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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines whether auditors' job 

stress, job satisfaction, and performance are affected by 

the congruence (or fit) between auditors' personality and 

characteris'tics of the work environment they face. The 

personality measure used in this study is locus of control, 

which classifies individuals as either "internals" or 

"externals. tl The work environment is measured by using 

auditor assessments of role stress and imposed control and 

by noting whether the auditors work for a more or less 

structured auditing firm. Locus of control theory and 

prior research suggest that internals adapt better to 

environments that impose relatively little control on the 

individual or that are high in role stress. Conversely, 

externals adapt better to environments that impose high 

levels of control or that are low in role stress. 

In order to obtain the necessary data, a questionnaire 

was distributed to staff and senior-level auditors from 

four of the "Big 6" accounting fir~s (the two most 

structured and the two most unstructured as defined by 

prior research). The principal results can be summarized 

as follows. First, auditors' job stress was affected by 

the congruence between their locus of control and the 

amount of role conflict they perceived. Internals reported 

less job stress than externals when role conflict was high, 



and externals reported less job stress than internals when 

role conflict was low. 

9 

Second, auditors' job satisfaction was affected by the 

congruence between (l) their locus of control and the 

amount of role ambiguity they perceived and (2) their locus 

of control and the amount of role conflict they perceived. 

In each case, internals reported higher job satisfaction 

than externals when role stress was high. On the other 

hand, when role stress was low, internals and externals 

reported similar levels of job satisfaction. 

Finally, auditors' self-reported performance was 

affected by the interaction between auditors' locus of 

control and audit firm structure. At relatively 

unstructured firms, internals reported higher performance 

than externals; at relatively structured firms, internals 

and externals reported similar performance levels. The 

interaction also reveals that internals reported higher 

performance at unstructured firms than at structured firms 

and that externals reported higher performance at 

structured firms than at unstructured firms. 



THE EFFECTS OF AUDIT FIRH STRUCTURE AND AUDITORS' 
LOCUS OF CONTROL ON JOB STRESS, JOB SATISFACTION, 

AND PERFORMANCE 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTIOB 

In light of recent events and the current economic 

environment, effective human resource management is 

becoming an increasingly important issue for auditing 

firms. For example, one of the "Big 6" firms recently 

announced major changes to its recruiting process. From 

now on the firm anticipates hiring annually only about 50 

to 60 percent of the number of new professionals that it 

has historically hired. The stated reason for the change 

is that the firm has modified the way it conducts 

10 

compliance services such that far fewer entry-level 

employees are needed. Assuming that the firm continues to 

need approximately the same number of more experienced 

personnel that it has needed in the past, the firm will of 

necessity have to retain a greater percentage of its 

junior-level employees than it has previously. Based on 

prior research, one way to reduce the turnover intentions 

(and, ultimately, the actual turnover) of employees is to 

decrease the level of stress and increase the level of 

satisfaction they experience on the job (e.g., Bullen and 

Flamholtz 1985; Rasch and Harrell 1990). One approach to 

accomplishing this goal is to develop strategies that 

enhance the fit between employees and the work environment 
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they face, thereby decreasing the stress and increasing the 

satisfaction they experience. 

This dissertation examines whether auditors' job 

stress, job satisfaction, and performance are affected by 

the congruence (or fit) between auditors' personality and 

characteristics of the work environment faced by auditors. 

The personality measure used in this study is locu~ of 

control. The work environment is measured by using 

assessments made by auditors of specific environmental 

characteristics and by noting whether the auditors work for 

a more or less structured auditing firm. 

Locus of control is the most frequently investigated 

personality construct in the psychological and social 

sciences (see Rotter 1990). According to locus of control 

theory, individuals are classified as either "internals" or 

"externals" based on their responses to a series of 

questions. Internals have more of a tendency to believe 

that their own actions or personal characteristics 

influence outcomes or events, while externals believe more 

strongly in the role of external forces (e.g., fate or 

powerful others). Two findings from prior locus of control 

research are particularly relevant to this study. First, 

several studies have found that internals adapt better 

(i.e., perform better and report less stress and higher 

satisfaction) in situations that maximally allow them to 
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control their own behavior and that externals adapt better 

in situations that impose control on them (see Sandler et 

al. (1983) and Hurrell and Murphy (1991) for reviews of 

this literature). The current study investigates the 

generalizability of these findings by testing this 

relationship for the first time in an audit setting and by 

using (in addition to previously used general measures) 

auditing-specific measures of imposed control. 

Second, internals have been found to adapt better than 

externals to high levels of role stress (a general term 

used to refer to role conflict! and/or role ambiguity2). 

On the other hand, externals tend to adapt better than 

internals to situations low in role stress (e.g., see 

Abdel-Halim 1980). This study also investigates the 

generalizability of these findings by testing this 

lRole conflict is defined as ..... the simultaneous occurrence of 
two (or more) sets of pressures such that compliance with one would 
make difficult or impossible compliance with the other" (Wolfe and 
Snoek 1962, 103). Examples of role conflict include when there is 
conflict " ••• between the time, resources, capabilities, or values of 
the individual and defined role behavior; between two or more roles 
for the same individual; and through incompatible policies, standards 
of evaluation, requests, and expectations of others" (Bamber et al. 
1989, 287). 

2Role ambiguity is defined " ••• in terms of (1) the predictability 
of the outcome or responses to one's behavior ••• , and (2) the 
existence or clarity of behavioral requirements, often in terms of 
inputs from the environment, which would serve to guide behavior and 
provide knowledge that the behavior is appropriate" (Rizzo et al. 
1970, 155-156). "Thus nonexistent or unclear directives and policies, 
uncertainty about authority, duties and relations with others, and 
uncertainty as to the effect of behaviors on sanctions and rewards 
should increase role ambiguity" (Bamber et al. 1989, 287). 
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relationship for the first time in an auditing environment. 

The results described above have potentially important 

implications for accounting firms. The reason is that 

prior accounting research has found that (1) the large 

auditing firms differ from one another in terms of the 

level of structure they have adopted for their audit 

processes (Cushing and Loebbecke 1986; Prawitt 1995) and 

(2) audit structure level affects the firms' work 

environment. For example, Bamber et al. (1989) found that 

senior auditors at structured3 firms reported a higher 

level of formalization of rules and procedures (one of the 

measures of imposed control used in previous research and 

in the current study) than did seniors at unstructured 

firms. Also, Bamber et al. (1989) found that auditors at 

unstructured firms perceived higher levels of role conflict 

and role ambiguity than did auditors at structured firms. 

Therefore, this study also examines whether internals adapt 

better (in terms of job stress, job satisfaction, and 

performance) than externals at unstructured firms and 

whether externals adapt better than internals at structured 

3Throughout this paper, firms that employ relatively more 
structured audit approaches will be referred to as structured firms or 
as having a struct~red environment. Firms that employ relatively less 
structured audit approaches will be referred to as unstructured firms 
or as having an unstructured environment. This terminology is adopted 
for its efficiency and to be consistent with prior research. Although 
no firm is completely structured or unstructured, the label succinctly 
identifies on which end of the structured-unstructured continuum a 
firm is located. 
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firms. 

Using the audit firms themselves as a measure of the 

work environment is the most significant contribution of 

the paper. Although previous researchers have called for 

studies that measure the environment both objectively and 

subjectively, this is the first study in any work setting 

to use an objective measure (structured firms versus 

unstructured firms). In addition, this is the first study 

in any setting to use both objective and subjective 

(auditor assessments of imposed control and role stress) 

measures. All previous research in employment settings has 

relied exclusively on assessments of the work environment 

which were made by the subjects who responded to the 

questionnaire used in each study. One advantage of 

including an objective measure of the environment is that 

it allows for ruling out an alternative explanation that 

could account for the results found using subjective 

measures. The alternative explanation is that there is a 

possibility that subjects' assessments of the environment 

are somehow affected by their personality, and it is this 

interdependence that drives the results. A second 

advantage is more practical in nature and relates directly 

to the issue of human resource management. Identifying 

environments that differ enough at the firm level to 

interact with an individual's personality increases the 
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usefulness of the findings with respect to matching 

individuals with environments. In other words, it is 

easier to advise an individual as to what firm best matches 

his or her personality than it is, for example, to advise 

an individual that given his or her personality, that 

individual should seek out an environment low in role 

stress. 

In order to obtain the data necessary to test this 

study's hypotheses, a questionnaire (see Appendix C) was 

developed which would provide measurements of auditors' job 

stress, job satisfaction, performance, locus of control, 

and assessments of their work environment (role ambiguity, 

role conflict, and various measures of imposed control). 

After pilot testing, the questionnaire was distributed to 

staff and senior level auditors at several offices of four 

of the "Big 6" accounting firms (the two most structured 

and the two most unstructured as defined by previous 

research). 

The study's principal results can be summarized in 

three major categories relating to the outcome variables 

investigated. First, auditors' job stress is partially 

explained by the interaction (or congruence) between the 

level of role conflict they experience and their locus of 

control (p<O.03). Consistent with prior research, 

internals reported less job stress than externals when role 



conflict was high, and externals reported less job stress 

than internals when role conflict was low. 

16 

Second, auditors' job satisfaction is explained in 

part by the congruence between (1) auditors' locus of 

control and the level of role ambiguity they experience 

(p<O.04) and (2) auditors' locus of control and the level 

of role conflict they experience (p<O.08). In each case, 

internals reported more job satisfaction than externals 

when role stress was high. On the other hand, when role 

stress was low, internals and externals reported similar 

levels of job satisfaction. The finding with role 

ambiguity as the measure of role stress is consistent with 

prior research. However, this study is the first to 

document a significant interaction between locus of control 

and role conflict on job satisfaction. 

Finally, the variance in auditors' self-reported 

performance levels is partially explained by the 

interaction between audit firm structure and auditors' 

locus of control (p<O.03). The interaction is such that at 

unstructured firms, internals reported higher performance 

than externals; at structured firms, internals and 

externals reported similar performance. The interaction 

also suggests that internals report higher performance at 

unstructured firms than at structured firms and that 

externals report higher performance at structured firms 
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than at unstructured firms. This study is the first in any 

work setting to document a significant interaction between 

locus of control and an objective institutional-level 

measure of the work environment on performance (or any 

other outcome variable), which is important for the reasons 

outlined above. Apparently, the work environment at 

structured and unstructured firms is sufficiently different 

(in terms of their level of imposed control and/or role 

stress experienced by staff and senior level auditors) that 

internals adapt better at unstructured firms, and externals 

adapt better at structured firms. 

The results documented in this dissertation have 

important implications for auditors and audit firms. The 

primary implication is that there are potential benefits to 

be gained from improving the match (or fit) between 

individual auditors and the firms for which they work (or 

the work environment they face). For example, the results 

suggest that unstructured firms' productivity might be 

enhanced by focusing their recruiting efforts on new 

auditors whose locus of control matches well with the 

firms' level of structure. Also, accounting graduates 

might consider joining a firm or attempt to identify a work 

environment that has levels of imposed control and role 

stress most appropriate for their personality. By pursuing 

such a strategy, their chances for succeeding in and 
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enjoying their chosen profession should lncrease. 

This study's results also suggest that several of the 

environmental variables investigated have direct effects on 

auditors' job stress, job satisfaction, and performance. 

This information, in addition to the results described 

above, may assist the firms in improving their human 

resource management, with one goal being to reduce 

unnecessary turnover. Also, as the firms continue to 

evolve and make decisions regarding their level of 

structure (and hence their work environment), these results 

can provide them with some indication as to which 

environmental factors are most important. However, much 

work remains to be done before we will have a relatively 

complete picture of the human resource management issues 

that face public accounting. This is clearly seen in the 

modest amount of variance explained in this study's 

statistical analyses (R2s range from approximately 7% to 

23% for the models with significant interactions). 

The remainder of this dissertation is organized as 

follows. Chapter 2 reviews and defines the concepts of 

audit firm structure (and the effects of firm structure on 

work environment) and locus of control. Chapter 3 develops 

testable hypotheses of the effects of congruence between 

auditors' locus of control and the work environment they 
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face. Chapter 4 describes the development and subsequent 

distribution of this study's questionnaire and provides 

descriptive statistics regarding the participating 

auditors. Chapter 5 presents and discusses the results of 

the statistical tests utilized to test the hypotheses. 

Finally, Chapter 6 provides summary comments and directions 

for future research. 



CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Chapter Outline 

20 

This chapter reviews prior research on audit firm 

structure and locus of control. The purpose of the review 

is to define the constructs and to provide background and 

context for chapter three, which presents the theory and 

hypotheses to be tested. 

2.2 Audit Firm structure 

The concept of audit structure refers to the degree of 

structure found in an audit firm's audit tasks as opposed 

to the organizational structure (e.g., number of levels of 

management, span of control, etc.) of an audit firm. 

Bamber and Snowball (1988, 492) define audit structure as 

..... the extent to which auditors' task-related behaviors 

are subject to formalized prescriptions and restraints. to 

Similarly, Prawitt (1993, 18) refers to a structured firm 

(unstructured firm) as " ••• a firm employing an audit 

methodology which includes relatively greater (lesser) 

systematization, prescription, comprehensiveness, and 

integration in procedures, decisions, documentation steps, 

audit policies, and tools." 

The first study to document that systematic structure 

differences exist among auditing firms was conducted by 

cushing and Loebbecke (1986). Their study included 12 of 

the largest accounting firms, including all of the firms 



then known as the "Big-8." The authors broke the audit 

down into 18 ., elements" (or components) and then reviewed 

the firms' audit manuals and assigned structure scores to 

the materials as they related to each of the 18 elements. 

Cushing and Loebbecke (1986) explain that the following 
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dimensions were considered while reviewing the firms' audit 

materials in arriving at the structure ratings for each 

element: (1) the length of the material, (2) the types of 

material (i.e., narratives, checklists, preprinted forms, 

questionnaires, formulas, computer programs, flowcharts, 

matrices, and diagnostic techniques), (3) whether the 

materials were primarily qualitative4 or analytical5 in 

nature, and (4) the degree of integration6 of the materials 

for one element with the other elements. 

An overall rating for each firm was determined by 

averaging the 18 ratings of the individual elements. The 

12 firms clustered into four distinct categories, with two 

~ateria1s were judged to be qualitative if they " ••• concentrated 
solely on identifying those factors that should be considered by the 
auditor in forming a particular judgment" (Cushing and Loebbecke 1986, 
33) • 

~ateria1s were judged to be analytical if they " ••• a1so provided 
explicit guidelines for reaching specific conclusions based upon the 
nature of the evidence relating to particular factors" (Cushing and 
Loebbecke 1986, 33). 

6"The degree of integration of materiale was assessed by 
evaluating the extent to which the results or conclusions obtained 
from audit procedures associated with one element ••• were explicitly 
used as a basis for planning or executing audit procedures associated 
with other elements" (Cushing and Loebbecke 1986, 33). 
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firms falling into the most structured category and two 

other firms falling into the least structured category. As 

further support for the extent or consistency of the 

difference in structure across firms, the 18 elements of an 

audit were grouped into six categories (i.e., major stages 

of an audit) and an average structure rating for each 

category for each firm was computed. The ratings for the 

six categories for each firm were completely consistent 

with the overall rating for each firm. 

In addition to the passage of a considerable amount of 

time since Cushing and Loebbecke's (1986) study was 

completed, some of the largest accounting firms have merged 

together such that the largest firms are now known as the 

"Big-6." As a result of these changes and in light of the 

continued evolution on the part of the firms with respect 

to their level of structure, some researchers had begun to 

question the current validity of audit structure as a 

viable research construct (e.g., Dirsmith and Haskins 

1991). Because of these concerns and because task-level 

structure ratings were not available, one of Prawitt's 

(1995) objectives was to update the structure ratings for 

the four Big-6 firms that had historically been rated as 

the two most structured and the two most unstructured. 

After breaking the audit down into 19 major audit judgment 

"tasks," Prawitt (1995) had raters perform a structure 



23 

analysis following the procedures described by Cushing and 

Loebbecke (1986). An average overall rating was computed 

for each firm based on the 19 task-level ratings. The 

results were entirely consistent with prior categorizations 

of the firms--the two firms previously rated as more 

structured (or unstructured) maintained the same rating. 

An indication of the systematic nature of the difference 

between the structured and unstructured firms is that for 

16 out of the 19 task-level ratings, the same two firms 

were rated as the most structured. 

In addition to examining the firms' in-house audit 

manuals, Prawitt (1995) also asked audit managers (from the 

four firms participating in his study) a series of 

questions as part of a packet of case materials. The 

purpose of the questions was to provide additional 

evidence, based on individual auditor perceptions, of the 

existence of firm-level structure differences. Consistent 

with the idea that struct'~red audit approaches increase the 

consistency of procedures applied across audits, auditors 

at structured firms agreed more strongly that one audit 

seems very similar to the next in terms of tasks and 

procedures performed. And consistent with the definition 

of audit structure as the prescribed use of standardized 

technologies, auditors at structured firms also agreed more 

strongly that their firms (1) strongly encourage use of the 
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firms' practice aids and (2) expect adherence to the firms' 

established audit approach in the absence of unusual 

circumstances. 

Many potential advantages and disadvantages of 

increased audit structure have been discussed in the 

literature. Some of the possible advantages include more 

efficient audits, more effective training of audit staff, 

and more consistency across audit engagements (which should 

lead to improved quality control). In addition, increased 

audit structure can provide a standard format for 

documenting audit procedures and conclusions in a way that 

will withstand legal scrutiny. Therefore, increased audit 

structure in some instances may be seen as a response to 

the increase in litigation against auditors in recent years 

(Cushing and Loebbecke 1986). 

possible disadvantages of increased audit structure 

include inflexibility in unique audit situations and the 

potential for auditor judgment to be overshadowed by 

predetermined audit procedures. 7 Beyond discussing 

potential advantages and disadvantages of audit structure, 

a significant amount of research also has investigated 

'For a more thorough discussion of possible advantages and 
disadvantages of increased audit structure, see Dirsmith and 
McAllister (1982a, 1982b), Mullarkey (1984), Sullivan (1984), Cushing 
and Loebbecke (1986), Bamber and Snowball (1988), Bamber et ale 
(1989), and Prawitt (1995). 
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various effects of audit structure. The most important and 

relevant of these studies to the current project was 

conducted by Bamber et ale (1989).8 

Bamber et ale (1989) distributed a questionnaire to 

senior auditors at four of the then Biq-8 firms, the two 

most structured and the two most unstructured based on 

cushing and Loebbecke's (1986) structure ratings. The 

questionnaire assessed the auditors' perceptions of various 

organizational characteristics and their perceived role 

conflict and role ambiguity. Bamber et al. (1989) 

hypothesized and subsequently found that the auditors' 

perceptions differed across firms based on the firms' level 

of audit structure. Auditors from the two structured firms 

rated their firms (among other things) as having a lligher 

level of formalization of rules and procedures than did the 

auditors from the two unstructured firms. Formalization 

was defined as " ••• the degree to which standard practices, 

policies, and positional responsibilities are explicitly 

SIn addition to the Bamber et ale (1989) study, the extent of a 
firm's audit structure also has been shown to have an effect on the 
following: (1) support for proposed auditing standards considered by 
the Auditing Standards Board (Kinney 1986), (2) use of certain control 
and coordination mechanisms among audit team members (i.e., 
consultation with peers and superiors) as task uncertainty increases 
(Bamber and Snowball 1988), (3) materiality judgment consensus with 
regard to audit report consistency exceptions (Morris and Nichols 
1988), (4) timeliness of client earnings announcements (Williams and 
Dirsmith 1988), (5) inherent risk judgments (Diremith and Haskins 
(1991), (6) auditors' professional commitment and loyalty to their 
firms (Schroeder et ale 1991), (7) audit pricing (Gist 1994), and (8) 
staffing assignments for audit tasks (prawitt 1995). 
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formalized" (Bamber et al. 1989, 288). 

Bamber et al. (1989) also found that seniors from less 

structured firms experienced more role conflict and role 

ambiguity than did seniors from more structured firms. As 

explained by the researchers, the importance of this 

finding rests on the assumption that role conflict and role 

ambiguity can adversely affect auditors and audit 

performance. They state that this assumption is reasonable 

because n[n]umerous studies in the organizational 

literature find that role ambiguity and role conflict are 

associated with unfavorable outcomes for both the 

individual and the organization" (Bamber et al. 1989, 286). 

However, as will be explained in chapter three, locus of 

control has been found to moderate the relationship between 

both role conflict and role ambiguity and negative 

individual outcomes. 

In summary, audit structure differences have been 

documented among the largest auditing firms. As a result 

of audit firm structure differences, auditors employed by 

these firms experience distinct work environments. 

Auditors at structured firms encounter relatively more 

rules and step-by-step guidance as they complete audits. 

On the other hand, auditors at unstructured firms have more 

flexibility and exercise more control over the specific 

tasks and procedures used to complete audits. 
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2.3 Locus of Control 

Ever since Rotter's (1966) monograph on locus of 

control was first published, the locus of control construct 

has been one of the most extensively researched variables 

in psychology.9 Rotter (1990, 489) provides the following 

definition for locus of control: 

[I]nternal versus external control refers to the 
degree to which persons expect that a 
reinforcement or an outcome of their behavior is 
contingent on their own behavior or personal 
characteristics versus the degree to which 
persons expect that the reinforcement or outcome 
is a function of chance, luck, or fate, is under 
the control of powerful others, or is simply 
unpredictable. 

In other words, individuals holding internal 

expectancies ("internals") perceive contingencies between 

their own behavior and subsequent events, whereas people 

with an external orientation ("externals") are more likely 

to construe events as resulting from luck, chance, fate, or 

powers beyond their personal control (strickland 1989). 

The concept of locus of control developed out of 

social learning theory (Rotter 1954, 1982; Rotter et al. 

1972), which includes four classes of variables: behaviors, 

expectancies (beliefs), reinforcements (outcomes), and 

psychological situations. Social learning theory states 

~or a more thorough review of the locus of control construct, see 
Lefcourt (1966), Rotter (1966, 1990), Joe (1971), strickland (1977, 
1989), Spector (1982), and O'Brien (1984). 
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that the potential for a behavior to occur in a given 

situation is a function of the person's expectancy that the 

given behavior will lead to attainment of the available 

reinforcement, and the value of the available reinforcement 

for that person (Lefcourt 1966). Rotter (1975, 57) 

explains that his and his colleagues' interest in the locus 

of control concept 

••• developed because of the persistent 
observation that increments and decrements in 
expectancies following reinforcement appeared to 
vary systematically, depending on the nature of 
the situation and also as a consistent 
characteristic of the particular person who was 
being reinforced. We were interested, in other 
words, in a variable that might correct or help 
us to refine our prediction of how reinforcements 
change expectancies [emphasis added]. 

As a result of this interest, they developed an 

instrument designed to measure individuals' perceived locus 

of control. The ability to measure locus of control allows 

for predicting differences in behavior between internals 

and externals, which stems from the relative tendency of 

internals to believe they can control events in their lives 

and of externals to believe they cannot (Spector 1982). 

Rotter (1975) explains that locus of control will most 

often be a useful construct when it is considered in 

conjunction with situational variables. Therefore, based 

on the results of prior research, the following chapter 

develops a theory which makes specific predictions as to 



how locus of control will interact with specific elements 

of the work environment faced by auditors and with audit 

firm structure, which are important situational variables 

in the auditing domain. 
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CHAPTER 3. THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

3.1 Chapter Outline 

The purpose of this chapter is to develop testable 

hypotheses regarding the interaction of locus of control 

and certain work environment variables (which are self-

assessed by the participating auditor subjects) on 

auditors' job stress, job satisfaction, and performance. 
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Hypotheses are also developed which test the interaction of 

locus of control and audit firm structure on the same three 

job-related outcomes. 

First, the general theory adopted in this study is 

reviewed. The next three sections provide reviews of 

relevant prior research investigating job stress, job 

satisfaction, and performance, respectively, and formally 

state the hypotheses to be tested. 

3.2 General Theory 

The general theory guiding this dissertation is that 

individuals respond better when characteristics of the 

environment in which they are placed are congruent with 

their personality (hereafter, the congruence hypothesis). 

As stated by Pervin (1968, 56): 

••• for each individual there are environments 
which more or less match the characteristics of 
his [or her] personality. A "match" or "best
fit" of individual to environment is viewed as 
expressing itself in high performance, 
satisfaction, and little stress in the system 
whereas a "lack of fit" is viewed as resulting in 



decreased performance, dissatisfaction, and 
stress in the system. 

The personality variable examined in this study is 

locus of control. 10 Therefore, throughout this paper, the 

phrase "congruence hypothesis" is used specifically to 

refer to tests of the above premise that use locus of 

31 

control as the personality variable examined. As explained 

in chapter two, internals tend to believe that they can 

control events in their lives and externals tend to believe 

that they cannot. As a result of this difference in 

belief, previous studies have found that internals adapt 

better than externals in situations that maximally allow 

them to control their own behavior, and externals adapt 

better than internals in situations that impose control on 

them. The theory supporting these results is that since 

internals believe that their actions make a difference 

(i.e., that their actions influence outcomes), they adapt 

better to situations that allow them to exercise control 

IOAlthough an individual's personality consists of many 
dimensions, the decision to focus on this single dimension was made 
for two reasons. First, as discussed in detail later in this chapter, 
a theory is developed that predicts specific interactions between 
locus of control and various work environment variables which are 
self-assessed by the participating auditors and between locus of 
control and audit firm structure. The second reason is much more 
practical in nature. This study relies on a questionnaire for data 
collection, and if additional questions had been included to measure 
other personality dimensions, the questionnaire would have been too 
long (as it stands, the questionnaire includes over 100 questions). A 
potentially fruitful area for future research would be to examine 
other personality variables, either alone or in combination with each 
other (for example, see Arsenault and Dolan 1983). 
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and to take the actions they believe are necessary or 

appropriate. On the other hand, since externals tend to 

believe that outcomes are more a function of outside forces 

than they are of their own actions, they adapt better when 

control is imposed on them and they can simply carry out 

the tasks or procedures decided upon by others. In other 

words, individuals adapt better when their beliefs about 

the location of control (either internal or external) are 

congruent with the demands of a situation. Prior research 

has examined several different aspects of imposed control 

and is reviewed more thoroughly later in this chapter. 

Previous studies have also found that externals 

respond more negatively than internals to high levels of 

role stress (a general term used to refer to role ambiguity 

and/or role conflict), and internals respond more 

negatively than externals to low levels of role stress. 

The theory behind these findings is that situations of high 

role stress serve to heighten externals' feelings of being ~. 

unable to control their environment. As a result, 

externals tend to resign themselves more easily than 

internals to ambiguous or stressful situations and are, 

therefore, more negatively affected by such situations. On 

the other hand, situations characterized by low role stress 

are those which, by definition, have a relatively high 

level of structure or imposed control. Therefore, 

--_. __ ... __ ._-- --.-.... 



situations low in role stress are more congruent with 

externals' beliefs than with internals' beliefs regarding 

the location of control. Clearly, the relationships just 

described should be thought of in relative as opposed to 

absolute terms. No individual is entirely internal or 

external in terms of his or her locus of control, and few 
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situations either impose absolute control on individuals or 

allow them complete freedom. 

Prior research has investigated the effects of 

congruence between locus of control and environmental 

variables either in terms of stress, satisfaction, or 

performance. The following sections, organized by the 

outcome (dependent) variable investigated, review in 

greater detail the findings described abovell and develop 

the hypotheses to be tested in this study. 

3.3 Job stress 

consistent with prior congruence hypothesis research, 

job stress in this study is defined as an individual's 

perception of psychological and/or physiological discomfort 

resulting from job-related factors (see Arney 1988).12 For 

IIAlso see reviews by Sandler et ale (1983) and Hurrell and Murphy 
(1991). 

I~he term "job stress" could be (and has been) used to mean other 
things. For instance, public accounting is generally considered to be 
a "high pressure" or high stress profession. Also, many of the 
individuals who succeed in public accounting are believed to have a 
"taste" for pressure (e.g., they seem to thrive when deadlines are 
looming). These alternative conceptions, although potentially 
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example, one of the job stress questions included in this 

study's questionnaire is, "My job tends to directly affect 

my health.,,13 The following discussion reviews the 

relevant literature which has investigated the congruence 

hypothesis with job stress as the dependent measure and 

develops this study's hypotheses related to job stress. 

Marino and White (1985) distributed a survey to health 

care personnel at a large hospital. A significant 

interaction was found between locus of control and job 

specificity14 on subjects' reported stress levels. The 

nature of the interaction was such that internals reported 

less job stress than externals when job specificity was 

low, and externals reported less job stress than internals 

when job specificity was high. Similar results were found 

by Arney (1988) in an educational setting. 

Arney (1988) distributed a questionnaire to secondary 

school teachers and found a significant interaction between 

worthwhile avenues for future research, are not considered further in 
this study. See Smith (1990) for a review of the job stress 
literature in the accounting domain and the various conceptions of 
stress that have been examined. 

13Subjects were asked to respond on a scale from (1) disagree very 
much to (6) agree very much. For more details regarding the questions 
and response scales used in this study's questionnaire, see chapter 
four. 

14Job specificity (referred to as formalization in the current 
study and in many others) was assessed by a six-item scale measuring 
the existence of and adherence to specific operating procedures. 
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locus of control and formalizationlS on job stress. Under 

conditions of low formalization, internals experienced less 

job stress than externals. On the other hand, when 

formalization was high, externals reported less job stress 

than internals. 

In these two studies internals adapted better 

(reported less stress) when they had more control, and 

externals adapted better when control was imposed on them. 

The extent of imposed control was determined in each case 

by a self-assessed measure of formalization appropriate for 

the particular environment--the higher the level of 

formalization, the greater the degree of imposed control. 

The current study uses five separate measures of 

imposed control to test the congruence hypothesis with job 

stress as the outcome variable. The first measure used is 

formalization; therefore, this test is primarily a 

replication of prior research conducted for the first time 

in the auditing domain. The second and third measures of 

imposed control have previously been used to test the 

congruence hypothesis, but not with job stress as the 

dependent measure: supervisor structure and influence in 

15Formalization was defined as " ••• rule specificity, 
standardization, degree of supervision and level of tolerance for 
behavioral deviation" (Arney 1988, 8). It was measured by an l8-item 
scale developed specifically for the elementary and secondary school 
environment by Bishop and George (1973). 
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the decision process. 

Luthans et al. (1987) found a significant interaction 

between locus of control and supervisor structure on 

organizational commitment. The nature of the interaction 

was such that internals reported higher organizational 

commitment than externals when supervisor structure was 

low, and externals reported higher organizational 

commitment than internals when supervisor structure was 

high. This finding is consistent with the notion that the 

more structure a supervisor imposes, the less control an 

individual would perceive he or she has. Therefore, 

internals should adapt better when supervisor structure is 

low, and externals should adapt better when supervisor 

structure is high. The current study tests for the first 

time the congruence hypothesis with job stress as the 

dependent variable and supervisor structure as the 

environmental variable. 

Based on a questionnaire distributed to public utility 

employees by Mitchell et al. (1975), a significant 

interaction was found between locus of control and the 

degree to which employees felt they influenced the decision 

process on satisfaction with supervision. Internals were 

more satisfied than externals when they felt that they had 

a high level of influence. On the other hand, externals 

were more satisfied than internals when they considered 
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their level of influence to be small. Again, internals 

adapted better when they had more control, in this case 

when they felt that they had more influence in the decision 

process. Alternatively, externals adapted better when 

control was imposed on them (i.e., when they had little 

influence in the decision process). For the first time, 

this study tests the congruence hypothesis with job stress 

as the dependent variable and level of influence in the 

decision process (specifically, influence on an audit) as 

the environmental variable. 

The last two measures of imposed control used in the 

current study are specific to the auditing domain and have 

not been previously tested in any congruence hypothesis 

research: similarity across audits and required use of the 

firms' audit toolS. 16 The theory for including the first 

of these two measures is that if an auditor perceives a 

high level of similarity across audits (i.e., the tasks and 

procedures performed on one audit are perceived to be very 

similar to those performed on the next), then that auditor 

should sense a lower level of individual control or freedom 

in performing audits. Therefore, externals should adapt 

better when similarity across audits is high, and internals 

should adapt better when similarity across audits is low. 

I~he development of these two measures, which are based on 
questions designed by Prawitt (1995), is explained in chapter four. 
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The theory for including the final measure of imposed 

control is analogous to the others. Externals should adapt 

better when they perceive that the audit tools (e.g., pre

printed audit programs, checklists, etc.) developed by the 

firms they work for are required to be used, and internals 

should adapt better when they perceive that the required 

use of the firms' audit tools is low. The following 

hypothesis formally states the above predictions, with job 

stress as the dependent variable and imposed control (using 

the five measures just described) as the environmental 

variable: 

H1a: When the perceived level of imposed control is 
high (low), externals (internals) will report 
lower job stress than internals (externals). 

The following discussion reviews prior research that 

has tested the congruence hypothesis with job stress as the 

dependent variable and role stress as the environmental 

variable. Keenan and McBain (1979) administered a 

questionnaire to middle managers in a large public 

organization. Using correlational analysis, they found 

that role ambiguity was positively associated with job 

stress for externals but not for internals. 

Fusilier et al. (1987) distributed a questionnaire to 

police officers and firefighters and found a significant 

interaction between locus of control and role conflict on 

reported somatic health problems (i.e., frequency of 
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various symptoms, such as headaches, etc.), an alternative 

measure of stress. The interaction suggested that somatic 

complaints were higher for externals than for internals 

when role conflict was high. The opposite was true when 

role conflict was low--internals reported more somatic 

complaints than externals. 

Finally, Arney (1988), in addition to the findings 

discussed above related to formalization, found a 

significant interaction between role ambiguity and locus of 

control on job stress. Externals reported higher job 

stress than internals when role ambiguity was high; 

however, no difference was found between internals and 

externals when role ambiguity was low. 

The three studies just reviewed each found support for 

the congruence hypothesis with role stress (either role 

ambiguity or role conflict) as the environmental variable. 

When role stress was high, internals reported less job 

stress than externals. On the other hand, externals tended 

to report less job stress than internals when role stress 

was low. Although primarily a replication, the current 

study tests this relationship for the first time in an 

audit setting and is formally stated as follows: 

H1b: When the perceived level of role stress is high 
(low), internals (externals) will report lower 
job stress than externals (internals). 
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Based on the findings of prior congruence hypothesis 

research (reviewed above) and the discussion of audit firm 

structure in chapter two, the current study also tests the 

congruence hypothesis by considering the firm for which the 

auditors work. Recall from chapter two that Cushing and 

Loebbecke (1986) and Prawitt (1995) both documented 

systematic structure differences across the largest 

auditing firms. Based on their reviews of the firms' audit 

manuals (and the questions Prawitt (1995) asked a sample of 

the firms' audit managers), auditors at structured firms 

face relatively more rules and step-by-step guidance than 

auditors at unstructured firms. Also, auditors at 

unstructured firms have more control and discretion over 

the specific procedures used to complete audits than 

auditors at structured firms. consistent with these 

findings, Bamber et ale (1989) found that auditors at 

structured firms reported higher formalization, lower role 

conflict, and lower role ambiguity than auditors at 

unstructured firms. These results, in conjunction with the 

congruence hypothesis studies just reviewed, suggest that 

internals should adapt better (report less stress) than 

externals at unstructured firms and that externals should 

adapt better (report less stress) than internals at 

structured firms. This interactional hypothesis is 

formally stated below: 



H1c: At unstructured (structured) firms, internals 
(externals) will report lower job stress than 
externals (internals). 

In terms of extending prior congruence hypothesis 

research, the most significant contribution made in the 
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current study is that (in addition to subjectively-assessed 

measures) the environment is assessed with an objective, 

institutional-level measure (i.e., structured firms versus 

unstructured firms). Although previous researchers (e.g., 

Pervin 1968) have called for studies that measure the 

environment both objectively and subjectively, this is the 

first field study in any work setting to use an objective 

measure and the only study to use both objective and 

subjective measures. 17 The reason for including subjective 

measures in addition to the objective measure is that, 

although relevant work environment differences have been 

documented between structured and unstructured firms, the 

differences may not be large enough and/or they may not be 

perceived consistently enough across many different 

I'sections 3.4 and 3.5 discuss several experimental studies that 
have used objective measures, i.e., the environment was created by the 
researcher to be either high or low on some measure of control. 
Section 3.4 discusses the only previous field-based studies to use 
objective measures (Arlin 1975 and Trice 1980). They examined 
elementary and junior high school students' satisfaction with their 
environment, where environment was assessed based on objective 
measures of classroom structure. However, neither study included any 
subjective measures of the students' environment. Therefore, the 
current study is the first to use an objective measure of the 
environment in any work setting and the only study to use both 
objective and subjective measures. 



auditors to find support for the congruence hypothesis 

using the objective, firm-level measure (Hlc). In other 
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words, some auditors may respond as though they work for a 

structured (unstructured) firm even though they actually 

work for an unstructured (structured) firm. 18 This could 

happen for a variety of reasons, including specific 

characteristics of the particular office in which the 

auditors work or the particular supervisor for whom they 

work most regularly. As a result of this possibility, the 

congruence hypothesis is also tested in Hla and Hlb by 

ignoring the firm for which the auditors work and instead 

relying on self-assessed measures of the auditors' work 

environment. 

This study also contributes to the literature by 

having multiple subjectively-assessed measures of work 

environment. In total, hypotheses la and lb use seven 

separate measures of the auditors' work environment to test 

the congruence hypothesis--five for imposed control 

(formalization, supervisor structure, influence on an 

audit, similarity across audits, and required use of the 

firms' audit tools) and two for role stress (role ambiguity 

and role conflict). This design allows for an evaluation 

1BGiven the means and standard deviations of the various auditor
assessed measures reported in Bamber et al. (1989), Prawitt (1995), 
and the current study (see chapter five), it appears that this in fact 
does occur for many auditors. 
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of the results' sensitivity to how the auditors' work 

environment is measured. Such an evaluation may prove 

valuable to the firms as they make decisions regarding 

changes to their level of audit structure (and hence to 

their work environments) by having at least some indication 

as to the possible effects to their auditors. Finally, 

this is the first congruence hypothesis study conducted in 

auditing. 

3.4 Job satisractioD 

Runyon (1973) distributed a questionnaire to hourly 

employees at a large chemical company. He found a 

significant interaction between management style and locus 

of control on satisfaction with supervision. satisfaction 

with supervision is one of several components of a person's 

overall job satisfaction, which is the focus of this study. 

Internals were significantly more satisfied with a 

participative management style than were externals. On the 

other hand, externals were significantly more satisfied 

than internals with a directive management style. 

Recall from the previous section that Mitchell et al. 

(1975) also found support for the congruence hypothesis 

when satisfaction with supervision was the dependent 

variable. Internals were more satisfied than externals 

when they felt that they had high levels of influence in 

the decision process. Conversely, externals were more 
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satisfied than internals when they felt that their level of 

influence was small. 

Arlin (1975) reports the results of a questionnaire 

given to elementary and junior high school students 

attending either open or traditional classes. A 

significant interaction was found between locus of control 

and classroom structure on students' satisfaction with 

their learning environment. Internals attending open 

classes reported higher satisfaction than externals in the 

same classes. Open versus traditional classes was assessed 

objectively (i.e., the ratings were made by the school 

principals and not by the students themselves) based on the 

level of teacher versus student directiveness and decision 

making in the classroom. 

Trice (1980) administered a questionnaire to junior 

high school students who were enrolled in a highly 

structured behavior modification program due to prior 

behavior problems. Externality (a term used to describe 

how external individuals are in terms of their locus of 

control) was positively correlated with an overall rating 

of the program. Also, students were asked to select the 

components of the program they felt were beneficial. 

Several components represented more structure than regular 

school (e.g., daily progress sheets and demerits), and the 

number of items selected as beneficial was positively 
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correlated with externality. 

Two studies on participative budgeting (Brownell 1981, 

1982) also have found support for the congruence hypothesis 

with job satisfaction as the dependent measure. A common 

claim made in the managerial accounting literature (which 

has received mixed support) is that budgetary participation 

enhances employees' job satisfaction. However, Brownell 

found in both an experimental and a field study that this 

relationship depended on the employees' locus of control. 

Internals were more satisfied than externals in a high 

participation setting, and externals were more satisfied 

than internals in a setting of low participation. 19 He 

reasoned that this result occurred because under conditions 

of high budgetary participation, an individual has 

significant control over the budget, while low budgetary 

participation denies the individual such control (Brownell 

1982). 

Abdel-Halim (1980) collected data from managerial 

personnel at a heavy-equipment manufacturing firm. He 

found a significant interaction between locus of control 

and role ambiguity on employees' job satisfaction. 

Internals exhibited significantly higher job satisfaction 

I~he measure of satisfaction in the experimental study was not 
job satisfaction, per se, but rather a measure of how much the 
subjects enjoyed playing the game which constituted the experiment. 
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than externals when role ambiguity was high. When role 

ambiguity was low, externals reported just slightly higher 

job satisfaction than internals. 

Together, the above studies provide support for the 

congruence hypothesis when job satisfaction is the 

dependent measure. Based on the particular setting 

involved, each study used an appropriate measure of imposed 

control or role ambiguity as the environmental variable. 

The current study also tests the congruence hypothesis with 

job satisfaction as the dependent variable. The same 

theory and environmental variables described in section 3.3 

(for job stress) are used now to test the following 

hypotheses: 

H2a: When the perceived level of imposed control is 
high (low), externals (internals) will report 
higher job satisfaction than internals 
(externals). 

H2b: When the perceived level of role stress is high 
(low), internals (externals) will report higher 
job satisfaction than externals (internals). 

H2c: At unstructured (structured) firms, internals 
(externals) will report higher job satisfaction 
than externals (internals). 

In addition to the auditing-specific measures of 

imposed control, this study is the first to test the 

congruence hypothesis with job satisfaction as the 

dependent variable and formalization or supervisor 

structure as the environmental variable. Also, if H2b is 
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supported with role conflict as the measure of role stress, 

this study would be the first to document a significant 

interaction between locus of control and role conflict on 

job satisfaction. 2o 

3.5 Performance 

In Ruble (1976), internal and external subjects were 

divided into groups of three to perform a production task. 

Half of the groups developed their own assembly strategy 

while the remaining groups were each assigned a manager who 

developed the assembly strategy for their group. Results 

indicated a significant interaction between locus of 

control and planning condition on performance. The 

interaction was such that the internal groups that 

developed their own assembly strategy performed better 

(defined as producing a greater number of acceptable 

assemblies) than the external groups that developed their 

own strategy. In addition, the external groups that had 

the assembly strategy imposed on them (i.e., developed by a 

~A study by Batlis (1980) using supermarket department managers 
did investigate the interaction of role conflict and locus of control 
on job satisfaction; however, the interaction was not found to be 
significant. At least two limitations in his study (which have been 
overcome in the current study) may explain the lack of findings. 
First, the response rate to Batlis' questionnaire was very low (24 
percent), resulting in a fairly small sample size and possibly a group 
of respondents who were relatively homogenous. Second, Batlis used a 
general measure of locus of control (as opposed to a work-specific 
measure) which may have resulted in lower predictive ability. For a 
more thorough discussion of general versus situation-specific locus of 
control measures, see chapter four. 
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manager) performed better than the internal groups with the 

same treatment. 

Parent et al. (1975) investigated the effects of 

teaching discipline and locus of control on college 

students' performance in an experimentally controlled two

hour computer programming course. Equal numbers of 

internal and external students were randomly assigned to 

either a high discipline class or a low discipline class. 

The high discipline class was designed to be rated as 

higher in terms of structure, strictness, pace, pressure, 

and formality. using scores from the "final exam" given at 

the end of the course as the measure of performance, a 

significant interaction was found between locus of control 

and discipline condition. Externals scored higher than 

internals in the high discipline class, and internals 

outscored externals in the low discipline class. 

In addition to testing the congruence hypothesis with 

satisfaction as the dependent measure, Brownell (1981, 

1982) also tested the hypothesis with performance as the 

outcome variable. In both studies, internals performed 

better than externals when budgetary participation was 

high. Also, externals performed better than internals when 

budgetary participation was low. In the experimental study 

(Brownell 1981), performance was measured as the average 

budget variance over the 20 trials of the game for each 
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subject. In his field study, Brownell (1982) measured 

performance based on subjects' self-ratings as reported in 

a section of the questionnaire distributed to the sUbjects. 

Arsenault and Dolan (1983) administered a 

questionnaire to hospital workers and found an interaction 

between job context stress and locus of control on self-

reported performance. Job context stress was a composite 

measure of a variety of stressors (including role conflict 

and role ambiguity). Externals' performance was more 

negatively affected by high levels of job context stress 

than was the performance of internals. 

Results from these studies support the congruence 

hypothesis when performance is the dependent variable. The 

current study extends this research to an auditing domain 

by using its own measures of imposed control and by 

separately measuring role conflict and role ambiguity. 

Also, for the first time the environment is assessed 

objectively (by considering whether the auditors work for 

structured or unstructured firms). The rationale for the 

following hypotheses related to performance parallels the 

earlier discussion on job stress and job satisfaction. 

H3a: When the perceived level of imposed control is 
high (low), externals (internals) will report 
higher performance than internals (externals). 

H3b: When the perceived level of role stress is high 
(low), internals (externals) will report higher 
performance than externals (internals). 



H3c: At unstructured (structured) firms, internals 
(externals) will report higher performance than 
externals (internals). 
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CHAPTER 4. KETHOD 

4.1 Chapter outline 

In order to test the hypotheses delineated in chapter 

three, a questionnaire was developed and then distributed 

to staff and senior-level auditors at four of the "Big-6" 

accounting firms. This chapter describes the measures 

(i.e., questions) included in the questionnaire, the 

development and pilot testing of the questionnaire, the 

questionnaire's distribution and collection, and the 

auditor participants who completed the questionnaire. 

4.2 Measures 

The questionnaire developed for this dissertation 

contains over 100 questions designed to measure the various 

constructs needed to test this study's hypotheses. As 

described more fully below in the following subsections, 

nearly all of the measures have been used and validated in 

prior research, most of them in both auditing and other 

work settings. The subsections are organized to first 

describe the dependent measures and then to describe the 

independent measures. Table 121 presents a summary of the 

variables measured in this study and reports various 

descriptive statistics based on responses received to the 

questionnaire. The zero-order correlation coefficients 

21All tables are located in Appendix A. 
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among variables are reported in Table 2. 

consistent with previous auditing research, minor 

wording changes were made to several of the instruments' 

original wording to make them more auditing-specific (e.g., 

replacing the word "organization" with "firm" and the 

phrase "work group" with "audit team"). Unless indicated 

otherwise, six response choices are available for all 

questions. The choices are (1) disagree very mUCh, (2) 

disagree moderately, (3) disagree slightly, (4) agree 

slightly, (5) agree moderately, and (6) agree very much. 

All of the measures are scored such that higher values 

represent more of that item (e.g., higher job stress, 

greater formalization, etc.). 

4.2.1 Job stress. Job stress (the dependent variable 

for H1a-H1c) is measured with an eight-item scale that was 

originally developed by Lysonski (1985) and then slightly 

modified by Rebele and Michaels (1990). Lysonski reports 

that his measure was developed by incorporating items from 

the Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor 1953) and from a study 

by House and Rizzo (1972b). Lysonski (1985) and Rebele and 

Michaels (1990) both report high internal reliability for 

this measure, with Cronbach's alpha~ values of 0.86 and 

nAlso known as coefficient alpha (a), cronbach's alpha is a 
measure of the internal consistency of a set of items, and is the most 
common measure of reliability. For a more complete discussion of 
Cronbach's alpha, see Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991, 92-100). 
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0.79, respectively. As shown in Table 1, Cronbach's alpha 

for job stress in this study is 0.84. The job stress 

measure is obtained by summing a participant's responses to 

the eight job stress questions (see page 3 of the sample 

questionnaire included as Appendix C). Since the response 

scale for these questions has six alternatives (from (1) 

disagree very much to (6) agree very much), an auditor's 

job stress score has a possible range of 8 to 48. The 

possible range for each of the measures included in this 

study is shown in Table 1, and is computed as follows: 

# of questions 
comprising the 

measure 

# of questions 
comprising the 

measure 

minimum response 
X possible for 

each question 

AND 

maximum response 
X possible for 

each question 

= 

= 

minimum 
score 

possible 

maximum 
score 

possible 

Table 1 also shows the observed range for each measure 

included in the questionnaire, which is based on the 

participating auditors' actual responses. 

4.2.2 Job satisfaction. Hoppock's (1935) measure of 

general job satisfaction is used in this study as the 

dependent variable for H2a-H2c. This measure consists of 

four questions, each with seven unique response choices.n 

McNichols et ale (1978) evaluated Hoppock's instrument in 

DSee the job satisfaction questions on page 9 of the 
questionnaire for the specific wording of the response choices. 
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terms of its distribution, construct, convergent, and 

concurrent validity using four different sample 

populations. They concluded that the measure performed 

well along all dimensions. Also, they reported high 

reliability, with Cronbach's alpha values ranging from 0.76 

to 0.89. The measure is computed by summing the auditors' 

responses to the four questions, after reverse scoring the 

second and the fourth questions. Cronbach's alpha in the 

current study for job satisfaction is 0.87. 

4.2.3 Performance. The self-assessed measure of 

performance developed by Rebele and Michaels (1990) for an 

auditing setting is used in this study as the dependent 

variable for H3a-H3c. Their measure was originally 

designed for auditors at all levels (staff through partner) 

and includes 15 questions. A few wording changes were made 

and one question was dropped to tailor the scale more 

specifically to the current subject group of staff and 

seniors. The response choices for the performance 

questions are (1) much less successful than others, (2) 

moderately less successful than others, (3) slightly less 

successful than others, (4) about the same as others, (5) 

slightly more successful than others, (6) moderately more 

successful than others, and (7) much more successful than 

others. Performance is measured by summing the responses 

to the 14 questions included on page 7 of the 



questionnaire. Cronbach's alpha for this performance 

measure in the current study is 0.89. 
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Mabe and West (1982), in their meta-analysis of self

evaluation of ability studies, concluded that self

evaluation can be an effective method of measuring 

performance. Also, Heneman (1974) found in his study that 

self-ratings of managerial performance exhibited less 

leniency, restriction of range, and halo error than did 

ratings from superiors. Choo (1986), in his study of 

auditors' stress and performance, found that self-ratings 

of performance correlated highly (r = 0.86) with supervisor 

ratings using a measure very similar to this study's. 

Recall from chapter three that Brownell (1981, 1982) 

tested the congruence hypothesis in a managerial accounting 

setting (with performance as one dependent measure) using 

both an experimental and a field-based approach. In his 

field-based study, Brownell (1982) used a self-evaluation 

measure to assess managerial performance. Results 

supported the hypothesis that internals perform better than 

externals in an environment where they have relatively more 

control and that externals outperform internals when 

control is imposed on them. As support against the 

possibility that the study's findings were dependent on the 

use of a self-rating measure, similar results were found in 

Brownell's (1981) experimental study where performance was 



measured with an objective criterion (subjects' average 

budget variance on the experimental task). 

The questionnaire used in the current study also 

includes two questions that asked the auditors to report 

the actual overall performance rating they received on 

their two most recent engagement performance evaluations 

(see page 6 of the questionnaire).u The wording and 
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number of response choices is firm specific to reflect the 

actual terminology used by the firms. The two self

reported actual overall ratings were summed and this 

measure was correlated with the self-assessed performance 

measure within each firm. The correlations for the four 

firms were 0.40, 0.40, 0.45, and 0.51, all highly 

significant (p<O.OOl, two-tailed). 

4.2.4 Locus of control. The auditors' locus of 

control is measured using two different scales and serves 

as an independent variable in all hypotheses; as a result, 

all hypotheses are tested twice--once for each measure. 

The first measure is Rotter's (1966) scale, the most well

known measure of locus of control and the scale used in the 

majority of studies previously cited. This scale includes 

29 pairs of statements presented in a forced-choice format, 

~Auditors' performance is typically evaluated at the end of each 
audit engagement on which they work 40 hours or more. 
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six of which are filler items.~ The measure is obtained 

by summing the number of questions where "b" is the 

auditor's response, after reverse scoring questions 2, 6, 

7, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, and 29. Several studies 

have reviewed and/or tested the validity of the scale (see 

Rotter 1966, Hersch and Scheibe 1967, Joe 1971, MacDonald 

1973, and Lefcourt 1991). As shown in Table 1, Cronbach's 

alpha for Rotter's locus of control measure (GLOC) in the 

current study is 0.74, which is consistent with values 

reported in prior research. 

The Rotter scale provides a general measure of a 

person's locus of control that may be used in a variety of 

settings. For example, the scale includes questions 

dealing with (among others) interpersonal, political, 

employment, and academic issues. As a result, the scale's 

predictive ability in any given setting may be lower than 

what would be obtainable through use of a more situation

specific measure (Rotter 1975). This fact led Rotter 

(1975) and Phares (1976) to advocate the development of 

domain-specific measures. This recommendation has been 

heeded by many researchers, including Spector (1988) who 

developed a locus of control measure designed specifically 

~The Rotter scale is included on pages 10 and 11 of the 
questionnaire. Questions 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 are the filler 
questions. 
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for employment settings. 

The second locus of control measure used in this study 

is Spector's (1988) "Work Locus of Control Scale." Spector 

(1988) reports on the results from six samples that support 

the scale's construct validity. In addition, he reports 

that internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha) for the six 

samples ranged from 0.75 to 0.85. Orpen (1992) also 

presents evidence supporting the scale's construct validity 

and reports a Cronbach's alpha of 0.82. This measure of 

locus of control is calculated by summing the auditors' 

responses to the 16 questions on page 5 of the 

questionnaire, after reverse scoring questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 

7, 11, 14, and 15. Cronbach's alpha for this measure in 

the current study is 0.81. 

For both locus of control measures, higher scores 

represent externality and lower scores represent 

internality. As shown in Table 2, the general locus of 

control measure (GLOe) and the work-specific locus of 

control measure (WLOC) have a correlation coefficient of 

0.34 (p<O.Ol, two-tailed). This modest correlation is in 

the range found in prior research. Spector (1988) reports 

correlation coefficients between GLOC and WLOC of 0.49, 

0.55, and 0.57, using three separate samples. If the 

scales were too highly correlated they would be measuring 

the same thing; hence there would be no possibility for the 
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work-specific measure to have incremental explanatory power 

over the general measure in employment settings. 

Both measures of locus of control were included in 

this study for two reasons. First, Spector (1988) calls 

for research that includes both measures so that tests can 

be conducted to verify that the specific scale does have 

enhanced predictive ability over the general measure in 

employment settings. Second, use of the Rotter scale, 

although expected to provide lower predictive ability, 

allows for better comparisons with prior research. For 

example, Brownell's (1981, 1982) managerial accounting 

studies, which are the most closely related research to 

this study, used the general locus of control measure. 

The measures described in the following subsections 

represent the work environment variables examined in this 

study. First, the measures of imposed control 

(formalization, similarity across audits, required use of 

the firms' audit tools, supervisor structure, and influence 

on an audit) are reviewed, which are used to test H1a, H2a, 

and H3a. Second, the role stress measures (role conflict 

and role ambiguity) are described, which are used to test 

H1b, H2b, and H3b. Finally, this section of the chapter 

concludes with a discussion of the firm level structure 

measure (i.e., unstructured versus structured firms), which 

is used to test H1c, H2c, and H3c. 
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4.2.5 Formalization. The formalization scale 

included in the questionnaire comes from House and Rizzo's 

(1972a) Organizational Practices Questionnaire. The 

measure consists of eight questions (see page 3 of the 

questionnaire) designed to assess the degree to which 

policies and practices are formalized explicitly (i.e., in 

writing and closely followed). The complete organizational 

Practices Questionnaire consists of 82 questions designed 

to measure 19 various organizational variables, one of 

which is formalization (measured by the eight questions 

included in this study).u House and Rizzo (1972a) 

describe in detail the validation techniques they applied 

and conclude that their questionnaire meets the 

requirements for convergent and discriminant validity. 

They also report that internal reliability for the 

formalization scale was 0.83 and 0.80 in two separate 

samples. The measure is obtained by summing the 

participants' responses to the eight formalization 

questions. As shown in Table 1, Cronbach's alpha for the 

current study is 0.84. 

4.2.6 Similarity across audits. Recall from chapter 

two that Prawitt (1995), in addition to examining the 

~he other 18 scales (comprising the remaining 74 questions) in 
House and Rizzo's (1972a) questionnaire are not directly relevant to 
the current study. 
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firms' in-house audit manuals, also asked auditors (from 

the same four firms participating in this study) a series 

of questions as part of a packet of case materials. The 

purpose of the questions was to provide additional 

evidence, based on individual auditor perceptions, of the 

existence of firm-level structure differences. One of the 

questions assessed the auditors' perception of how similar 

one audit is to the next in terms of tasks and procedures 

performed (see question 15 on page 2 of the questionnaire). 

In Prawitt's (1995) study, the mean response for auditors 

at structured firms was significantly higher than it was 

for auditors at unstructured firms (p<O.04, one-tailed). 

4.2.7 Required use of firms' audit tools. The 

"title" "for this measure is simply derived from the essence 

of two additional questions from Prawitt's (1995) study. 

The two questions used for this measure are (1) "My firm 

strongly encourages use of the firm's practice aids, 

decision tools, etc. (e.g., statistical packages, pre

printed audit programs, questionnaires, checklists, etc.) 

in almost every audit" and (2) "Auditors in my firm are 

expected to adhere to the firm's established audit approach 

in the absence of unusual circumstances" (see questions 16 

and 17 on page 2 of the questionnaire). In Prawitt's 

(1995) study, auditors at structured firms more strongly 

agreed with these statements than did auditors at 
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unstructured firms (p<O.Ol, one-tailed, in each case). The 

responses to these two questions are summed to form one 

measure since they are conceptually quite similar and 

because of the results of a factor analysis. As shown in 

Table 1, Cronbach's alpha for this measure in the current 

study is 0.64. 

4.2.8 Supervisor structure. The questions used to 

assess the amount of structure provided by an auditor's 

supervisor were specifically developed for this study. As 

a starting point, the researcher began with the Leader 

Initiating structure scale developed by stogdill (1963), 

which was used by Luthans et al. (1987) to test the 

congruence hypothesis. The original scale has ten 

questions: some of which do not directly apply to an 

auditing setting. The nine questions used in this study 

were created through elimination of the inapplicable 

questions, significant rewording of the applicable 

questions, and the addition of two new questions (see page 

8 of the questionnaire). The response choices for these 

questions are (1) always, (2) often, (3) occasionally, (4) 

seldom, and (5) never. 

Although the original intent was to have one scale 

based on the nine questions, a factor analysis of the 

questions revealed two four-item scales. Both scales are 

used in this study as measures of supervisor behavior. 
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Measure #1 (SUPV1) is obtained by summing the responses to 

questions 1, 2, 4, and 5, all reverse scored. Cronbach's 

alpha for SUPV1 is 0.77. Measure #2 (SUPV2) is computed by 

summing the responses to questions 3, 6, 8, and 9, after 

reverse scoring questions 8 and 9. Cronbach's alpha for 

SUPV2 is 0.66. 

As can be seen in Table 2, these two variables are 

clearly measuring different dimensions of supervisor 

behavior since they are negatively correlated (r = -0.25, 

p<O.Ol, two-tailed). An ex-post review of the questions 

suggests that the behaviors included in SUPV2 most closely 

relate to the original intent of the supervisor structure 

scale; that is, they describe a supervisor who is imposing 

control or structure. For example, question 8 (one of the 

four questions in the scale) describes one supervisor 

behavior as, "Insists that workpapers be prepared in a 

particular way." consistent with the hypotheses developed 

in chapter three, auditors with an external locus of 

control should adapt better than internals when they rate 

their supervisors high on SUPV2 since control is being 

imposed on them. On the other hand, internals should adapt 

better than externals when SUPV2 is low. 

The behaviors included in the measure of SUPV1 simply 

seem to describe a supervisor who is providing information 

(as opposed to one who is imposing control like in SUPV2). 
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For example, question 1 reads, "Lets audit team members 

know what is expected of them." Based on literature 

reviews by Spector (1982) and Sandler at al. (1983), it 

seems reasonable to speculate that auditors with an 

internal locus of control should adapt better than 

externals when they rate their supervisors high on SUPV1. 

Internals have been shown to seek out information more 

actively and to use that information more effectively than 

externals. Further, when provided with task relevant cues, 

internals' performance has been shown to improve more than 

externals'. This pattern of results is consistent with the 

notion that since internals hold greater expectancies than 

externals that their effort will lead to desirable 

outcomes, they exert more effort in obtaining and utilizing 

available information (Spector 1982). Therefore, if 

supervisors make more information available to their 

subordinates (i.e., when SUPV1 is high) internals should be 

more likely than externals to obtain and make use of that 

information to enhance their situation. 

4.2.9 Influence on an audit. One question is used to 

measure the level of influence an auditor perceives he or 

she has on what goes on during an audit (see question 2 on 

page 4 of the questionnaire). The response choices for 

this question are (1) little or no influence, (2) some 

influence, (3) quite a bit of influence, (4) a great deal 
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of influence, and (5) a very great deal of influence. This 

question, adapted for an auditing setting in the current 

study, originally comes from the Survey of Organizations 

(Taylor and Bowers 1972). 

4.2.10 Role conflict and role ambiguity. The 

measures used for role conflict and role ambiguity were 

originally developed and validated by Rizzo et al. (1970). 

Subsequently, Schuler et al. (1977), using six samples from 

four different organizations, examined the psychometric 

properties of the two scales in terms of factor structure, 

coefficients of congruency, internal reliabilities, 

absolute levels of conflict and ambiguity, and correlations 

with other attitudinal and behavioral variables. They 

concluded that the measures performed well along all these 

dimensions and supported their continued use. Finally, 

Gregson et al. (1994), using public accountants as 

subjects, also found support for the scales' construct and 

discriminant validity. 

In Jackson and Schuler's (1985) review of the role 

conflict and ambiguity literature, they state that nearly 

all (about 85 percent) of the research in this area uses 

the scales developed by Rizzo et ale (1970). As developed 

by Rizzo et al. (1970), six questions are used to assess 

role ambiguity and eight questions are used to assess role 

conflict. Role ambiguity is computed by summing the 
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responses to questions 1 through 6 on page 2 of the 

questionnaire, all reverse scored. Role conflict is 

obtained by summing the responses to questions 7 through 14 

on page 2 of the questionnaire. Cronbach's alpha for role 

ambiguity and role conflict in the current study are 0.77 

and 0.80, respectively, which are comparable with values 

reported in prior research. 

4.2.11 Audit firm structure. Four firms participated 

in this study, the two most structured and the two most 

unstructured based on cushing and Loebbecke's (1986) 

structure ratings. v If the auditors work for one of the 

structured firms, the variable (denoted as STRUCTURE in all 

tables) is assigned a value of zero. If the auditors work 

for one of the unstructured firms, the variable is assigned 

a value of one. 

4.3 Questionnaire Development and pilot Testing 

A questionnaire was developed to serve as the research 

instrument for this study using the questions from each of 

the measures described above.~ Two questions included in 

the questionnaire were written to be firm specific; all 

other questions had identical wording across firms. The 

VAgreements made with the firms preclude them from being 
specifically identified by name in this dissertation. 

~Many helpful suggestions regarding questionnaire development 
were found in Bouchard (1976) and Erdos (1983). 
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two firm-specific questions asked the auditors to record 

their actual overall performance rating from their two most 

recent engagement performance evaluations. Copies of each 

firm's performance evaluation forms were obtained to ensure 

that the wording would be recognized by, and appropriate 

for, the participating auditors. 

Once the questionnaire was created, several Ph.D. 

students (with auditing experience) at the University of 

Arizona completed the questionnaire and provided feedback. 

Appropriate modifications were made to improve clarity. 

The next step in the questionnaire's development 

involved pilot testing with auditors at the participating 

firms. Three or four auditors (depending on the firm) from 

each of the four firms completed the questionnaire. A few 

additional modifications were made to the questionnaire 

based on their feedback. Finally, two versions of the 

questionnaire were prepared, with the only difference 

between them being the order of the questions. 29 

The entire questionnaire consists of twelve pages and 

~o differences due to question order were expected; however, two 
orders were used to examine whether the auditors' responses were 
sensitive to question order. To assess the effects of question order, 
the auditors' responses were analyzed using a Multivariate Analysis of 
Variance (MANOVA), with question order (version #1 and version #2) as 
the independent variable and the 13 measured variables (based on 
auditors' responses to the questionnaire) as dependent variables. 
MANOVA provides an appropriate overall measure of significance in the 
presence of multiple dependent variables. As expected, results from 
the MANOVA indicate that question order did not have a significant 
effect on auditors' responses (F=1.39, p>O.16). 
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is organized as follows. Page 1 contains the cover letter, 

which provides instructions and thanks the auditors for 

their participation. Pages 2 through 11 contain the 

questions relating to the research objectives of this 

study. Page 12 asks the participants about their work 

experience and the amount of time they spent completing the 

questionnaire. A sample of the questionnaire (excluding 

the response choices to the two performance evaluation 

questions which are firm identifying) is included as 

Appendix c. 

4.4 Questionnaire Distribution and Collection 

Questionnaires were distributed to and collected from 

staff and senior-level auditors at the four participating 

firms. This subject group was selected because structured 

audit approaches are designed primarily to direct efforts 

in the field (Bamber et ale 1989). The following 

procedures were utilized to distribute and collect the 

questionnaires. Audit partners from several different 

offices from each of the four firms were contacted by the 

researcher. The researcher explained to the partners (in 

general terms) the nature and purpose of the questionnaire 

which had been developed and asked if their office would be 

willing to participate. Once an office agreed to 

participate, a package of materials was sent to the contact 
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partner.~ Each package contained an instruction sheet, 

the agreed-upon number of questionnaires to be distributed 

(including equal numbers of the two versions on an 

alternating basis), and a corresponding number of 

"reminders." The partners were asked to distribute the 

questionnaires to staff and senior auditors in their 

offices. 

In order to encourage a high response rate, the 

partners were also asked to attach to the questionnaire a 

brief cover memo from them encouraging participation. In 

addition, they were asked to distribute the reminders to 

the participating auditors approximately one week after 

distributing the questionnaires. The reminders simply 

thanked those auditors who had already completed and 

returned the questionnaire and asked those who had not yet 

completed it to please do so within the next week. 

Attached to each questionnaire was a business reply 

envelope addressed to the researcher. In the 

questionnaire's cover letter the auditors were requested, 

upon completing the questionnaire, to enclose the entire 

questionnaire in the envelope and drop it in the mail. 

Since the auditors mailed the questionnaire directly to the 

researcher (as opposed to giving it back to the contact 

~All together, 29 offices agreed to participate in the study. 



partners and having them mail it), the auditors' 

participation was completely voluntary and anonymous. 

Although this approach probably had a negative effect on 

the response rate (see below), it ensured confidentiality 

for the participants and allowed them to respond as 

truthfully as possible to the questions. 
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Upon receipt of a questionnaire, the researcher 

entered each response into an electronic spreadsheet. Once 

all of the responses were recorded, the researcher (with 

the help of an assistant) "audited" the database on a 100 

percent basis for accuracy of data entry; all necessary 

corrections were made. The data in the spreadsheet were 

then exported to a statistical software package for data 

analysis. 

In total, 866 copies of the questionnaire were 

distributed to staff and senior-level auditors (between 211 

and 220 copies to each of the four participating firms). 

Questionnaires were received from 375 auditors31 for an 

overall response rate of 43 percent. Table 3 presents 

details regarding the overall response rate and the 

response rates by firm structure level. The response rates 

from unstructured and structured firms were nearly 

identical (43 percent and 44 percent, respectively). 

310f the 375 questionnaires returned, 187 were version #1 and 188 
were version #2. 



71 

4.5 participants 

The last page of the questionnaire asked the auditors 

to provide information regarding their auditing experience 

and the number of minutes they spent completing the 

questionnaire. Descriptive statistics on participating 

auditor characteristics by firm structure level are 

presented in Table 4. The mean responses to all questions 

are very similar between unstructured and structured firms; 

none of the differences is statistically significant at any 

reasonable level. The mean number of months of auditing 

experience for participants at unstructured and structured 

firms is 31.2 and 30.5, respectively. 

Auditors from the unstructured firms reported working 

on an average of 20.6 audits; auditors at structured firms 

reported similar experience (a mean of 20.7 audits). The 

average amount of time taken by all participants to 

complete the questionnaire was approximately 28 minutes, 

with unstructured-firm auditors spending an average of 27.7 

minutes and structured-firm auditors spending an average of 

28.9 minutes. Based on these measures, the participants 

from the unstructured firms compare closely with the 

participants from the structured firms in terms of their 

amount of auditing experience and in terms of the amount of 

time they spent completing the questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER S. RESULTS 

5.1 Chapter outline 

This chapter begins by comparing the responses 

received from auditors at unstructured firms with those 

received from structured firms. Although hypotheses were 

not developed with respect to these differences, the 

analysis allows for a comparison of this study's results 

with those of prior research. The following section 

provides an overview of the approach used to test the 

study's hypotheses. The final three sections report the 

results of the hypotheses tests for each of the dependent 

variables--job stress, job satisfaction, and performance, 

respectively. Throughout this chapter, the result of a 

statistical test is deemed to be significant (marginally 

significant) if the p-value associated with it is less than 

0.05 (0.10). 

5.2 Responses from Unstructured Firms vs. structured Firms 

Data analysis for this section is consistent with the 

approach taken by Bamber et ale (1989). First, a 

mUltivariate test is used to determine whether the 

unstructured firm versus structured firm mean score vectors 

are significantly different. Second, post hoc t-tests are 

used to determine which of the measures contribute to the 

mUltivariate difference. 

The data were analyzed using a MANOVA, with firm 
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structure level (unstructured and structured) as the 

independent variable and the 13 measured variables (based 

on auditors' responses) as dependent variables. Results 

from the MANOVA indicate that firm structure level had a 

significant effect on auditors' responses (F=3.31, p<O.Ol). 

Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations obtained 

for all variables, broken down between unstructured and 

structured firms, and the results of the post hoc t-tests. 

As can be seen in the table, the mean responses for several 

of the variables differ significantly between unstructured 

and structured firms. In prior research, the following 

five variables have been hypothesized and found to differ 

depending on the firms' structure level: role ambiguity 

(ROLA), role conflict (ROLe), similarity across audits 

(SIM), required use of the firms' audit tools (TOOLS), and 

formalization (FORMAL). Differences in these variables are 

discussed first, followed by a discussion of the remaining 

variables (for which no predictions have ever been made 

concerning differences between structured and unstructured 

firms). 

Bamber et ale (1989) reported that role ambiguity 

(p<O.12, one-tailed) and role conflict (p<O.02, one-tailed) 

were perceived by auditors to be higher at unstructured 

firms than at structured firms. This pattern of results is 

supported even more strongly in the current study. 
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unstructured firm auditors reported higher levels of role 

ambiguity (p<O.02, one-tailed) and role conflict (p<O.OOl, 

one-tailed) than auditors at structured firms. 32 These 

results support the proposition that the work environment 

is indeed different between structured and unstructured 

firms. Also, the direction of the difference between 

structured and unstructured firms in terms of role conflict 

and role ambiguity strengthens the possibility of finding 

support for H1c, H2c, and H3c (i.e., at unstructured firms, 

internals will adapt better than externals, and at 

structured firms, externals will adapt better than 

internals). 

The pattern of results in this study for the other 

three variables that have been previously examined is not 

consistent with prior research. Concerning the SIM and 

TOOLS measures, Prawitt (1995) reported that auditors at 

structured firms agreed more strongly than unstructured 

firm auditors with the SIM measure (p<O.04, one-tailed) and 

with the questions comprising the TOOLS measure (p<O.Ol for 

each question, one-tailed). Although not significant, in 

this study the mean response for unstructured firm auditors 

was higher than that for structured firm auditors on both 

32Further (and also found by Bamber et al. 1989), the rank order 
of the four firms' means on both of these variables is entirely 
consistent (i.e., both unstructured firm means are higher than both of 
the corresponding structured firm means). 



75 

the SIM (p>O.61, two-tailed) and the TOOLS (p>O.27, two

tailed) measures. Concerning the FORMAL measure, Bamber et 

ale (1989) reported that auditors at structured firms 

reported higher levels of formalization than auditors at 

unstructured firms (p<O.04, one-tailed). In the current 

study, FORMAL is actually found to significantly differ 

(p<O.03, two-tailed) in the opposite direction. A recent 

change in policy at one of the structured firms provides a 

possible explanation for the unexpected findings related to 

both TOOLS and FORMAL. 

Based on discussions with auditors at that particular 

structured firm, the firm discontinued its policy of 

requiring the use of pre-printed audit programs on all 

audit engagements just a few months prior to the 

distribution of the questionnaire in this study. Although 

this specific policy is just one of a large set that 

together would be considered by auditors in responding to 

the TOOLS and FORMAL questions, the direct relevance of the 

policy to several of the questions combined with the 

recency of the policy change (which would have heightened 

its saliency) may have had a significant effect on the 

responses made by auditors of that firm. For both TOOLS 

and FORMAL, the firm with the lowest mean is this 

particular structured firm. When that firm is excluded and 

the unstructured firms' means for TOOLS and FORMAL are 



compared with the means of the other structured firm, 

results more consistent with previous research are found. 

The unstructured firms' mean for TOOLS (10.2) is 

significantly lower than the mean (10.8) for the other 

structured firm (p<O.Ol, one-tailed). The unstructured 

firms' mean for FORMAL (35.9) is also lower than the mean 

(36.6) for the other structured firm; however, this 

difference is not significant (p<0.19, one-tailed). 
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Since the firm described above with the recent policy 

change still has many other structure-increasing procedures 

and policies, a potentially worthwhile study might be to 

survey this firm again in a year or two once the "newness" 

of the current policy regarding pre-printed audit programs 

has faded. Auditors at that firm who discussed the policy 

change with the researcher indicated that they viewed the 

change as being quite significant. However, once the 

policy is "old news" and in light of the firm's many other 

structure-related policies, it is possible that the mean 

responses to the TOOLS and FORMAL measures for auditors 

from that firm would be more consistent with those of the 

other structured firm. 

The results described above for the SIM, TOOLS, and 

FORMAL measures suggest that, at least for these measures, 

the work environment is not all that different between 

structured and unstructured firms. This lack of difference 



would tend to work against finding support for the 

hypotheses which rely on audit firm structure as the 

measure of work environment (H1c, H2c, and H3c). 
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The mean responses for several of the other variables 

also differ significantly between unstructured and 

structured firms. unstructured firm auditors reported more 

job stress and less job satisfaction than auditors at 

structured firms (p<O.Ol in each case, two-tailed). These 

results may not be entirely surprising since (as described 

above) significantly larger means were found for both role 

ambiguity and role conflict at unstructured firms versus 

structured firms, and a consistent finding in prior 

research33 (and found in this stud~) is that (1) there is 

a positive correlation between job stress and both role 

ambiguity and role conflict and (2) there is a negative 

correlation between job satisfaction and both role 

ambiguity and role conflict. 

The mean response to the work-specific locus of 

control measure (WLOC) was higher at unstructured firms 

than it was at structured firms (p<O.08, two-tailed). 

DFor reviews of this literature, see Schuler et ale (1977) and 
Fisher and Gitelson (1983). 

~As shoun in Table 2, job stress has a positive and significant 
correlation with both role ambiguity (r=O.22, p<O.Ol, two-tailed) and 
role conflict (r=O.35, p<O.01, two-tailed). On the other hand, job 
satisfaction has a negative and significant correlation with both role 
ambiguity (r=-O.34, p<O.01, two-tailed) and role conflict (r=-O.29, 
p<O.Ol, two-tailed). 
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Although this difference is only marginally significant, it 

is in the opposite direction of what might be considered 

optimal for the firms in terms of matching auditor 

personality with firm characteristics. As described in 

chapter three, more external individuals tend to prefer 

more structured environments, and more internal individuals 

tend to prefer less structured environments. This point 

will be discussed further in the tests of hypotheses 

sections below. 

supervisors at unstructured firms are perceived to 

provide marginally less information (SUPVl) than 

supervisors at structured firms (p<O.09, two-tailed). 

Also, supervisors at unstructured firms are perceived to 

impose more control (SUPV2) than supervisors at structured 

firms (p<O.02, two-tailed). No previous research has 

examined this issue and no predictions were made regarding 

differences for these variables between structured and 

unstructured firms. A possibly fruitful area for future 

research might be to investigate further whether systematic 

supervisory differences would be expected based on firm 

structure level. certain characteristics of differing 

structure levels may create a need for distinct leadership 

styles. The direction of the results for these two 

variables is inconsistent with a work environment that 

would support the firm-level hypotheses (Hlc, H2c, and 
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H3c), which state that at unstructured (structured) firms, 

internals (externals) will adapt better than externals 

(internals). The reason is that internals tend to adapt 

better to high levels of SUPV1 and low levels of SUPV2, 

while the opposite tends to be true for externals. 

Finally, based on the responses received, structured 

firm auditors perceive that they have more influence 

(INFLU) on what goes on during the course of an audit than 

do auditors at unstructured firms (p<O.03, two-tailed). 

The direction of this difference is also inconsistent with 

the work environment needed to find support fer the 

predictions made in the firm-level hypotheses (H1c, H2c, 

and H3c). One possible reason that staff and senior 

auditors at structured firms might perceive that they have 

more influence on an audit than auditors with similar 

experience levels at unstructured firms is suggested by a 

finding reported by Prawitt (1995). In his study, audit 

managers at structured and unstructured firms were asked to 

respond to an audit case which solicited their judgments 

concerning the experience levels required for the 

performance (and supervision/review) of a variety of audit 

tasks. consistent with a "knowledge-sharing" role of 

structured audit approaches, Prawitt (1995) found that 

managers from structured firms assigned less experienced 

auditors to perform (and to supervise/review) the audit 
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tasks described in the case materials than did managers 

from unstructured firms. since this finding suggests that 

less experienced auditors at structured firms perform 

similar tasks to more experienced auditors at unstructured 

firms, it seems reasonable to suppose that auditors with 

similar experience levels at structured versus unstructured 

firms might perceive that they have more influence on an 

audit. 

In summary, with regard to the subjectively-assessed 

work environment variables that were measured in this 

study, mixed results concerning the differences between 

unstructured and structured firms have been found that 

would suggest whether the firm-level hypotheses will be 

supported. Based on the mean response, the directional 

differences of role ambiguity and role conflict (and what 

they mean in terms of the work environment at structured 

versus unstructured firms) support the firm-level 

hypotheses. On the other hand, the directional differences 

of supervisor provides information, supervisor imposes 

control, and influence on an audit do not support the firm

level hypotheses (H1c, H2c, and H3c) as stated. However, 

recall that both Cushing and Loebbecke (1986) and Prawitt 

(1995), based on reviews of the firms' audit manuals and 

other materials provided to their auditors, concluded that, 

relatively speaking, unstructured firms provide less 
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detailed guidance and specific direction, impose fewer 

rules, and allow their auditors to exercise more control 

and judgment during the course of an audit than structured 

firms. The environmental differences suggested by these 

findings provide additional support for the predictions as 

stated in the firm-level hypotheses. 

5.3 overview o~ Approach Used to Test Hypotheses 

This section provides details regarding the 

statistical approach used to test this study's hypotheses. 

A discussion of the results found and their implications 

appears in the next three sections. The following 

discussion of the approach used is phrased in terms of the 

job stress hypotheses in order to provide context; however, 

the same approach is also used to test the job satisfaction 

and the performance hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1a predicts that when the perceived level 

of imposed control is high, externals will report lower job 

stress than internals and that when the perceived level of 

imposed control is low, internals will report lower job 

stress than externals. Hypothesis 1b predicts that when 

the perceived level of role stress is high, internals will 

report lower job stress than externals and that when the 

perceived level of role stress is low, externals will 

report lower job stress than internals. Multiple 

regression, following the procedures described by Cohen and 
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Cohen (1983), is used to test these hypotheses. 

Multiple regression (as opposed to ANOVA) is used 

since all of the independent variables measured are 

continuous. In order to be able to use ANOVA, the 

continuous independent variables would have to categorized 

(e.g., groups of "high" and "low" could be created by 

dichotomizing the variables' distributions as near their 

medians as possible). However, categorizing continuous 

variables causes a loss of information and is therefore not 

the optimal procedure (Cohen and Cohen 1983). 

The multiple regression model used includes job stress 

as the dependent variable and each of the following as 

independent variables: locus of control, the five measures 

of imposed control (formalization (FORMAL), similarity of 

audits (SIM), required use of the firms' audit tools 

(TOOLS), supervisor provides information (SUPV1), 

supervisor imposes control (SUPV2), and influence on an 

audit (INFLU», the two measures of role stress (role 

ambiguity (ROLA) and role conflict (ROLC», and eight 

interaction terms (locus of control multiplied by each of 

the eight work environment variables) .35 As explained in 

chapter four, locus of control is measured using two 

~onths of auditing experience is also included as an independent 
variable in all regressions as a control since it does correlate with 
some of the variables tested in this study (see Table 2). 
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separate scales: general locus of control (GLOC) and work

specific locus of control (WLOC). Therefore, two 

regressions are used to test the hypotheses, one for each 

measure of locus of control. As would be expected, a 

correlation matrix revealed that when using the raw data, 

the interaction terms in the regression equations correlate 

highly (up to 0.84) with at least one of their parent

independent variables. Therefore, following the approach 

advocated by Cohen and Cohen (1983), the independent 

variables actually used in all of this study's regressions 

have been linearly transformed. This was accomplished by 

centering each of the parent independent variables on its 

mean (i.e., subtracting a variable's mean from each 

observation of the variable). The interaction terms were 

then created by multiplying the centered locus of control 

variable by each of the centered work environment 

variables. By using this approach, the highest correlation 

between any interaction term and either of its parent

independent variables is 0.20. Since the transformation 

used is a simple rescaling of the variables (i.e., the 

variables' means are shifted to zero with no change to 

their standard deviations), interpretation of the 

regression results is straightforward. In fact, the 

coefficients (and significance levels) associated with the 

interaction terms are identical to what they would have 
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been had the variables' means not been centered. The 

reason for using the transformation is that there is a 

sUbstantial effect on the ability to interpret the effects 

of the parent variables as a result of the significant 

reduction in multicollinearity between the interaction 

terms and their parent variables. 

When analyzing the results of the regressions, the 

primary focus is on the interaction terms since their 

significance levels represent the test of the hypotheses 

(i.e., the hypotheses predict that the effect of the work 

environment variables on job stress depends on the 

auditors' locus of control, which is represented in the 

interaction terms). In order for the regression model to 

be properly specified, however, the main effects must also 

be included in the regression (Cohen and Cohen 1983). 

Although no predictions are made in this dissertation 

regarding the main effects of the work environment and 

personality variables on job stress, an examination of the 

main effects does allow for assessing whether the variables 

have a direct contribution to job stress and may suggest 

avenues for future research. 

For each interaction term found to be significant in 

the regression analyses, a graph is plotted in order to 

examine whether the nature of the interaction supports the 

related hypothesis. In these graphs, job stress is 
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represented on the y-axis and the work environment variable 

included in the significant interaction term to be studied 

is represented on the x-axis. Since locus of control (the 

other independent variable) is also continuous, an infinite 

number of lines could be plotted. In order to examine the 

relationship, only two representative lines (see Cohen and 

Cohen 1983) are plotted, one using a value of locus of 

control one standard deviation below the mean (to represent 

"internals") and the other using a value of locus of 

control one standard deviation above the mean (to represent 

"externals"). Thus, the absolute values in the interaction 

diagrams are not as import,ant as the general direction 

indicated by the representative lines. 

Hypothesis 1c predicts that at unstructured firms, 

internals will report lower job stress than externals and 

that at structured firms, externals will report lower job 

stress than internals. This hypothesis is tested by 

including job stress as the dependent measure and locus of 

control, audit firm structure, and the interaction of locus 

of control and firm structure as independent variables. 

Again, two regressions are used to test the hypothesis 

since locus of control is measured using two separate 

scales. If the interaction between locus of control and 

firm structure is found to be significant in either of the 

regressions, the result is analyzed graphically to 
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determine whether the nature of the interaction is 

consistent with that predicted in the hypothesis. For this 

analysis, the graph plots job stress on the y-axis and 

locus of control on the x-axis. The other independent 

variable only has two levels (unstructured firms and 

structured firms), so only two regression lines exist in 

this case. The two lines plotted represent the auditors at 

the unstructured and structured firms and the effect their 

locus of control has on their job stress. 

The following three sections report the results of the 

statistical tests with job stress, job satisfaction, and 

performance, respectively, as the dependent variable. 

within each section are two sUbsections. The first 

subsection reports the results when the work environment is 

measured using the subjectively-assessed variables of 

imposed control and role stress (i. e., the "a" and lib" 

hypotheses). The second sUbsection reports the results 

when the work environment is represented by audit firm 

structure (i.e., the "c" hypothesis). within each 

SUbsection is a discussion of the results using each of the 

locus of control measures; general locus of control is 

reported first, followed by a discussion of the work

specific locus of control measure. All p-values reported 

in the following sections are two-tailed unless stated 

otherwise. 
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5.4 Job stress Hypotheses 

5.4.1 Imposed control and role stress. Hypothesis 1a 

predicts that when the perceived level of imposed control 

is high, externals will report lower job stress than 

internals and that when the perceived level of imposed 

control is low, internals will report lower job stress than 

externals. Hypothesis 1b predicts that when the perceived 

level of role stress is high, internals will report lower 

job stress than externals and that when the perceived level 

of role stress is low, externals will report lower job 

stress than internals. Regression results testing these 

hypotheses with the general locus of control measure (GLOC) 

are reported in Table 6. As shown in the table, the 

interaction between iocus of control and role conflict has 

a significant effect on job stress (p<O.03). In order to 

see whether the nature of the interaction is consistent 

with the prediction made in H1b, the relationship is 

presented graphically in Figure 1. As predicted, when role 

conflict is high, internals report lower job stress than 

externals; and when role conflict is low, externals report 

lower job stress than internals. This result provides 

support for Hlb and represents the first documentation of 

the congruence hypothesis in an auditing setting with job 

stress as the dependent measure. This finding is 

consistent with the theory discussed in chapter three that 



88 

high levels of role stress serve to heighten externals' 

feelings of being unable to control their environment, and, 

as a result, they do not adapt as well as internals to the 

increased role stress. Also, when role stress is low, 

which essentially represents an environment high in 

structure, externals adapt better than internals. The 

result is also consistent with the findings of Fusilier et 

ale (1987) described in chapter three. In addition to 

documenting the result in a different domain, the current 

study extends prior work by using a somewhat different 

measure of job stress (recall that Fusilier et ale (1987) 

used reported somatic health problems as their measure of 

stress). 

Based on the results presented in Table 6, no support 

is found for H1a. None of the measures of imposed control 

significantly interacted with locus of control to affect 

job stress. 

An examination of Table 6 reveals that four of the 

work environment variables contributed directly to 

auditors' job stress. Higher scores for supervisor imposes 

control (SUPV2) result in marginally higher levels of job 

stress (p<O.07). And higher levels of perceived influence 

on an audit (INFLU, p=O.03), role ambiguity (ROLA, p<O.Ol), 

and role conflict (ROLe, p<O.Ol) each result in 

significantly higher levels of job stress. 
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Table 7 reports the regression results with the work

specific measure of locus of control (WLOC). As shown in 

the table, none of the interaction terms achieves 

statistical significance. Therefore, no support is found 

for either H1a or H1b with WLOC as the locus of control 

measure. This result is contrary to the expectation (and 

the findings reported by Blau (1993» that the work

specific locus of control measure would provide higher 

predictive ability than the general measure in an 

employment setting. However, as is reported in the next 

two sections, there are instances where the work-specific 

measure does out-predict the general measure. These 

findings suggest that more work needs to be done before any 

definitive statements are made as to which locus of control 

measure should or ought to be used in cases when only one 

measure is going to be included in a study. 

As shown in Table 7, higher scores for INFLU (p<O.Ol), 

ROLA (p<O.Ol), and ROLC (p<O.Ol) each result in increased 

levels of job stress. The results for these variables are 

consistent with those reported in Table 6, where the 

regression included GLOC as the locus of control measure. 

In addition, higher scores for formalization (FORMAL, 

p=O.08) result in marginally higher levels of job stress. 

Although this result is not significant in Table 6 

(p<O.16), the direction of the effect is the same. 
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Finally, although the direction of the effect is the same 

as it is in Table 6, SUPV2 (supervisor imposes control) 

does not achieve significance (p<O.ll) when the regression 

includes WLOC as the locus of control measure. 

5.4.2 unstructured vs. structured firms. Hlc 

predicts that at unstructured firms, internals will report 

lower job stress than externals and that at structured 

firms, externals will report lower job stress than 

internals. As shown in Table 8, the interaction term 

representing this relationship is not significant with GLOC 

as the locus of control measure; therefore, Hlc is not 

supported. consistent with the results reported in section 

5.2 (and shown in Table 5), the main effect of firm 

structure does contribute significantly (p<O.Ol) to the 

level of job stress experienced by auditors; auditors at 

unstructured firms reported higher levels of stress than 

auditors at structured firms. 

Similar results were found in the regression that 

included the work-specific measure of locus of control 

(WLOC). Table 9 shows that the interaction between locus 

of control and firm structure was not significant and that 

firm structure contributes directly to auditors' reported 

job stress levels; unstructured firm auditors reported 

greater job stress than structured firm auditors. In 

addition, higher scores for the work-specific locus of 



control measure (which represents increasing externality) 

lead to higher levels of job stress (p<0.02). 

5.5 Job satisfaction Hypotheses 
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5.5.1 Imposed control and role stress. Hypothesis 2a 

predicts that when the perceived level of imposed control 

is high, externals will report higher job satisfaction than 

internals and that when the perceived level of imposed 

control is low, internals will report higher job 

satisfaction than externals. Hypothesis 2b predicts that 

when the perceived level of role stress is high, internals 

will report higher job satisfaction than externals and that 

when the perceived level of role stress is low, externals 

will report higher job satisfaction than internals. Table 

10 reports the results of testing these hypotheses with the 

general locus of control measure (GLOC). None of the 

interaction terms achieved statistical significance; 

therefore, neither H2a nor H2b is supported using GLOC to 

measure locus of control. 

Based on the results reported in Table 10, several 

variables directly affect auditors' job satisfaction. 

First, higher GLOC scores (which represent increasing 

externality) result in marginally lower job satisfaction 

(p=0.09). Also, as each of the following variables 

increases, job satisfaction decreases: required use of the 

firms' audit tools (TOOLS, p<0.03), supervisor imposes 
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control (SUPV2, p<O.Ol), role ambiguity (ROLA, p<O.Ol), and 

role conflict (ROLC, p<O.Ol). 

The regression results using the work-specific measure 

of locus of control (WLOC) are shown in Table 11. Two of 

the interaction terms are found to be significant. First, 

locus of control interacts with role ambiguity to affect 

job satisfaction (p<0.04). Based on the graph presented in 

Figure 2, the nature of the interaction partially supports 

H2b. Internals report more job satisfaction than externals 

when role ambiguity is high; however, when role ambiguity 

is low, internals and externals report similar levels of 

job satisfaction. This pattern of results supports the 

findings of Abdel-Halim (1980) described in chapter three 

and documents the congruence hypothesis for the first time 

in an auditing setting with job satisfaction as the 

dependent variable. 

The second (marginally) significant interaction found 

to affect job satisfaction is between locus of control and 

role conflict (p<O.08). Figure 3 illustrates the 

interaction graphically and provides partial support for 

H2b. Internals report higher levels of job satisfaction 

than externals when role conflict is high. However, as 

with role ambiguity, when role conflict is low, internals 

and externals report similar levels of job satisfaction. 

Although predicted in prior research (see footnote #20), 



this is the first study in any domain to document support 

for the congruence hypothesis using role conflict as the 

environmental variable and job satisfaction as the 

dependent variable. 
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Based on the results presented in Table 11, no support 

is found for H2a. None of the measures of imposed control 

significantly interacted with locus of control to affect 

job satisfaction. 

The same variables found to directly affect job 

satisfaction when GLOC is the measure of locus of control 

(Table 10) are found when WLOC is the measure (Table 11). 

As each of the following environmental variables increases, 

job satisfaction decreases: required use of the firms' 

audit tools (TOOLS, p<0.08), supervisor imposes control 

(SUPV2, p<0.08), role ambiguity (ROLA, p<O.Ol), and role 

conflict (ROLC, p<O.Ol). Also, auditors with a more 

external orientation report less job satisfaction (p<O.Ol) 

than more internally-oriented auditors. 

5.5.2 unstructured vs. structured firms. H2c 

predicts that at unstructured firms, internals will report 

higher job satisfaction than externals and that at 

structured firms, externals will report higher job 

satisfaction than internals. As shown in Table 12, this 

hypothesis is not supported with GLOC as the locus of 

control measure. However, audit firm structure and locus 



of control each directly contribute to auditors' job 

satisfaction. Auditors at unstructured firms experience 

less job satisfaction than auditors at structured firms 

(p<O.Ol), which is consistent with the discussion in 

section 5.2 (and shown in Table 5). In addition, as GLOC 

increases (which represents increasing externality), job 

satisfaction decreases (p<O.08). 
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Nearly identical results are shown in Table 13 when 

the regression includes WLOC as the locus of control 

measure. The interaction between locus of control and firm 

structure is not significant, which does not support H2c. 

However, as WLOC increases, job satisfaction decreases 

(p<O.Ol), and auditors at unstructured firms report lower 

job satisfaction than auditors at structured firms 

(p=O.Ol). 

5.6 Performance Hypotheses 

5.6.1 Imposed control and role stress. Hypothesis 3a 

predicts that when the perceived level of imposed control 

is high, externals will report higher performance than 

internals and that when the perceived level of imposed 

control is low, internals will report higher performance 

than externals. Hypothesis 3b predicts that when the 

perceived level of role stress is high, internals will 

report higher performance than externals and that when the 

perceived level of role stress is low, externals will 
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report higher performance than internals. Table 14 reports 

the regression results with GLOC as the locus of control 

measure. As can be seen in the table, none of the 

interaction terms is significant; therefore, neither H3a 

nor H3b is supported. 

An examination of Table 14 shows that two of the 

environmental variables directly affect auditors' 

performance. First, as the required use of the firms' 

audit tools (TOOLS) increases, auditors report marginally 

higher performance (p<O.09). Second, when perceived role 

ambiguity (ROLA) increases, auditors' performance decreases 

(p<O.Ol). Auditors' personality (GLOC) also directly 

affects performance. Auditors with a greater external 

orientation report lower performance than more internally

oriented auditors {p<O.03}. 

Table 15 reports the results of testing H3a and H3b 

with WLOC as the locus of control measure. One 

(marginally) significant interaction affecting performance 

is found between locus of control and supervisors who 

provide information (WLOC x SUPV1, p<O.10). Figure 4 

presents the interaction graphically and reveals that 

internals report higher performance than externals when 

SUPV1 is high. On the other hand, externals report higher 

performance than internals when SUPV1 is low. The first 

result is consistent with the discussion in chapter four 
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regarding the SUPVl measure. Recall that SUPVl measures 

the amount of information provided by an auditor's 

immediate supervisor and that internals have been found to 

seek out available information more actively and to use 

that information more effectively than externals (Sandler 

et ale 1983). However, why externals should report higher 

performance than internals when the level of information 

provided by supervisors is low is unclear. Perhaps 

internals (more than externals) become frustrated and 

resign themselves when the information they seek from their 

environment is not available because they are unable to 

exert as much control in the situation as they would 

prefer. 

Table 15 shows that the same work environment 

variables directly affect performance with WLoe as the 

locus of control measure as when GLOe is the measure. As 

the required use of the firms' audit tools (TOOLS) 

increases, so does performance (p=O.03); and when role 

ambiguity (ROLA) increases, performance decreases (p<O.OI). 

The work-specific locus of control measure, however, does 

not directly predict performance (p>O.34) as does the 

general locus of control measure. 

5.6.2 unstructured vs. structured firms. H3c 

predicts that at unstructured firms, internals will report 

higher performance than externals and that at structured 
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firms, externals will report higher performance than 

internals. Table 16 presents the regression results using 

the general locus of control measure (GLOC). As shown in 

the table, the interaction between GLOC and firm structure 

is significant (p<O.03). Figure 5 graphically illustrates 

the nature of the interaction and provides partial support 

for H3c. At unstructured firms, auditors with relatively 

low locus of control scores (i.e., internals) outperform 

auditors with relatively high locus of control scores 

(i.e., externals). However, at structured firms, internals 

and externals report similar levels of performance. An 

alternative perspective, from the point of view of an 

individual auditor, provides additional insight. Internals 

report higher performance at unstructured firms than at 

structured firms. On the other hand, externals report 

higher performance at structured firms than at unstructured 

firms. This study is the first to document in any 

employment setting the congruence hypothesis using an 

objective institutional-level measure of work environment. 

Apparently, the overall work environment is 

sufficiently different between structured and unstructured 

firms that auditors' performance differs across these firms 

depending on their locus of control. This finding has 

potential hiring implications for auditing firms and should 

be considered by accounting graduates as they seek 



employment with the Big-6 firms. Recall from the 

discussion in section 5.2 (and shown in Table 5) that 

auditors who participated in this study were found to be, 

on average, more external at unstructured firms than they 

were at structured firms. The results documented above 

suggest that a more congruent state would be for the 

opposite to hold true. 

As shown in Table 16, neither of the independent 

variables (GLOC and STRUCTURE) had a significant direct 

effect on auditors' performance. 
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Table 17 reports the results of testing H3c using the 

work-specific measure of locus of control (WLOC). Although 

the interaction between WLOC and STRUCTURE does not achieve 

statistical significance (p<O.13), based on a graph of the 

results (not shown), the nature of the interaction is in 

the predicted direction and consistent with the results 

found with GLOC as the measure of locus of control. Also 

consistent with the results using GLOC, neither locus of 

control nor audit firm structure has a significant direct 

effect on auditors' performance. 
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CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Chapter Outline 

The concluding chapter proceeds as follows. First, 

the chapter provides a summary of this study's results and 

their implications. Second, several suggestions for future 

research are offered based on observations made throughout 

this dissertation. 

6.2 summary of Results 

Prior research in psychology and organizational 

behavior has found that individuals respond better when 

characteristics of the environment in which they are placed 

are congruent with their personality. specifically, in 

research investigating the effects of locus of control (a 

personality construct which classifies individuals as 

either "internals" or "externals"), internals have been 

found to adapt better (in terms of their level of job 

stress, job satisfaction, and performance) than externals 

to situations that allow the individual more control or 

that are high in role stress. On the other hand, externals 

have been found to adapt better than internals to 

situations that impose control on the individual or that 

are low in role stress. These results suggest that one 

approach to effectively address some of the important human 

resource management concerns is to study the issue of 

individual-environment fit. 
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Prior accounting research has found that the large 

accounting firms differ from one another in terms of the 

level of structure they have adopted for their audit 

processes, and audit structure level has been linked to 

work environment differences at the firms. Bringing 

together and building on previous research, this 

dissertation examines whether auditors' job stress, job 

satisfaction, and performance are affected by the 

congruence between auditors' locus of control and the work 

environment they face. Auditors' locus of control is 

assessed using both a general and a work-specific measure. 

The work environment is measured by using assessments of 

imposed control and role stress made by the auditors who 

responded to the questionnaire developed for this study and 

by noting whether the participating auditors work for a 

structured or unstructured firm. 

The study's results are summarized in three categories 

based on the outcome variable examined. First, using the 

general locus of control measure, auditors' job stress is 

partially explained by the interaction (or congruence) 

between the level of role conflict experienced by auditors 

and their locus of control. consistent with hypothesis 1b 

(and the results of prior research), internals reported 

less job stress than externals when role conflict was high, 

and externals reported less job stress than internals when 
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role conflict was low. This result (and those that follow 

regarding role stress) supports the notion that high levels 

of role stress serve to heighten externals' feelings of not 

having control over their environment, and, as a result, 

they do not adapt as well as internals to environments 

where role stress is high. On the other hand, when role 

stress is low, which implies an environment high in 

structure, externals tend to adapt better than internals 

since control is being imposed by others. 

Second, using the work-specific locus of control 

measure, auditors' job satisfaction is explained in part by 

the congruence between (1) auditors' locus of control and 

the level of role ambiguity they experience and (2) 

auditors' locus of control and the level of role conflict 

they experience. In each case, internals reported more job 

satisfaction than externals when role stress was high. On 

the other hand, when role stress was low, internals and 

externals reported similar levels of job satisfaction. The 

finding with role ambiguity as the measure of role stress 

is consistent with prior research and partially supports 

hypothesis 2b. The second result also partially supports 

hypothesis 2bj and, although predicted in prior research, 

this study is the first to document a significant 

interaction between locus of control and role conflict on 

job satisfaction. 
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Finally, the variance in auditors' self-reported 

performance levels is partially explained by the congruence 

between auditors' locus of control and two separate 

measures of the work environment they face. First, using 

the work-specific locus of control measure, auditors' locus 

of control interacts with the amount of information 

provided by their supervisor. Internals reported higher 

performance than externals when their immediate supervisors 

provide high levels of information. This finding is 

consistent with previous research that internals (when 

compared to externals) more actively seek out and more 

effectively use available information. In addition, the 

results suggest that externals outperform internals when 

supervisor provided information is low. This relationship 

supports the conjecture that since internals (more than 

externals) want to exert control in their environment, when 

insufficient information is available for them to do so, 

they become frustrated and resign themselves. 

Second, using the general locus of control measure, a 

significant interaction was found between audit firm 

structure and auditors' locus of control on auditors' 

performance. The interaction was such that at unstructured 

firms, internals reported higher performance than 

externals. However, at structured firms, internals and 

externals reported similar levels of performance. This 
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result partially supports hypothesis 3c. The nature of the 

interaction also suggests that internals report higher 

performance at unstructured firms than at structured firms 

and that externals report higher performance at structured 

firms than at unstructured firms. This study is the first 

in any work setting to document a significant interaction 

between locus of control and an objective institutional

level measure of the work environment on performance (or 

any other outcome variable) and has potential implications 

for both auditing firms and accounting graduates seeking 

employment. Apparently, the work environment at structured 

and unstructured firms is sufficiently different (in terms 

of the level of imposed control and/or role stress 

experienced by staff and senior level auditors) that 

internals adapt better at unstructured firms and externals 

adapt better at structured firms. 

The results documented in this dissertation have 

important implications for auditors and audit firms. The 

primary implication is that there are potential benefits to 

be gained from improving the match (or fit) between 

individual auditors and the firms for which they work (or 

the work environment they face). For example, the results 

suggest that unstructured firms' productivity might be 

enhanced by focusing their recruiting efforts on new 

auditors whose locus of control matches well with the 
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firms' level of structure. Also, accounting graduates 

might consider joining a firm and/or identifying a work 

environment that has levels of imposed control and role 

stress most appropriate for their personality. By pursuing 

such a strategy, their chances for succeeding in and 

enjoying their chosen profession should increase. 

This study's results also suggest that several of the 

environmental variables investigated have direct effects on 

auditors' job stress, job satisfaction, and performance 

(see below for a more detailed discussion). This 

information, in addition to the results described above, 

may assist the firms in improving their human resource 

management, with one goal being to reduce unnecessary 

employee turnover. This issue is becoming increasingly 

important as a result of the current economic environment 

and the new recruiting strategies being implemented by (at 

least one of) the firms as described in the introduction. 

Also, as the firms continue to evolve and make decisions 

regarding their level of structure (and hence their work 

environment) this study's results may provide them with 

some indication as to which environmental factors are most 

important. 

6.3 Directions for Future Research 

Several possible avenues for future research are 

suggested based on the results of this study. The first 
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suggestion is a general observation about research 

investigating human resource management issues. A large 

amount of work remains to be done before we will have a 

relatively complete picture of the factors that affect 

workers' job stress, job satisfaction, and performance. 

This is clearly seen in the modest amount of variance 

explained in this study's statistical analyses (R2s range 

from 7 percent to 23 percent for the models with 

significant interactions). While lOW, these numbers are 

generally consistent with those in prior research. For 

example, in Brownell's (1981) field-based managerial 

accounting study in which he examined job satisfaction and 

performance, he reported R2s of 14 percent and 27 percent. 

Second, the large accounting firms continue to evolve 

with regard to their level of audit structure. As noted in 

chapter five, one of the firms that has historically been 

classified as a structured firm recently discontinued its 

policy of requiring the use of pre-printed audit programs 

on all audit engagements. Although this is only one of 

many policies and practices that contributed to this firm's 

structure classification, other changes at this and other 

firms will undoubtedly continue to occur. This suggests 

that regular re-assessments will need to be made regarding 

the firms' structure level in order to comfortably rely on 
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audit firm structure as a research construct. 

Third, chapter five documented that auditors at 

structured and unstructured firms perceived their 

supervisors differently. Specifically, supervisors at 

structured firms are perceived to impose less control and 

to provide more information than supervisors at 

unstructured firms. One possibility is that different 

structure levels require different leadership styles. 

Research that attempts to develop expectations regarding 

supervisory differences based on firm structure level may 

provide additional insights into the work environment at 

the large accounting firms. 

Fourth, several of the work environment variables 

measured in this study were found consistentl~ to have 

direct effects on at least one of the dependent variables 

(i.e., job stress, job satisfaction, and performance). 

Based on the fact that it was the only variable to have a 

significant direct effect on all three dependent variables, 

the most important environmental variable examined in this 

study is role ambiguity. In each case, high levels of role 

ambiguity had a negative effect (i.e., increased job 

~o regressions were estimated for each hypothesis in this 
study: one using the general locus of control measure and the other 
using the work-specific measure. Therefore, the term "consistently" 
is used here to mean that a variable was found to have a significant 
direct effect in both regressions. 



107 

stress, decreased job satisfaction, or decreased 

performance). Role conflict also had a significantly 

negative effect on job stress and job satisfaction. More 

research is needed to investigate ways of reducing role 

stress and/or mitigating its effects in the large 

accounting firm environment. other relationships were also 

found that may deserve further investigation, including the 

negative effect on job stress of high perceived levels of 

influence on an audit, and the negative effect on job 

satisfaction of high perceived levels of supervisor imposed 

control. The effects of requiring the use of the firms' 

audit tools were mixed. High perceived levels of this 

variable had a negative effect on job satisfaction but a 

positive effect on performance. 

The final area suggested here for future research 

concerns the locus of control measures. As discussed in 

chapter four, the general locus of control scale was 

designed by Rotter (1966) such that it could be used in a 

variety of settings. This is both a strength and a 

weakness of the measure. Rotter (1975) acknowledged that 

the scale may have lower predictive ability in any given 

setting than would be possible by using a scale developed 

specifically for that setting. As a result, several 

situation-specific measures have been subsequently 

developed, including Spector's (1988) "Work Locus of 
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control Scale." The goal of these new measures is to 

improve the predictive ability of the locus of control 

construct in the specific environment for which the new 

scales are developed. Results of the current study do not 

provide support that the work-specific measure has 

accomplished this goal. Of the five significant 

interactions found in this study, two included the general 

locus of control measure and three included the work

specific measure. However, in Blau's (1993) study, which 

used bank tellers as subjects, the only significant 

relationships found were those that included the work

specific measure. Clearly, more research is needed in this 

area so that researchers can be confident that they are 

using the most appropriate measure. Perhaps with more 

refinements, the work-specific measure will be able to 

consistently provide the higher predictive ability in 

employment settings that it is designed to provide. 
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APPENDIX A: TABLES 



Table 1 
Summary of Variables and Descriptive Statistics 

Variable (Definition) 

STRESS (Job stress 
measure) 

SATIS (Job satis
faction measure) 

PERF (Self-assessed 
performance measure) 

GLOe (General locus 
of control measure) 

WLoe (Work locus of 
control measure) 

FORMAL (Formalization 
measure) 

SIM (Similarity of 
audits measure) 

TOOLS (Require use of 
audit tools measure) 

SUPV1 (Supervisor 
measure #1: provide 
information) 

SUPV2 (Supervisor 
measure #2: impose 
control) 

INFLU (Influence on 
an audit measure) 

ROLA (Role ambiguity 
measure) 

ROLe (Role conflict 
measure) 

MONTHS (Months of 
audit experience) 

# of Questions possible Range Median 
eronbach's ex Observed Range HI 

8 8 - 48 34.0 
0.84 11 - 48 373 

4 4 - 28 19.0 
0.87 5 - 26 374 

14 14 - 98 70.0 
0.89 42 - 94 368 

23 0 - 23 9.0 
0.74 1 - 22 350 

16 16 - 96 42.0 
0.81 17 - 68 367 

8 8 - 48 36.0 
0.84 16 - 48 373 

1 1 - 6 4.0 
N/A 1 - 6 373 

2 2 - 12 10.0 
0.64 2 - 12 373 

4 4 - 20 14.0 
0.77 4 - 20 373 

4 4 - 20 10.0 
0.66 5 - 20 374 

1 1 - 5 3.0 
N/A 1 - 5 375 

6 6 - 36 16.0 
0.77 7 - 28 368 

8 8 - 48 28.0 
0.80 10 - 47 364 

1 N/A 28.0 
N/A 2 - 108 374 
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Mean 
SD 

33.6 
7.6 

18.6 
3.7 

69.8 
9.2 

9.4 
3.9 

41.8 
9.0 

35.2 
6.4 

3.7 
1.4 

10.1 
1.9 

13.3 
2.9 

10.2 
2.9 

3.0 
1.0 

16.1 
4.2 

28.4 
7.2 

30.8 
16.5 

Note: IQuestionnaires were received from 375 auditors; however, some 
of the respondents did not answer all of the questions. The 
individual "Ns" above reflect the number of auditors who 
answered all of the questions pertaining to each of the 
individual measures. 
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Table 2 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Among Variables 

STRESS SATIS PERF GLOC WLOC FORMAL SIM 

STRESS 1.00 

SATIS -0.27* 1.00 

PERF -0.05 0.15 1.00 

GLOC 0.03 -0.13 -0.14 1.00 

WLOC 0.13 -0.32* -0.11 0.34* 1.00 

FORMAL -0.04 0.09 0.05 -0.06 -0.20** 1.00 

SIM 0.01 -0.08 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.06 1.00 

TOOLS -0.01 -0.01 0.13 -0.07 -0.12 0.39* 0.09 

SUPV1 -0.16 0.18 0.02 0.07 -0.07 0.14 -0.11 

SUPV2 0.15 -0.24* -0.04 0.03 0.17 0.03 0.02 

INFLU 0.06 0.19** 0.20** -0.14 -0.15 -0.09 -0.01 

ROLA 0.22* -0.34* -0.25* 0.06 0.25* -0~36* 0.01 

ROLC 0.35* -0.29* 0.01 0.16 0.22* -0.12 0.09 

MONTHS 0.04 0.11 0.23* -0.10 -0.01 -0.08 0.03 

TOOLS SUPV1 SUPV2 INFLU ROLA ROLC MONTHS 

TOOLS 1.00 

SUPV1 0.08 1.00 

SUPV2 -0.06 -0.25* 1.00 

INFLU -0.02 -0.07 -0.22* 1.00 

ROLA -0.21** -0.23* 0.12 -0.21** 1.00 

ROLC -0.06 -0.23* 0.14 -0.08 0.26* 1.00 

MONTHS -0.06 -0.12 -0.18 0.64* -0.15 0.04 1.00 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 
N = 320 

* = significant at 0.01, two-tailed. 
** = significant at 0.05, two-tailed. 

*** = significant at 0.10, two-tailed. 
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Table 3 
Response Rates--OVerall and by Firm structure Level 

Unstructured structured 
Firms Firms OVerall 

Questionnaires 
Distributed 431 435 866 

Questionnaires 
Returned 184 191 375 

Response Rate 43% 44% 43% 
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Table 4 
Descriptive statistics on Participants by Firm structure Level 

Unstructured Firms structured Firms 

Question Nt Mean SD Nt Mean SD 

Months of Auditing 
Experience 184 31.2 17.8 190 30.5 15.3 

Number of Audits 
Worked On 173 20.6 16.1 183 20.7 12.2 

Time spent Completing 
Questionnaire (minutes) 182 27.7 8.5 189 28.9 9.3 

Note: tQuestionnaires were received from 184 auditors at 
unstructured firms and 191 auditors at structured firms; 
however, some of the respondents did not answer all of the 
questions. The individual "Ns" above reflect the number of 
auditors who answered each of the questions. 
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Table 5 
Auditor Responses--Unstructured Firms vs. structured Firms 

Variable 

STRESS 

SATIS 

PERF 

GLOC 

WLOC 

FORMAL 

S1M 

TOOLS 

SUPV1 

SUPV2 

INFLU 

ROLA 

ROLC 

Notes: 

unstructured Firms 

183 35.1 

183 18.0 

183 70.5 

173 9.4 

180 42.7 

183 35.9 

183 3.8 

183 10.2 

184 13.0 

184 10.S 

184 2.9 

182 16.6 

178 30.1 

so 

7.0 

3.9 

9.3 

3.7 

8.8 

6.1 

1.3 

1.8 

2.9 

2.9 

1.0 

4.2 

6.S 

structured Firms 

190 32.1 

191 19.1 

187 69.1 

177 9.5 

187 41.0 

190 34.5 

190 3.7 

190 10.0 

189 13.6 

190 9.8 

191 3.1 

186 1S.6 

186 26.7 

so 

7.9 

3.S 

9.1 

4.0 

9.1 

6.S 

1.4 

2.0 

2.9 

2.9 

0.9 

4.1 

7.6 

Mean 
o if ferences2 

3.0* 

(1.1)* 

1.4 

(0.1) 

1.7*** 

1.4** 

0.1 

0.2 

(0.6) *** 

0.7** 

(0.2)** 

1.0** 

3.4* 

For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

IQuestionnaires were received from 184 auditors at 
unstructured firms and 191 auditors at structured firms; 
however, some of the respondents did not answer all of the 
questions. The individual "Ne" above reflect the number of 
auditors who answered all of the questions pertaining to each 
of the individual measures. 

~he mean differences are computed by subtracting the 
structured firm means from the unstructured firm means. 

* = significant at 0.01, two-tailed. 
** = significant at 0.05, two-tailed. 
**~ significant at 0.10, two-tailed. 
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Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: STRESS 
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Independent variables: GLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed Control and Role stress, and Their Interaction (H1a and H1b) 

standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions} 
Intercept 33.622 0.391 85.915 0.000 

GLOC -0.023 0.103 -0.229 0.819 

FORMAL 0.102 0.071 1.432 0.153 

SIM -0.091 0.288 -0.315 0.753 

TOOLS 0.119 0.221 0.538 0.591 

SUPV1 -0.099 0.147 -0.668 0.504 

SUPV2 0.276 0.149 1.859 0.064 

INFLU 1.126 0.516 2.184 0.030 

ROLA 0.325 0.105 3.099 0.002 

ROLC 0.345 0.058 5.953 0.000 

MONTHS -0.016 0.031 -0.514 0.607 

Interactions: 
(Hla} 

GLOC x FORMAL -0.011 0.019 -0.568 0.571 

GLOe x SIM 0.018 0.076 0.237 0.813 

GLOe x TOOLS 0.028 0.055 0.504 0.614 

GLOe x SUPV1 0.039 0.040 0.967 0.334 

GLOC x SUPV2 -0.009 0.036 -0.258 0.797 

GLOC x INFLU -0.036 0.110 -0.327 0.744 

(Hlb} 
GLOe x ROLA 0.007 0.029 0.241 0.810 

GLOC x ROLC 0.034 0.015 2.238 0.026 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.152 
N = 331 



Table 7 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: STRESS 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed Control and Role stress, and Their Interaction (H1a and H1b) 

standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions) 
Intercept 33.653 0.394 85.348 0.000 

WLOC 0.047 0.045 1.035 0.302 

FORMAL 0.123 0.070 1.756 0.080 

SIM -0.044 0.279 -0.157 0.876 

TOOLS 0.134 0.2:..8 0.615 0.539 

SUPV1 -0.124 0.145 -0.855 0.393 

SUPV2 0.242 0.150 1.610 0.108 

INFLU 1.323 0.500 2.644 0.009 

ROLA 0.292 0.104 2.802 0.005 

ROLC 0.315 0.056 5.670 0.000 

MONTHS -0.019 0.030 -0.645 0.520 

Interactions: 
(H1a) 

WLOC x FORMAL -0.003 0.008 -0.393 0.694 

WLOC x SIM -0.011 0.031 -0.349 0.727 

WLOC x TOOLS 0.012 0.024 0.488 0.626 

WLOC x SUPV1 0.022 0.017 1.269 0.205 

WLOC x SUPV2 -0.009 0.017 -0.519 0.604 

WLOC x INFLU -0.027 0.044 -0.607 0.544 

(H1b) 
WLOC x ROLA 0.012 0.012 0.959 0.338 

WLOC x ROLC 0.001 0.006 0.088 0.930 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.148 
N = 345 
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Regression Results 

Dependent variable: STRESS 
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Independent Variables: GLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H1c) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(NO Predictions) 
Intercept 32.200 0.566 56.899 0.000 

GLOC 0.193 0.141 1.369 0.172 

STRUCTURE 2.952 0.804 3.672 0.000 

MONTHS 0.031 0.024 1.271 0.205 

Interaction: 
(H1c) 

GLOC x STRUCTURE -0.183 0.209 -0.874 0.383 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.036 
N = 347 
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Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: STRESS 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H1c) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions) 
Intercept 32.271 0.544 59.291 0.000 

WLOC 0.151 0.060 2.531 0.012 

STRUCTURE 2.752 0.776 3.545 0.000 

MONTHS 0.030 0.023 1.269 0.205 

Interaction: 
{H1c) 

WLOC x STRUCTURE -0.079 0.086 -0.916 0.360 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.052 
N = 364 
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Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: SATIS 
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Independent Variables: GLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed Control and Role Stress, and Their Interaction (H2a and H2b) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictionsl 
Intercept 18.517 0.188 98.590 0.000 

GLOe -0.084 0.049 -1.699 0.090 

FORMAL 0.011 0.034 0.310 0.757 

SIM -0.133 0.139 -0.956 0.340 

TOOLS -0.239 0.106 -2.257 0.025 

SUPVl 0.096 0.071 1.353 0.177 

SUPV2 -0.189 0.071 -2.641 0.009 

INFLU 0.390 0.248 1.573 0.117 

ROLA -0.226 0.050 -4.493 0.000 

ROLe -0.099 0.028 -3.562 0.000 

MONTHS -0.001 0.015 -0.050 0.960 

Interactions: 
(H2a} 

GLOe x FORMAL -0.006 0.009 -0.700 0.484 

GLOe x SIM -0.019 0.036 -0.518 0.604 

GLOe x TOOLS -0.005 0.026 -0.189 0.850 

GLOe x SUPVl 0.013 0.019 0.699 0.485 

GLOe x SUPV2 0.026 0.017 1.530 0.127 

GLOe x INFLU -0.058 0.053 -1.100 0.272 

(H2b} 
GLOe x ROLA -0.019 0.014 -1.372 0.171 

GLOe x ROLe -0.008 0.007 -1.141 0.255 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.201 
N = 332 



Table 11 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: SATIS 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed Control and Role stress, and Their Interaction (H2a and H2b) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions} 
Intercept 18.664 0.187 99.902 0.000 

WLOC -0.079 0.022 -3.689 0.000 

FORMAL -0.014 0.033 -0.412 0.681 

SIM -0.145 0.133 -1.094 0.275 

TOOLS -0.185 0.103 -1.792 0.074 

SUPV1 0.107 0.069 1.551 0.122 

SUPV2 -0.126 0.071 -1.764 0.079 

INFLU 0.263 0.237 1.108 0.269 

ROLA -0.201 0.049 -4.071 0.000 

ROLC -0.092 0.026 -3.488 0.001 

MONTHS 0.010 0.014 0.685 0.494 

Interactions: 
(H2a) 

WLOC x FORMAL -0.002 0.004 -0.532 0.595 

WLOC x SIM 0.018 0.015 1.262 0.208 

WLOC x TOOLS -0.007 0.012 -0.567 0.571 

WLOC x SUPV1 -0.005 0.008 -0.633 0.527 

WLOC x SUPV2 -0.000 0.008 -0.029 0.977 

WLOC x INFLU -0.016 0.021 -0.780 0.436 

(H2b) 
WLOC x ROLA -0.012 0.006 -2.143 0.033 

WLOC x ROLC -0.005 0.003 -1.780 0.076 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.234 
N = 346 



Table 12 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: SATIS 
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Independent variables: GLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H2c) 

standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
{No Predictions} 
Intercept 19.117 0.273 70.009 0.000 

GLOC -0.122 0.068 -1. 788 0.075 

STRUCTURE -1.107 0.388 -2.850 0.005 

MONTHS 0.018 0.012 1.568 0.118 

Interaction: 
{H2c} 

GLOC x STRUCTURE -0.024 0.101 -0.241 0.809 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.039 
N = 348 



Table 13 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: SATIS 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H2c) 

standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions} 
Intercept 19.028 0.257 73.935 0.000 

WLOC -0.116 0.028 -4.102 0.000 

STRUCTURE -0.947 0.368 -2.576 0.010 

MONTHS 0.024 0.011 2.199 0.029 

Interaction: 
(H2c} 

WLOC x STRUCTURE -0.022 0.041 -0.527 0.599 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.118 
N = 365 



Table 14 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: PERF 
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Independent Variables: GLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed control and Role Stress, and Their Interaction (H3a and H3b) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions) 
Intercept 69.849 0.502 139.237 0.000 

GLOe -0.298 0.132 -2.256 0.025 

FORMAL -0.075 0.092 -0.819 0.414 

SIM -0.404 0.371 -1.090 0.276 

TOOLS 0.487 0.284 1. 715 0.087 

SUPV1 0.084 0.190 0.444 0.658 

SUPV2 0.150 0.192 0.782 0.435 

INFLU 0.475 0.668 0.712 0.477 

ROLA -0.465 0.135 -3.456 0.001 

ROLe 0.102 0.075 1.362 0.174 

MONTHS 0.087 0.040 2.167 0.031 

Interactions: 
(H3a) 

GLOe x FORMAL -0.038 0.024 -1.584 0.114 

GLOe x SIM 0.088 0.098 0.903 0.367 

GLOe x TOOLS -0.025 0.071 -0.352 0.725 

GLOe x SUPV1 0.005 0.052 0.102 0.919 

GLOC x SUPV2 -0.009 0.047 -0.199 0.842 

GLOe x INFLU -0.173 0.143 -1.210 0.227 

(H3b} 
GLOC x ROLA -0.026 0.038 -0.697 0.486 

GLOe x ROLe -0.004 0.019 -0.226 0.821 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.089 
N = 328 



Table 15 
Regression Results 

Dependent Variable: PERF 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, Subjectively-Assessed Measures of 
Imposed Control and Role Stress, and Their Interaction (H3a and H3b) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions) 
Intercept 69.654 0.503 138.547 0.000 

WLOC -0.055 0.058 -0.954 0.341 

FORMAL -0.077 0.090 -0.854 0.394 

SIM -0.267 0.358 -0.747 0.456 

TOOLS 0.606 0.278 2.178 0.030 

SUPVl 0.043 0.186 0.229 0.819 

SUPV2 0.105 0.194 0.543 0.588 

INFLU 0.499 0.646 0.772 0.440 

ROLA -0.450 0.133 -3.386 0.001 

ROLC 0.116 0.071 1.625 0.105 

MONTHS 0.094 0.038 2.475 0.014 

Interactions 
(H3el 

WLOC x FORMAL -0.009 0.010 -0.947 0.344 

WLOC x SIM -0.002 0.039 -0.059 0.953 

WLOC x TOOLS 0.049 0.031 1.582 0.115 

WLOC x SUPV1 -0.037 0.022 -1.683 0.09;) 

WLOC x SUPV2 -0.022 0.021 -1.028 0.305 

WLOC x INFLU -0.049 0.056 -0.875 0.382 

(H3b) 
WLOC x ROLA 0.013 0.015 0.876 0.382 

WLOC x ROLC 0.002 0.008 0.253 0.800 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.101 
N = 342 



Table 16 
Regress~on Results 

Dependent Variable: PE~ 

125 

Independent Variables: GLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H3c) 

Standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions} 
Intercept 69.390 0.677 102.537 0.000 

GLOC -0.009 0.170 -0.052 0.959 

STRUCTURE 1.263 0.961 1.314 0.190 

MONTHS 0.110 0.029 3.793 0.000 

Interaction: 
(H3c} 

GLOC x STRUCTURE -0.565 0.251 -2.252 0.025 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.068 
N = 343 



Table 17 
Regression Results 

Dependent variable: PERF 
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Independent Variables: WLOC, STRUCTURE, and Their Interaction (H3c) 

standard Probability 
Variable Coefficient Error t-value (two-tailed) 

Main Effects: 
(No Predictions} 
Intercept 69.207 0.665 104.012 0.000 

WLOC -0.027 0.073 -0.375 0.708 

STRUCTURE 1.504 0.948 1.586 0.114 

MONTHS 0.117 0.029 4.090 0.000 

Interaction: 
(H3c} 

WLOC x STRUCTURE -0.162 0.105 -1.536 0.125 

Notes: For variable names and definitions, see Table 1. 

Adjusted R2 = 0.055 
N = 360 
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE 

NOTE: The questionnaire included here differs from the 
original in that it has been reformatted to comply 
with the dissertation requirements. 



THE UNIVERSI1Y OF 

ARIZONA~ 
Department of Accounting TUCSON ARIZONA 
Karl Eller Gradu;:te School of Management 
College of Business and Public Administration 

November 14, 1994 

Dear Audit Professional: 
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McClelland Hall 
Tucson. Arizona ssn1 
(602) 621-2620 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete the attached questionnaire. Only a relatively small 
sample of auditors is being used for this research project. As a result, your response is very important 
to the project's success. I used to work in public accounting and so I realize that busy season is fast 
approaching and that you are probably working hard to prepare for it; your willingness to participate in 
spite of the timing is greatly appreciated. The questionnaire has been pilot-tested by members of your 
firm and should only take between 30 and 40 minutes to complete. The questionnaire is intended to 
be completed by audit staff members (who have approximately one yepr of experience or more) and 
audit seniors. 

Including this cover letter, the questionnaire consists of twelve pages. Pages two through eleven ask 
questicns concerning your personal beliefs about certain events in society and aspects of your job. In 
addition, there are questions concerning how satisfied you are With your job, the level of job-related 
stress you feel, and your job performance. When providing your answers, please respond based on your 
feelings in general, which may not correspond with how you feel today due to nOimal ups and downs. 
Page twelve asks a few biographical questions. The questions do not have any "right" or "wrong" 
answers beyond what you personally believe. 

Please answer each question carefully, but do not spend too much time on anyone item. Also, try to 
answer each question independently when making your responses; do not be influenced by your 
previous responses. Finally, please answer all of the questions asked, including the biographical 
questions, because each one is important to this study. There is no need to put your name on the 
questionnaire, because neither you nor your firm will be identified in the research results. Results will 
only be reported in the aggregate. Also, since you will be returning your completed questionnaire 
directly to me, your responses will be strictly confidential. 

Please do not communicate with others who are also completing the questionnaire concerning any of 
its specifics until after you (and they) have responded and returned the questionnaire. The validity of 
this project's results depends on each participant responding Independently. 

Please try to respond within two weeks of receiving the questionnaire. When you have finished, 
enclose the entire questionnaire in the business reply envelope provided and return it to me. If you 
would like a copy of the aggregated results or if you have any questions, feel free to contact me at the 
above address or phone number. Thanks again for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Troy A. Hyatt, CPA 
(1 ) 
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Please read the following statements. For each statement indicate your level of agreement by circling the 
number of the appropriate response next to each statement. Response choices are as follows: 

1. Disagree very much. 
2. Disagree moderately. 
3. Disagree slightly. 
4. Agree slightly. 
5. Agree moderately. 
6. Agree very much. 

1. I feel certain about how much authority I have at my firm. 

2. Clear, planned goals and objectives exist for my job. 

3. I know that I have allocated my time properly across all assigned tasks 
and responsibilities. 

4. I know what my responsibilities are at my firm. 

5. I know exactly what is expected of me at my firm. 

6. What has to be done at my firm has been clearly explained to me. 

7. I have to do things that I think should be done differently at my firm. 

8. I receive assignments without the staff to complete them at my firm. 

9. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out job assignments. 

10. I work with two or more groups who operate Quite differently at my firm. 

11. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people at my firm. 

12. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not accepted 
by others at my firm. 

13. I receive assignments without adequate resources and materials to 
execute them at my firm. 

14. I work on unnecessary things at my firm. 

15. In my experience, in terms of tasks and procedures performed, one audit 
seems very similar to the next. 

16. 

17. 

My firm strongly encourages use of the firm's practice aids, decision 
tools, etc. (e.g., statistical packages, pre-printed audit programs, 
Questionnaires, checklists, etc.) in almost every audit. 

Auditors in my firm are expected to adhere to the firm's established 
audit approach in the absence of unusual circumstances. 

(2) 

ResQonse 
2 345 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 345 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

1 234 5 6 

1 2 345 6 

1 2 3 456 
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The following statements address the effect your job has on your health. Please indicate your level of 
agreement or disagreement with each statement below by circling the appropriate number next to each 
statement according to the following scale. 

1- Disagree very much. 
2. Disagree moderately. 
3. Disagree slightly. 
4. Agree slightly. 
5. Agree moderately. 
6. Agree very much. 

Res(!onse 
1. My job tends to directly affect my health. 2 345 6 

2. I work under a great deal of tension. 2 3 4 5 6 

3. I have felt nervous as a result of my job. 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Job worries sometimes get me down physically. 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Problems associated with my job have kept me awake at night. 2 3 4 5 6 

6. I often "take my job home with me" in the sense that I think about it 
when doing other things. 2 3 4 5 6 

7. I eften wonder whether it's all worth it. 2 3 4 5 6 

8. I have worried, after making a decision at my job, whether I did the 
right thing. 2 3 4 5 6 

The following statements describe various characteristics of jobs or organizational conditions that may 
or may not exist at your firm. Based on the conditions that exist at your firm now, please indicate your 
level of agreement with each statement by circling the appropriate number next to each statement 
according to the scale provided above. 

Res(!onse 
1. Performance appraisals are based on written performance standards 

or criteria. 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Standards of performance and systems to monitor performance have 
been established in writing. 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Schedules, programs, or project specifications are used to guide work. 2 3 4 5 6 

4. My duties, authority, and accountability are documented in policies, 
procedures, or job descriptions. 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Group (audit team) rules or guidelines to direct efforts are very clear. 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Written procedures and guides are available. 2 3 4 5 6 

7. The organization works to a written law (Le., policies and procedures 
are in writing and strictly followed). 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Written documents (such as budget'), schedules, procedures, question-
naires, or checklists, etc.) are used as an integral part of the job. 2 3 4 5 6 

(3) 
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Please read the following statements. For each statement please indicate your belief by circling the 
number of the appropriate response next to each statement. Response choices are as follows: 

1. Little or no influence. 
2. Some influence. 
3. Quite a bit of influence. 
4. A great deal of influence. 
5. A very great deal of influence. 

1 . In general, considering the audit teams on which you have worked, how 
much say or influence does each of the following groups of people have 
on what goes on during an audit? (Respond based on how much influence 
each group actually exercises as opposed to how much influence each 
group could exercise.) 

2. 

a. Staff-level auditors (people who have no subordinates). 

b. Audit seniors. 

c. Audit managers. 

d. Audit partners. 

In general, considering the audit teams on which you have worked, how 
much say or influence do ~ have on what goes on during an audit? 

(4) 

Response 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4- 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Please read the following statements. In this context (and throughout the questionnaire) the term "job" 
refers to a person's employment in general and not to your work on any specific client. For each 
statement indicate your level of agreement by circling the number of the appropriate response next to 
each statement. Response choices olre as follows: 

1. Disagree very much. 
2. Disagree moderately. 
3. Disagree slightly. 
4. Agree slightly. 
5. Agree moderately. 
6. Agree very much. 

ResQonse 
1. If you know what you want out of a job, you can find a job that gives 

it to you. 2 3 4 5 6 

2. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever they set 
out to accomplish. 2 3 4 5 6 

3. A job is what you make of it. 2 3 4 5 6 

4. If employees are unhappy with a decision made by their boss, they 
should do something about it. 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck. 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune. 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort. 2 3 4 5 6 

8. In order to obtain a really good job you need to have family members or 
friends in high places. 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune. 2 3 4 5 6 

10. When it comes to landing a really good job, who you know is more 
important than what you know. 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job. 2 3 4 5 6 

12. To make a lot of money you have to know the right people. 2 3 4 5 6 

13. It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs. 2 3 4 5 6 

14. People who perform their jobs well generally get rewarded for it. 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Most employees have more influence on their supervisors than they 
think they do. 1 2 345 6 

'16. The main difference between people who make a lot of money and 
people who make a little money is luck, 1 2 345 6 

(5) 
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The following questions ask you to indicate how your overall performance has been rated at your firm. 
Please provide what your overall performance evaluation ratings were on your two most recent 
engageme!1ts. The terminology adopted by your firm to evaluate performance is used below. 

1 . On my most recent engagement performance evaluation, my overall performance was rated as 
(please check (V) one of the following): 

THE RESPONSE CHOICES TO THIS QUESTION HAVE BEEN DELETED SINCE THEY ARE 
FIRM IDENTIFYING 

2. On my second most recent engagement performance evaluation, my overall performance was 
rated as (please check (V) one of the following): 

THE RESPONSE CHOICES TO THIS QUESTION HAVE BEEN DELETED SINCE THEY ARE 
FIRM IDENTIFYING 

(6) 
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An auditor's performance is measured by many criteria--controlling costs, maintaining client relationships, 
communicating effectively, etc. Next to each performance criterion listed below, circle the number which 
indicates your level of success relative to other auditors at the same level at your firm. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

1. Much less successful than others. 
2. Moderately less successful than others. 
3. Slightly less successful than others. 
4. About the same as others. 
5. Slightly more successful than others. 
6. Moderately more successful than others. 
7. Much more successful than others. 

Gaining the respect of associates. 

Developing practical solutions to problems encountered on an 
engagement. 

Developing an adequate understanding of relevant firm accounting 
releases, SEC regulations, federal and state income tax laws, etc. 

Possessing technical ability in preparing financial statements and 
reports. 

Ability to handle responsibility. 

Effectiveness of oral expression. 

Comprehension of and interest in my clients' businesses. 

Exercising sound judgment on an engagement. 

Projecting an image of self-confidence. 

Operating within an engagement budget. 

Listening attentively tc identify and understand the real concerns 
of my clients. 

12. Convincing clients that I understand their unique problems and 
concerns. 

13. Effectiveness of written expression. 

14. Maintaining a high percentage of billable hours for the firm. 

(7) 

Response 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 345 6 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 456 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 456 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 456 7 
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The following list of items may be used to describe the behavior of your immediate supervisor. For these 
items, your immediate supervisor is the senior (if you are a staff-level auditor) or manager (if you are an 
audit senior) for whom you work the most. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior, but does not 
ask you to judge whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Read each item carefully and then 
indicate how frequently your supervisor engages in the behavior described by circling the number of the 
appropriate response next to each statement. Response choices are as follows: 

1. Always. 
2. Often. 
3. Occasionally. 
4. Seldom. 
5. Never. 

1. Lets audit team members know what is expected of them. 

2. Decides how the audit procedures shall be performed. 

3. Allows his/her judgment to be questioned by audit team members. 

4. Communicates explicit standards of performance. 

5. Leaves no doubt about what he/she is thinking. 

6. Allows audit team members to do their work the way they think is best. 

7. Is strict in terms of having the audit team follow the firm's policies and 
procedures in every detail. 

8. Insists that workpapers be prepared in a particular way. 

9. Communicates that he/she is the supervisor and you are the subordinate. 

(8) 

Response 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
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The following questions ask you to assess your job satisfaction. Remember, try to respond based on how 
you generally feel about you job, which may not correspond with how you feel today. 

1. Please choose ONE of the following statements which best describes how well you like your job. 
Place a check mark (1/) in front of that statement. 

I hate it. 

I dislike it. 

I don't like it. 

I am indifferent to it. 

I like it. 

I am enthusiastic about it. 

I love it. 

2. Please check (1/) ONE of the following statements to show how much of the time you feel 
satisfied with your job. 

All of the time. 

Most of the time. 

A good deal of the time. 

About half of the time. 

Occasionally. 

Seldom. 

Never. 

3. Please check (1/) ONE of the following statements which best describes how you feel about 
changing your job. 

I would quit this job at once if I could get anything else to do. 

I would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much as I am earning now. 

I would like to leave public accounting and go to work in industry as an accountant. 

I would like to exchange my present job for one at another "Big Six" firm. 

I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better job. 

I cannot think of any job for which I would exchange my job. 

I would not exchange my job for any other. 

4. Please check (1/) ONE of the following statements to show how you think you compare with 
others. 

No one likes their job better than I like mine. 

I like my job much better than most people like theirs. 

I like my job better than most people like theirs. 

I like my job about as well as most people like theirs. 

I dislike my job more than most people dislike theirs. 

I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs. 

No one dislikes their job more than I dislike mine. 
(9) 
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The following 29 items consist of pairs of alternatives lettered "a." or "b. ~ Please select, by circling the 
appropriate letter, the one statement from each pair (and only one) which you more strongly believe to 
be the case as far as you are concerned. Be sure to select the one that you believe to be more true rather 
than the one you think you should choose or the one you would like to be true. In some instances you 
may discover that you believe both statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to select the QDg 

you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you are concerned. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 
The trouble with most children today is that their parents are too easy with them. 

Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck. 
People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 

One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don't take enough interest 
in politics. 
There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them. 

In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 
Unfortunately, people's worth often passes unrecognized no matter how hard they try. 

The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense. 
Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are influenced by accidental 
happenings. 

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 
Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their 
opportunities. 

No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you. 
People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get along with others. 

Heredity plays the major role in determining a person's personality. 
It is a person's experiences in life which determine what that person is like. 

I have often found that what is gOing to happen will happen. 
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite 
course of action. 

In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely, if ever, such a thing as an unfair 
test. 
Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really 
useless. 

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing to do with it. 
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time. 

The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 
This world is run by the few in power, and an ordinary citizen cannot do much about it. 

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 
It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter 
of good or bad fortune anyhow. 

(10) 



14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 

b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

a. 
b. 

There are certain people who are just no good. 
There is some good in everybody. 

In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 
Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
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Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the right place 
first. 
Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has little or nothing to do 
with it. 

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we can neither 
understand nor control. 
By taking an active part in political and social affairs, people can control world events. 

Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by accidental 
happenings. 
There really is no such thing as "luck." 

One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 
How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are. 

In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones. 
Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three. 

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
It is diff!cult for people to have much control over the things politiCians do in office. 

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 
There is a direct connection between how people study and the grades they get. 

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do. 
A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are. 

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to me. 
It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in my life. 

People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 
There's not much use in trying too hard to please people; if they like you, they like you. 

There is too much emphasis on athletics in school. 
Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 

What happens to me is my own doing. 
Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my life is taking. 

Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way they do. 
In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as well as on 
a local level. 

(11 ) 
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Biographical Data 

REMINDER: In order to maintain confidentiality, please do not write your name anywhere on the 
questionnaire. Results will be kept confidential and will only be reported in the aggregate. 

1 . Please indicate how many total months of auditing experience you have. ___ months. 

2. Please indicate how many months you held (or have held) each of the following positions: 

Position Time in position (months) 

Staff 

Senior 

Other (please describe: _______ _ 

3. On approximately how many audits have you worked? (Please count each annual audit of the 
same client as a separate audit.) ___ audits. 

4. Please indicate the approximate percentage of time you have spent auditing clients in each of the 
following industries (be sure your responses sum to 100): 

Agriculture 8anks/S&Ls 

Health Care High Technology 

Insurance Manufacturing 

Government/Not-for-Profit Oil and Gas 

Retail Utilities 

Other (please describe): 

5. Please indicate approximately how long it took you to complete the entire questionnaire. 
minutes. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 

(12) 
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