, and preferences (Study 2b) are not significant. Some scholars suggest that the theoretical 

or econometric significance of an interaction depends on the statistical significance of the variables that 

comprise the interaction. One exception to this is a cross-over interaction. Since the bar graphs provided 

in the manuscript may not facilitate the identification of a cross-over interaction, we also represented 

the interactions from these studies as a line graph. Figure A5 contains this graph.  

 As can be seen in the graph, for both Study 1c and Study 2b, there is a cross-over interaction 

for both studies meaning that there are patterns of crossing lines that represent the simple main effects 

of the interaction. Since Study 2b is a three-way interaction, we provide more detail on the interaction. 

For Study 2b, when accountability is low, the lines representing low and high levels of atypicality do 

cross, which may indicate that the effect of this factor differs across conditions, in this case audience 

preferences for either typical or atypical organizations. However, since the difference in means between 

the atypical conditions is clearly more meaningful when audience members prefer typical organizations, 

it is difficult to infer a clear effect. When accountability is high, the lines representing low and high 

atypicality cross and there is a meaningful difference between the means for both values of the audience 

preference variable. Therefore, we believe that this graph shows that, as theorized, when accountability 

is high, the effect of atypicality on evaluation changes depending on the preferences of the audience 

that the evaluator is accountable to.   

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

Please insert figure A5 about here 

----------------------------------------------------- 
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Figure A1.1.1: Low atypicality restaurant menu 

 

MENU 

1. Dim Sum: small dumplings (vegetarian). 

2. Spring rolls (bamboo and mushrooms). 

3. Chicken cooked with Szechuan peppers.  

4. Peking Duck with thin pancakes. 

5. Noodles with lemongrass, sprouts, peanuts. 

6. Fried rice with chicken and vegetables. 

7. Fish Cantonese style with rice.  

8. Tofu with soy sauce, rice. 
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Figure A1.1.2: High atypicality restaurant menu 

 

MENU 

1. Dim Sum: small dumplings (vegetarian). 

2. Spring rolls (bamboo and mushrooms). 

3. Chicken cooked with Szechuan peppers.  

4. Peking duck with thin pancakes. 

5. Yogurt with cucumber and garlic. 

6. Beans with spicy chili sauce 

7. Spicy salad with shrimp and peanuts.  

8. Mussels cooked in white wine.  
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Figure A1.2.1: Low atypicality set list 

 

Set List 

1. Romantic 

2. Swing. 

3. Contemporary jazz.  

4. Fusion. 

5. Easy jazz. 
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Figure A1.2.2: High atypicality set list 

 

Set List 

1. Classic rock. 

2. Experimental rock. 

3. Progressive rock.  

4. Swing. 

5.Calypso. 

  



16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

Table A 2.1 Panel A. Study 1a – 1b: Average cognitive reflexivity per cell 

   Study 1a Study 1b 

   Accountability Accountability 

   Low High Low High 

Atypicality 

Low M 3.69 4.40 4.51 4.76 

 SD 1.57 1.18 1.13 1.12 

 N 85 88 97 99 

High M 6.71 7.02 6.92 7.09 

 SD 2.07 1.85 1.13 1.13 

 N 84 85 97 98 

Table A2.1 Panel B. Study 2a: Average cognitive reflexivity per cell, Sample 1 n=400 

   Accountability 

   Accountable to audience that 

prefers typical organizations 

Accountable to audience that 

prefers atypical organizations 

   Low High Low High 

Atypicality 

Low M 4.04 3.59 4.24 3.50 

 SD 1.41 1.36 1.15 1.72 

 N 49 49 50 50 

High M 6.62 5.60 3.72 6.42 

  SD 2.21 2.92 3.58 2.30 

  N 51 51 51 51 

Table A2.1 Panel C. Study 2a: Average cognitive reflexivity per cell, Sample 2 n=525 

   Accountability 

   Accountable to audience that 

prefers typical organizations 

Accountable to audience that 

prefers atypical organizations 

   Low High Low High 

Atypicality 

Low M 3.83 3.51 3.88 1.80 

 SD 1.63 1.52 1.44 2.23 

 N 65 65 67 66 

High M 6.22 2.92 2.89 6.24 

  SD 2.54 3.07 3.51 2.57 

  N 65 66 65 66 

Table A2.1 Panel D. Study 2a: Average cognitive reflexivity per cell, Sample 3 n=692 

   Accountability 

   Accountable to audience that 

prefers typical organizations 

Accountable to audience that 

prefers atypical organizations 

   Low High Low High 

Atypicality 

Low M 3.79 3.62 3.85 2.03 

 SD 1.60 1.46 1.47 2.18 

 N 87 90 87 86 

High M 6.51 1.63 3.33 6.24 

  SD 2.34 2.81 3.57 2.52 

  N 87 83 86 86 
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Table A 2.2. Study 2a: The effect of Atypicality, Accountability, and Preferences on Reflexivity  

 Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 

 DV: Reflexivity DV: Reflexivity DV: Reflexivity 

 F p η2
p F p η2

p F p η2
p 

Atypicality 67.76 <.001 0.14 38.55 <.001 0.06 38.29 <.001 0.05 

Accountability 14.71 <.001 0.03 7.68   .006 0.01 30.80 <.001 0.04 

Atypicality x Accountability 4.41 0.03 0.01 3.83 0.05 .007 0.017 0.97 0.00 

Preferences 1.09 0.29 0.003 8.43 .004 .01 0.01 0.89 0.00 

Atypicality x Preferences 3.41 0.06 0.009 3.81 0.05 .007 17.40 <.001 0.02 

Accountability x Preferences 16.20 <.001 0.04 33.36 <.001 0.06 74.84 <.001 0.09 

Atypicality x Accountability x Preferences 22.17 <.001 0.05 98.48 <.001 0.16 176.27 <.001 0.20 

R2 .24 .27 .32 

N 400 525 692 

Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Independent 

variable 
Moderator Moderator F p η2

p F p η2
p F P η2

p 

Atypicality Accountability Preferences        

 Low Typicality 36.83 <.001 .08 2.43 .11 0.005 58.55 <.001 0.07 

 Low Atypicality 10.40 .001 .03 7.99 .005 0.01 2.18 .14 0.003 

 High Typicality 0.09 0.75 .00 4.88 .009 0.01 31.45 <.001 .04 

 High Atypicality 46.75 <.001 .10 4.08 .04 0.01 139.36 <.001 .16 

 Notes: The pre-registered sample was 400 participants out of a total of 525 participants recruited. The actual number of collected participants was 702. We  provide the results for the pre-

registered samples in Models 1 and 2 and for the total number of participants  three samples. Model 1: n=400; Model 2: n= 525. 
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Table A3.1. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity – Sample 1 (n=400) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 4.26 .09 4.51 0.00 -0.35 0.18 -1.93 0.05 

Accountability  0.83 .18 -9.57 0.00 -0.21 0.20 -1.05 0.29 

Preferences 1.38 .18 7.52 0.00 -0.01 0.19 -0.03 0.98 

Interaction 1: Atypicality x Accountability -2.31 .18 -6.28 0.00 0.42 0.38 1.13 0.26 

Interaction 2: Atypicality x Preferences 2.63 .37 7.15 0.00 0.85 0.38 2.24 0.03 

Interaction 3: Accountability x Preferences 3.62 .37 9.83 0.00 0.64 0.40 1.60 0.11 

Interaction 4: Atypicality x Accountability 

x Preferences 
7.74 .74 10.52 0.00 3.19 0.81 3.94 0.00 

Cognitive reflexivity     -0.13 0.05 -2.74 0.01 

Constant 4.26 .09 46.36 0.00 8.70 0.23 38.24 0.00 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator 

 

Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity 

 
Low Typical -0.35 .12 -.61 to -.13 

 Low Atypical -0.18 .08 -.37 to -0.05 

 High Typical 0.48 .15 .19 to .78 

 High Atypical -0.39 .13 -.67 to -.14 

 Index of moderated moderated mediation:  -1.04, CI [-1.73 to -.39]  

 Indices of conditional moderated mediation 

 Typical preferences = .83, CI [-1.73 to -.39] 

Atypical preferences = -.21, CI [-.44 to -.03] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 2(accountability) x 2(preferences) interaction 



19 

 

Table A3.2. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity – Sample 2 (n=525) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 2.69 0.41 6.50 0.00 -0.28 0.31 -0.89 0.37 

Accountability  -0.30 0.41 -0.73 0.46 0.12 0.29 0.43 0.66 

Preferences -0.11 0.41 -0.26 0.79 -0.13 0.30 -0.44 0.66 

Interaction 1: Atypicality x Accountability -4.38 0.58 -7.51 0.00 -.50 0.44 -1.12 0.25 

Interaction 2: Atypicality x Preferences -3.04 0.58 -5.21 0.00 -.59 0.43 -1.37 0.17 

Interaction 3: Accountability x Preferences -0.82 0.58 -1.42 0.15 -.96 0.42 -2.26 0.02 

Interaction 4: Atypicality x Accountability 

x Preferences 
8.44 0.82 10.22 0.00 2.25 0.65 3.42 <0.001 

Cognitive reflexivity     -0.07 0.03 -2.21 0.27 

Constant 3.84 0.29 13.22 0.00 8.84 0.24 36.09 0.00 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity 

 
Low Typical -0.19 .09 -.38 to -.02 

 Low Atypical 0.02 .03 -.04 to .11 

 High Typical 0.12 .06 .01 to .27 

 High Atypical -0.26 .12 -.51 to -.03 

 Index of moderated moderated mediation:  -.59, CI [-1.18 to -.07]  

 Indices of conditional moderated mediation 

 Typical preferences = .31, CI [.04 to .63] 

Atypical preferences = -.28, CI [-.57 to -.03] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 2(accountability) x 2(preferences) interaction 
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Table A3.3. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity – Sample 3 (n=692) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 2.71 0.35 7.65 <.001 -0.31 0.27 -1.14 .25 

Accountability  -0.17 0.35 -0.49 .63  0.04 0.26 0.15 .88 

Preferences 0.06 0.35 0.16 .87  0.01 0.26 0.02 .99 

Interaction 1: Atypicality x Accountability -4.71 0.50 -9.37 <.001 -0.63 0.39 -1.56 .11 

Interaction 2: Atypicality x Preferences -3.24 0.50 -6.45 <.001 -0.86 0.38 -2.26 .02 

Interaction 3: Accountability x Preferences -1.64 0.49 -3.29   .001 -1.01 0.37 -2.72 .007 

Interaction 4: Atypicality x Accountability 

x Preferences 
9.46 0.71 13.32 <.001  2.66 0.58 4.52 <.001 

Cognitive reflexivity - - - - -0.09 0.03 -3.18 .002 

Constant 3.79 0.25 15.13 <.001 8.97 0.21 41.95 <.001 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity 

 
Low Typical -0.24 0.08 -.41 to -.09 

 Low Atypical 0.05 0.04 -.03 to .14 

 High Typical 0.18 0.07  .06 to .32 

 High Atypical -0.38 0.12 -.62 to -.15 

 Index of moderated moderated mediation:  -.85, CI [-1.40 to -.33]  

 Indices of conditional moderated mediation 

 Typical preferences = .42, CI [.15 to .71] 

Atypical preferences = -.42, CI[-.71 to -.16] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 2(accountability) x 2(preferences) interaction  
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Table A4.1. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity – Sample 1 (n=400) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 2.59 0.37 7.01 0.00 -0.27 0.38 -0.72 0.47 

Accountability D1 -0.04 0.26 -0.15 0.88 -0.33 0.26 -1.29 0.20 

Accountability D2 -3.57 0.26 -13.69 0.00 -0.42 0.31 -1.38 0.17 

Accountability D3 -0.72 0.26 -2.80 0.01 -0.24 0.25 -0.97 0.33 

Atypicality X Accountability D1 -0.47 0.53 -0.89 0.37 -0.74 0.51 -1.44 0.15 

Atypicality X Accountability D2 -6.18 0.52 -11.85 0.00 -0.99 0.59 -1.69 0.09 

Atypicality X Accountability D3 -0.36 0.52 -0.70 0.49 1.19 0.50 2.37 0.02 

Cognitive reflexivity     -0.11 0.05 -2.15 0.03 

Constant 5.35 .18 29 0.00 8.81 0.32 27.76 0.00 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator 
Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity Low Typical -0.27 .12 -.53 to -.04 

 Low Atypical -0.22 .10 -.42 to -.04 

 High Typical 0.38 .16 .07 to .78 

 High Atypical -0.23 .11 -.47 to -.04 

 Index of moderated mediation 1 = .05, CI[ -0.06, 0.20] 

 Index of moderated mediation 2 = .65, CI[0.12, 1.20] 

 Index of moderated mediation 3 = .04, CI[-0.09, 0.20] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 4(accountability) interaction 

D1= low accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

D2 = high accountability to audience that prefers typicality  

D3 = high accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

Reference group for D1-D3 = low accountability to audience that prefers typicality 
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Table A4.2. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity (n=525) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 2.69 0.41 6.50 0.00 -0.28 0.31 -0.89 0.37 

Accountability D1 -0.11 0.41 -0.26 0.79 -0.13 0.30 -0.43 0.66 

Accountability D2 -0.30 0.41 -0.73 0.46 0.12 0.29 0.43 0.66 

Accountability D3 -1.24 0.41 -3.01 0.002 -0.96 0.30 -3.18 0.001 

Atypicality X Accountability D1 -3.04 0.58 -5.21 0.00 -0.59 0.43 -1.37 0.17 

Atypicality X Accountability D2 -4.38 0.58 -7.51 0.00 -0.50 0.44 -1.13 0.25 

Atypicality X Accountability D3 1,00 0.58 1.72 0.08 1.15 0.42 2.70 0.007 

Cognitive reflexivity     -0.07 0.03 -2.21 0.02 

Constant 3.84 0.29 13.22 0.00 8.84 0.24 36.09 0.00 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator 
Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity Low Typical -.19 .09 -.38 to -.02 

 Low Atypical .02 .03 -.04 to .10 

 High Typical .12 .06 .01 to .26 

 High Atypical -.26 .12 -.50 to -.03 

 Index of moderated mediation 1 = .21, CI[ .03, .44] 

 Index of moderated mediation 2 =.31, CI[ .04, .63] 

 Index of moderated mediation 3 = -.07, CI[ -.18, .008] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 4(accountability) interaction 

D1= low accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

D2 = high accountability to audience that prefers typicality  

D3 = high accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

Reference group for D1-D3 = low accountability to audience that prefers typicality 
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Table A4.3. Study 2a: Direct effects and conditional indirect effects of atypicality and accountability on appeal via cognitive 

reflexivity – Sample 3 (n=692) 

 Mediator: 

Cognitive reflection 
Dependent variable: 

Appeal 

 Estimate SE t P Estimate SE t p 

Atypicality 2.71 0.35 7.65 <.001 -0.31 0.27 -1.15 0.25 

Accountability D1  0.06 0.35 0.16 .87  0.01 0.27 0.02 0.99 

Accountability D2 -0.17 0.35 -0.48 .63  0.04 0.26 0.15 0.88 

Accountability D3 -1.76 0.36 -4.95 <.001 -0.96 0.27 -3.62 <0.001 

Atypicality X Accountability D1 -3.23 0.50 -6.45 <.001 -0.85 0.38 -2.25 0.02 

Atypicality X Accountability D2 -4.71 0.50 -9.37 <.001 -0.63 0.39 -1.56 0.11 

Atypicality X Accountability D3 1.50 0.50 2.98 .003 1.19 0.37 3.20   0.002 

Cognitive reflexivity - - - - -0.09 0.03 -3.14   0.002 

Constant 3.79 0.25 15.13 <.001 8.97 0.21 41.94 <0.001 

   

 Conditional effects for the different values of accountability 

Mediator 

Moderator  

Accountability 

Audience 

Preference 

Bootstrap 

indirect effect 

 

Bootstrap SE 

95% bias-

corrected CI 

Cognitive reflexivity Low Typical -0.24 0.08 -.41 to -.09 

 Low Atypical 0.05 0.04 -.03 to .14 

 High Typical 0.18 0.06  .06 to .32 

 High Atypical -0.38 0.12 -.61 to -.14 

    Index of moderated mediation 1 = 0.29, CI [ 0.10, 0.51] 

    Index of moderated mediation 2 = 0.42, CI [ 0.15, 0.71] 

                               Index of moderated mediation 3 = -0.13, CI [-0.26, -0.04] 
Note: This study tests the results of a 2 (atypicality) x 4(accountability) interaction 

D1= low accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

D2 = high accountability to audience that prefers typicality  

D3 = high accountability to audience that prefers atypicality 

Reference group for D1-D3 = low accountability to audience that prefers typicality
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Figure A5. Study 1c: Mean band appeal across conditions 
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Figure A5. Study 2b: Mean band appeal across conditions 

 

 

Note: When preferences for atypicality is equal to zero, the audience that the participant is 

accountable to prefers typical organizations. When preferences for atypicality is equal to one, the 

audience that the participant is accountable to prefers atypical organizations.  
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