Responses to Reviewer B’s Comments
We would like to thank reviewer B for his/her constructive comments.  We have revised the manuscript to reflect the suggestions and have responded to the reviewer’s comments in the order they were provided (as noted below in bold text). We think the paper is substantially improved because of the reviewer’s efforts.  


Overall Comments:

•  I like this paper. Nice job.

•  The topic is both interesting and timely.

•  The paper is well written.

•  There are no fundamental flaws in the paper. My comments can be adequately addressed without having to redo the whole paper.

•  The statistical analysis overall is appropriate for the nature of the study.

•  I encourage the authors to make the necessary changes to get this paper published.

Specific Comments:

Comment 1:

Table 1: All headings need to face in the same direction.

Response – Comment 1:

We have reviewed all of the tables and now all of the headings face in the same direction.
Comment 2: 
Page 7 Participants - What is the participation rate? How many students only completed one administration? What incentive, if any, was used to encourage students to participate? What are the demographics of the non-participants and partial completors—are they significantly different than the respondents?

Response – Comment 2:

We have revised our paper to address the participation rate and the demographics of partial completors as follows (page 9):

“…Participants in this study were students enrolled in the first intermediate accounting course offered during the spring semester at a medium-sized private university in the United States. Based on Bernardi and Bean (1999), in order to eliminate bias because of teaching style, all students participating in the study were taught by the same instructor. Participation in the study is voluntary. The participation rate at the initial evaluation is 100% even though no monetary incentive or extra credits were provided. Of the 68 students that voluntarily participated in the initial evaluation, six did not participate in the subsequent evaluation. In order to assess changes in perceptions, students not responding to the instrument during both the initial and subsequent administrations were eliminated. This resulted in 62 students (92 %) who properly completed both instruments. The demographics of the six students not responding to the subsequent survey administration (not reported here) are not significantly different from the respondents.”
Response – Comment 2 (contd):

For explanatory purposes, we have attached the results of tests when all 68 of the initial students were included. This information is a follows:
[image: image1.emf]Variable

Average Age 20.29 21.01

Gender

N % N %

    Male 22 48% 13 59%

    Female 24 52% 9 41%

High School Exposure:

     High School Course

5 11% 4 18%

     No High School Course

41 89% 18 82%

Work Experience: ***

     Has Accounting Work Experience

20 43% 3 14%

     Has No Accounting Work Experience 

26 57% 19 86%

Classification: ***

     Freshman

0 0% 0 0%

     Sophomore

16 35% 3 14%

     Junior

27 59% 9 41%

     Senior

2 4% 9 41%

     Graduate/Other

1 2% 1 5%

Introductory Accounting Grade:

     A

32 70% 14 64%

     B

12 26% 8 36%

     C

2 4% -

     D

- -

     F

- -

Management Accounting Grade:

     A

29 63% 19 86%

     B

14 30% 3 14%

     C

3 7% -

     D

- -

     F

- -

Accounting Major

N=46

Non

Accounting Major

N=22


As you will note, these results do not differ from those associated with the 62 students who completed the initial and subsequent surveys.

Comment 3:

Table 2: The authors forgot to use percentages for Management Accounting Grade distribution for non-accounting majors. Oops. 

Response – Comment 3:

Table 2 has been corrected and the percentages for Management Accounting Grade distribution for accounting and non-accounting majors is presented. 
Comment 4:
Table 3:   Footnote: “two sided t-tests” should be “two-tailed t-tests.
Response - Comment 4:

Table 3 has been combined with Table 4 and the footnote has been corrected. 

Comment 5:
You cannot report means for categorical variables as they are meaningless. Combine tables 2 and 3 as the all of the descriptive statistics should be reported together to better interpret their meaning.

Response – Comment 5:
We have combined Tables 2 and 3.

Comment 6:

Did amount of work experience have an effect on the outcomes?

Response – Comment 6:
We performed a two-way anova test with student majors and work experience as independent variables and students’ responses as the dependent variable. Because none of the p-values for work experience was smaller than 0.10, we concluded that work experience does not have an effect on the outcome. 

Comment 7:
Tables 4-7: The authors need to report the “subsequent” between-group differences as the reader likely wants to know if the treatment has leveled the playing field between accounting and non-accounting majors.

Response – Comment 7:

We have added the “subsequent” between-group differences in Tables 4-7 (now Tables 3-6).  There were no significant results to report in the “subsequent” between-group differences.
Comment 8:
The authors need to use some kind of correction when making so many (36) post-hoc comparisons because at p≤.05 two comparisons will be statistically significant just by chance. However, if these differences are hypothesized can justify NOT making a multiple-comparison correction.

Response – Comment 8:

In the development of the study we did hypothesize that the three week process would make a difference but in the original submission, we were not clear. As such, we revise our paper to hypothesize the differences as follows (page 10):

“Our study examines two issues: 1) whether the perceptions about accounting self-efficacy differ between accounting and non-accounting majors, both before and after the class lectures and case assignment; and 2) the extent to which within-group perceptions change after the class lectures and case assignment. Information about between-group differences allows us to assess the extent to which each group is comfortable with the accounting cycle. Two-tailed t-tests are adopted to address between-group differences. We examine within-group perception change because it provides guidance as to whether reviewed information impacts the belief students have in their abilities to perform the tasks they will encounter in intermediate accounting. An improvement in self-efficacy after reviewing the information would, at a minimum, indicate students found the review during the three-week period to be of value. We hypothesize within-group perception improves at the end of the three-week period. One-tailed t-tests are adopted to address within-group differences.”

Comment 9

Additional descriptive statistics such as standard deviations will help the reader better understand the nature of the distribution of responses.

Response – Comment 9:

We have added the standard deviations in Tables 4-7 (now Tables 3-6).
Comment 10:

Table 8: Either a difference is statistically significant or it is not. If the difference is not statistically significant than it is not significantly different than zero and should not be reported (i.e., the asterisk).

Response – Comment 10:
We have reviewed the Table and have removed inappropriate asterisks. 

Comment 11:

Tables 9-10: The footnotes convey important information and should be included in the body of the paper.

Response – Comment 11:
We have included the content of the footnotes from Tables 9-10 (now Tables 8-9) in the body of the paper.
Comment 12:

Table 9: Are the perceptions before or after the treatment?
Response – Comment 12:

The perceptions are before the treatment.  We have revised our paper to clarify this issue as follows (page 16):

“To evaluate the contribution of the three weeks of instruction, it might be of interest to assess how each of the four topical areas fit. To do so, we examine and compare the self-efficacy of accounting and non-accounting majors by topical areas based on students’ responses at the beginning of the semester. These additional analyses involve the application of statistical tests to determine if significant differences exist between students’ perceptions by topical area.”
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