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Performance Evaluation in Concurring Partner Review:

A Test of a Cognitive Model

Abstract

The role of concurring partner review on an audit engagement has increased in importance in recent years.  During the mid 1990s, the SEC cited a number of concurring partners for failing to adequately review audit work.  More recently, the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 requires that auditing standards be issued for concurring partner review and the Auditing Standards Board has issued an exposure draft.  We develop a cognitive model of the concurring partner review process based on the peer review and performance appraisal literature and then test the effect of design and situational factors on behavioral incident recall and performance ratings.  One hundred twenty-three experienced concurring partners participated in an experiment.  We find the following: (1) The purpose of the review affects the number of engagement partner behavioral incidents recalled by the concurring partner.  Concurring partners assuming a developmental review purpose consistently recalled more behavioral incidents than concurring partners who assumed an evaluative review purpose. (2) The purpose of the review did not affect overall performance ratings, but it did affect ratings within individual performance categories. (3) The introduction of the rating instrument prior to observing the engagement partner behavior improved overall recall. (4) There was no difference in the number of behavioral incidents recalled across the two performance levels; however, analysis of the individual performance categories showed that the concurring partner recalled more risk reduction incidents when the engagement partner’s performance was low.  

Keywords:  Concurring/second partner review, auditor performance evaluations, information acquisition and recall
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Performance Evaluation in Concurring Partner Review:

A Test of a Cognitive Model

I. INTRODUCTION

The ability of the audit review process to reduce audit risk is a significant issue for audit practitioners, researchers, and regulators (Owhoso et al. 2002).  Over the last two decades, the audit review process has been subjected to extensive research.
  The results of this research have generally shown that the audit review process leads to a reduction in systematic bias and an increase in audit effectiveness (Bell and Wright 1995, Ohwoso et al. 2002).  However, research on one part of the audit review process, the concurring partner review, has been limited.
   

Audit standards broadly establish the responsibilities of a concurring partner as a reviewer of the audit engagement and an evaluator of the performance of the engagement partner and audit team.
  Thus, the concurring partner review serves as a final quality control mechanism on the effectiveness of an audit.
  In recent years, regulatory bodies and the courts have expressed dissatisfaction with the manner in which concurring partner review has been conducted (AICPA, Journal of Accountancy Practice Note 1999).  For example, in 1996, the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) issued its first sanction against a concurring partner (SEC Administrative Proceeding File Number 3-7998). More recently, the Public Oversight Board’s (POB) Panel on Audit Effectiveness also identified a number of matters related to concurring partner performance (POB 2000).  Lastly, concurring partner guidance is one of the three areas where the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 requires the issuance of audit standards. 
We first develop a model of the concurring partner review process based on the peer review and performance appraisal literature (DeNisi 1996, Fedor et al. 1999) and then test three factors that are part of the model in an experimental setting: the purpose of the review system, the timing of the introduction of the rating instrument, and the performance level of the engagement partner.  More specifically, we test the impact of review purpose and timing of the introduction of the rating instrument on the concurring partner’s information acquisition, processing, and performance ratings, and the effect of engagement partner’s performance on information acquisition and processing.

One hundred twenty-three experienced concurring partners participated in the experiment.  We find the following: First, the developmental purpose of the review resulted in more engagement partner behavioral incidents recalled by the concurring partner. Second, the purpose of the review did not affect overall performance ratings, but it did affect ratings within individual performance categories.  Third, the introduction of the rating instrument prior to observing the engagement partner behavior improved overall recall.  Fourth, contrary to our expectations, there was no difference in the number of behavioral incidents recalled across the two performance levels.  However, analysis of the individual performance categories showed that when the engagement partner’s performance was low, the concurring partner recalled more risk reduction and task completion incidents and less documentation and client relation issues.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.  The next section provides background information on concurring partner review requirements, and reviews prior research on the concurring partner review process.  This is followed by a section that presents the conceptual model and the research hypotheses.  The research methods are described in the fourth section followed by a section that presents the results.  The final section discusses the results, the limitations of the research, and suggestions for future research.

II. BACKGROUND AND PRIOR RESEARCH

Background


The AICPA’s Securities and Exchange Commission Practice Section (SECPS) defines the intent of concurring partner review as providing additional assurance that the financial statements are in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles and that the audit firm’s report is in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards.  Rather than publishing specific guidelines for implementation of this requirement, the SECPS allowed member firms to establish their own policies and procedures related to the qualifications of concurring reviewers; the nature, extent, and timing of the concurring review; and the requisite documentation to evidence compliance with firm policy and procedures (Mautz and Matusiak 1988).  
 

There is a heightened focus by the SEC and other professional organizations (e.g. AICPA, POB) on the performance of concurring partners on audit engagements.  The Enforcement Division has increasingly placed a high level of responsibility on the concurring partner to identify auditor performance issues and mitigate audit risk.   For example, the SEC Enforcement Division has indicated that concurring partners may not be performing their reviews on a timely basis.  Additionally, recent enforcement cases that sanctioned auditors for improper audit procedures have been accompanied by separate sanctions against both the engagement and concurring partners involved in the cases.
   Court cases have ruled that litigants cannot use the “title of concurring partner as a shield” to avoid charges and that the primary role of the concurring partner is to “review the work done” by the engagement partner (SEC File No. 3-7998).  
Prior Research

Rich et al. (1997a,b) survey prior research on the audit review process.  They describe this review as a hierarchical, sequential, and iterative process.  The vast majority of prior audit review research has examined the process within the context of the subordinate-superior relationship that exists on the audit team.  For example, Owhoso et al (2002) had seniors review staff members’ working papers followed by a working paper review by managers.  They report that both seniors and managers add value to the review process by detecting errors not identified by the lower level reviewer.   However, in the concurring partner review process, the relationship between the engagement partner and concurring partner is similar to a “peer” review since both parties are partners within the audit firm.
 

There have been a limited number of studies where concurring partner activities were the main focus.  Matsumura and Tucker (1995) developed an analytical model of the concurring partner review process and its ability to improve the accuracy and independence of the engagement partner in making decisions.  Luehlfing et al. (1995) used the amount of audit hours spent on the concurring partner review to establish a relationship between client risk factors and the review process.      

Studies by Johnson et al. (1989, 1991) and Jamal et al. (1995) examined the effectiveness of the concurring partner review process in detecting financial statement fraud using experimental methods.  They found that concurring partners with the appropriate industry experience were better able to detect misstatements than concurring partners without such industry experience.  Tucker and Matsumura (1997) used experimental economic methods to test the effect of concurring review and found that such reviews can reduce the reporting bias of the engagement partner.  More recently, Entwistle and Lindsay (2002) tested the impact of an engagement partner’s perception of concurring review effectiveness on the engagement partner’s susceptibility to client influences.  They found that the perception of the effectiveness of concurring partner review did not reduce client influence on engagement partner judgments.  

In discussing prior research on audit review, Jamal (2000) notes evidence that audit reviewers are not proficient at judging the competence or reliability of their peers.  He states that while concurring partners usually claim that they know the strengths and weaknesses of their fellow partners, the literature suggests that concurring partner review may be a limited mechanism for improving audit quality.  Despite the expectation by regulators and the courts that the concurring partner will minimize audit risk by serving as an independent reviewer who is not influenced by client preferences (Rich et al. 1997a), the extant literature suggests that concurring partners are subject to cognitive biases which can impair evaluation effectiveness.  

III. CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

A Cognitive Model of Concurring Partner Review


The research literature on peer and performance appraisal provides a framework for our model of concurring partner review (Bettenhausen and Fedor 1997, DeNisi 1996, Fedor et al. 1999, Hunt 1995).  Cognitive models of the judgment processes of reviewers in this literature examined factors such as reviewer training, reviewer motivation, and appraisal purpose (Murphy and Cleveland 1992, DeNisi et al. 1995).  Researchers focusing on the role of the rater argue that cognitive “performance appraisal research should focus on how raters obtain and use performance information to make decisions, and that these processes are the most important determinants of appraisal accuracy and effectiveness” (DeNisi 1996).  These models indicate that the design factors and the situational or contextual factors of a review system are predictive of the cognitive behavior of the reviewer and the system’s probability of success.  Design factors include the purpose of the review and the review process.  Situational or contextual factors include rater/ratee characteristics and ratee performance.  Such factors have been shown to impact the reviewer’s ability to detect significant issues (DeNisi et al. 1995, DeNisi 1996).  

Figure 1 presents a conceptual model of the impact of review system design and situational factors on the cognitive behavior of the concurring partner.  The factors included in the model are: (1) the purpose of the review, (2) review process factors, (3) situational and contextual factors, and (4) rater goals and motivation (included in the model as sources of bias).  The literature also suggests that information processing activities that are conducted as on-line versus memory-based processing activities can impact the effectiveness of the review (Hastie and Park 1986).  Our model suggests the following steps in the concurring partner review process:

1) job performance information is exhibited by the engagement partner;

2) this information is observed by the concurring partner either directly or through work paper review;

3) the concurring partner forms a cognitive representation of the information;

4) this representation is stored in memory and retrieved when needed;

5) retrieved information is integrated, along with other information and sources of bias, to form judgments about the engagement partner’s performance;

6) feedback between the concurring and engagement partner may alter those judgments; and

7) the concurring partner indicates completion of the evaluation by concurrence with the audit report or initiation of firm-level intervention.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

The research hypotheses discussed in the following sections are developed based on the cognitive model in Figure 1.  

Hypothesis Development

Our research focuses on the effect of two design factors (review purpose and the timing of the rating instrument) and one situational factor (engagement partner performance) on information recall and performance judgments.
Impact of Review Purpose on Information Recall


Prior research indicates that the purpose of a performance appraisal can impact the information acquisition and processing activities of the reviewer (Zedeck and Cascio 1982, Fedor and Bettenhausen 1989, Harris et al. 1995, Bobko and Colella 1994).  Murphy and Cleveland (1992) state “an appraisal system that is used for one purpose may not (under similar circumstances) yield the same outcome when the appraisal system is used for a different purpose.”  In our model, we propose two possible purposes: developmental or evaluative.  A developmental appraisal purpose is when the appraisal is conducted in order to provide feedback to the reviewee and to diagnose issues.  A review with a developmental purpose usually has no impact on the standing of the reviewee within the organization, and potentially negative consequences such as pay adjustments and disciplinary actions do not result.  The results of the review are typically not made public.  In the concurring partner review environment, a review with a developmental purpose would be designed to improve the skills of the engagement partner and to assist in the identification of audit issues.  Researchers have found that the reviewer identifies a greater amount of overall performance information when the purpose of the appraisal is developmental (Harris et al. 1995).    


The purpose of an evaluative appraisal is to rate the reviewee based on her/his performance level; to make placement, disciplinary, or salary decisions; and/or to support performance-related recognition (DeNisi 1996).  The results of the review may be shared with others in the organization.  In the concurring partner review environment, a review with an evaluative purpose would be designed to identify engagement partner behavior that might warrant recognition or further training.  Harris et al. (1995) find that evaluative reviews are more lenient and identify less negative information.  This has implications for the auditing profession since the Panel on Audit Effectiveness (POB 2000) recommends improved auditor discipline should include an increase in the level of concurring partner review scrutiny.   Additionally, Epps and Messier (2003) find that many audit firms do not specifically define the purpose of concurring review in written firm guidance.  Based on prior research and the existing guidance for concurring partner review, the following hypothesis is tested:

H1:  
Concurring partners assuming a developmental purpose will recall a greater number of overall behavioral incidents than concurring partners assuming an evaluative purpose.

Impact of Rating Instrument Timing on Information Recall, and Categorization


The existence of a rating instrument that delineates performance dimensions has been shown to alter reviewer strategies when compared to the absence of a rating instrument (DeNisi 1996).   Researchers have suggested that reviewers should be provided with rating instruments prior to the observation of reviewee performance in order to utilize the categories present in the rating scale as a way of organizing the information encountered (Williams et al. 1985, DeNisi and Summers 1986, DeNisi et al. 1995).  Ostroff and Ilgen (1986) suggest that a rating instrument has both an indirect effect as a partial determinant of categories to be used in storing information and a direct effect as the reviewer translates judgments into a formal rating.  

DeNisi et al. (1984) suggest that the content of the rating instrument primes certain categories to make them more likely to be used by the reviewer.  They suggest that the rating instrument will affect both information acquired and information recalled when assessing performance.  DeCotiis and Petit (1978) suggest that the adequacy of the rating instrument and the presence of rating standards influence the accuracy of appraisals.  Current guidance does not require a rating instrument or written worksheet for the concurring partner review.  However, Epps and Messier (2003) found that audit firms differ in their use of detailed guidance and written review instruments/documentation for the concurring partner review process.  This suggests that it is important to test the timing/presence of a rating instrument on the concurring partner’s review.
  Based on the above discussion, we test the following hypothesis: 

H2:
Concurring partners who are introduced to a rating instrument prior to observing the performance of the engagement partner will recall a greater number of overall behavioral incidents than concurring partners who are not introduced to a rating instrument until after observing the performance.

Impact of Engagement Partner Performance Level on Information Recall

Prior research suggests that negative performance information is more readily stored in memory than positive performance information (DeNisi 1996).  The relative performance level of the ratee in a performance evaluation has been shown to impact both information acquisition and performance ratings (DeNisi 1996).  This tendency is expected to significantly impact the concurring partner’s acquisition of behavioral incidents.  Murphy and Cleveland (1991) distinguish between the impact of ratee performance level on judgment and ratings, and suggest that negative performance behavior is given more weight than positive behavior in overall evaluation.  This suggests that the overall level of performance of the engagement partner will influence the decisions of concurring partners.  The following hypothesis is tested: 



H3:  
Concurring partners will recall a greater number of behavioral incidents when assessing the performance of an engagement partner with a low performance level than when assessing the performance of an engagement partner with a high performance level.

Impact of Review Purpose on Performance Ratings


Early research related to the impact of review purpose on performance ratings found that raters are more willing to provide negative ratings when the ratings are used for developmental rather than evaluative purposes (DeCotiis and Petit 1978).  Later studies that examined rater cognition noted that raters are less likely to provide low ratings (even when those ratings are more accurate) when the ratings are used for such evaluative purposes as salary decisions or when the ratee will learn about the ratings (DeNisi 1996).  The ratings assigned in individual performance categories are also likely to be impacted by review purpose, as reviewers charged with a developmental purpose are more likely to utilize categories to identify areas of performance concern and are more likely to assign lower ratings in these categories than are reviewers assigned to an evaluative purpose (Williams et al 1985).  DeNisi et al (1984) suggested that raters are more likely to search for negative information when evaluations are to be used for counseling or when they are to be kept confidential.  The following hypotheses are tested:

H4:
Concurring partners assuming a developmental purpose will assign lower ratings to engagement partners than concurring partners assuming an evaluative review purpose.

H4a:
Concurring partners assuming a developmental purpose will assign lower ratings to engagement partners for documentation, task completeness, risk reduction, and client relations than concurring partners assuming an evaluative review purpose.

IV. METHODOLOGY

Experimental Design

 
The hypotheses are tested in a 2 x 2 x 2 between-subjects design.  The three between-subjects factors are Review Purpose (evaluative or developmental purpose), Introduction of the Rating Instrument (receive the rating instrument prior to the observation of behavior or after the behavior is observed), and Engagement Partner Performance (high or low performance).  

Independent Variables

Review Purpose

Participants in the developmental purpose group were told that the purpose of their review was to help the engagement partner improve his or her performance (Zedeck and Cascio 1982, Williams et al. 1985, Fedor and Bettenhausen 1989, Harris et al. 1995).  Concurring partner reviewers in this condition were told that the results of their review would not be shared with anyone else in the organization, and the engagement partner was not subject to any negative repercussions as a result of the review.  Concurring partner reviewers in the evaluative purpose group were informed that the purpose of their review was to determine which ratees were deserving of a merit bonus and official recognition for performance on audits.  In the evaluative purpose group, the results of the review would become a part of the audit record and the results of the review had implications for the engagement partner.  The appendix contains the exact wording used to describe each purpose.

Introduction of the Rating Instrument  

The rating instrument was presented to the participants prior to reading the description of the engagement partner’s performance or after reading the engagement partner’s performance.  The type of rating instrument utilized was the Computerized Adaptive Rating Scale with task-based performance criteria (Buck 2000).  The review also incorporated attributes of the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale, in which anchors are expressed in terms of specific behaviors rather than adjectives like poor or outstanding.  The behaviors on the instrument are adapted from existing audit guidance, firm policies, and concurring review worksheets identified in Epps and Messier (2003).  The appendix contains a copy of the rating instrument.

Engagement Partner Performance  

The engagement partner’s performance was manipulated as high performance or low performance.  The engagement partner’s performance level varied based on how earnings management issues were handled.  In the high performance level, the engagement partner was performing at a very high proficiency level and apparent attempts by client management to manage earnings were successfully thwarted by the engagement partner.  The low performance level contained evidence that earnings management may be present, and the engagement partner had not performed all of the usual procedures when earnings management may be an issue.  The appendix contains the manipulations of engagement partner performance.  

Dependent Variables

Information Recall
Similar to the work conducted by Williams et al. (1985) and Cafferty et al. (1986), information acquisition activities were evaluated to determine the extent to which the reviewer sought information by performance categories.  Both the total number and categorization of behavioral incidents recalled from the performance descriptions were coded. Similar to Tubbs (1992), recalled information provided by participants in a free recall task serves as a proxy for information acquired.  

Performance Ratings 

 
Participants completed an eleven-question performance evaluation (rating) form classified into the four performance categories.  They also provided an overall rating for the performance of the engagement partner in the debriefing questionnaire.  This overall rating also served as a manipulation check.  The four performance categories included on the rating instrument were documentation, task completion, risk reduction, and client relations.
  Each question was rated using a 5-point scale (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree).    
Case Materials

The case materials were developed based on audit guidance, audit firm policy and procedure manuals, and case histories of the SEC Enforcement Division and legal proceedings.  Two experienced concurring partners reviewed the instrument for realism and the appropriateness of legitimate behavioral incidents in each of the four performance categories.  The performance rating instrument was also reviewed by the two concurring partners for appropriateness.  The instrument was pilot tested with experienced audit managers and partners, accounting and auditing professors, and accounting doctoral students. Modifications to the instrument resulting from the concurring partner review and pilot testing consisted of minor wording changes to ensure optimal comprehension by participants.   

Procedure


 Participants were provided by a Big 4 public accounting firm.  The firm identified potential participants who had requisite concurring partner experience.  The firm randomly assigned the partners to the eight treatment groups (one for each cell in the research design).  Each partner was notified by e-mail to complete the research instrument.  The e-mail described the research study and linked them to one of eight websites.  


Upon entering the website, participants were told that they would be completing a concurring review of an engagement partner on a particular audit engagement.  The reviewer was then given explicit details about the purpose of their concurring review.  Participants were instructed to disregard any preconceived thoughts about the purpose of a concurring review and to focus solely on their assigned purpose.  Participants were reminded to assume their assigned purpose at two other times during completion of the study materials.    

Participants assigned to the group that received the rating instrument prior to observing the engagement partner’s behavior were directed to a copy of the rating instrument and given instructions on completion of the instrument.  When the participants completed their review of the instrument, they were asked simple questions to ensure that the categories and scale were understood.  Participants then received one of the two descriptions of engagement partner performance.  Participants assigned to the group that received the rating instrument after observing the engagement partner’s behavior did not view the rating instrument until after reviewing the description of engagement partner performance.      


After reviewing the performance description, participants were asked to list all behavioral incidents that they recalled and planned to incorporate into their evaluation.  Similar to the study conducted by Cafferty et al. (1986), this recall measure is utilized to determine the patterns and categorization employed by the participants during information acquisition.  After submitting the recall data, the participants rated the performance of the engagement partner using the rating instrument.  After submitting the ratings, participants ended the experiment by providing demographic data and answering a post-experiment questionnaire.  

Participants

Two hundred forty partners were sent an email requesting participation.  One hundred twenty-three concurring partners responded, resulting in a response rate of 51.25%.  Table 1 summarizes characteristics of the participants based on gender, age, tenure with their audit firm, and total number of years experience as a concurring partner.  The majority of participants were male (89.4%).  The modal participant age range was 40-49 years (45.5%), 82.9% of participants had been employed with the firm between 11 and 30 years, and the modal years of concurring partner review experience was 11-20 years (35%).  Thus, our participant pool is very experienced and appropriate for the experimental purposes.

[Insert Table 1 here]

V. RESULTS

Manipulation Checks


Two manipulation checks were performed as part of the debriefing questionnaire.  Review purpose was tested by asking participants to select the review purpose (developmental, evaluative, or other purpose) that they assumed while evaluating the performance of the engagement partner.  Of the 66 participants assigned to the evaluative purpose condition, 44 (66.7%) indicated that they assumed that purpose.  Fifteen (22.7%) indicated that they assumed a developmental purpose and seven (10.6%) indicated that they assumed some other purpose.  Of the 57 participants assigned to the developmental purpose condition, 41 (72%) indicated that they assumed that purpose.  Fourteen (24.6%) indicated an evaluative purpose and 2 (3.5%) indicated some other purpose.  In summary, approximately seventy percent of the participants assumed their assigned purpose.
  Thus, the manipulation for review purpose was reasonably successful.

In order to examine the engagement partner performance level, the participants were asked to rate the engagement partner performance on a 7 point scale (1=poor performance to 7=excellent performance).    This overall rating was also the dependent variable used in testing H4.  The mean overall rating assigned to the high performance level was 5.55 while the mean rating for the low performance level was 2.57.  These ratings are significantly different (F=228.1, p=.000).  Thus, the manipulation of partner performance was successful.

Coding of Behavioral Incidents

One of the authors and another professor with audit experience independently coded behavioral incidents recalled by each participant and classified them into the four performance categories (documentation, task completion, risk reduction, and client relations).  Duplicate incidents were not counted.  The documentation incidents were coded based on items recalled by the concurring partner that involve documentation of work done or completion of required documentation and forms by the engagement partner.  Task completeness incidents were coded based on behavioral incidents mentioned by the concurring partner that involved tasks that were or were not completed by the engagement partner.  Risk reduction incidents were coded based on behavioral incidents that the concurring partner recalled that involved the engagement partner’s handling of high-risk transactions or account balances or the engagement partner’s actions to mitigate overall audit risk.  Client relations incidents were coded based on behavioral incidents that the concurring partner included regarding the engagement partner’s communications with, and actions towards, client management and the audit committee of the client.  

Chronbach’s alpha was calculated to measure inter-rater reliability.  The calculated alpha coefficients for number of overall behavioral incidents recalled, documentation incidents, task completeness incidents, risk reduction incidents, and client relations incidents were .9981, .9645, .9657, .9037, and .9358, respectively.  Each of these alpha coefficients falls above the acceptable level of reliability.  Differences between coders were reconciled.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents the mean total number of behavioral incidents and categories of incidents recalled by participants in each of the eight cells in the experimental design.

[Insert Table 2]

Tests of Hypotheses

Impact of Review Purpose on Number of Incidents Recalled (H1)

Hypothesis H1 predicted that concurring partners assuming a developmental purpose would recall more behavioral information than concurring partners assuming an evaluative purpose.  This hypothesis is examined by analyzing the impact of purpose on the total number of overall behavioral incidents recalled by the concurring partner in a 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA.  As shown in Table 3, purpose was significant (F=7.900, p=.006).  Concurring partners assuming a developmental purpose recalled significantly more behavioral incidents (7.33) than concurring partners assuming an evaluative purpose (6.03).  A MANOVA using the number of incidents recalled in individual categories (see Table 2, Panels B-E) and individual ANOVAs (not reported) indicate that purpose significantly affects the number of incidents recalled in individual categories (F = 2.855, p=.027) and that the numbers of both risk reduction and client relations incidents are significantly higher under the developmental purpose condition (F = 10.598, p = .001; F = 3.544, p = .062).  Thus, a developmental purpose results in a greater number of overall behavioral incidents recalled, and H1 is supported. 

[Insert Table 3]

Impact of Rating Instrument on Number of Behavioral Incidents Recalled (H2)

H2 states that concurring partners will recall more behavioral incidents when introduced to a rating instrument prior to observing engagement partner behavior.  Table 3 shows a significant main effect (F=21.467, p=.000) for the introduction of the rating instrument on the total number of behavioral incidents recalled by the participants.  The mean number of behavioral incidents recalled by concurring partners who were exposed to the rating instrument prior to observing the engagement partner’s behavior was 7.70, while mean recall of the concurring partners exposed to a rating instrument after observation of performance was 5.58.  


These results suggest that exposing a concurring partner to a rating instrument prior to observing engagement partner performance increases the overall acquisition of behavioral information and ability to recall the information.  While Epps and Messier (2003) found that some firms do not utilize a review instrument, the current results indicate that such instruments can assist the concurring partner in recalling information related to engagement partner behavior.  Thus, H2 is supported.

  

Impact of Engagement Partner Performance Level on Number of Incidents Recalled (H3)


H3 states that concurring partners will recall more behavioral information when assessing an engagement partner with a low performance level than when assessing an engagement partner with a high performance level.  As Table 3 shows, the main effect for engagement partner performance was not significant.  


In an attempt to examine this result further, we examined the individual ANOVAs (not reported) run on each behavioral category (see Panels B-E in Table 2).  The performance of the engagement partner influenced the number of behavioral incidents recalled by the concurring partner in two of four categories.  However, in one category, the results are contrary to our predictions in H3.  When the engagement partner performs at a low level of overall performance, the concurring partner is less likely to recall incidents related to documentation (1.09 incidents for high performance vs. .43 incidents for low performance, F = 25.543, p = .000). As expected, the concurring partners are more likely to recall incidents related to risk reduction when the engagement partner performed at a low performance level (.54 incidents for high performance vs. 1.19 incidents for low performance, F = 19.347, p = .000).  These findings suggest that the concurring partners focus more on risk reduction issues and less on documentation issues when engagement partner performance is low.  These results provide some support for H3 and suggest that the recall of performance-related behavioral incidents vary by category.

Impact of Review Purpose on Performance Ratings (H4)

Hypothesis H4 was examined utilizing 2 x 2 ANOVA with the overall performance ratings assigned to the engagement partner by the concurring partner as the dependent variable, and purpose and engagement partner performance as independent variables.  The introduction of the rating instrument was not included as an independent variable because it is not theorized to have an impact on assigned ratings.
  As shown in Table 4, the purpose of the review was not significant.  The difference between the mean overall rating assigned by concurring partners with a developmental purpose was 3.77 (out of 7) while the mean overall rating assigned for the evaluative purpose was 4.06.  The overall evaluation of the engagement partner did not vary by purpose and thus, H4 is not supported.  
Impact of Purpose on Ratings Assigned in Specific Performance Categories (H4a)

Hypothesis H4a states that concurring partners in the developmental review purpose will assign lower ratings to the four performance categories (documentation, task completeness, risk reduction, and client relations) than concurring partners in the evaluative review purpose.  A MANOVA (not reported) was run with the four category ratings as dependent variables and purpose and engagement partner performance as independent variables (refer to footnote 10).  The effect for purpose was moderately significant (F=2.352, p=.058).  Individual ANOVAs show that a developmental purpose resulted in significantly lower ratings in three of four categories and marginally lower ratings in another category.  Significant differences include lower average documentation (2.67 out of 5 vs. 3.12 out of 5, F=8.429, p=.004), task completeness (2.77 out of 5 vs. 3.09 out of 5, F=4.846, p=.030), and risk reduction (3.00 out of 5 vs. 3.30 out of 5, F=4.289, p=.041) ratings by concurring partners with a developmental purpose.  The average client relations rating assigned by concurring partners with a developmental purpose was marginally lower than the rating assigned by concurring partners with an evaluative purpose (3.01 versus 3.27, F=3.503, p=.064).  Overall, these results provide support for H4a.  Thus, while a developmental purpose does not affect overall ratings (H4), it does appear to affect individual rating categories in the predicted manner.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Discussion and Implications


Overall we find that system design factors and situational factors impact the cognitive activities and performance ratings of the concurring partners during their review of the engagement partners. First, we find that the purpose of the evaluation does affect concurring partner recall of behavioral incidents.  Developmental purpose reviews lead to increased recall of behavioral information.  Second, the purpose of the evaluation also influences the concurring partner’s performance evaluations at the category level.  While the overall evaluation of the engagement partners’ performance did not vary by the purpose of the evaluation, the individual category ratings did.   


Third, the introduction of a rating instrument prior to observing the engagement partner’s behavior significantly increased information recall by concurring partners.  This result emphasizes the importance of exposing the concurring partner to the categories of behavior that are important to the engagement prior to “peer” reviewing the engagement partner. 

Fourth, contrary to our expectations, there was no difference in the number of behavioral incidents recalled across the two performance levels tested.  However, analysis of the concurring partners’ recall by individual categories shows that the engagement partner’s performance influenced the number of behavioral incidents recalled in two of four performance categories.  However, in one instance, the results were contrary to predictions.  Concurring partners were less likely to consider documentation issues and more likely to consider risk when engagement partner performance is low.  This result seems reasonable since the ultimate rationale for concurring partner review is to ensure that the risk of material misstatement is reduced to an appropriately low level.  This finding may also suggest a tendency of the concurring partner to focus less on documenting “bad news”.


Knowledge that cognitive factors influence concurring partner review effectiveness should allow practitioners and researchers to design and modify interventions to improve the process and produce more accurate appraisals.  Concurring partners exhibit a tendency to assign lower (and presumably more accurate) ratings when assigned to a developmental rather than an evaluative review purpose.  This is important since recent recommendations by professional bodies suggest that concurring partners are expected to assume an evaluative purpose.  Our research also shows that the cognitive processes of concurring partners are strongly influenced by the presence of a rating instrument (or review checklist).  The lack of a uniform requirement for such checklists should be reviewed based on the findings of this study.


Peer and performance appraisal researchers have mostly used student raters on tasks with which they were unfamiliar (DeNisi 1996).  Limited evidence regarding more knowledgeable reviewers has found that they engage in somewhat different cognitive processes when conducting performance appraisals (Ganzach 1994, Kozlowski and Mongillo 1992).  The current research tests prior research findings in a more realistic setting by utilizing experienced concurring partner reviewers as participants.  Additionally, because of the unique nature of the concurring partner review environment, the results of the current research provide evidence to peer and performance appraisal researchers regarding the cognitive processes of expert reviewers.


Limitations and Future Research

This study contains a number of limitations.  First, all of the participants came from one firm.  This limits the generalizability of our findings.  However, this group of partners is very likely to be representative of partners in other large firms.  Second, the concurring partners did not interact with the engagement partners.  Such social interactions may impact the concurring partner’s evaluation of the engagement partner.  For example, we know that familiarity with the reviewer can affect the review (Asare and McDaniel 1996). Third, the study is administered online via the Internet to unobserved participants who perform the experimental task in their normal work environments. As such, it lacks the control typically found in laboratory experiments.   Lastly, there is some degree of artificiality in any experimental setting. 


Additional research can further examine the cognitive model developed here.  For example, system design factors such as reviewer training and the effect of firm guidance should be examined to determine their impact on concurring partner cognitive processing.  Also, researchers should examine whether interpersonal affect influences reviewer judgment.  Because of the peer nature of concurring partner review, it is important to analyze the role of such interpersonal factors on review effectiveness.  Lastly, the area of concurring partner review has numerous areas for research outside the confines of this model (Epps and Messier 2003).  We hope that researchers will pursue such avenues.

Appendix A

Experimental Materials

PART A: Descriptions of Independent Variables
Purpose of Evaluation

Each participant was assigned to one of the following purposes.

Evaluative Purpose

You have been asked to complete an assessment of the engagement partner’s performance to assist in the determination of those engagement partners who have performed particularly well or poorly on engagements.  The purpose of your assessment is to determine if the engagement partner is deserving of special recognition for exemplary performance or warrants referral for retraining for poor performance.  Both the engagement partner and a special committee of firm partners will view your assessment.  The assessment will become a permanent part of the engagement partner’s personnel record.

Regardless of how you normally complete a concurring partner review, please assume the above stated purpose only while participating in this study.  Do not assume that there is any other purpose of your assessment.

Developmental Purpose

You have been asked to complete an assessment of the engagement partner’s performance in order to help the engagement partner improve their skills.  You have been chosen to complete the assessment because you have significantly more experience as an engagement partner than the individual who you are assessing.  It is hoped that the process will point out areas in which the engagement partner might perform his or her duties in a more efficient manner and reduce audit risk.  It is important to note that no one else in the firm will view the results of the performance assessment besides you and the individual who is being assessed.  The assessment will not become a part of any record.

Regardless of how you normally complete a concurring partner review, please assume the above stated purpose only while participating in this study.  Do not assume that there is any other purpose of your assessment.

Engagement Partner Performance
Engagement partner Jones (High Performance)

You have been assigned to review the performance of engagement partner Jones on the audit of XYZ Company.  Jones is serving as the engagement partner for the client for the third consecutive year.  During the prior year’s audit, there were no significant performance issues raised in the review of Jones’ performance.  You are familiar with the work of Jones and you have had opportunities to observe the work of Jones in the past.  


Jones has kept you informed regarding the progress of the audit engagement.  Jones invited your participation in audit planning and has forwarded information regarding significant issues and client discussions.  Jones established and communicated engagement objectives with the audit team, the client, and with you.  Jones regularly conducts briefing meetings with members of the audit team to ensure that all members of the team have the information necessary to carry out their audit work effectively and efficiently.  


Your firm has audited XYZ Company for twelve years, and your firm considers XYZ to be a very valuable client.  The current chief financial officer and chief accounting officer at XYZ previously worked as auditors at your firm. Jones has a reputation for excellent client service.  You witness evidence that Jones meets the present needs of the client as well as anticipates the future needs of XYZ.  


During the course of the engagement, you received one phone call from the client regarding a significant issue.  The client contacted you because Jones was away.  Because you were not aware of the issue, you contacted audit team members for additional information and conducted research before you handled the matter.  You discover that Jones was aware of this issue.  You believe that Jones should have communicated with you regarding the issue prior to the client’s inquiry.  This is the only incident in which Jones has not informed you in advance of a significant audit issue.  


During this year’s audit of XYZ Company, the engagement team brought evidence to Jones that XYZ may have used improper accounting that inflated its operating income and other measures of success.  These questionable practices primarily increased operating income by understating operating expenses.  Your firm proposed adjusting entries to XYZ Company that would reduce net income by 5%.  Jones brought the audit differences and appropriate adjustments to the attention of XYZ management early in the audit process.  Additionally, you believe that Jones properly explained and documented to company management that while the proposed adjustments were slightly below the calculated threshold of materially, the nature of the adjustments made them material to the financial statements as a whole.  XYZ management agreed to make the adjusting entries.  XYZ management also made corrections to specified accounting practices upon recommendation from Jones.   Jones has managed to maintain the positive relationship between your firm and XYZ throughout these and other issues that have arisen during the course of the audit.     

Jones has extensively reviewed and acted upon all issues documentation and working papers supporting any contentious matters.  Jones also has reviewed evidence that the engagement manager has properly completed and recorded the detailed review.  Jones has sought consultation with you and/or other appropriate consultants when material issues have concerned the application of standards that are subject to varying interpretation.  In a meeting with the audit committee of XYZ, Jones extensively discussed both the acceptability and the quality of the financial statements.  


You believe that Jones has conducted a sufficient overall review to properly enable your firm to form an opinion on the financial statements.  Jones has conducted reviews within an appropriate time frame so that proper actions can be taken before any subsequent audit procedures are affected adversely.  Jones has properly adhered to the audit timeline. 

Engagement partner Smith (Low Performance)

You have been assigned to review the performance of engagement partner Smith on the audit of ABC Company.  Smith is serving as the engagement partner for the client for the third consecutive year.  During the prior year’s audit, there were no significant performance issues raised in the review of Smith’s performance.  You are familiar with the work of Smith and you have had opportunities to observe the work of Smith in the past.  


Smith has kept you informed regarding the progress of the audit engagement.  Smith invited your participation in audit planning and has forwarded information regarding significant issues and client discussions.  Smith established and communicated engagement objectives with the audit team, the client, and with you.  Smith regularly conducts briefing meetings with members of the audit team to ensure that all members of the team have the information necessary to carry out their audit work effectively and efficiently.  Smith promptly reviews the work of subordinates and has properly adhered to the audit timetable.  


Your firm has audited ABC Company for twelve years, and your firm considers ABC to be a very valuable client.  The current chief financial officer and chief accounting officer at ABC previously worked as auditors at your firm. Smith has a reputation for excellent client service.  You witness evidence that Smith meets the present needs of the client as well as anticipates the future needs of ABC.  Smith has been instrumental in securing additional tax, attest, and consulting work for your firm with ABC Company.  


During the course of the engagement, you received one phone call from the client regarding a significant issue.  The client contacted you because Smith was away.  Because you were not aware of the issue, you contacted audit team members for additional information and conducted research before you handled the matter.  You discover that Smith was aware of this issue.  You believe that Smith should have communicated with you and provided documentation regarding the issue prior to the client’s inquiry.   


During this year’s audit of ABC Company, the engagement team brought evidence to Smith that ABC may have used improper accounting that inflated its operating income and other measures of success.  These questionable practices primarily increased operating income by understating operating expenses.  Towards the end of the audit engagement, Smith proposed adjusting entries to ABC Company that would reduce net income by 5%, and the company management declined to record the entries.  The company management did not make the entries because it believed that they were immaterial to the financial statements taken as a whole.  The waived entries were signed off by management and the company’s audit committee.   Smith has decided to issue an unqualified audit report because the amount of the waived entries is slightly less than his calculated threshold of materiality.  However, the nature of the adjustments suggests that they may be material to the financial statements as a whole.   


Rather than consulting with partners having responsibilities for high-risk situations (which is not required by your firm when the threshold of materiality for proposed adjusting entries has not been surpassed), Smith has prepared an action plan and proposed the plan to ABC Company management.  The action plan will reduce, going forward, the cumulative amount of the proposed adjusting entries and change the accounting practices that gave rise to the proposed entries.  Many of the steps on the action plan allow ABC Company several years to change the accounting practice at issue. The CFO and CAO of ABC Company have signed the action plan.  Smith discussed the amount of the proposed adjusting entries at his meeting with the audit committee, but stated that discussions between ABC senior management and your firm had resulted in a plan to reduce the shortfalls over the next several years in a manner satisfactory to your firm.  Upon request from client management, Smith did not provide a copy of the action plan to the audit committee.  While Smith stressed the acceptability of the financial statements with the audit committee, the information provided to the audit committee did not discuss your firm’s judgments about the quality of the accounting principles applied in the financial statements of ABC Company.  

PART B: Performance Evaluation Rating Instrument

You will now complete a performance evaluation instrument to assess the performance of the engagement partner.  Please keep the purpose of your assessment in mind as you complete the instrument.

In each of the following categories, indicate to what extent you agree with the listed statements.  Choose the appropriate number from the list, using this scale:


1=strongly disagree, 

2=disagree,

3=neither agree nor disagree,

4=agree,

5=strongly agree

Documentation

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has appropriately documented the resolution of significant matters.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has justified the numbers on the financial statements with appropriate documentation according to firm policy.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has documented that all unresolved matters are below the threshold of materiality.

Completeness

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has brought all significant matters to your attention during the course of the audit according to firm policy.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has completed all requisite steps prior to the issuance of the audit report.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has provided appropriate supervision of the audit work during the course of the audit engagement and has exhibited overall responsibility for the conduct of the engagement.

Risk Reduction

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has properly identified and audited any high-risk transactions and account balances.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner developed and followed an audit program to minimize audit risk.

Client Relations
1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has taken steps to ensure that the client values the quality of service provided by the audit firm.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has appropriately communicated with senior management and the audit committee of the client regarding significant issues.

1  2  3  4  5 
The engagement partner has maintained appropriate auditor independence during the course of the audit.

Click NEXT when you are ready to proceed.

PART C: Debriefing Questionnaire

Thank you.  As a final step in participating in this research project, please answer the following questions about yourself and about your participation.  As a reminder, your identity and firm affiliation will remain confidential.  

1. Please enter your work e-mail address.  As a reminder, all participants in the study will remain confidential, and you will not receive follow-up information regarding this research unless you request it.   [space for participant to enter email address]                                                                              
2. Please select your gender.  [Drop down list to select either male or female]

3. Please select your age range.  [Drop down list to select either 25-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, or 70+]
4. How many years have you been employed by your firm?  [Drop down list to select either 0-10 years,11-20 years,21-30 years, or more than 30 years]
5. How many total years of experience do you have as a concurring partner?  This experience does not need to be consecutive; it can be an aggregate number of years experience over time.  [Drop down list to select either 0-1 year, 2-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, more than 20 years]
6. While participating in this research project, which of the following best describes the purpose of assessment which you assumed?  [choices are:  I assumed a developmental purpose in which I assessed the engagement partner in order to improve his or her skills and suggest improvements based on my experience, or I assumed an evaluative purpose in which I assessed the engagement partner in order to reward exemplary performance or punish poor performance, or I assumed some other purpose]

7. While participating in this research project, did you feel that you had enough information about the engagement partner to accurately assess his or her performance?  [choices are:  Yes, I had adequate information or I had enough information to accurately assess performance in most areas or I had enough information to accurately assess performance in some areas or I did not have enough information to accurately assess performance]

8. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 indicating poor performance and 7 indicating excellent performance, how would you rate the overall performance of the engagement partner in this study?  [use radio buttons from 1 to 7]

9. To what extent were you faced with other demands on your time while answering questions in this research project?  [choices are:  I was faced with enormous time pressure or I was faced with a normal amount of time pressure or I was faced with very little time pressure]

10. Would you like to receive a summary of the research findings of this project?  [choices are yes and no]

11. Would you be willing to participate in future studies? [choices are yes, unsure, and no]

Click NEXT when you have answered the questions on this page.  You should then receive a confirmation message that your information has been successfully submitted. 
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Figure 1.  A Cognitive Model of Concurring Partner Review
Table 1

Participant Demographic Information

(n = 123)
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Gender
	Male
	110
	89.4

	
	Female
	13
	10.6

	Age Range
	25-39 years
	31
	25.2

	
	40-49 years
	56
	45.5

	
	50-59 years
	34
	27.6

	
	60-69 years
	2
	1.6

	
	
	
	

	Tenure with Firm
	0-10 years
	2
	1.6

	
	11-20 years
	48
	39.0

	
	21-30 years
	54
	43.9

	
	More than 30 years
	19
	15.4

	
	
	
	

	Years of Concurring Partner Experience
	0-1 year
	14
	11.4

	
	2-5 years
	27
	22.0

	
	6-10 years
	28
	22.8

	
	11-20 years
	43
	35.0

	
	More than 20 years
	11
	8.9

	
	
	
	


Table 2

Experimental Design and 

Mean Number of Behavioral Incidents Recalled
Panel A: Mean Number of Total Behavioral Incidents Recalled

	
	Engagement Partner Performance

	
	High
	
	Low 

	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument
	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument

	Purpose
	Early
	Late
	
	Early
	Late

	
Evaluative
	7.07

n=14
	5.00

n=17
	
	6.89

n=18
	5.29

n=17

	
Developmental
	9.33

n=12
	6.38

n=13
	
	7.94

n=17
	5.87

n=15


Panel B: Mean Number of Documentation Incidents Recalled

	
	Engagement Partner Performance

	
	High
	
	Low 

	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument
	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument

	Purpose
	Early
	Late
	
	Early
	Late

	
Evaluative
	1.29

n=14
	.76

n=17
	
	.61

n=18
	0.0

n=17

	
Developmental
	1.42

n=12
	1.00

n=13
	
	1.00

n=17
	.07

n=15


Panel C: Mean Number of Completeness Incidents Recalled

	
	Engagement Partner Performance

	
	High
	
	Low 

	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument
	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument

	Purpose
	Early
	Late
	
	Early
	Late

	
Evaluative
	3.79

n=14
	2.94

n=17
	
	3.39

n=18
	3.35

n=17

	
Developmental
	4.75

n=12
	3.53

n=13
	
	2.92

n=17
	3.33

n=15


Panel D: Mean Number of Risk Reduction Incidents Recalled

	
	Engagement Partner Performance

	
	High
	
	Low 

	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument
	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument

	Purpose
	Early
	Late
	
	Early
	Late

	
Evaluative
	.57

n=14
	.12

n=17
	
	1.28

n=18
	.65

n=17

	
Developmental
	.83

n=12
	.77

n=13
	
	1.65

n=17
	1.20

n=15


Panel E: Mean Number of Client Relations Incidents Recalled

	
	Engagement Partner Performance

	
	High
	
	Low 

	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument
	
	Introduction of Rating Instrument

	Purpose
	Early
	Late
	
	Early
	Late

	
Evaluative
	1.57

n=14
	1.41

n=17
	
	1.72

n=18
	1.29

n=17

	
Developmental
	2.33

n=12
	1.77

n=13
	
	1.76

n=17
	1.40

n=15


Note:  In some cases, the sum of the mean category totals exceeds the overall mean reported in Panel A.  That occurs because the overall totals in Panel A are based on distinct and separate thoughts provided by the participants.  Some of those statements, however, contained recall related to two categories.  For example, the concurring partner’s recall of “The engagement partner did not document their assessment of control or audit risk” would be considered one overall recall, but classified into two categories: documentation and risk.

Table 3
ANOVA Results

Dependent Variable: total number of overall behavioral incidents recalled

	Source
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	p =

	Purpose (A)
	52.391
	1
	52.391
	7.900
	.006

	Introduction of Instrument (B)
	142.363
	1
	142.363
	21.467
	.000

	EP Performance (C)
	6.099
	1
	6.099
	.920
	.340

	A * B
	3.472
	1
	3.472
	.524
	.471

	A * C
	7.706
	1
	7.706
	1.162
	.283

	B * C
	3.441
	1
	3.441
	.519
	.473

	A * B * C
	.298
	1
	.298
	.045
	.833

	Error
	762.654
	115
	6.632
	 
	 

	Total
	6382.000
	123
	 
	 
	 

	Corrected Total
	968.537
	122
	 
	 
	 


R2 = .213 (F = 4.435, p = .000; Adjusted R2 = .165)  
Table 4
ANOVA Results

Dependent Variable: Concurring Partner’s Overall Rating of Engagement Partner Performance

	Source
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	p =

	Purpose (A)
	1.326
	1
	1.326
	1.107
	.295

	EP Performance (B)
	266.998
	1
	266.998
	222.942
	.000

	A * B
	.598
	1
	.598
	.499
	.481

	Error
	142.516
	119
	1.198
	
	

	Total
	2313.000
	123
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	416.341
	122
	
	
	


R2 = .658 (F = 76.214, p = .000; Adjusted R2 = .649)
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� See Rich et al. (1997a, b) for a detailed review of the line of research.


� Notable exceptions include Jamal et al. (1995), Matsumura and Tucker (1995), and Tucker and Matsumura (1997).


� At the time this study was conducted, concurring partner guidance was contained in the AICPA’s Securities and Exchange Commission Practice Section’s (SECPS) quality control guidance.  The Auditing Standards Board has prepared an exposure draft of an auditing standard on concurring partner review in response to the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002.  However, under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board is authorized to issue auditing standards for the audits of public companies.


� The concurring partner function is sometimes referred to as second partner review.  The proposed ASB exposure draft uses the term “reviewing partner” to refer to concurring partners—the term used in the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.


� See Epps and Messier (2003) for a detailed analysis of audit firm guidance for concurring partners and a review of SEC enforcement actions against concurring partners.


� We realize that all partners are not equal!  However, our discussions with senior partners indicate that the engagement–concurring partner relationship is more of a peer relationship than a subordinate-superior one.


� Bobko and Colella (1994) suggest that the familiarity of reviewers with the instrument impacts the reviewer’s rating strategies.  The rating instrument used in our study was straightforward and easy to understand (see the appendix).


� Epps and Messier (2003) indicate that these four categories are representative of the performance categories that concurring partners are expected to evaluate.


� Statistical tests analyzing hypotheses related to review purpose were performed excluding participants who did not indicate a perceived purpose (the one reported on the manipulation question) that was equivalent to the assigned purpose.  The effect of purpose remained significant (F=7.084, p=.009).  The results of these tests are not significantly different from the reported results.  Thus, we report results based on assigned purpose.





� A three-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the impact of all three independent variables on ratings assigned.  The results of these tests show no significant difference from the reported results for the impact of purpose on ratings assigned.  Additionally, the instrument independent variable did not significantly affect ratings assigned.
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