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Abstract 

 

180 students from the University of Canterbury were randomly assigned to reading and 

evaluating 4 counterbalanced abstracts under the cover story of a departmental journal 

submission procedure. This study tested whether the number of authors assigned to a 

journal submission is an influential factor on the acceptance rate of a submission 

regardless of the quality of the abstract. Also, it assessed whether the influence of a 

number of authors on the chance of acceptance interacts with the acceptance rate of the 

journal. In other words, the study investigated not only the extent to which number of 

authors influences acceptance regardless of quality, but how much of an influence this 

has for which kind of journals (in terms of the journal‘s acceptance rate). The study also 

measured how much individual personality variables such as guilt-proneness and 

tendency to adhere to descriptive norms influences a reviewer‘s willingness to accept a 

journal submission. Results found that number of authors had a significant effect on 

evaluation. Possible reasons and study limitations were discussed.
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Introduction 

 

The development of scientific literature is dependent upon which submissions 

proceed into the final and decisive stage of publication. Progression of this sort requires 

acceptance by the reader or reviewer who is authorised to commend and merit certain 

articles. The criteria for acceptance of a journal submission would naturally vary across 

different journals and topics of academia. The normal procedure for article acceptance to 

journals usually involves reviewers appraising articles‘ quality. Which articles are 

published may also be influenced by factors unrelated to quality, however, and there is 

evidence of bias in which articles are accepted (Cherkashin, 2008). Factors such as the 

author eminence or level of recognition, and degree of popularity of subject matter might 

play their part in acceptance or rejection of a submission. We are examining an as yet 

untested possibility that the number of authors may bias a reviewer. Specifically, we 

think that more authors may bias reviewers/editors to give more favourable responses. To 

test this, we will ask our participants to review abstracts (as opposed to entire articles, for 

the sake of time).  

 

There are a few reasons why we would expect more authors may lead people to be 

positively biased in the appraisal of a journal submission. First of all, guilt is a factor we 

believe may contribute to this kind of bias. Hypothetically, this is analogous to a situation 
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where one would find it harder to give a low score for a poem written by a group of five 

friends in a poetry writing competition over giving a low score for a poem written by one 

friend only. Basic principles of human nature would suggest that one would feel it harder 

to cause the ―death‖ or ―failure‖ of two people than one, three than two and so forth 

(Tangney and Dearing, 2003). The more authors seem to be involved in the production of 

an abstract, the more we expect people to feel worse if they reject it compared to 

rejecting an abstract produced by fewer persons.  

 

Along similar lines, accepting an abstract written by more authors might make that 

the reviewer feel subconsciously that the authors would be grateful for his ―approval‖. 

Approving an abstract written by more authors may give the reviewer the illusion that 

they are helping more people. In a way, it is very similar to the reason of guilt, but this 

mechanism is manifested in a slightly different way – as opposed to avoidance of a 

greater guilt, they are actively pursuing a greater utility by ―providing‖ success to more 

people.  

 

The second main reason we could think of that could bias people favourably towards 

articles written by more people is that people follow descriptive norms. According to 

Perkins (2002), descriptive norms are perceptions of how other people are conducting 

behaviour and the ―most common actions actually exhibited in a social group‖. One 

previous investigation of our tendency to follow descriptive norms involved participants 

who were given the opportunity to litter into either a previously clean or a fully littered 

environment subsequent to witnessing a confederate who either littered into the 
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environment or did not (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990, experiment 1). In short, 

participants were prone to litter into an already littered environment than into a clean one 

because the environments created descriptive norms—one environment suggested that 

other people litter and the other situation suggested that other people do not litter. In a 

similar way, more authors may represent a descriptive norm and may lead reviewers to 

feel that more people support the paper‘s idea. More authors of an abstract would make it 

appear as if more people have agreed with the work, so reviewers might adhere to this 

descriptive norm by being more favourable towards the abstract. In other words, if people 

see more authors making a point, they may be slightly more inclined to want to agree 

with it too. This basic psychological mechanism could as a result, also turn into the false 

belief that the abstract is actually of better quality. 

 

Another variable worth investigating is the interaction between the acceptance rate of 

a journal and the influence of number of authors. In such a case, the number of authors 

would be more or less influential for a journal with relatively low or high standards, in 

any order. Namely, it would mean that for journals with lower acceptance rates the ones 

with more authors should not be favoured over ones with less authors and have differing 

levels of acceptance, simply because the people in the position of reviewing these 

abstracts may pay more attention to the content and not enough attention to the number of 

authors to constitute any bias in making the final decision. This is the interaction which 

we are trying to find. Locating acceptance rates for individual journals or for specific 

disciplines can be difficult, yet is necessary information for promotion and tenure 

activities. Journals with lower abstract acceptance rates are frequently considered to be 



P a g e  | 7 

 

more prestigious and more ―commendable‖ or ―praiseworthy‖. This could signify the 

exception for the main hypothesis (given it is true for conditions which do not involve 

these ―prestigious‖ journals). In other words, the phenomenon we are testing in this study 

may be negated in such a situation.  

 

We will test our main hypothesis by providing participants with a cover story that 

they will review papers to be submitted to a new student publication/newspaper and that 

their votes are needed as the criteria for its acceptance. Initially, we will examine whether 

acceptance rate moderates the impact of number of authors by first telling participants 

that the journal has either a 50% acceptance rate or a 20% acceptance rate. That this, we 

will attempt to examine whether there is an effect of acceptance rate on the function of 

number of authors on abstract evaluation. Participants will then be asked to give their 

opinions about 3 abstracts, one with 1 author, one with 3 authors, and one with 6 authors. 

Each abstract has three versions, one with 1 author, one where with 3 authors and one 

with 6 authors. Additionally, in order to examine the potential role of guilt and adherence 

to norms in how favourably participants rate the article abstracts, we will also assess the 

individual variables of conscientiousness, agreeableness and guilt proneness. This will be 

done by attaching three separate questionnaires with each abstract distributed to the 

participants. These abstracts will be all counterbalanced for order to avoid confounding. 

Then, we will measure how favourably participants view the abstracts by asking them to 

rate how interesting each abstract is, how well written each abstract is, and whether they 

think it should be accepted or not.  
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Statistical analysis: 2 (acceptance rate: 20% vs. 50%) X 3 (number of authors: 1 vs. 3 vs. 6) 

ANOVA with number of authors as a within subjects factor (i.e., repeated measure).  

 
20% acceptance 

rate 

50% acceptance 

rate 

1 author 

  

3 authors 

  

6 authors 

  

If our hypothesis turns out to be correct, there will be an ascending level of acceptance 

rates from 1 author to 3 authors to 6 authors for journals with 50% acceptance rates. Also, 

this pattern will be significantly weaker for the abstracts with 20% acceptance rates.  
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Method 

 

Participants. 

150 people (25 per condition) were recruited from various locations around University of 

Canterbury. The data comprised of both male and female participants who were 

university students over the age of 17.   

 

Procedure. 

 

Participants will be approached to participate in the study in various locations across the 

University of Canterbury campus. We presented a background that journal abstracts are 

to be submitted to a new University journal and the participants‘ votes were needed as the 

criteria for its acceptance as part of the publication process. However, this journal does 

not and will not exist and is merely a fabrication for the purpose of letting participants 

give answers as truthfully and naturally as possible. Participants were screened for age 

(participants are eligible if over 17 years of age) and ‗offered‘ a chance to participate in 

the experiment masquerading as a journal cover story selection as an incentive. 

 

Participants were informed that each abstract they read will be submitted and their votes 

will make up the criteria for acceptance into journal publication. Initially, the participants 

were recommended to evaluate each abstract based on how interesting it is and how 
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well-written it is, and that only a certain percentage of abstracts will eventually be 

accepted. Then, we described that the set of abstracts which they would soon read will be 

submitted to a journal with either a 20% or 50% acceptance rate, and that other 

participants will read sets of abstracts submitted to journals with one of these two 

acceptance rates, also. It would not make sense to tell them after they read the abstracts. 

Before each participant had finished reading all abstracts and answering all questions, we 

proceeded to control for certain individual difference variables for exploratory purposes. 

Namely, we attempted to measure the extent to which avoidance of guilt and adherence 

to descriptive norms influenced the decision-making process in the evaluation of 

abstracts. There were two questions asked assessing guilt-proneness, two assessing 

conscientiousness, and two assessing agreeableness. This stage was conducted prior to 

the participants reading of the abstracts, so as to avoid this manipulation distorting the 

participants‘ evaluation of them. Participants were then asked to read the abstract first 

before answering several questions about it to evaluate it. Participants read 3 abstracts. 

Each abstract has three versions, one matched up with 1 author, one matched up with 3 

authors and one matched up with 6 authors. These abstracts were all counterbalanced. 

This means that each participant were seeing a totally different ordering of how many 

authors are attached to each version. For instance, one participant will read abstract #1 

with 1 author while the next will see abstract #1 with 4 authors, while the next person 

will see abstract #1 with 6 authors. This technique not only reduces any unwanted 

ordering effects (people may score the first, second or third abstract they read higher or 

lower) but it gave us the chance to see if there is any effect of number of authors on 

reviewer response regardless of the quality of the abstracts (the quality of the abstracts 
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across each other will be similar enough to not be a considered a factor in the reviewers‘ 

decision making). After reading each abstract, participants were asked to rate the abstract 

on three questions: 

 

o Do you vote to accept abstract or reject the abstract? 

o How interesting was the abstract? 

o How well written was the abstract? 

 

Next, a manipulation check of the number of authors was commenced. This kind of test 

ensured that participants in different conditions of an experiment are experiencing 

different levels or conditions of the independent variable. In this particular study, we 

need to find out whether the participants were able to discriminate the differences in each 

of the conditions which were manipulated (differing number of authors). This was 

performed by asking each participant whether they remember how many authors each of 

the three abstracts they were given to read were written by. This is to test how conscious 

they were of the number of authors of each abstract. The more conscious the participants 

are, the more the experiment was successful in manipulating the variables and in turn 

achieve construct validity in the questionnaire. The second manipulation (of the 

acceptance rate) will be performed by presenting half of the abstracts to the participants 

as being submitted to a journal with a 20% acceptance rate and half of the abstracts as 

being submitted to a journal with a 50% acceptance rate. This will allow for analysis of 

whether there is a significant interaction between the acceptance rate of a journal and the 

influence of the number of authors. Demographic checks were also included. Gender and 
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age were also collected for exploratory purposes. Finally, participants were given a 

voucher as compensation and afterwards they were informed of the true purpose of the 

procedure and conditions which were manipulated to obtain this abstract.  
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Results 

Figure 2 

 

 

Figure 3 

 

 

 

Within-Subjects Factors

Measure: MEASURE_1

auth1comp

auth2comp

auth4comp

factor1

1

2

3

Dependent

Variable

Between-Subjects Factors

20% 87

50% 93

34

25

33

30

42

16

1.00

2.00

acceptrate_r

1

2

3

4

5

6

order

Value Label N



P a g e  | 14 

 

Figure 4

 

 

Figure 5 

 

 

Multivariate Testsc
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Figure 6 

 

 

Figure 7 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Pairwise Comparisons

Measure: MEASURE_1

-.163 .118 .169 -.397 .070

-.446* .157 .005 -.755 -.136

.163 .118 .169 -.070 .397

-.282* .129 .030 -.537 -.027

.446* .157 .005 .136 .755

.282* .129 .030 .027 .537

(J) factor1

2

3

1

3

1

2

(I) factor1

1

2

3

Mean

Difference

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.
a

Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval for

Difference
a

Based on estimated marginal means

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.*. 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no

adjustments).

a. 

Descriptive Statistics

180 1.0 7.0 4.581 1.3476

180 1.0 7.0 4.769 1.2102

180 1.0 7.0 5.050 1.3182

180

auth1comp

auth2comp

auth4comp

Valid N (listwise)

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation



P a g e  | 16 

 

Figure 8 

  

 

The above tables summarize the main findings reported.  

Now, the main point of this study was to examine the different effects of the 

number of different authors on participant ratings of article summaries. There were also 

exploratory self-reported individual variables measured which bared no significant results, 

namely proneness to feel guilt and conscientiousness. 

First, we examined participants‘ ratings (of how ―interesting‖ the summary was to 

read and of how well written they thought the summary was) for each of the three 

separate abstracts. Specifically, for the dependent variable we average participant ratings. 

Submitting these average rating scores to a 2 (acceptance rate: 20% vs.50%) x 6 (order) x 
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3 (number of authors: 1 vs. 2 vs. 4) ANOVA revealed a main effect for number of 

authors, F (2, 167) = 4.08, p < 0.05. See Figure 4. 

While there was no effect for order and acceptance rate and no interaction effects, 

ps > .18 as reported in Figure 4), it was noted that number of ‗authors‘ did have 

significant effects on the ratings. To more broadly examine this effect of number of 

authors, we investigated pair-wise comparisons using least significant difference tests. 

The next and perhaps most revealing result were the differences in the ratings given for 

the different numbers of authors. The mean for abstracts with 1 author was 4.581, the 

mean for abstracts with 2 authors was 4.769 and the mean for abstracts with 4 authors 

was 5.05. Ratings for abstracts written by four authors were significantly bigger than 

abstracts written by 2 and 1 authors (ps < 0.05). However, ratings for abstracts written by 

2 authors wasn‘t significantly bigger than ones written by 1 ‗author‘ (p = <0.169). These 

findings are significant since they allow one to imply that abstracts appeared to have been 

written by more authors are viewed more positively by participant than abstracts written 

by fewer authors.  

Neither the interaction between acceptance rate and number of authors (F (1,167) 

= 0.116, p = 0.891.), nor the interaction between order and number of authors, (F (1,167) 

= 0.346, p = 0.891) nor the 3 way interaction between acceptance rate, order and number 

of authors (F (1,336) = 0.617, p = 0.799) were significant. These are essentially positive 

results, because it implies that any interactions between the variables which were not 

hypothesized to directly influence the number of authors did not, giving more weight to 

the significant effect of number of authors. 
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Discussion 
 

The results pertained the only significant variable worth validating was the 

number of authors. In particular, ratings for abstracts written by ―4 authors‖ were 

significantly higher than ratings for abstracts written by ―2‖. 

The study investigated not only the extent to which the number of authors 

influence acceptance regardless of article quality, but how much of an influence this has 

for which kind of journals (in terms of the journal‘s acceptance rate). These other 

variables of acceptance rate and order of the articles had no significant effect. Despite the 

fact that only one independent variable out of the numerous reviewed turned out to be 

significant, this was a generally positive result. As to whether the influence of a number 

of authors on the chance of acceptance interacts with the acceptance rate of the journal, 

there was no effect either. The singularity of the variable significance also untangles any 

potential confusion of unnecessary interaction between the variables. In turn, this simply 

led to a stronger argument for the number of authors variable. Not only do these results 

emphasize the actual significance of the presentation of number of authors in journal 

evaluation, it broadens the scope for future research into this one aspect for all kinds of 

literature and not just scientific or psychology in particular. There were various 

limitations and weaknesses in the study, however. 
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Limitations Regarding the Number of Authors and Influence on Evaluations 

 

Firstly, limitations brought up in this study focused on the reliability of 

participants‘ judgments of article quality. First of all, the study is limited because the data 

collection only involved evaluation data from university-level students in a tertiary 

location with public access. And as these participants were not followed through for with 

identification checks or asked for a minimum qualification, there is no guarantee that the 

participants had the ―ability‖ to read the articles thoroughly and accurately before 

evaluating them. Basically, were they qualified enough to judge which abstract/article is 

justifiably worthy of journal submission? Had this limitation been covered for, this data 

collection would have wholly fulfilled its role of the ―cover story‖ of a psychology 

journal. Moreover, there was no ―elite‖, handpicked exclusivity as to the characteristics 

of the authors. In other words, the ―cover‖ authors were not given an introduction or 

background which is usually a significant factor in legitimate journal evaluation. 

As well as these limitations of participant credibility, there were critical questions 

regarding individual characteristics such as guilt-proneness and conscientiousness which 

were explored but not probed to maximum potential due to the scarcity of reward for 

participation against the time in which such exploration would require.  

Technically, it is also critical to note that the ―articles‖ were not ―articles‖ in full, 

but abstracts of non-existent ―articles‖ reduces the significance of the study significantly 

– since it simulated a scenario where a university level student were approached to read 
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and evaluate scientific abstracts as opposed to qualified psychology professionals or 

academics evaluating whole articles for a psychology journal. These potential variables 

should perhaps be left for future discussion in the vicinity of this topic. 

Another interesting issue that we could delve into would be the ‖informative‖ 

influence of the participants - which can be defined specifically in this study as the 

tendency for participants to conform to the general preferences of others regarding the 

―literary quality‖ and ―interestingness‖ of the journal articles. In other words, the 

potential influence of whether participants possessed a sum of knowledge of each others' 

positions or opinions on the subject matter OR whether participants were given the 

freedom to communicate or argue their opinions for a less isolated, "socially" supported 

perspective before the actual evaluation takes place. This phenomena was most famously 

proven in Musafer Sherif‘s experiment in 1935 in which participants were asked to look 

at a dot of light 15 feet away in a darkened room and asked to estimate how far the light 

moved. Each participant was paired with two others and tended to give a common group 

estimate, which they maintained even when they were asked another time when they 

were alone – namely due to the ambiguity of the distance (Sherif, 1935).  

Basically, perspective is restricted in the respect that the participants in this study 

were not given any information about other participants‘ preferences. The degree of 

ambiguity of the quality of the abstracts did not require participants to have this 

information for objective evaluation, yet such information could have tilted the direction 

of the study dramatically – especially the influence or the ―presence‖ of the number of 

authors in consideration.  

Furthermore, in most scientific journal evaluation, assessors would have a fair 
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knowledge of authors‘ credibility and reputation. However, the names of authors in this 

study were made up and assumed to be undergraduate and postgraduate psychology 

students according to the debriefing of the cover story prior to the evaluation. This adds 

to the limitations of the ―informative‖ aspect of the study. Simply put, there was no 

knowledge presented as to which authors had higher reputation (or grades) than others. 

Given that this study only presented abstracts as to the whole articles, the mere ―previews‖ 

to the authors‘ writing skill may not have been enough for a much more clarified 

participant opinion. 

If one happens to write, edit or submit a scientific or political journal with a 

considerable amount of literary credibility already acquired under their belt, each point 

and paragraph would definitely add to the author‘s own public regard and high 

admissibility, albeit risking suffering endless comparisons to their own self-made 

measuring stick (Baxter, 2009). Nevertheless, this factor was ruled out in the present 

study which again strengthened the potential significance of the number of authors 

variable. 

We refrained from asking whether the participants recalled whether they 

considered the authors‘ names (or number of authors) during their evaluation after the 

evaluation finished since that would unjustly rule out any implicit processing or 

sub-conscious effects they may not have been aware of at the time. 

In fact, due to the scarcity and scheduling conflicts of psychology students in the 

University of Canterbury these major-specific prospect participants were not filtered 

down from the general university population.  
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How Can Future Studies Deal With Limitation 

 

First of all, future research more closely examining the participants before they 

proceed to undergo the evaluation by requiring identification of qualification would 

rectify the shortcoming of the reliability of participants‘ judgments. There should also be 

a check on which major the participants are currently enrolled in depending on the topic 

of the articles being evaluated in order to further minimize the range of participant 

backgrounds. 

Participant reliability could also have been tested by giving participants the 

evaluation and then re-testing them again on the same articles a few days later on a 

follow-up study. Once the data is collected, participants who gave inconsistent 

assessments on the same abstracts would be flagged and their data also possibly scrapped 

for unreliability. 

As for the limitation regarding the informative aspect of the study, the procedure 

of evaluation could have been altered by having multiple participants (preferably at least 

three or four) having a discussion after they are given time to read through each piece of 

literature before being asked to evaluate them individually. Not allowing the participants 

to communicate which positions they will actually vote for has been shown to have an 

effect on preference shifts in past studies as aforementioned. Particular studies in the past 

have purported that when arguments are shared in the absence of others' positions, strong 

shifts are found (Burnstein & Vinokur, 1975; Clark, Crockett, & Archer, 1971; St. Jean, 
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1970). Allowing each participant to have information on others‘ preferences would also 

cause a strong shift – yet would detract focus from the main hypothesis of the study.  

As for the aforementioned lack of background information on the mask authors of 

the abstracts, there was plenty of room for minimum introductions for each author as an 

appendix to the evaluation. Participants would then be given a choice to refer to this 

appendix as a weighing factor in their evaluations. Since the evaluation was hierarchical 

in nature (numbers used to measure their favourability) this kind of information would 

have lead to clarity and satisfaction in the participants‘ choices. 

Another interesting alternative to future potential replicas of this study would be 

to carry out a between-subjects design instead of (or as well as) a within-subjects design. 

To elaborate, instead of having the abstracts rotated with the different combination and 

number of authors; it would be interesting to study the effects if there was only one 

abstract presented for each participant. This may see a different result as the unseen 

interaction between the reading of the abstract and the presentation of authors‘ names 

may be reduced to a minimum. 

Future research may also address an important limitation of the present study – 

that we assessed shortened versions of abstracts, and not full articles. Technically, the 

results of the present study may not hold much significance considering the evaluation 

was only of a part of the full ―articles‖ and their publication of which the participants 

were ―imagining‖ they were contributing to. In a real life situation, it would be unusual to 

not to let the qualified body of evaluators view more of the entirety of the article before 

the final evaluation is submitted. Future studies should focus on lengthening the abstracts 
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(or presenting the entire cover article) and duration of evaluation - which would also 

require higher rewards for mass participation.  

Practically speaking, greater rewards for participation (e.g. gift vouchers and 

lottery tickets higher in value) would have allowed for a higher tolerance of more 

self-reported individual characteristics given as participant data and also time invested in 

contributing to the study. Although there was some kind of reward for the present study, 

it came across our mind that future studies dealing with similar subject matter would 

entitle a higher research scholarship for participant consent, given the positive results 

found. This would imply a higher number of participants, a self-report questionnaire 

more closely examining individual characteristics for exploratory purposes and reasoning 

for any effects, and longer abstracts (or articles) to be read. Basically, the main practical 

limitation to the study was reward, and time. 

 

Reasons for Effect 

 

Despite the considerable agreement demonstrated here on prescriptive norms for 

the assessment of manuscripts and articles, and despite the demonstrated importance of 

peer-evaluation processes to the maintenance of our social enterprise (Brackbill & Korton, 

1970; Garvey & Gottfredson, 1976), studies of peer-evaluation processes in psychology 

have offered a generally dismal picture. This study attempted to reroute this area of 

research by investigating the chosen variables of article evaluation mainly inspired by 
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rational ideas. 

One of the prime reasons why people would prefer a higher number of authors 

would be the normative influence phenomena. Normative influence is an influence based 

on the desire to conform to the expectations of others (Kaplan, Miller, 1987). This 

statement may hold true in experimental circumstances significant to the extent of any 

subconscious (or even conscious) perspective the participants may have regarding the 

quality of the authors for each of the three articles that were under evaluation in the study. 

Simply put, one of the underlining issues which this thesis is aiming for would be this 

very normative ―influence‖ that many individual research participants may want to 

―conform‖ to in terms of the number of authors who were in charge of the study. 

The repute of the ―group‖ in this dispute cannot be denied. Groups are often 

consulted in order to make decisions about political, economic, or technical problems 

(Vroom & Jago, 1988). This is based on the assumption that groups possess more 

information than a single decision-maker and, therefore, make better decisions (Clark & 

Stephenson, 1989; Hollenbeck et al., 1995). For instance, many judicial systems presume 

that groups of jurors make better arbiters of the facts than do individual jurors. Groups 

are often perceived to have an advantage over individuals, because groups have access to 

more resources than individuals. 

However, groups are also known to fail to transform their superior knowledge 

into higher decision quality. Factors such as social loafing, the restriction of adherence to 

group norms and conflict in individual thought may lead to a scattered, confusing 

article/abstract with excessive ideas and obvious conflict in theory. It is impossible to 

determine however which participants have this knowledge and whether the number of 
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authors was actually a greater factor than the content of the abstracts. Despite this, due to 

the success of counterbalancing – by shuffling up the order of the three abstracts and 

using every possible variation of article ordering equally - it can be ruled out that the 

abstracts were weighed purely by its content ―quality‖. 

The multi-level theory suggested by Hollenbeck et al. (1995) is a crucial scientific 

contribution that can provide a theoretical model to the still-weak body literature of 

hierarchical decision-making. The multi-level theory was developed to address the gap in 

theory and prudently explain decision-making performance for hierarchical 

decision-making teams with distributed expertise by identifying a small core set of 

variables that primarily drives accuracy in decision-making. 

This theory identified three core variables (team informity, staff validity, and 

hierarchical sensitivity) that are central to accuracy in decision-making and mediate the 

effects of noncore variables on accuracy in hierarchical teams with distributed expertise. 

Despite the fact the participants were approached individually, we can still consider them 

as part of a unit or ―team‖ as they were ―officiating‖ as part of a voting board gearing 

towards the publication of articles. The multi-level theory is one of the notable 

perspectives in the area of team decision-making. Unfortunately, however, some aspects 

of the theory need refinement. In particular, team informity is not appropriate as a core 

variable and the operational definition of staff validity is problematic.  

Despite the aforementioned limitation of ―inexclusivity‖ of the participants, this 

limitation somewhat broadens the scope of things especially perhaps in a newfound 
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interest in implicit processing – a factor further liberated up by not questioning the 

participants of their awareness of the names and number of authors - during evaluation of 

literature yet limits the study‘s significance to the evaluation process of psychology 

literature. The present study focused on finding out the effect of the number of authors on 

the evaluation of abstracts for journal submission. The primary conclusion of the results 

was that there is a significant effect of number of authors on the ratings. It is worth 

mentioning there were a number of other independent variables examined, including the 

ordering of the articles and acceptance rates of the journal that were presented for the 

evaluation. 

Although these variables were inconclusive, the factors of shame and guilt were also 

potential factors for effect. Yet although shame and guilt are usually classed together 

without much deliberation in the social spectrum, "...Although these variables were 

inconclusive, the factors of shame and guilt were also potential factors for effect. Before 

continuing on this sub-topic, it is essential to clearly draw the line between the two. Shame 

and guilt are often classed adjacent to each other in the normative social spectrum as well 

as textbook definitions. However, many psychologists explain otherwise – that shame is a 

rather self-directed, introspective emotion conditioned by cultural, moral upbringing and 

feels something along the lines of painful embarrassment derived from self-pride. 

Hypothetically, a ―mistake bringing shame to all my family"; "suffering the ignominy of 

being sent to prison‖ could be analogous to shame. (Kaufman, 1996). Guilt (although 

equally modest in nature) on the other hand, is sometimes reputed to be less introspective 

and differentially outgoing in nature (Bradshaw, 1988). "I shouldn't have done that to him", 
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"I feel sorry to/for him". Again the sorry "to" and "for" is also discriminable, depending on 

the act triggering such emotions. Hereby, guilt acts as a positive reinforcer towards the 

independent variable in this present study. In this way and this way only may the "guilt" 

factor manifest itself in a participant's making of a decision to vote for a higher/multiple 

number of authors than a single author, or two despite the irrelevance of the authors to the 

actual content. Therefore, we concluded shame is not and cannot be an intrinsic factor 

worth mentioning considering the purpose of this study..." 

We initially assumed participants may feel more guilt in deciding against a higher 

number of authors when evaluating an article. These factors were not measured, since we 

assumed post-evaluation self-report questionnaires would ultimately be ineffective in 

portraying the actual subconscious process during the evaluation. The fact that these 

variables were not measured neither adds to, nor takes away from the power of the study, 

since there are too many two-ended possibilities for conclusion. To prove this point – we 

came across a number of participants who honestly expressed that they did not think 

about the number of authors. Had these comments been measured, one would tend to 

conclude it would have a balancing effect on any further possible variable which would 

have subtracted from the main findings of the influence of the number of authors. 

There are also other factors which should be discussed not only for the significant 

area of the results but not the non-significant areas. On a purely theoretical plane, the 

level of significance of the number of authors may not have been as high as it could have 

been if not for individual differences in awareness thoroughness of their reading of the 

abstracts. Some participants may have been busier or more pre-occupied than others 
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during their evaluation, which may have distorted their feedback. Again, re-testing, a 

more flexible system in scheduling participation coupled with a more valuable reward 

system would have counteracted against these limiting effect. 

Also, some individuals are known to favour single or lone authors more than 

numerous authors. These beliefs may be founded upon their faith in the power of 

independent study – the type of study which may be perceived to allow for more 

creativity as well as restrict social loafing and restriction of individual authors‘ maximum 

potential due to the pressure to adhere to the norm of the group. It is interesting to probe 

into this matter, as it does make sense considering that most of the individuals who 

participated in this study were tertiary students who would have spent most of their 

educational life working alone when doing writing similar articles or essays. This idea is 

logically placed opposite to the main hypothesis of this study – that a higher number of 

authors would render positive effect upon evaluation. There is always a counter-theory to 

every theory and this study is no exception. 

 

Scientific Implications 

 

The evidence we have collected has potential implications for the number of authors 

on evaluation of psychology abstracts. However, considering the flexibility of the rather 

simply designed template for evaluation scientific journals, articles as well as magazine 

articles and newspaper editorials could also be included for future research into the 
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number of authors on its evaluation and acceptance processes. For instance, there has 

been considerable literature on ―unfair‖ over-sighting of political science publications 

and weakness of feedback (and reasoning) on rejected articles for authors (e.g. Borer, 

1997). Each voting system, especially peer evaluation systems could be directly and 

indirectly impacted once research into this matter broadens and gains sizeable attention.  

Due to the successful results of this study, the number of authors could be considered 

as a ―distractor variable‖– a new kind of term which can and should be used in future 

studies in the vicinity of the topics of normative norms in all kinds of literature 

evaluation. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is our opinion that, whilst surrounded by other issues, many people 

are still mostly interested in journal ratings because either on an implicit or an explicit 

level, the authors (the number of authors) are being evaluated as well as the journals. This 

relationship would be significant only up to the level of contrast the journals are not 

being evaluated because of this ―distractor variable‖. Certainly more work is necessary to 

unearth more of the mechanism of the relationship between the number of authors and 

evaluation scores as the current study broadened our understanding of the normative and 

unnormative influences related to the variable. Awareness of the current data also 

broadens the potential breadth of future research into potential factors for maturity of 

both the process of journal evaluation and presentation of journal submissions.  
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