
H8: Perceptions of Org. Politics Leadership Ability -0.547** 
 PP-General  -0.397** 
 PP-GoingAlong-to-Get Along  -0.619** 
 
H9: Perceptions of Org. Politics Performance -0.504** 
 PP-General  -0.410** 
 PP-GoingAlong-to-Get Along  -0.503** 
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Table 4 Confirmatory factor analysis 

Construct Variable Factor Variance 
 No.  Items Retained Loadings Explained 
 
Endogenous 
Performance V1-Performance (3) .902-.924 84.03 
Leadership  V2-Leadership Ability (7) .797-.889 69.97 
Perceptions of Organizational Politics (10)  60.79 
 V3-General Political Behavior (6) .649-.837  
 V4-Going Along to Get Along (4) .727-.863 
  
Exogenous 
Self-Monitoring (12)  62.42 
 V5-Ability (6) .649-.836 
 V6-Sensitivity (6) .727-.863 
Power (23)   72.35 
 V7-Expert (5) .794-.932 
 V8-Reward (5) .706-.914 
 V9-Coercive (4) .720-.861 

V10-Referent (5) .719-.847 
 V11-Legitimate (4) .646-.877 
Trust (7)   76.77 
 V12-Honesty (2) .646-.938 
 V13-Benevolence (5) .771-.883 
Conflict-Orientation (30 items 2 choices) 
 V14-Collaborating (6) 

V15-Competing (6) 
 V16-Compromising (6) 
 V17-Accommodating (6) 
 V18-Avoiding (6)  
Feedback (12) 
 V19-Type –positive (2) .889-.905 83.43 

V20-Type - negative (2) .915-.922 
 V21-Strategy – inquiry (3) .862-.902 79.88 

V22-Strategy – direct cue (3) .617-.906 
V23-Strategy – indirect cue (2) .889-.904 

Hierarchical Structure (2) 
 V24-Upward Information (1)  

V25-Chain of Command (1) 
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Table 5 Hypothesized construct correlation matrix 

  
  PE LA PP SM PR TR CO Collab Compt     Compr Avoid FBtype HS

Performance 1.000             
Leadership             

           

             
             
            

             
        

   
             

0.807 1.000
Percep. Politics -0.504 -0.547 1.000           
Self-Monitoring 0.055 0.100 -0.098 1.000
Power Relationship 0.764 0.710 -0.438 0.159 1.000         
Trust Relationship 0.686 0.741 -0.512 0.103 0.663 1.000        
ConflictOrientation

 
0.088 0.144 -0.072 0.143 0.091 0.150 1.000 

Collaboration-CO
 

0.000 0.020 -0.036 0.175 0.054 0.119 0.487 1.000
Competitive-CO 0.053 0.108 -0.029 0.118 0.025 0.021 0.407 -0.029 1.000 

 Compromising-CO
 

0.045 0.091 -0.028 -0.025 0.059 0.022 0.062 -0.207 -0.122 1.000
Avoiding-CO -0.066 -0.144 0.045 -0.084 -0.084 -0.067 -0.689 -0.434 -0.447 -0.256 1.000
FB-type 0.125 0.154 -0.105 0.047 0.097 0.108 -0.013 -0.058 0.188 -0.121 0.066 1.000
Heirarical Structure 0.005 0.135 0.019 0.127 0.033 0.037 0.033 0.054 0.016 -0.020 -0.022 0.207 1.000
Correlations at or above 0.207 are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); correlations at 0.154 and above are significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 6 Regressions on leadership ability 

                        Not-Mediated  Mediated  Change 

 Self-monitoring  -.020  -.028  -.008 

 Power relationship      .377   .347  -.030 

 Trust relationship   .488   .417  -.071 

 Avoiding-CO   -.103  -.098   .005 

 Compromising-CO    .023   .022   -.001 

 Competitive-CO    .035   .037   .002 

 Collaborative-CO  -.097  -.092   .005 

 Feedback-type     .042   .032  -.010 

 Hierarchy     .101   .111   .010 

 Percep.Politics      -.180 

 R2     .666    .689 
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Table 7 Regressions on performance 

               Not-Mediated  Mediated  Change 

 Self-monitoring  -.057  -.063  -.006 

 Power relationship      .554   .532  -.022 

 Trust relationship   .328   .275  -.053 

 Avoiding-CO   -.035  -.032   .003 

 Compromising-CO   -.014  -.015   -.001 

 Competitive-CO    .013   .014   .001 

 Collaborative-CO  -.073  -.069   .004 

 Feedback-type     .036   .029  -.007 

 Hierarchy    -.023  -.016   .007 

 Percep.Politics      -.133 

 R2     .652    .665 
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Table 8 SEM fitted model correlation matrix 

V                          V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 V10 V11 V12 V13 V14 V15 V16 V17 V18 V19 V20 V21 V22 V23 V24 V25
1 01. 0                         
2                        

                       
                      
                     
                    
                   
                  
                 
                
             
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          
                          

0.81 1.00 
3 -0.41 -0.40 1.00 
4 -0.50 -0.62 0.56 1.00 
5 0.06 0.08 -0.05 -0.16 1.00 
6 0.03 0.10 0.03 -0.18 0.51 1.00 
7 0.62 0.45 -0.22 -0.28 0.22 0.16 1.00 
8 0.69 0.71 -0.37 -0.53 0.11 0.19 0.41 1.00 
9 0.22 0.25 -0.06 -0.02 -0.19 -0.17 -0.06 0.17 1.00 
10 0.73 0.69 -0.40 -0.40 0.10 0.08 0.61 0.63 0.32 1.00 
11 0.17 0.14 -0.08 -0.18 0.24 0.28 0.34 0.25 -0.20 0.21 1.00   
12 0.50 0.47 -0.32 -0.37 -0.01 0.03 0.33 0.41 0.11 0.45 0.21 1.00
13 0.68 0.76 -0.40 -0.52 0.04 0.17 0.33 0.71 0.25 0.67 0.15 0.55 1.00
14 0.00 0.02 -0.02 -0.05 0.16 0.15 -0.07 0.08 0.02 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.12 1.00
15 0.05 0.11 0.00 -0.06 0.11 0.09 0.06 0.11 -0.08 0.05 -0.06 -0.03 0.03 -0.03 1.00
16 0.05 0.09 -0.03 -0.02 0.00 -0.05 0.09 0.00 0.10 0.03 -0.04 0.11 -0.01 -0.21 -0.12 1.00
17 -0.04 -0.08 0.01 0.10 -0.11 -0.22 -0.07 -0.11 0.09 -0.07 0.00 -0.08 -0.07 -0.28 -0.57 -0.27 1.00
18 -0.07 -0.14 0.04 0.04 -0.16 0.02 -0.01 -0.08 -0.11 -0.09 0.05 -0.04 -0.08 -0.43 -0.45 -0.26 0.14 1.00
19 -0.18 -0.12 0.20 -0.01 -0.01 0.06 -0.19 0.02 -0.12 -0.23 0.08 -0.29 -0.15 -0.08 0.05 -0.05 -0.05 0.11 1.00
20 0.37 0.36 -0.20 -0.36 0.01 0.07 0.22 0.39 0.00 0.26 0.07 0.27 0.35 -0.01 0.24 -0.13 -0.14 -0.01 0.17 1.00
21 0.33 0.31 -0.20 -0.30 -0.09 -0.07 0.06 0.31 0.13 0.23 -0.11 0.10 0.30 0.00 0.11 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 0.24 0.52 1.00
22 0.21 0.29 -0.15 -0.27 0.18 0.17 0.26 0.27 -0.22 0.19 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.06 0.19 -0.06 -0.16 -0.07 0.22 0.40 0.22 1.00
23 0.02 0.06 0.03 -0.18 0.17 0.19 0.04 0.11 -0.19 0.07 0.19 -0.01 0.04 0.07 -0.03 -0.04 -0.06 0.05 0.38 0.04 0.13 0.46 1.00
24 0.04 0.23 -0.02 -0.35 0.14 0.17 0.06 0.16 -0.11 0.01 0.13 0.09 0.15 0.00 -0.02 0.02 -0.05 0.05 0.09 0.19 0.14 0.22 0.21 1.00
25 -0.03 0.00 0.20 0.07 -0.01 0.08 0.00 -0.01 -0.06 -0.06 0.14 -0.10 -0.06 0.07 0.04 -0.05 0.00 -0.07 0.07 0.15 0.06 0.26

 
0.15
 

0.17
 

1.00
 Correlations above 0.198 are significant at the 0.1 level; correlations above 0.150 are significant at the .05 level.          
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Table 9 Fitted model estimated path coefficients 

Relationship  Standardized T-value35

From To  Path Coefficient 
 

Perception of Politics Performance -0.6275 9.87850* 

Perception of Politics  Leadership -0.7746 19.2195* 

GeneralPP Perception of Politics   0.4977  7.6957* 

Going AlongPP Perception of Politics   0.6888 10.1666* 

PR-Reward Perception of Politics  -0.5215  7.0946* 

PR-Referent Perception of Politics  -0.1396  1.2512 

TR-Honesty Perception of Politics  -0.1966  3.1783* 

CO-Collaborating Perception of Politics    0.1037  1.7929 

CO-Avoiding Perception of Politics    0.0648  1.1122 

FB-TypePositive Perception of Politics    0.1015  1.6596 

FB-Strategy Inquiry Perception of Politics  -0.1602  2.7812* 

FB-StrategyDirectCue Perception of Politics  -0.1077  1.9065 

 

 

                                                 

35 * Significant < .001 level 
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Figure 1 Self-Regulation System 
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Figure 3 Potential Linkages Model 
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Figure 4 Summary of Structural Relationships 
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APPENDIX A: OVERVIEW OF ADAPTIVE SELF-REGULATION 
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Core Elements of the Self-Regulation Process 

 

The initial elements of the self-regulation process are the standards set by constituents.  

Examples of standards include formal control systems such as the Code of Conduct, GAAP, and 

firm policies; the demands of multiple constituents such as superiors, peers, clients, subordinates, 

and the public; as well as the needs and desires of the individual.  The individual compares his or 

her own behavior to these standards.  If a discrepancy is detected between his or her own 

behavior and the standards set by others, then the individual attempts to reduce the discrepancy 

in order to bring about a better fit between the standards and his or her behavior.  In the model 

tested in this study, effectiveness is defined to be the perceived performance or the perception of 

leadership ability of the individual. 

 

 

Standard Setting 

 

Standard setting includes specifying roles and the strategies to perform in those roles.  

Complications in standard setting can be either external or internal to the individual and can 

include; incomplete formal control systems, multiple constituent demands, conflicts between 

various standards, and individual agendas. 

The adaptive self-regulation model suggests that in the context of a social structure an 

individual must be able to reconcile his or her own self-interest with that of others.  Problems 

arise due to increased ambiguity and complexity when agendas and expectations conflict.  Many 

variables (the nature of the constituent’s expectations, the communication of these expectations, 
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the clarity of the individual’s own agenda, and the degree of demand across constituencies) may 

affect the standard-setting process (Tsui & Ashford, 1994; 98).  Individual standard setting is an 

adaptive, dynamic process involving the modification of initial standards, over time, using the 

discrepancy detection and reduction process described below. 

 

 

Discrepancy Detection 

 

In order to reduce discrepancies, discrepancy detection is the first step.  Individuals must 

be able to detect two types of discrepancies, those between their own and other’s standards as 

well as those relating to how they are perceived or evaluated.  In order to detect discrepancies an 

individual needs accurate information regarding the expectations of others.  In the majority of 

situations, the more an individual knows (providing the information is accurate), the more likely 

he or she will be able to take steps to reduce discrepancies. 

Multiple additional factors may also affect one’s ability to detect discrepancies.  Firstly, 

the accountant is required to maintain a ceaseless search for discrepancies as well as to 

accurately perceive the discrepancy once found.  Another factor important when attempting to 

detect discrepancies is the problem of mutually exclusive demands such as role conflict, trade-

offs and morale problems.  Feedback is also necessary to detect discrepancies; however, many 

individuals have mixed feelings about feedback.  They want it but fear the harm it may inflict on 

their self-esteem.  Another important variable that affects an individual’s success in detecting 

discrepancies is the ability to accurately determine the appropriate constituent set and to 

reconstruct the set as time and conditions change.  Finally, whether the individual seeking the 
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information is rational or not during the detection process affects both the detection of and 

potentially the reduction of the discrepancy.  Varieties of discrepancy reducing techniques, 

consisting of both rational and irrational behaviors, are further discussed below. 

 

 

Discrepancy Reduction 

 

Control theory and self-consistency theory, which serve as the basis for adaptive self-

regulation, portray discrepancy reduction as a straightforward process.  These theories state that 

the detection of a discrepancy motivates a person to alter his or her behavior to reduce the 

discrepancy (Carver & Scheier, 1985; Korman, 1976).  However, in context it is a far more 

complicated process.  An individual may, in addition to modifying his or her own behavior, 

attempt to modify others’ perception of the behavior or even others’ standards.  Generally, 

individuals respond in one of two ways to reduce discrepancies.  Ideally, an individual responds 

using effectiveness-oriented strategies, which are aimed at reducing conflict.  However, on 

occasion, an esteem-oriented response aimed at defending ego and self-esteem is enacted.  The 

prime determinate of an individual’s response to a perceived discrepancy is the individual’s self-

efficacy expectations regarding his or her ability to meet the standard (Tsui & Ashford, 1994; 

105).  Self-efficacy expectations are an individual’s beliefs about his or her abilities.  If the 

individual believes the probability of meeting a particular standard is low, the tendency is to use 

esteem-oriented strategies to reduce the discrepancy between standards.  Otherwise, 

effectiveness-oriented strategies are generally used to bridge the divide. 

  89



Effectiveness-oriented strategies are those that seek to actually reduce the gap between 

the standard and the behavior to attempt to more closely attain the standard.  In order to reduce 

this discrepancy an individual can react in one of following ways.  The individual may alter his 

or her own behavior to meet the expectations of others or influence others to change their 

expectations.  If the individual alters his or her own behavior too often, he or she runs the risk of 

being perceived as ineffective and weak.  The individual may choose to continue the behavior, 

but explain his or her behavior to others who perceive the behavior as inappropriate.  Again, the 

use of this strategy carries the risk of making the individual appear ineffective.  An additional 

effectiveness-oriented strategy sometimes used is to alter the set of constituents such that the 

behavior in question is acceptable to the new constituent group. 

Esteem-oriented strategies do not, nor are they intended to, decrease discrepancies.  

Therefore, perceived effectiveness is not actually impacted by esteem-oriented strategies.  In 

addition to the influence of self-efficacy, a second individual difference variable that may 

influence self-regulation is self-esteem since those with low self-esteem tend to avoid negative 

feedback (Miller, 1976).  Self-esteem is one’s feeling of self-worth and is not necessarily tied to 

one’s perception of ability, as was self-efficacy.  By avoiding negative feedback, individuals 

with low self-esteem will be less likely to detect discrepancies (Tsui & Ashford, 1994; 106).  

Even if feedback is not avoided, an individual may still distort the feedback so it conforms to the 

behavior at hand.  Other esteem-oriented strategies possibly used are either to lower one’s 

standards or to otherwise avoid or disengage.  Lowering one’s standards in this sense differs 

from reducing discrepancies discussed in the preceding paragraph because behavior has not 

actually changed, as is the case with effectiveness-oriented strategies. 
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUMENT 
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The measurement instrument for this study begins on the next page.  It is currently 

included in its entirety even though only certain aspects are applicable to the current study.  The 

publisher of the Thomas-Kilmann Mode instrument, Part III of this instrument, declined to allow 

its’ publication in any published document including the dissertation. 

The questions in the following measurement instrument originate from the scales 

discussed previously and listed below.  They are reproduced in their original form if possible and 

altered only if not doing so might lead to confusion for the participants.  A few questions or their 

scales have slight wording changes in order to tailor them to this study.  Those wording changes 

are minor and appear in blue lettering.  Standardization of the likert type scale to 7-points 

simplifies the instrument for the participants. 

Question Source       Measure 
1-8  Schyns & von Collani 2002    Self-efficacy 
9-18  Rosenberg 1965     Self-esteem 
19-30  Lennox & Wolfe 1984 (O’Cass 2000)  Self-monitoring 
31-55  Comer 1984 (Holzbach’s API)   Power 
Part III Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode 1994 (30) Conflict Orientation 
56-65   Kumar 1995 (deRuyter & Wetzels 1999)  Trust 
66-73  Rizzo, House, Litzman (RHL) 1970   Task Interdependence 
74-79  Rizzo, House, Litzman (RHL) 1970   Job Ambiguity 
80-92  Ashford & Tsui 1991     Feedback 
93-94  Rizzo, House, Litzman (RHL) 1970   Environment 
95-96  Rizzo, House, Litzman (RHL) 1970  Hierarchy 
97-98  Rizzo, House, Litzman (RHL) 1970   Communication  
99-110  Kacmar & Ferris 1991 (POPS Scale)  Percep/Politics  
111-126 Schriesheim 1979(Role Clarity & Consideration) Nature of the Norms 
127-129 Tsui 1984 (Reputational Effectiveness)  Performance  
130-136 Carless 2000      Leadership 
Remainder        Demographics 
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A Study Investigating 

 

AUDITOR’S 

 

AND 

 

ACCOUNTANT’S 

 

WORKLIVES 
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Research Participants: 

 

Your assistance in studying the relationships of individuals in the accounting 
profession is requested and valued.  The entire questionnaire should require from 
20 to 30 minutes. 
 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for your participation.  The success of this study depends on 
it. 
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Part II: Please answer the following questions in reference to the individual you consider your 
immediate supervisor, boss, or superior at work. 

 
31. I admire him or her. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
32. He or she gives credit where credit is due. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
33. He or she rules by might. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
34. He or she is skilled. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 
 
35. He or she is knowledgeable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
36. I identify with him or her. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
37. I have an obligation to accept his or her orders. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
 
 
38. He or she is experienced. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
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39. I respect him or her as a person. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

40. He or she is proficient. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

41. He or she is retalitive. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

42. He or she recognizes achievement. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

43. He or she is willing to promote others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

44. I am duty bound to obey him or her. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

45. He or she has authority. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

46. He or she rewards good work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
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47. He or she is overly critical. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

48. He or she is friendly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

49. He or she is entitled to direct my actions on the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

50. He or she is authorized to command. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

51. He or she is a disciplinarian. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

52. He or she is qualified. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

53. He or she offers inducement. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

54. He or she is strict. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 
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55. He or she is likeable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Extremely Inaccurate       Extremely Accurate 

 

Part III:  
The following questions are: “Modified and reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, CPP, Inc., 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 from Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument by Kenneth W. Thomas, 
Ralph H. Kilmann.  Copyright 2002 by Xicom, Incorporated.  Xicom, Incorporated is a subsidiary of 
CPP, Inc.  All rights reserved.  Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher’s written 
consent.” 
 
Following are several pairs of statements describing possible behavioral responses.  For each 
pair, select either statement "A" or statement "B", whichever is most characteristic of your 
own behavior. 
 
In many cases, neither statement may be very typical of your behavior; but please select the 
response that you would be more likely to use. 
 
The publisher of the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument  does not allow the instrument to 
be reproduced within published works such as dissertations.  For this reason, the thirty questions were 
deleted from the instrument as contained within this Appendix. 
 
 

  

This ends the specially reproduced statements from the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode 
Instrument. 
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PartIV: Please answer the following questions in reference to the individual you consider 
your immediate supervisor, boss, or superior at work. 
 
 
56. Even when my supervisor gives me a rather unlikely explanation, I am confident that he or 

she is telling the truth. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
57. My supervisor often provided information that has later proven to be inaccurate. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
58. My supervisor usually keeps the promises he or she makes to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
59. Whenever my supervisor gives me advice on our business operations, I know that he or she is 

sharing his or her best judgment. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
60. I can count on my supervisor to be sincere. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
61. Though circumstances change, I believe that my supervisor will be ready and willing to offer 

me assistance and support. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
62. When making important decisions, my supervisor is concerned about my welfare. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
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63. When I share my problems with my supervisor, I know that he or she will respond with 
understanding. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
64. In the future, I can count on my supervisor to consider how his or her decisions and actions 

will affect me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
65. When it comes to things that are important to me, I can depend on my supervisor’s support. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
Part V: Please answer these questions about yourself at work. 
 
66. I have to do things that should be done differently. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
      
67. I receive an assignment without the manpower to complete it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
 
  
68. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
 
 
69. I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
  
70. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
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71. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person but not by another. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Very False         Very True 
 
 
72. I receive an assignment without adequate tools or resources to execute it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
 
73. I work on unnecessary things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
 
74. I feel certain about how much authority I have. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
 
75. There are clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
 
 
76. I know that I have divided my time properly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
 
 
77. I know what my responsibilities are. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True 
 
 
78. I know exactly what is expected of me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very False         Very True  
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79. Explanation is clear of what has to be done. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Very False        Very True 
 
  
Part VI: Please answer the next set of questions thinking about the last six months.  How 

characteristic of it was it for your supervisor, boss, or superior to ………. 
 
80. Ask others to be critical when they gave him or her feedback. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
81. Prefer detailed, critical appraisals even though they might hurt 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
82. Tend to seek good news about himself or herself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
83. Ask for feedback if he or she knew it would be positive rather than negative. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
84. Directly ask for information concerning his or her performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
85. Directly ask you, ‘how am I doing?’ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
86. Directly ask for an informal appraisal. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
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87. Observe how quickly you returned his or her phone calls. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Very Seldomly       Very Often  
 
 
88. Observe how often you went to him or her for advice. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often 
 
 
89. Observe how long he/she was kept waiting when you and he/she had a set appointment. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often 
 
 
90. Pay attention to how you acted toward him or her. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often 
 
 
91. Pay attention to informal, unsolicited feedback. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often 
 
 
92. Pay attention to casual remarks you made. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Very Seldomly       Very Often 
 
 
 
Part VII: Please answer the following questions about your work environment. 
 
93. Selection for upward mobility is based on ability. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
94. There is much tolerance of error. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
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95. There is a high degree of upward information required at my place of work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
96. Violations in the chain of command dealt with harshly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 
 
 
97. There is adequacy of communication at my work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 

 

98. There is information distortion and suppression at my place of work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 

 

Part VIII: Please answer the following questions thinking about the organization for which 
you currently work.      

99. Favoritism not merit get people ahead. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 

   

100. It is no place for yes men. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  

 

101. Individuals are encouraged to speak out. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  

 

102. There is an influential group no one crosses. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
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103. Individuals don’t speak for fear of retaliation. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
 
 
104. Rewards come to hard workers.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
 
 
105. Promotions go to top performers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  

 
 
106. Some build themselves up by tearing others down 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  

 
 
107. Policy changes help only a few 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree 

 
 
108.  One group always gets their way. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
 
 
109. Pay and promotion are consistent with policies. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
 
 
110. Pay and promotion policies are not politically applied. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Disagree       Strongly Agree  
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Part IX: Please answer the following questions in reference to the individual you consider 
your immediate supervisor, boss, or superior at work. 

 
111. My supervisor gives me vague explanations of what is expected of me on my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
112. My supervisor gives me unclear goals to reach on my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
113. My supervisor explains the level of performance that is expected of me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
114. My supervisor explains the quality of work that is expected of me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
115. My supervisor explains what is expected of me on my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
116. My supervisor helps make working on my job more pleasant. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
117. My supervisor says things to hurt my personal feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 

 
 
118. My supervisor considers my personal feelings before acting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False          Very True 
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119. My supervisor maintains a friendly working relationship with me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very False         Very True 
 
 
120. My supervisor behaves in a manner that is thoughtful of my personal needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True 

 
 
121. My supervisor looks out for my personal welfare. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True 

 
 
122. My supervisor acts rudely toward me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True  

 
 
123. My supervisor does things to make my job less pleasant. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True 

 
 
124. My supervisor treats me without considering my feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True 

 
 
125. My supervisor shows respect for my personal feelings. 
 

Very False         Very True 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
126. My supervisor acts without considering my feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very False         Very True  
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127. Overall, to what extent do you feel your supervisor is performing his job the way you 
would like it to be performed? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Not At All         Entirely  
 
  
128. To what extent has your supervisor met your expectations in his or her managerial roles 

and responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Not At All         Entirely  
 
  
129.  If you entirely had your way, to what extent would you change the way your supervisor 

does his or her job. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Not At All         Entirely  
 
 
Part X: Please answer the following questions relative to your immediate supervisor, boss, 

or superior.  He or she…. 
 
130. ….. communicates clearly a positive vision of the future. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True  
  
131. ….. treats staff as individuals, supports and encourages their development. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True  
 
132. ….. gives encouragement and recognition to staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True  
 
 
133. ….. fosters trust, involvement, and cooperation among team members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True  
 
134. ….. encourages thinking about problems in new ways and questions assumptions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True  
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135. ….. is clear about his/her values and practices what he/she preaches. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Very False         Very True  
 
 
136. ….. instills pride and respect in others and inspires me by being highly competent. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Very False         Very True 

  
Part XI: Information about Yourself 
1. Age:        ______________________________  
2. Gender:          _______ Male _______     Female 
3. Marital Status     _________Married ________Single 
4. How many Children at home   ______________________________ 
5. Educational Level Attained    ________College _______Masters/+ 
6. Years/months work experience:        ______  years ______       months 
7. Years/months in current position:        ______  years ______       months 
8. Total years/months experience in public accounting:____       years ______       months 
Current Position - Please Choose One: 
_______Auditing________Tax_________Industry________Government________Other 
Current Position - Please Choose One 
PublicAccounting:______Partner_______Manager_____Senior_______Staff ____Other 
All Other Forms:________Management_________Analyst_________Staff ______Other 
Certifications: ________CPA___________CMA ____________CIA ___________ Other 

9. How clear were the instructions on this survey? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Very False         Very True 
  

 
10. Approximately how much time did you spend on this survey?    _____Minutes               
 

 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY. 
 
If you have any additional thoughts, please write them here: 
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APPENDIX C: IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX D: CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
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Informed Consent Form for: A Study Investigating Auditor’s and Accountant’s Work 
Lives 

You are being invited to participate in a research project conducted by Sharon K. Howell of the 
University of Central Florida’s Department of Accounting.  

You are invited to participate in a research study about the work lives of accountant’s and 
auditors.  

You will be asked to answer questions that will take about 20 to 30 minutes of your time.  

There are no known potential risks associated with this study. You may request the aggregated 
results of the study from the researcher for your own information at the completion of the study.   

If you have decided to participate in this project, please understand that your participation is 
voluntary and that you have the right to withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at 
any time with no penalty. You also have the right to refuse to answer any question(s) for any 
reason with no penalty.  

In addition, your individual privacy will be maintained in all publications or presentations 
resulting from this study. There will be no record maintained between an individuals name and 
the numbering system to insure confidentiality/anonymity.  

If you have any questions regarding this project, you may contact the researcher at (404) 823-
1478.  Questions or concerns about research participants’ rights may be directed to the UCFIRB 
office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research 
Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, FL 32826.  The phone number is (407) 823-2901.  

I understand the above information and voluntarily consent to participate in the research.  

Signature of Participant_____________________________ Date ___________________  

Signature of Researcher ____________________________ Date ___________________  
 

____________ I would like to receive a copy of the procedure described above. 

____________ I would not like to receive a copy of the procedure described above. 
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