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Abstract 

Attracting and retaining qualified staff is the biggest discussion within the 

accounting profession today, and younger generations are seeking a distinctly different 

work-style.  Millennials make up the preponderance of the public accounting workforce, 

and because of millennials’ affinity for alternative work arrangements (AWAs), 

accounting firms are concerned with ensuring that their AWA options are not only 

competitive, but are also adequately addressing the expressed needs and priorities of the 

millennial generation.   

 It is ironic, then, that the literature provides damaging evidence regarding how 

AWA participants are perceived in the accounting profession.  Given the disconnect 

between the public promotion of AWAs by public accounting firms and the evidence 

regarding the damaging effects to AWA participants’ careers, this study seeks to 

demonstrate the millennial impact on AWA support in public accounting, and to 

determine the demographic profile of AWA naysayers and AWA supporters in public 

accounting.  

 This study hypothesizes that millennials demonstrate greater support for AWAs 

than non-millennials through two (out of three) distinct dimensions of AWA support, and 

that millennial managers demonstrate greater overall AWA support than non-millennial 

managers.  Analysis of variance results indicated that these hypotheses were not 

supported, but did find that females were more supportive of AWAs in two dimensions of 

AWA support, and that AWA participants were more supportive in all three dimensions 

of AWA support.  
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The similarity between millennial and non-millennial responses is surprising 

given the robust, generational differences research, but it is important to note the sample 

size limitation in this study given only 32 non-millennial participants.  Despite this 

limitation, this study contributes to the literature by demonstrating more agreement in 

public accounting with the societal ideals related to AWAs than with the perceived 

organization costs or personal costs related to AWAs.  This study also finds a 

disproportionate number of manager/senior manager AWA participants compared to 

lower ranks in the firm, and suggests areas where operational changes may be warranted 

in firms’ AWA programs.  Collectively, these findings provide insights to firms regarding 

where to target AWA support efforts, and allows future research to further analyze 

naysayer subgroups and determine possible remedies for their concerns.
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Introduction 

 “Finding, attracting, hiring, motivating and keeping qualified staff is the biggest 

discussion within the profession today…With boomers now retiring at the rate of 10,000 

per day in the United States, and with younger generations seeking a distinctly different 

work-style preference, it is clear that demographics are working against the traditional 

business model.”  This proclamation was recently stated in the AICPA’s 2016 

Management of an Accounting Practice (MAP) survey (p. 11).  This survey, which 

captures data for more than 1,500 accounting firms, collected data on flexible work 

arrangements, noting that staff competition continues to escalate and that offering flexible 

work arrangements is a necessary tool to compete (AICPA, 2016).  

 Substantiating the concerns about the changing workforce in the AICPA’s 2016 

MAP survey is a release in 2016 from the U.S. Census Bureau indicating that millennials 

(birth years 1981 to 1995) have now surpassed baby boomers (birth years 1946 to 1964) 

as the largest generation group in the U.S. (Pew Research Center, 2016).  This influence 

of millennials is even more pronounced in public accounting, with PwC estimating that as 

much as 80% of their workforce would be millennials by 2016 (PwC, 2015).  

Interestingly, millennial attitudes toward work have had an influence on today’s work 

environment.  Research has shown that millennials are interested in non-traditional work 

arrangements like flexible work hours and opportunities to work from home (Amato, 

2014; Caraher, 2015; Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; DeVaney, 2015; PwC, 2013; Twenge, 

2010).  Indeed, numerous research studies point to millennials’ affinity for alternative 

work arrangements (AWAs).  As such, it is logical that accounting firms are concerned 
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with ensuring that their AWA options are not only competitive, but are also adequately 

addressing the expressed needs and priorities of the millennial generation.   

 It is ironic, then, that the accounting literature provides damaging evidence 

regarding how AWA participants are perceived in the accounting profession.  While Big 

4 firms are keeping themselves in the Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For lists 

(Fortune, 2017), and the Working Mother 100 Best Companies lists (Working Mother, 

2016), there are numerous studies in accounting indicating that AWA participation is 

consistently regarded as damaging to one’s long-term career success (Almer & Kaplan, 

2000; Cohen & Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 2003; Johnson, Lowe, & Reckers, 2008; 

Johnson, Lowe, & Reckers, 2012).  Further, a recent study reaffirms that work-life 

balance is still a significant issue in public accounting firms, particularly in Big 4 firms 

(Buchheit et al., 2016). 

 Given the disconnect between the public promotion of AWAs by public 

accounting firms (Deloitte, 2016; Deloitte, 2017; PwC, 2014; PwC, 2015) and the 

evidence regarding the damaging effects to AWA participants’ careers (Almer & Kaplan, 

2000; Cohen & Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008; Johnson et al., 

2012), it is clear that additional research is needed to pinpoint the source of this 

discrepancy.  One way to do that is to investigate the demographics of AWA naysayers in 

public accounting, and the specific concerns of this subgroup that may be impeding the 

progress and success of AWA programs as well as the long-term career success of 

employees that choose to partake in AWAs.  That is the goal of this study.  More 

specifically, this study seeks to demonstrate the millennial impact on AWA support in 

public accounting, and to determine the demographic profile of AWA naysayers and 
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AWA supporters in public accounting.  With millennials now entrenched in the manager 

ranks in public accounting alongside their non-millennial manager counterparts, the 

timing is right to pinpoint the specific factors impacting AWA support (or lack thereof).  

As such, I hypothesize that millennial managers will report higher overall AWA support 

than their non-millennial manager counterparts, which may signal an important shift in 

the mindset of the public accounting workforce.   

 To accomplish the goals of this study, Midwest public accounting firms were 

surveyed and analyzed with regard to three different dimensions of AWA support 

(Johnson et al., 2012) and several demographic factors, including gender, AWA 

participation, and whether or not they are part of the millennial generation.  By 

pinpointing the demographic profile of AWA naysayers and AWA supporters in public 

accounting, this extends the AWA support literature and provides firms clarity about the 

attitude of the millennial generation in the workplace.  This research also provides key 

insights to firms regarding where to target their AWA support efforts.  This is critical as 

AWAs are desired by the millennial generation (Amato, 2014; Caraher, 2015; Cennamo 

& Gardner, 2008; DeVaney, 2015; PwC, 2013; Twenge, 2010), and millennials now 

make up the preponderance of the public accounting workforce.  This study also allows 

future research to further analyze the naysayer subgroups to determine possible remedies 

for naysayer concerns. 

Literature Review 

Alternative Work Arrangements  

 AWAs are becoming increasingly common in public accounting (Tysiac, 2017).  

The AICPA’s 2016 MAP survey revealed that 96% of accounting firms with revenues 
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exceeding $10 million offer flextime (at least two-thirds of accounting firms in all but the 

smallest revenue category also offered this benefit), and about half of the firms surveyed 

offer reduced offseason hours as a possible flexible work arrangement (Tysiac, 2017).  

Firms are finding it increasingly important to offer such AWAs as turnover rates in public 

accounting are on the rise (AICPA, 2016).  These AWA offerings include many types of 

arrangements, including flextime, compressed work weeks, part-time employment, 

telecommunicating, or reduced offseason hours (Almer & Kaplan, 2002; Baltes, Briggs, 

Huff, Wright, & Neuman, 1999; Johnson, et al., 2008; Tysiac, 2017).  The intent of such 

arrangements is to enable employees to better balance the demands of their work and 

non-work lives (Almer & Kaplan, 2002; Frank & Lowe, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008).  

Allowing such arrangements may be mutually beneficial since stress related to the 

balance of work and non-work demands has been associated with higher turnover in 

public accounting (Hooks, Thomas, & Stout, 1997).   

 Given some of the benefits noted in prior literature, it is not surprising that 

accounting firms have embraced AWAs.  Outside of the accounting context, it has been 

demonstrated that AWAs increase job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

(Baltes, et al., 1999; Powell & Mainiero, 1999; Scandura & Lankau, 1997).  Almer and 

Kaplan (2002) demonstrated that the positive impacts on job satisfaction hold within the 

public accounting context as well.  AWAs have also been linked to reduced turnover (or 

turnover intentions) in accounting settings (Almer & Kaplan, 2002; Collins, 1993; 

Connor, Hooks, & McGuire, 1999; Hooks et al., 1997).  In Almer and Kaplan’s (2002) 

study of flexible work arrangements, they not only found evidence of reduced turnover 
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intentions, but also that participants in such arrangements generally have lower levels of 

burnout.   

 But not all extant literature touts the benefits of AWAs.  There is also a body of 

literature exposing the costs related to such programs.  These costs can accrue to both the 

employer and the employee.  With regard to the employer, increased difficulty in work 

scheduling has been noted (Nord, Fox, Phoenix, & Viano, 2002), along with increased 

job coverage concerns (Baltes, et al., 1999).  Further, there is evidence that AWAs result 

in an increased workload for supervisors (Lee, MacDermid, Williams, Buck, & Leiba-O-

Sullivan, 2002; Powell & Mainiero, 1999).  Specific to the accounting field, Almer and 

Kaplan (2000) found that both participants and non-participants expressed concerns about 

serving clients in a timely manner under flexible arrangements.  Hence, the impact to 

employers is a valid area of concern for organizations offering AWAs. 

 Equally concerning is the evidence illustrating the negative consequences to 

employees that participate in AWAs.  Research outside of accounting has indicated that 

participating employees are resented by non-participating employees (Hegtvedt, Clay-

Warner, & Ferrigno, 2002; Lee, et al., 2002; Nord et al., 2002; Parker & Allen, 2001).  

Additionally, participation in AWAs may jeopardize employees’ long-term success and 

career advancement.  This has been demonstrated both outside of the accounting 

profession (Butler, Gasser, & Smart, 2004; Nord, et al., 2002; Rogier & Padgett, 2004), 

and well as inside the accounting profession.  More specifically, Cohen and Single’s 

(2001) accounting study noted that employees participating in flexible work 

arrangements were perceived to have a reduced likelihood of being asked to participate in 

future engagements, and also a reduced likelihood of being promoted to partner.  Frank 
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and Lowe’s (2003) experiment utilizing accountants from 90 companies provided 

evidence that those participating in AWAs are perceived to have significant negative 

consequences to their long-term career.  These perceived consequences were reported to 

take the form of reduced likelihood of selection for special projects, selection for less 

challenging assignments, perceptions of future substandard performance, and delays in 

promotion.   

These studies support the idea that “face time” and traditional work arrangements 

may still be regarded as important to career progression in public accounting.  This 

echoes the concerns expressed by accountants themselves on this topic.  In Almer and 

Kaplan’s (2000) AICPA-sponsored survey, respondents reported perceived damage to 

short-term and long-term salaries, perceived delays in promotion, and negative impacts 

on relationships with colleagues.  In conjunction with these findings, it is important to 

acknowledge the time gap in the accounting literature relative to measuring the benefits 

and costs of AWAs in accounting.  While this topic received considerable attention in the 

early 2000s, current research is sparse with the exception of studies conducted by public 

accounting firms.  This is a potential limitation of this study, but also demonstrates the 

need for current, empirical research regarding perceptions of AWAs in accounting. 

Millennials 

"The convergence of Baby Boomers, Generation X,…and Millennials is 

transforming the workplace.  CPA Horizons 2025 respondents widely perceive that 

differences in the needs, wants and work styles of these generations create numerous 

challenges” (AICPA, 2011, p. 34).  These demographic shifts, and the resultant 

considerations in the accounting profession, were one of ten themes that emerged from 
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the AICPA’s CPA Horizons 2025 Report (AICPA, 2011).  Given the sheer volume of 

millennials in the public accounting workforce relative to other generations (PwC, 2015), 

and the increasing turnover in public accounting (AICPA, 2016), it is imperative that we 

understand how millennials’ attitudes and beliefs may be different from other groups in 

the profession.   

The birth years associated with millennials is not concretely defined.  For research 

purposes, PwC (2015) regards millennials as those born from 1980 to 1995.  From the 

psychology literature, Twenge, Campbell, and Freeman (2012) consider birth years after 

1982, while other psychology studies use those born from the late 1970s to early 1980s 

through the late 1990s (Lyons & Kuron, 2014; Twenge, 2010).  The U.S. Census Bureau 

(2014), Pew Research Center (2016), and recent business literature (Stewart, Oliver, 

Cravens, & Oishi, 2017) utilize birth years from 1981 to 1995, and these are the years 

that are employed for this study.  Regardless of the exact birth years, there is considerable 

consensus that generational differences do exist (e.g., Caraher, 2015; Cennamo & 

Gardner, 2008; PwC, 2013; Twenge, 2014), and there is relative convergence regarding a 

number of characteristics that shape this millennial group. 

Not always flattering, narcissism and entitlement are two noted characteristics of 

this generation (Alexander & Sysko, 2012; Twenge, 2014).  Scholars in the generational 

differences field of social psychology have conducted a number of cross-temporal studies 

providing persuasive evidence that, among other characteristics, narcissism (Twenge, 

Konrath, Foster, Campbell, & Bushman, 2008), self-esteem (Gentile, Twenge, & 

Campbell, 2010), self-rated academic ability, drive to achieve, and self-confidence 

(Twenge, Campbell, & Gentile, 2012) have all increased with successive generations.  



     

 

16

The Pew Research Center sponsored researchers in 2014 to find out what the 

different generations believe makes their generation distinct (Stewart et al., 2017).  

Notably absent in the top five responses for millennials was work ethic, which was a top 

five response from each of the three prior generations (Pew Research Center, 2014; 

Stewart et al., 2017).  This is consistent with Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, and Lance 

(2010), which found that work centrality has decreased with successive generations, 

while leisure values have increased.   

All of the Big 4 public accounting firms have sponsored their own studies of 

millennials to assist in their development of strategies to attract and retain this generation 

(Stewart et al., 2017). The 2013 PwC study included more than 40,000 PwC employees 

from around the world, and was initiated because the firm wanted to better understand 

what appeared to be a “shift in culture” (p. 4).  More specifically, the firm observed that 

the number of millennials leaving the firm after only a few years was elevated; and most 

seemed to “lack interest in the traditional professional services career path, one that 

required intense work commitment early in their career in exchange for the chance to 

make partner later on” (PwC, 2013, p. 4).  What PwC found was consistent with findings 

from other millennial studies: millennials value flexible work arrangements more than 

previous generations (Amato, 2014; Caraher, 2015; Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; 

DeVaney, 2015; PwC, 2013; Twenge, 2010).  One of PwC’s (2013) key findings was that 

millennials value work-life balance and, accordingly, are not willing to let their work 

lives be their exclusive priority.  This is consistent with two time-lag studies 

demonstrating that the importance of work-life balance has increased with successive 

generations (Lyons & Kuron, 2013; Twenge, et al., 2010; Wray-Lake, Syverton, Briddel, 
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Osgood, & Flanagan, 2011).  PwC (2013) also found that millennials feel so strongly 

about flexible work schedules that they are willing to forego pay and delay promotions to 

get them.  It is not surprising, then, that public accounting firms are adopting AWAs as 

part of their retention strategies (Tysiac, 2017).  

The 2016 Deloitte Millennial Survey yielded similar results.  In determining what 

millennials want most from a job (outside of salary), the survey found that the most 

important factor was good work-life balance, followed by the opportunity to progress, 

and flexibility in working location and hours (Deloitte, 2016).  The survey also reported 

that 75% of millennials would like “to start to, or more frequently, work from home or 

other locations where they feel more productive,” which is about twice as many as they 

currently found participating in such arrangements (Deloitte, 2016, p. 22).  Another key 

finding in the 2017 Deloitte Millennial Survey was that, when designed appropriately and 

based on two-way trust, flexible working encourages loyalty and actually contributes to 

business performance (Deloitte, 2017).  A viable strategy to encourage loyalty is a 

welcome finding, considering the 2016 and 2017 Deloitte surveys demonstrated that 44% 

and 38% of millennials, respectively, expected to leave their employer in the next two 

years.   

Model and Hypotheses 

Measuring Support for AWAs in Public Accounting  

 Given the growing demand for work-life balance (Lyons & Kuron, 2013; 

Twenge, et al., 2010; Wray-Lake et al., 2011) and the increased use and outward support 

for AWA programs by public accounting firms (Deloitte, 2016; Deloitte, 2017; PwC, 

2014; PwC, 2015; Tysiac, 2017); coupled with the alarming evidence indicating the 
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negative career consequences to AWA participants in public accounting (Almer & 

Kaplan, 2000; Cohen & Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 2003), it is not surprising that 

Johnson et al. (2012) noted the need for an instrument to measure public accounting 

professionals’ attitudes and beliefs about AWAs.  Accordingly, they developed a 20-item 

scale consisting of three underlying factors: Ideals, Organization-Level Costs, and 

Personal-Level Costs.   

 The first of the three underlying factors, Ideals, measures attitudes and beliefs 

regarding “the role of AWAs in promoting societal and institutional ideals related to 

work-life balance” (Johnson et al., 2012, p. 48).  The second factor, Organization-Level 

Costs, captures attitudes and beliefs about “the organization/workgroup-level costs, 

inequities, and operational disadvantages of AWAs (Johnson et al., 2012, p. 48).  And 

finally, the third factor, Personal-Level Costs, examines attitudes and beliefs regarding 

the “negative personal impact on AWA participants’ reputation and future career 

prospects” (Johnson et al., 2012, p. 48).  Johnson et al. (2012) also measured Overall 

AWA Support by summing the scale items for each of the three factors separately, and 

then subtracting the sum of the “negative” factors (Organization-Level Costs and 

Personal-Level Costs) from the sum of the “positive” factor (Ideals). 

 As part of their scale development, Johnson et al. (2012) administered this 

instrument to primarily managers in four public accounting firms (more than 96% of 

participants were managers or senior managers).  With regard to Overall AWA Support, 

the mean result was notably below the midpoint of the scale range.  This lack of support 

is alarming juxtaposed with the impressive amount of support for AWAs that is touted 

publicly by such firms (Deloitte, 2016; Deloitte, 2017; PwC, 2014; PwC, 2015; Tysiac, 
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2017).  Based on prior research, Johnson et al. (2012) also tested the effects of gender 

and AWA participation on the three scale factors as well as the Overall AWA Support 

measure.  They reported significant main effects for both gender and AWA participation 

with regard to Ideals, Organization-Level Costs, and Overall AWA Support.  More 

specifically, they reported that females and AWA participants demonstrated significantly 

higher Ideals scores and Overall AWA Support scores compared to males and non-

participants.  Additionally, females and AWA participants reported significantly lower 

Organization-Level Costs scores compared to males and non-participants.  Interestingly, 

there were no such main effects for gender or AWA participation relative to the Personal 

factor.  These findings suggest that, comparatively, females and AWA participants 

acknowledge more of the potential benefits of AWAs, do not regard the organizational 

inequities and operational challenges associated with AWAs to be as severe, and are 

overall more supportive of AWAs.  With regard to the perceived negative consequences 

to professionals’ careers, however, respondents were much more unified.  It appears that 

the detrimental career impacts of AWA participation were universally acknowledged.   

 These are important findings in the quest to reconcile the outward support for 

AWAs expressed by public accounting firms (Deloitte, 2016; Deloitte, 2017; PwC, 2014; 

PwC, 2015; Tysiac, 2017) with the negative consequences for AWA participants reported 

in academic papers (Almer & Kaplan, 2000; Cohen, & Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 

2003).  Johnson et al.’s (2012) findings may indicate that implementation of AWAs in 

these firms does not preclude professionals’ from having to ‘pay a price’ to participate.  If 

this is corroborated with evidence from this more representative study (with professionals 

from all ranks in the firm; not just managers and senior managers), this should be useful 
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to firms in determining why their AWA implementations are not necessarily being 

regarded as successes by employees.  But the picture is not complete.  Johnson et al.’s 

(2012) findings suggest that male non-participants may be the subgroup to try to educate 

and target for additional support, but there is another important variable that is missing.  

Given the millennial generation’s overwhelming support for AWAs (see discussion 

above), the influence of this demographic variable must also be contemplated. 

 Accordingly, this paper seeks to demonstrate the effect that millennials have on 

the various dimensions of AWA support, including the impact of millennial managers 

compared to non-millennial managers, and how this enhances our knowledge regarding 

the profile of the most likely naysayers.  

Ideals 

Based on the findings of Johnson et al. (2012), I first attempt to provide 

corroborating evidence that females and AWA participants in public accounting report 

significantly higher Ideals scores than their male and non-participant counterparts, 

respectively.  Then, I hypothesize that millennial public accountants will report 

significantly higher Ideals scores than non-millennial public accountants.  This Ideals 

dimension of AWA support measures attitudes and beliefs about the potential benefits of 

AWAs, including improved work-life balance, increased morale, and improved retention 

(Johnson et al., 2012).  These attitudes and beliefs are very consistent with the support for 

work-life balance and AWAs expressed in the public accounting millennial research 

(Deloitte, 2016; PwC, 2013).  These Ideal attitudes and beliefs are also consistent with 

the generational research that has found millennials to value leisure, work-life balance, 

and flexible work arrangements more than previous generations (e.g., Twenge, 2010; 
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Twenge et al., 2010; Caraher, 2015; Cennamo & Gartner, 2008; Wray-Lake et al., 2011).  

Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: 

H1: Millennials will report higher Ideals scores than non-millennials. 

Organization-Level Costs 

Based on the findings of Johnson et al. (2012), I first attempt to provide 

corroborating evidence that females and AWA participants in public accounting report 

significantly lower Organization-Level Cost scores than their male and non-participant 

counterparts, respectively.  Then, I hypothesize that millennial public accountants will 

report significantly lower Organization-Level Cost scores than non-millennial public 

accountants.  This Organization-Level Costs dimension of AWA support measures 

attitudes and beliefs about the negative impacts that accrue to the organization relative to 

such programs.  I anticipate millennials will report reduced Organization-Level Costs 

relative to non-millennials based on the beliefs of millennials captured in extant research.  

Survey instrument questions pertaining to this dimension include statements about 

flexible work arrangements only working in certain (lower level) positions and in certain 

times of the year.  They also include questions about the loss of technical skills associated 

with participation in AWAs, as well as the difficulty in assessing performance for AWA 

participants.  Millennials, however, actually regard themselves as more productive when 

they work from home or other locations (Deloitte, 2016); embrace and utilize technology 

more than prior generations (Deloitte, 2017; Pew Research Center, 2014; PwC, 2014; 

Stewart et al., 2017); believe they should be evaluated based on outputs rather than hours 

at work (PwC, 2013); and believe flexible working actually contributes to improved 

business outcomes (Deloitte, 2017).  Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: 
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H2: Millennials will report lower Organization-Level Costs scores than non-

millennials. 

Personal-Level Costs 

Johnson et al. (2012) did not find any significant gender or AWA participation 

effects as it relates to Personal-Level Costs.  Beliefs about the negative consequences to 

participants’ careers were reported consistently amongst their respondents.  Based on 

their results, and other public accounting studies acknowledging beliefs about the 

negative career consequences to AWA participants (Almer & Kaplan, 2000; Cohen & 

Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 2003), these beliefs appear to be widely held in the public 

accounting realm.  As such, I expect to corroborate Johnson et al.’s (2012) findings that 

there are not any significant differences in Personal-Level Costs scores based on gender 

and participation.  Further, I hypothesize that there will not be any significant differences 

in Personal-Level Costs scores for millennial versus non-millennial public accountants: 

H3: There will be no significant differences in Personal-Level Cost scores in 

millennial versus non-millennial public accountants. 

Overall AWA Support 

Based on the findings of Johnson et al. (2012), I first attempt to corroborate that 

females and AWA participants in public accounting report significantly higher Overall 

AWA Support scores than their male and non-participant counterparts, respectively.  

Then, I hypothesize that millennial public accountants will report significantly higher 

Overall AWA Support scores than non-millennial public accountants.  This is based on 

the amalgamated research defending millennial hypotheses H1 and H2 above.  The 

Overall AWA Support score is calculated based on the collective results of the three 
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AWA support dimensions.  Based on the higher levels of support anticipated relative to 

Ideals, and the lower levels of reported concern anticipated regarding Organization-Level 

Costs, I hypothesize the following: 

H4: Millennials will report higher Overall AWA support scores than non-

millennials. 

Profile of the ‘Most Supportive’ and ‘Least Supportive’ Professionals, and the Role of the 

Millennial Manager 

 As inferred from the discussion above, I expect to demonstrate that females, 

AWA participants, and millennials are more supportive of AWAs than males, non-

participants, and non-millennials, respectively.  While I do not believe these variables are 

contingent upon one another, and accordingly did not develop any hypotheses regarding 

their interaction, I do believe these three categorical variables allow for the creation of 

subgroups to examine the profiles of the ‘most supportive’ and ‘least supportive’ 

professionals in public accounting.  While I cannot anticipate the precise ranking of each 

subgroup, based on the anticipated findings above, I hypothesize the following: 

H5: The Female/Participant/Millennial subgroup will report higher Overall AWA 

Support than the Male/Non-Participant/Non-Millennial subgroup. 

Additionally, with the goal of determining the full list of ranked subgroups, I pose the 

following research question in the context of the three predictor variables in this study: 

R1:  What is the rank order of various subgroups in public accounting with regard 

to Overall AWA Support (from most supportive to least supportive)?  

While only one hypothesis is presented relative to subgroup rankings, I believe 

the full list of rank subgroups will be exceedingly useful to both researchers and 
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practitioners.  Additionally, it is critical that the millennial manager workforce is 

analyzed with regard to their AWA support.  While there is evidence that AWAs are 

burdensome to managers (Lee et al., 2002; Powell & Mainiero, 1999), and there is also 

evidence of the perceived negative career consequences to AWA participants in 

accounting (Almer & Kaplan, 2000; Cohen & Single, 2001; Frank & Lowe, 2003), 

millennials have now entered the manager ranks in public accounting.  Based on extant 

research demonstrating the millennials’ strong support for work-life balance and AWA 

initiatives (Amato, 2014; Caraher, 2015; Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; DeVaney, 2015; 

PwC, 2013; Twenge, 2010; Twenge et al., 2010), I believe millennial managers will 

perceive AWAs in a manner consistent with the millennial generational research, and 

thus will exhibit more AWA support than their non-millennial manager peers.  

Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: 

H6:  Millennial Managers will report higher Overall AWA Support than Non-

Millennial Managers. 

Methods 

Participants and Survey Instrument 

 Participants for this survey consist of professionals from one office of a Big 4 

public accounting firm, one office of a large, international non-Big 4 firm, and two 

regional public accounting firms.  All offices surveyed were located in the Midwest.  The 

surveys were sent to all levels of firm professionals (staff, senior, manager, partner) for 

all major departments, including audit, tax, and advisory.  The survey was administered 

electronically using Qualtrics, and participants were informed that participation was 

completely voluntary.  Following Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003), 
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several techniques were utilized to mitigate the possibility of common method bias.  

Participants were informed that responses would be kept anonymous; respondents were 

reminded that there are no right or wrong answers; some questions were reverse coded; 

and the survey included questions unrelated to this study.  Additionally, since the data for 

both the dependent variables and independent variables were collected at one time, I 

performed the Harman one factor test to assess for common method bias after the data 

was gathered (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  Finally, given the increased hours worked in 

public accounting during busy season, data was collected in the fall, which is outside of 

the traditional busy season time frame.   

Measures 

 The four dependent variables, Ideals, Organization-Level Costs, Personal-Level 

Costs, and Overall AWA Support, are measured using the instrument developed by 

Johnson et al. (2012).  This 20-item instrument, which was developed to measure public 

accounting professionals’ attitudes and beliefs about AWAs, was developed and tested 

using prior work-life balance and AWA research, pilot testing, principal components 

analysis, and an examination of the consistency and stability of the three principal 

component factors.  I utilize confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate the validity of 

the instrument and its three factors.  Further, I analyze Cronbach’s alpha for each factor 

to test for scale and sub-scale reliability.   

 In Johnson et al.’s (2012) instrument, six questions measure Ideals, eight 

questions measure Organization-Level Costs, and six questions measure Personal-Level 

Costs.  The 20 scale questions are included in an Appendix for reference.  All responses 

are measured on an 11-point Likert scale (0 to 10) from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly 
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Agree”.  Overall AWA Support is a cumulative score.  It is calculated by summing the 

scale items for each of the three factors separately, and then subtracting the sum of the 

“negative” factors (Organization-Level Costs and Personal-Level Costs) from the sum of 

the “positive” factor (Ideals) (Johnson et al., 2012). 

 The three primary independent variables collected are Gender (categorical), Age, 

and AWA Participation (categorical).  Age is used to compute the categorical variable 

“Millennial” that is used for statistical analysis.  Department, rank, firm, marital status, 

and family status (children versus no children) are collected as control variables. 

Statistical Methods 

 ANOVA is the primary statistical method employed in analyzing results.  More 

specifically, a separate ANOVA is run for each of the four dependent variables (Ideals, 

Organization-Level Costs, Personal-Level Costs, and Overall AWA Support).  Each of 

these ANOVAs examines the effects of Gender, Millennial, and AWA Participation.  

These ANOVAs test hypotheses H1, H2, H3, and H4, and examine Johnson et al.’s 

(2012) results related to the main effects for gender and participation. 

 Control variables are assessed by adding them as additional factors in separate 

ANOVA models.  They are not added as covariates as all control variables are categorical 

(Frank & Lowe, 2003).  Rank, however, may be problematic given the inclusion of the 

Millennial variable.  In public accounting, rank is often highly correlated with age; as 

such, it is reasonable to include one or the other to preserve statistical power (Buchheit et 

al., 2016).  In this study, the Millennial variable is very likely to highly correlated with 

rank, and rank also presents a possible confounding variable in the analysis.  In order to 

disentangle the Millennial effect from a possible rank effect, and also test H6, 
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supplemental analysis is warranted.  In addition to including rank as a control variable, 

separate ANOVAs are run for each dependent variable (Ideals, Organization-Level Costs, 

Personal-Level Costs, and Overall AWA Support) where rank is substituted for 

Millennial.  Additionally, to specifically test the rank versus generational effect that is 

hypothesized for managers in H6, the manager participants are divided into two 

subgroups: Millennial Manager and Non-Millennial Manager.  Then, a separate ANOVA 

is analyzed with Overall AWA Support as the dependent variable, and this new 

Millennial/Non-Millennial Manager variable as the independent variable (along with 

gender and AWA participation), to ascertain the rank versus generational effect. 

 Finally, to test H5 and R1, all participants are categorized based on the 

combination of three demographic variables: Gender, AWA Participation, and Millennial.  

This creates a total of eight subgroups.  For example, one subgroup is identified as 

Female/Participant/Millennial and another as Male/Participant/Millennial.  Then, this 

new eight-level factor is analyzed in a separate ANOVA where Overall AWA Support is 

the dependent variable.  To test H5 and answer R1, the primary focus is the resultant post 

hoc tests, which allow for comparisons and rankings of the eight subgroups. 

Results 

Study Respondents and Demographics 

 A total of 402 professionals received the email with the link to the study’s 

Qualtrics survey.  There were 128 professionals that started the survey, but 15 did not 

provide any demographic information and were thus unusable for hypothesis testing 

purposes.  The remaining, usable 113 respondents yields a response rate of about 28%.  
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This response rate is on par with several other studies surveying public accountants 

(Guthrie & Jones, 2012; Johnson et al., 2008; Jones, Norman, & Wier, 2010) 

Demographic information for the 113 respondents is presented in Table 1.  

Slightly more respondents are male (54.0%) compared to female (46.0%).  Of the 

respondents, only 23 (20.5%) participate in AWAs1, while 89 do not (79.5%).  Consistent 

with public accounting trends towards a predominantly millennial workforce (PwC, 

2015), 71.4% of respondents are millennials2 (80 respondents) compared to 28.6% non-

millennials (32 respondents).  Further, 61.1% of respondents are married, and 48.7% 

have at least one child.  The respondents are predominantly from the audit3 (42.0%) and 

tax (41.1%) departments, which is consistent with the size of those departments relative 

to the other departments in the participating firms.  Respondents were 24.1% Staff 

Associates4, 33.9% Senior Associates, 32.1% Managers/Senior Managers, and 9.8% 

Partners/Principals. 

 Table 1 Panel B provides additional demographic information about the 23 AWA 

participants.  Nearly 70% are female, approximately 83% are married, and almost 70% 

have at least one child.  The generational delineation is more even, with 47.6% 

millennials compared to 52.4% non-millennials.  The rank with the most AWA 

participants is Manager/Senior Manager at 47.8%.   

 Table 1 Panel C provides the rank of the millennial respondents compared to the 

non-millennial respondents.  Millennials are concentrated in the lower three ranks of the 

                                                       
1 One respondent did not respond to the AWA Participation survey question. 
2 One respondent did not respond to the Birth Year survey question. 
3 One respondent did not respond to the Department survey question. 
4 One respondent did not respond to the Rank survey question. 
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firms, with 30.0% Staff Associates, 42.5% Senior Associates, and 26.3% 

Managers/Senior Managers.  Contrarily, non-millennials are concentrated in the upper 

ranks of the firm, with 46.9% Managers/Senior Managers and 31.2% Partners/Principals.   

Table 1 
Demographic Profile of Participants 

Panel A: Discrete Variables 
Variable Level N % 
Gender Female 52 46.0
 Male 61 54.0
AWA Participation? Yes 23 20.5
 No 89 79.5
Millennial? Yes 80 71.4
 No 32 28.6
Marital Status Single 44 38.9
 Married 69 61.1
Children? Yes 55 48.7 

 No 58 51.3
Department Audit 47 42.0
 Tax 46 41.1
 Advisory 8 7.1
 Other 11 9.8
Rank Staff Associate 27 24.1
 Senior Associate 38 33.9
 Manager/Senior Mgr 36 32.1
 Partner/Principal 11 9.8
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Panel B: AWA Participant Discrete Variables 
Variable Level N % 
Gender Female 16 69.6
 Male 7 30.4
Millennial? Yes 10 47.6
 No 11 52.4
Marital Status Single 4 17.4
 Married 19 82.6
Children? Yes 16 69.6 

 No 7 30.4
Department Audit 6 26.1
 Tax 9 39.1
 Advisory 3 13.0
 Other 5 21.7
Rank Staff Associate 4 17.4
 Senior/In-Charge 6 26.1
 Manager/Senior Mgr 11 47.8
 Partner/Principal 2 8.7

 

Panel C: Millennial vs. Non-Millennial by Rank 
Rank Millennial Non-Millennial 

 N % N % 
Staff Associate 24 30.0 3 9.4

Senior Associate 34 42.5 4 12.5
Manager/Senior Mgr 21 26.3 15 46.9

Partner/Principal 1 1.2 10 31.2
Total 80 100.0 32 100.0

 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 Table 2 Panel A provides descriptive statistics for the three dimensions of AWA 

support (Ideals, Organization-Level Costs, and Personal-Level Costs) for all respondents, 

as well as the calculated Overall AWA Support variable.  Higher Ideals scores indicate 

greater agreement with the societal ideals and advantages of AWAs, while higher 

Organization-Level Costs and Personal-Level Costs scores indicate greater agreement 

with the perceived procedural/organizational costs and perceived personal career costs of 

AWAs, respectively.  Higher Overall AWA Support scores indicate more support for 
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AWAs as this cumulative variable that subtracts the “negative” factors (Organization-

Level Costs and Personal-Level Costs) from the “positive” factor (Ideals).  Using 

normalized scores (range 0 to 1), this study’s respondents reported an Ideals mean of 

0.67, indicating fairly strong support for the societal ideals and advantages of AWAs, 

while the mean for Organization-Level Costs was below the normalized scale’s midpoint 

at 0.41.  The reported mean for Personal-Level Costs was very close to the normalized 

scale’s midpoint, and the resultant Overall AWA Support mean of 0.60 indicates 

moderate overall support for AWAs, all factors considered.   

 Table 2 Panel B reports the same AWA support descriptive statistics, but 

delineates between millennial and non-millennial mean scores.  Interestingly, the Overall 

AWA Support mean for non-millennials was higher than the Overall AWA Support mean 

reported by millennials (0.62 compared to 0.59, respectively).  In examining the three 

dimensions of AWA support, the mean Ideals score was higher, and the mean 

Organization-Level Costs and Personal-Level Costs scores were slightly lower, for non-

millennials compared to millennials.  This is surprising given the generational differences 

literature, and provides preliminary insights regarding the variance analysis conducted to 

test this study’s hypotheses. 

As this instrument to measure public accounting attitudes and beliefs about 

AWAs was developed by Johnson et al. in 2012, there are limited comparison points for 

analyzing mean results.  Ninety-six percent of the sample employed by Johnson et al. 

(2012) consisted of managers and senior managers, which is not representative of the 

public accounting workforce.  Based on raw scores provided by Johnson et al. (2012), 

respondents in this study collectively reported a slightly higher Ideals mean, a slightly 
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lower Organization-Level-Costs mean, and a higher Overall AWA Support mean 

(Personal-Level Cost data was not provided by Johnson et al. [2012])5.  

Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics – AWA Support 

Panel A: All Respondents 
Variable* Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

IDL 0.67 0.16 0.00 1.00
OLC 0.41 0.17 0.00 0.98
PLC 0.49 0.20 0.00 1.00

Overall 0.60 0.13 0.17 1.00
*Variable scores are normalized (0, 1) for comparability. 
 
Panel B: Millennial vs. Non-Millennial 

 IDL* 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

OLC* 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

PLC* 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

Overall* 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 
Millennial 0.66 (0.16) 0.41 (0.16) 0.49 (0.20) 0.59 (0.13)

Non-
Millennial 

0.71 (0.16) 0.39 (0.20) 0.48 (0.21) 0.62 (0.15) 

*Variable scores are normalized (0, 1) for comparability. 
 
 
 Table 3 displays Pearson correlation coefficients as well as scale reliabilities.  As 

expected, Ideals was positively correlated with Overall AWA Support, while 

Organization-Level Costs and Personal-Level Costs were negatively correlated with 

Overall AWA Support.  Surprisingly, gender was only significantly correlated with Ideals 

(females reported higher Ideals scores), and Millennial was not significantly correlated 

with any of the AWA support factors.  Further, Millennial was negatively correlated with 

AWA Participation, indicating millennials in this study were less likely to report AWA 

participation compared to non-millennials.  The Cronbach alpha coefficients presented in 

Table 3 are all above 0.7, indicating acceptable scale reliability (Nunnally, 1978). 

                                                       
5 Raw score comparisons are as follows for this study and Johnson et al. (2012), 
respectively: Ideals means of 40.4 and 39.34; Organization-Level Costs means of 32.5 
and 33.4; and Overall AWA Support means of -20.7 and -28.6. 
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Table 3 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients and Reliabilities 
 IDL OLC PLC Overall Gen AWA Mill Marital Child
IDL 0.81    
OLC -

0.41** 
0.77        

PLC -0.04 0.54** 0.84   
Overall 0.59** -

0.90** 
-
0.73**

-      

Gen 0.22* -0.18 0.06 0.17 -   
AWA 0.28** -

0.29** 
-0.19* 0.32** 0.24* -    

Mill -0.13 0.03 -0.00 -0.09 -0.10 -
0.25**

-   

Marital 0.17 -0.03 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.22* -
0.27** 

-  

Child 0.22* -0.14 -0.04 0.19* 0.13 0.22* -
0.57** 

0.56** - 

*, ** indicate p < 0.05 and p < 0.01, respectively. 
Bold statistics on the diagonal represent Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis was utilized to examine the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the Johnson et al. (2012) instrument and its three factors.  The 

results are presented in Table 4.  The four indices utilized to assess goodness of fit 

include: the goodness of fit index (GFI), the comparative fix index (CFI), the incremental 

fit index (IFI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Herda and 

Lavelle, 2012).  Generally, values larger than 0.90 for GFI, CFI, and IFI indicate good 

model fit, while values less than 0.10 suggest good model fit for RMSEA (Byrne 1998; 

Kline 1998).  The test of the measurement model indicated that the data fit the intended, 

three-factor model fairly well, with GFI = 0.819, CFI = 0.859, IFI = 0.863, and RMSEA 

= 0.080.  As shown in Table 4, all of the factors loadings of the measured questions onto 

the latent AWA dimension variables were statistically significant.  This suggests that the 



     

 

34

latent AWA dimension variables were effectively measured by their respective measured 

questions.  However, as the goodness of fit indices did not all surpass suggested model fit 

thresholds, additional analyses were performed to evaluate discriminant validity and 

ensure the measured questions were not a better fit for an alternate measurement model.  

Given the significant correlation between Organization-Level Costs and Personal-

Level Costs (see Table 3), a possible two-factor alternate measurement model was 

examined that allowed the questions for these two variables to load onto a single latent 

variable while leaving the Ideals questions loading to the Ideals latent variable.  This 

model did not fit the data as well as the initial model (GFI = 0.710; CFI = 0.727; IFI = 

0.734; RMSEA = 0.111).  Given the significant correlation between Ideals and 

Organization-Level Costs, another possible two-factor measurement model was analyzed 

that allowed the questions for Ideals and Organization-Level Costs to load onto a single 

latent variable while leaving the Personal-Level Costs questions loading to the Personal-

Level Costs latent variable.  Again, this model did not fit the data as well as the initial 

model (GFI = 0.692; CFI = 0.693; IFI = 0.700; RMSEA = 0.118).  Finally, a one-factor 

model alternate model was examined where all questions were loaded onto a single latent 

variable.  This model was a poor fit for the data (GFI = 0.564; CFI = 0.491; IFI = 0.503; 

RMSEA = 0.151).  As the alternative models were all inferior to the initial measurement 

model, this lends support for the discriminant validity of the three AWA dimension 

measures.  

A one-factor exploratory factor analysis was also performed to conduct the 

Harman one factor test for common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  Twelve factors 

emerged, consistent with the number of variables entered, and the first factor explained 
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only 29.72 percent of the total variance. As a single factor did not emerge, and no single 

factor explains the majority of the covariance among the variables, this suggests common 

method bias was not problematic in this study (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Table 4 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis – Factor Loadings 

Measured Variable Standardized Factor 
Loading 

Ideals: 
    IDL1 0.49**
    IDL2 0.76**
    IDL3 0.62**
    IDL4 0.65**
    IDL5 0.85**
    IDL6 0.56**
Organization-Level Costs:
    OLC1 0.59**
    OLC2                     0.21*
    OLC3 0.57**
    OLC4 0.46**
    OLC5 0.70**
    OLC6 0.73**
    OLC7 0.67**
    OLC8 0.57**
Personal-Level Costs:
    PLC1 0.60**
    PLC2 0.70**
    PLC3 0.85**
    PLC4 0.92**
    PLC5 0.57**
    PLC6 0.52**
       *, ** indicate p < 0.05 and p < 0.01, respectively. 

Hypothesis Testing 

The Millennial Impact on Ideals 

 The effects of gender, AWA participation, and Millennial were analyzed using a 

three-way ANOVA with Ideals as the dependent variable.  As there were significant 

correlations between gender and AWA participation, as well as AWA participation and 

Millennial (see Table 3), Type I sum of squares was used to analyze main and interactive 
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effects in this ANOVA as well as the subsequent ANOVAs in this study (Iverson & 

Norpoth, 1987; Johnson et al., 2012).  Type I sum of squares computes the sum of 

squares independently for the first factor in the model, and then allocates the remaining 

sum of squares to subsequent factors (Iverson & Norpoth, 1987).   

As reported in Panel A of Table 5, both gender (F = 2.66; p < 0.01) and AWA 

participation (F = 7.65; p < 0.01) were significantly related to Ideals.  More specifically, 

females and AWA participants reported higher Ideals scores than males and non-

participants, respectively (see Panel B of Table 5 for treatment means).  This is consistent 

with results reported by Johnson et al. (2012).  However, Millennial was not significantly 

related to Ideals, indicating that H1 is not supported.  There were not any significant 

differences in the Ideals scores reported by millennial public accountants compared to 

non-millennial public accountants in this study.  

The following control variables were assessed by adding them as additional 

factors in separate ANOVA models: department, rank, firm, marital status, and family 

status (children versus no children).  In untabulated results, only the firm main effect was 

significant relative to Ideals (F = 3.54; p < 0.05).  For the four public accounting firms 

included in the study, the Ideals mean scores ranged from 0.61 (SD = 0.16) to 0.73 (SD = 

0.14).  Post hoc tests6 indicated that one mean difference was significant (p < 0.001).  

Neither the addition of the firm variable, nor the other control variables, changed the 

significance of the gender, AWA participation, and Millennial effects described above.  

                                                       
6 As the sample sizes between the firm subgroups are different, Hochberg’s GT2 pairwise 
test procedure was utilized as it was developed specifically to address unequal sample 
sizes (Field, 2013).  Due to differences in subgroup sizes, Hochberg’s GT2 procedure is 
used for all post hoc tests in this study. 
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Finally, when substituting rank for the Millennial variable, rank was not a significant 

main effect7. 

Table 5 
Ideals Factor by Gender, AWA Participation, and Millennial 

 
Panel A: ANOVA Table 
Source of Variation Type I 

SS 
df MS F Sig. 

Corrected Model 0.432 7 0.062 2.660 *
Gender 0.177 1 0.177 7.649 **
AWA Participation 0.173 1 0.173 7.466 **
Millennial 0.002 1 0.002 0.067 
Gender x AWA 0.024 1 0.024 1.053 
AWA x Millennial 0.004 1 0.004 0.174 
Gender x Millennial 0.048 1 0.048 2.055 
Gender x AWA x Millennial 0.004 1 0.004 0.154 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                       
7 As expected, Millennial and rank were significantly correlated (r = -4.84; p < 0.001), so 
this test was still performed. 



     

 

38

Panel B: Treatment Means, Standard Deviations, and Frequencies 
Gender AWA 

Participation 
Millennial Mean Std. Dev. N 

Male No No 0.60 0.12 10
 No Yes 0.62 0.16 43
  Total 0.62 0.15 53 
 Yes No 0.72 0.17 4
 Yes Yes 0.84 0.16 3
  Total 0.77 0.16 7 
 Total No 0.63 0.14 14 
  Yes 0.64 0.17 46 
  Total 0.64 0.16 60 

Female No No 0.74 0.13 9
 No Yes 0.68 0.16 26
  Total 0.70 0.15 35 
 Yes No 0.78 0.17 7
 Yes Yes 0.75 0.12 8
  Total 0.77 0.14 15 
 Total No 0.76 0.14 16 
  Yes 0.70 0.15 34 
  Total 0.72 0.15 50 

Total No No 0.67 0.14 19
 No Yes 0.64 0.16 69
  Total 0.65 0.16 88 
 Yes No 0.76 0.16 11
 Yes Yes 0.78 0.13 11
  Total 0.77 0.14 22 
 Total No 0.70 0.15 30 
  Yes 0.66 0.16 80 
  Total 0.67 0.16 110 

 
 
The Millennial Impact on Organization-Level Costs 

 Once again the effects of gender, AWA participation, and Millennial were 

analyzed using a three-way ANOVA, this time with Organization-Level Costs as the 

dependent variable.  As reported in Panel A of Table 6, both gender (F = 4.27; p < 0.05) 

and AWA participation (F = 11.20; p < 0.001) were significantly related to Organization-

Level Costs.  More specifically, males and non-participants reported higher Organization-

Level Costs scores than females and AWA participants, respectively (see Panel B of 
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Table 6 for treatment means).  This is consistent with results reported by Johnson et al. 

(2012).  However, Millennial was not significantly related to Organization-Level Costs, 

indicating that H2 is not supported.  There were not any significant differences in the 

Organization-Level Costs scores reported by millennial public accountants compared to 

non-millennial public accountants in this study. 

The following control variables were assessed by adding them as additional 

factors in separate ANOVA models: department, rank, firm, marital status, and family 

status.  In untabulated results, only the department main effect was significant relative to 

Organization-Level Costs (F = 4.07; p < 0.01).  The four departments included in the 

study were: Audit (mean = 0.38; SD = 0.14), Tax (mean = 0.46; SD = 0.19), Advisory 

(mean = 0.37; SD = 0.20), and Other (mean = 0.31; SD = 0.15).  ‘Other’ was comprised 

primarily of professionals working in Client Accounting Services, and professionals that 

split their time between more than one department.  Post hoc tests revealed that there is a 

significant difference in the mean Organization-Level Costs scores between Audit and 

Tax (p > 0.05), and between Tax and Other (p > 0.05).  The addition of the department 

variable did not change the significance of the gender, AWA participation, and Millennial 

effects described above.  The only notable change with the addition of the 

aforementioned control variables was the significance of the Gender x AWA 

Participation interaction when the firm variable was added to the model (F = 4.17, p < 

0.05).  Finally, when substituting rank for the Millennial variable, rank was not a 

significant main effect. 
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Table 6 
Organization-Level Costs Factor by Gender, AWA Participation, and Millennial 

 
Panel A: ANOVA Table 
Source of Variation Type I 

SS 
df MS F Sig. 

Corrected Model 0.518 7 0.074 2.841 **
Gender 0.111 1 0.111 4.270 *
AWA Participation 0.292 1 0.292 11.203 ***
Millennial 0.004 1 0.004 0.143 
Gender x AWA 0.080 1 0.080 3.058 
AWA x Millennial 0.015 1 0.015 0.561 
Gender x Millennial 0.003 1 0.003 0.131 
Gender x AWA x Millennial 0.014 1 0.014 0.519 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 
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Panel B: Treatment Means, Standard Deviations, and Frequencies 
Gender AWA 

Participation 
Millennial Mean Std. Dev. N 

Male No No 0.44 0.24 10
 No Yes 0.46 0.15 43
  Total 0.46 0.17 53 
 Yes No 0.28 0.16 4
 Yes Yes 0.18 0.17 3
  Total 0.24 0.16 7 
 Total No 0.39 0.23 14 
  Yes 0.44 0.17 46 
  Total 0.43 0.18 60 

Female No No 0.42 0.21 10
 No Yes 0.38 0.13 26
  Total 0.39 0.15 36 
 Yes No 0.33 0.18 7
 Yes Yes 0.29 0.12 8
  Total 0.31 0.15 15 
 Total No 0.38 0.19 17 
  Yes 0.36 0.13 34 
  Total 0.37 0.15 51 

Total No No 0.43 0.22 20
 No Yes 0.43 0.15 69
  Total 0.43 0.16 89 
 Yes No 0.32 0.16 11
 Yes Yes 0.26 0.14 11
  Total 0.29 0.15 22 
 Total No 0.39 0.21 31 
  Yes 0.41 0.16 80 
  Total 0.40 0.17 111 

 
The Millennial Impact on Personal-Level Costs 

Panel A of Table 7 reports the three-way ANOVA results examining the effects of 

gender, AWA participation, and Millennial on Personal-Level Costs.  In this case, only 

the AWA participation main effect was significant (F = 6.97; p < 0.01).  More 

specifically, non-participants reported higher Personal-Level Costs scores than AWA 

participants (see Panel B of Table 7 for treatment means).  This is partially consistent 

with the results reported by Johnson et al. (2012) as they found no significant main 
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effects for either gender or AWA participation.  Millennial was not significantly related 

to Personal-Level Costs, indicating that H3 is supported.  There were not any significant 

differences in the Personal-Level Costs scores reported by millennial public accountants 

compared to non-millennial public accountants in this study. 

There were two interaction effects that were significant in this ANOVA.  The 

significant Gender x AWA Participation interaction (F = 5.52, p < 0.05) indicates that the 

gender effect depends on AWA participation.  As presented in Panel B of Table 7, the 

Personal-Level Costs mean for male AWA participants was 0.24, compared to 0.47 for 

female AWA participants.  For male non-participants, the Personal-Level Costs mean 

was 0.50, versus a mean of 0.51 for female non-participants.  These findings suggest not 

only that AWA participants report lower Personal-Level Costs scores than non-

participants, but also that male AWA participants have lower Personal-Level Costs scores 

than female AWA participants. 

The second significant interaction was AWA Participation x Millennial (F = 4.66, 

p < 0.05), suggesting that the Millennial effect also depends on AWA participation.  

Here, the Personal-Level Costs mean for millennial AWA participants was 0.32, 

compared to 0.47 for non-millennial AWA participants.  For non-participants, millennial 

non-participants reported a mean Personal-Level Costs score of 0.51 compared to the 

reported non-millennial, non-participant mean of 0.48.  Interestingly, the mean for AWA 

participants was lower for millennials compared to non-millennials, while the mean for 

non-participants was higher for millennials compared to non-millennials. 

The following control variables were once again assessed by adding them as 

additional factors in separate ANOVA models: department, rank, firm, marital status, and 
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family status.  In untabulated results, only the department main effect was significant 

relative to Personal-Level Costs (F = 4.06; p < 0.01).  The four departmental means were: 

Audit (mean = 0.46; SD = 0.19), Tax (mean = 0.55; SD = 0.19), Advisory (mean = 0.42; 

SD = 0.17), and Other (mean = 0.37; SD = 0.20).  Post hoc tests revealed that there was a 

significant difference in the mean Personal-Level Costs scores between Tax and Other (p 

> 0.05).  The addition of the department variable did not change the significance of the 

gender, AWA participation, and Millennial effects described above.   

The only other notable change with the addition of the aforementioned control 

variables related to the family status variable.  When family status was added to the 

model, the Gender x AWA Participation interaction became marginally significant as 

opposed to significant (F = 3.74, p = 0.056); and the new AWA Participation x Family 

Status interaction was significant (F = 4.27, p > 0.05).  The interaction analysis indicated 

not only that AWA participants had lower Personal-Level Costs scores compared to non-

participants, but also that AWA participants without children reported lower Personal-

Level Costs scores than AWA participants with children (mean of 0.26 [SD = 0.19] 

compared to mean of 0.44 [SD = 0.17], respectively).  Finally, as with the other AWA 

support dimensions, when substituting rank for the Millennial variable, rank was not a 

significant main effect. 
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Table 7 
Personal-Level Costs Factor by Gender, AWA Participation, and Millennial 

 
Panel A: ANOVA Table 
Source of Variation Type I 

SS 
df MS F Sig. 

Corrected Model 0.644 7 0.092 2.558 *
Gender 0.019 1 0.019 0.527 
AWA Participation 0.251 1 0.251 6.974 **
Millennial 0.001 1 0.001 0.021 
Gender x AWA 0.199 1 0.199 5.517 *
AWA x Millennial 0.168 1 0.168 4.664 *
Gender x Millennial 0.007 1 0.007 0.191 
Gender x AWA x Millennial 0.001 1 0.001 0.014 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 
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Panel B: Treatment Means, Standard Deviations, and Frequencies 
Gender AWA 

Participation 
Millennial Mean Std. Dev. N 

Male No No 0.48 0.20 10
 No Yes 0.51 0.21 43
  Total 0.50 0.20 53 
 Yes No 0.33 0.13 4
 Yes Yes 0.12 0.11 3
  Total 0.24 0.16 7 
 Total No 0.44 0.19 14 
  Yes 0.48 0.22 46 
  Total 0.47 0.21 60 

Female No No 0.47 0.24 10
 No Yes 0.52 0.17 26
  Total 0.51 0.19 36 
 Yes No 0.55 0.17 7
 Yes Yes 0.40 0.11 8
  Total 0.47 0.16 15 
 Total No 0.50 0.21 17 
  Yes 0.50 0.16 34 
  Total 0.50 0.18 51 

Total No No 0.48 0.22 20
 No Yes 0.51 0.19 69
  Total 0.50 0.20 89 
 Yes No 0.47 0.19 11
 Yes Yes 0.32 0.17 11
  Total 0.40 0.19 22 
 Total No 0.47 0.20 31 
  Yes 0.49 0.20 80 
  Total 0.48 0.20 111 

 
The Millennial Impact on Overall AWA Support 
 

The three-way ANOVA examining the effects of gender, AWA participation, and 

Millennial on Overall AWA Support is displayed in Panel A of Table 8.  The main 

effects of gender (F = 4.22; p < 0.05) and AWA participation (F = 15.11; p < 0.001) were 

significantly related to Overall AWA Support.  Examination of the treatment means in 

Panel B of Table 8 indicates that females and AWA participants reported higher Overall 

AWA Support scores than males and non-participants, respectively.  This is consistent 
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with results reported by Johnson et al. (2012).  Millennial, however, was not significantly 

related to Overall AWA Support, indicating that H4 is not supported.  There were not any 

significant differences in the Overall AWA Support scores reported by millennial public 

accountants compared to non-millennial public accountants in this study.  

The Gender x AWA Participation interaction was also significant (F = 6.35, p < 

0.05), indicating that the gender effect on Overall AWA Support depends on AWA 

participation.  As presented in Panel B of Table 8, the Overall AWA Support mean for 

male AWA participants was 0.77, compared to 0.67 for female AWA participants.  For 

male non-participants, the Overall AWA Support mean was 0.55, versus a mean of 0.61 

for female non-participants.  These findings suggest not only that AWA participants 

report higher Overall AWA Support than non-participants, but also that male AWA 

participants have higher Overall AWA Support scores than female AWA participants.  

Contrarily, these findings suggest that male non-participants have lower Overall AWA 

Support scores than female non-participants.  In this study, gender had the opposite effect 

on Overall AWA Support, depending on AWA participation. 

When control variables (department, rank, firm, marital status, and family status) 

were assessed in separate ANOVA models, only the department main effect was 

significant relative to Overall AWA Support (F = 4.42; p < 0.01).  The Overall AWA 

Support means for the four departments were as follows: Audit (mean = 0.61; SD = 

0.12), Tax (mean = 0.59; SD = 0.14), Advisory (mean = 0.61; SD = 0.17), and Other 

(mean = 0.70; SD = 0.12).  Post hoc tests revealed that there is a significant difference in 

the mean Overall AWA Support scores between Tax and Other (p > 0.01).  Neither the 

addition of the department variable, nor the other control variables, changed the 
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significance of the gender, AWA participation, and Millennial effects described above.  

Further when, substituting rank for the Millennial variable, rank was not a significant 

main effect. 

Table 8 
Overall AWA Support by Gender, AWA Participation, and Millennial 

 
Panel A: ANOVA Table 
Source of Variation Type I 

SS 
df MS F Sig. 

Corrected Model 0.441 7 0.063 4.295 ***
Gender 0.062 1 0.062 4.216 *
AWA Participation 0.221 1 0.221 15.106 ***
Millennial 0.001 1 0.001 0.039 
Gender x AWA 0.093 1 0.093 6.350 *
AWA x Millennial 0.048 1 0.048 3.253 
Gender x Millennial 0.014 1 0.014 0.988 
Gender x AWA x Millennial 0.002 1 0.002 0.116 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 
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Panel B: Treatment Means, Standard Deviations, and Frequencies 
Gender AWA 

Participation 
Millennial Mean Std. Dev. N 

Male No No 0.56 0.17 10
 No Yes 0.55 0.12 43
  Total 0.55 0.13 53 
 Yes No 0.71 0.14 4
 Yes Yes 0.85 0.14 3
  Total 0.77 0.15 7 
 Total No 0.60 0.18 14 
  Yes 0.57 0.14 46 
  Total 0.58 0.15 60 

Female No No 0.65 0.14 9
 No Yes 0.59 0.09 26
  Total 0.61 0.11 35 
 Yes No 0.64 0.12 7
 Yes Yes 0.69 0.09 8
  Total 0.67 0.10 15 
 Total No 0.64 0.13 16 
  Yes 0.62 0.10 34 
  Total 0.62 0.11 50 

Total No No 0.60 0.16 19
 No Yes 0.57 0.11 69
  Total 0.57 0.12 88 
 Yes No 0.66 0.12 11
 Yes Yes 0.73 0.12 11
  Total 0.70 0.13 22 
 Total No 0.62 0.15 30 
  Yes 0.59 0.13 80 
  Total 0.60 0.13 110 

 
Profile of the ‘Most Supportive’ and ‘Least Supportive’ Professionals 

 To test the differences between demographic subgroups, a new eight-level factor 

was created based on the combination of three demographic variables: Gender, AWA 

Participation, and Millennial.  This eight-level factor, DemoSubgroup, was analyzed in a 

separate ANOVA with Overall AWA Support as the dependent variable.  In untabulated 

results, the ANOVA indicated that the DemoSubgroup main effect was significant (F = 

4.30, p < 0.001).  Post hoc tests were then utilized to test H5 and address R1.   
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 Table 9 displays the mean Overall AWA Support scores for each demographic 

subgroup from highest to lowest.  H5 predicts that the Female/Participant/Millennial 

subgroup will report significantly higher Overall AWA Support compared to the 

Male/Non-Participant/Non-Millennial subgroup.  The mean Overall AWA Support scores 

for these two groups were 0.69 and 0.56, respectively.  While the 

Female/Participant/Millennial subgroup mean was higher, untabulated post hoc tests 

indicated that the mean difference of 0.13 was only marginally significant (p = 0.507).  In 

fact, only three significant mean differences were identified in the post hoc tests, and 

each included the subgroup with the highest mean, the Male/Participant/Millennial 

subgroup (mean = 0.85).  While caution is warranted as this subgroup only has three 

participants, post hoc tests revealed that this Male/Participant/Millennial subgroup was 

significantly different from the following subgroups: Female/Non-Participant/Millennial 

(p < 0.05); Male/Non-Participant/Non-Millennial ( p < 0.05); and Male/Non-

Participant/Millennial (p < 0.01). 

Table 9 
Overall AWA Support by Demographic Subgroup 

Subgroup Mean Std. Dev N 
M/P/M 0.85 0.14 3 

M/P/NM 0.71 0.14 4 
F/P/M 0.69 0.09 8 

F/NP/NM 0.65 0.14 9 
F/P/NM 0.64 0.12 7 
F/NP/M 0.59 0.09 26

M/NP/NM 0.56 0.18 10
M/NP/M 0.55 0.12 43

F = Female; M = Male 
P = Participant; NP = Non-Participant 
M = Millennial; NM = Non-Millennial 
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R1 seeks to discover the rank order of the various subgroups with regard to 

Overall AWA Support.  Table 9 presents this information, but several small cell sizes 

limits the power of the aforementioned post hoc tests.  Further, given the previous results 

regarding the Millennial variable, it is of limited usefulness to include Millennial as a 

grouping variable.  Millennial did not have a significant impact on any of the AWA 

support dimensions (H1 through H4), and as the Gender x AWA Participation interaction 

was significant relative to Overall AWA Support, it is prudent to remove Millennial as a 

grouping variable and examine a new, four-level demographic factor (named 

DemoSubgroup4) based only on Gender and AWA Participation.   

Table 10 presents the mean Overall AWA Support scores for each of these four 

subgroups.  In untabulated results, an ANOVA indicated that the DemoSubgroup4 main 

effect was significant (F = 8.54, p < 0.001) relative to Overall AWA Support.  

Untabulated post hoc tests, again using Hochberg’s GT2 pairwise test procedure due to 

unequal sample sizes, indicated that the Male/Participant subgroup (highest mean at 0.77; 

SD = 0.15) was significantly different from both the Female/Non-Participant subgroup 

(mean difference = 0.16, p < 0.05) and the Male/Non-Participant subgroup (mean 

difference = 0.21, p < 0.001).  Additionally, the Female/Participant subgroup (mean = 

0.67; SD = 0.10) was significantly different from the Male/Non-Participant subgroup 

(mean difference = 0.11, p < 0.05). 
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Table 10 
Overall AWA Support by DemoSubgroup4 

Subgroup Mean Std. Dev N 
M/P 0.77 0.15 7 
F/P 0.67 0.10 15

F/NP 0.61 0.11 35
M/NP 0.55 0.13 53

F = Female; M = Male 
P = Participant; NP = Non-Participant 
 

Millennial and Non-Millennial Managers 

 To test H6, I isolated the Manager/Senior Manager respondents, and performed an 

independent samples t-test to examine mean differences in Overall AWA Support scores 

for millennial managers compared to non-millennial managers.  A t-test was utilized 

(rather than a three-way ANOVA including gender and AWA participation) due to the 

limited number of Manager/Senior Manager respondents.  Descriptive statistics for the 

Manager/Senior Manager groups are presented in Table 11.  While the mean Overall 

AWA Support score was slightly higher for non-millennial managers (0.62 compared to 

0.59 for millennial managers), untabulated t-test results indicated that this difference was 

not significant (t = 0.55, p = 0.583).  As H6 predicted that millennial manager scores 

would be significantly higher than non-millennial manager scores, H6 was not supported.  

Managers in this study did not report any significant attitudinal differences regarding 

their overall level of support for AWAs as it relates to their generational group. 

 It is possible that the birth years utilized to determine millennial versus non-

millennial status is too much of a ‘bright line.’  The age range to be categorized as a 

millennial at the time of the survey was 22 to 36 years of age, and the actual range of 

ages for manager/senior manager respondents was 27 to 66 years old.  Given the wide 

age range for managers/senior managers, it is possible that there are attitudinal 
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differences between younger and older managers that could be identified utilizing a 

different cut-off age, but the small sample of managers/senior managers in this study 

prevents the completion of robust, additional analysis.  Future research could further 

explore attitudinal differences in younger and older managers with regard to AWA 

support. 

Table 11 
Overall AWA Support - Manager/Senior Manager Group 

Manager Group Mean SD N 
Non-Millennial Managers 0.62 0.18 14 

Millennial Managers 0.59 0.11 21 
 
 

Discussion, Conclusions, and Directions for Future Research 

Limitations 

 The similarity in responses between millennials and non-millennials in this study 

is surprising given the robust, cross-temporal generational research indicating that work 

centrality has decreased and leisure values have increased with successive generations 

(Twenge et al., 2010).  Such research has specifically indicated that millennials value 

flexible work arrangements more than previous generations (Twenge, 2010).  However, it 

is important to acknowledge that this study’s primary limitation is its sample size.  With 

only 32 non-millennials participating in the study, there is relatively low statistical power, 

and it is possible that the variance analysis conducted is not representative of the 

differences between millennial and non-millennial public accountants, even among 

Midwest firms.   

In this study, the only significant effect relative to millennials was the significant 

AWA Participation x Millennial interaction effect for Personal-Level Costs.  Millennial 

participants perceived less damage to AWA participants’ careers (lower Personal-Level 
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Costs scores) than non-millennial participants.  This millennial difference did not hold for 

non-participants, however, as millennials in that group reported slightly higher Personal-

Level Costs scores than non-millennials.  Accordingly, it is difficult to extract any 

meaningful millennial effects from this study’s results. 

 Other limitations in this research are related to firm selection, participation bias, 

and survivor bias.  The firms chosen for this study may not be representative of all public 

accounting firms, and firms of different sizes may exhibit different attitudes surrounding 

AWAs (Buchheit et al., 2016).  Survey participation was voluntary, and accordingly, the 

views of participants may not necessarily represent those of the larger population in the 

selected firms.  Further, survivor bias may influence the respondents’ feedback, 

particularly at the manager and partner levels, since these individuals have endured the 

public accounting working environment for a number of years.  

Overall AWA Perceptions 

 While sample size is the pervasive limitation in this study (particularly with the 

number of non-millennials and AWA participants in the study), there are still insights and 

implications for future research that can be gleaned from the results.  While mean Ideals 

scores were not significantly different when comparing millennials to non-millennials, 

the mean Ideals score of 0.67 for the entire sample suggests that respondents are in 

moderate agreement with the perceived societal ideals and advantages related to AWAs.  

Respondents collectively indicated more agreement with the ideals of AWAs than they 

did with the perceived costs to the organization (mean Organization-Level Costs score of 

0.41), and the perceived costs to the participants’ reputation and future career (mean 

Personal-Level Costs score of 0.49).  This is an important insight regarding the current 
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state of AWAs in these firms as there is generally more support for AWAs than not (also 

indicated by the mean Overall AWA Support score of 0.60).  While a statistically valid 

comparison cannot be made, Johnson et al. (2012) used this same scale in a sample that is 

now 10 years old, and found lower Overall AWA Support, largely due to higher reported 

Personal-Level Costs.  Future research could not only assess AWA support in additional 

firms to see if this study’s results are representative, but could also use this Johnson et al. 

(2012) scale to measure changes in AWA support over time.  A trend towards more 

AWA support would certainly be consistent with generational (Twenge, 2010) and public 

accounting firm (Deloitte, 2016; PwC, 2013) research.  

Gender and Participation Effects 

 Consistent with Johnson et al. (2012), this study’s results identify significant 

differences in the attitudes and believes about AWAs between females and males, as well 

as between AWA participants and non-participants.  Notably, females and AWA 

participants reported more agreement with the ideals of AWAs, perceived lower 

organizational costs relative to AWAs, and accordingly reported higher overall general 

support for AWAs (compared to males and non-participants).  This study included a 

much more representative sample of public accountants since it included participants at 

all ranks of the firm (rather than almost exclusively managers and senior managers), and 

yielded the same results for the aforementioned gender and participation effects.  

Interestingly, there were no noted rank effects relative to any of the dimensions of AWA 

support, indicating consistency in the attitudes and beliefs about AWAs across levels of 

the firm.   
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Unique to this study, non-participants reported significantly higher personal 

career cost scores than AWA participants.  While caution is warranted due to the small 

number of AWA participants in the study, these results relative to Personal-Level Costs 

are potentially insightful for the profession.  Namely, the perceptions regarding future 

career damage may be worse than the reality, or non-participants may be unsure what to 

think about the possible negative career ramifications associated with AWAs.  This is 

congruent with the reported mean Personal-Level costs score of 0.50 by non-participants, 

indicating collective relative indifference (not agreement nor disagreement) with the 

survey statements regarding personal career costs, while the relatively high standard 

deviation (0.20) indicates non-participants could lack information about such career 

costs.   

This should be encouraging to public accounting firms that use AWAs as a 

recruiting and retention tool.  There may be a potential opportunity to influence opinions 

about perceived career damage if there is an effort to communicate the experiences of 

AWA participants throughout the firm offices.  The reported Personal-Level Costs mean 

of 0.40 by AWA participants suggests more disagreement than agreement with the 

survey’s statements about personal career costs, and should be encouraging to public 

accounting firms trying to embrace AWAs to attract and retain employees.  The lower 

reported personal career costs by AWA participants was particularly pronounced with 

male AWA participants.  Male AWA participants (mean = 0.24) reported lower Personal-

Level Costs scores compared to both female AWA participants (mean = 0.47), and male 

non-participants (mean = 0.50). 
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As the sample of AWA participants in this study is small, future research should 

examine these gender and AWA participation interaction effects in larger studies.  This 

study’s findings suggest that the opinions of male respondents are significantly 

influenced by whether or not they participate in an AWA.  The male participants in this 

study view AWAs very differently than the male non-participants.  This was evident in 

the gender and AWA participation interaction effects for not only Personal-Level Costs, 

but also Overall AWA Support (where male participant scores were higher than male 

non-participant scores).  This interaction was also significant relative to Organization-

Level Costs when the firm variable was added as a control variable, indicating that male 

participants perceived lower organizational costs than male non-participants.  Future 

research could examine the reason for these participation effects in males, especially 

juxtaposed with the comparative consistency in female responses across all dimensions of 

AWA support.  Perhaps there are personality differences in male participants compared 

to male non-participants, or perhaps both male and female AWA participants perceive 

lower organizational and personal costs because it is in their best interest to believe these 

costs are minimal. 

AWA Support Instrument   

This study employs Johnson et al.’s (2012) AWA support instrument in a sample 

that is more reflective of the public accounting population (all levels rather than almost 

exclusively managers).  Accordingly, the results of this study provide researchers and 

practitioners with additional insights regarding gender, AWA participation effects, and 

AWA perceptions that are fruitful for future research as well as AWA operational 
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improvements.  Future research can also explore factors besides gender and participation 

that may influence perceptions and support of AWAs.  

Further, this study tests an AWA support instrument that is relatively new and, to 

my knowledge, has only been used by the scale developers in a single sample (Johnson et 

al., 2012).  The confirmatory factor analysis results suggest that future research could 

explore further scale refinement.  While the alternative measurement models analyzed 

were inferior to the Johnson et al. (2012) instrument, the goodness of fit indices did not 

surpass all of the traditional model fit thresholds, and a few of the survey questions had 

relative low factor loadings.  

Rank and AWA Participation  

Another insight from this study pertains to ‘who’ is taking advantage of AWAs in 

the sampled firms.  While 32% of survey respondents were Managers and Senior 

Managers, this group represents 48% of the AWA participants that responded to the 

survey.  The number of Manager and Senior Manager AWA participants is 

disproportionately larger than the number of Staff Associate and Senior Associate AWA 

participants.  More specifically, approximately 31% of Manager/Senior Manager 

respondents were also AWA participants, while only 15% of Staff/Senior Associate 

respondents were also AWA participants.  The percentage of Manager/Senior Manager 

AWA participants is not dissimilar to the percentage noted in Johnson et al. (2012), 

where approximately 27% of respondents were AWA participants, and nearly all 

respondents (96%) were Managers/Senior Managers.  

 It is possible that AWAs do not work as well for the lower ranks in public 

accounting due to the amount of “face time” that Staff and Senior Associates need to 



     

 

58

have with clients.  It is also possible that AWAs are not perceived to be accessible by 

those in the lower ranks.  These possible explanations are consistent with several of the 

verbatim comments provided by respondents:   

“[I]n my opinion the flexible arrangement would not and does not work well for 

new graduates.”  

“I also feel like most employees would appreciate being able to work a flexible 

schedule, but feel uneasy about asking to do so, especially when they don’t have 

much time and experience put in at the firm yet.”   

“Seem to be very few of them [AWAs].  If any, they are more accessible to senior 

management positions and those employees whom have been with the firm 

longer.” 

“[I]t’s only available to those who have proven themselves trustworthy.” 

“I don’t think they [AWAs] are perceived poorly, however I do think they are 

made more available to managers and above.  This is because managers and 

above more so have the ability to work from any location, whereas staff are more 

needed in person and work at the client site/from the office in a team 

environment.”   

The operational feasibility of AWAs in the lower ranks of public accounting is a ripe area 

for future research, as is the perceived and actual availability of AWAs to those below the 

manager ranks in the firm.     

Balancing AWA Concerns with Demand for Work-Life Balance  

As firms outwardly promote AWAs, it is important for firm leadership to 

understand who among them is the most supportive and the least supportive relative to 
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these programs.  In this study, male participants reported the highest Overall AWA 

Support scores, even higher than female participants.  This is reported with caution, 

however, due to the sample size limitations in the AWA participant group.  Not 

surprisingly, the male non-participants reported the lowest Overall AWA Support, which 

is consistent with the findings of Johnson et al. (2012).  As firms continue to openly 

support AWAs (Tysiac 2017), these findings are useful in helping firms determine who to 

target for additional AWA education and support, particularly if firm leadership desires 

to present a ‘united front’ for attraction and retention purposes.  In terms of ‘where’ this 

male non-participant subgroup is less supportive, it is pervasive across the dimensions of 

AWA support examined in this study.  While attempting to influence naysayers’ opinions 

about the societal ideals surrounding AWAs may not be a worthwhile endeavor, the 

specific concerns addressed in the Organization-Level Cost and Personal-Level Cost 

survey questions can help firms determine what programmatic or operational changes in 

their AWA programs may be needed to address naysayers’ concerns. 

The notion that AWA programs in public accounting firms may need operational 

enhancements is consistent with open-ended responses from public accountants recorded 

by Buchheit et al. (2016).  They noted themes regarding the need for additional education 

about AWA offerings, and the desire for professionals to be judged by productivity rather 

than visibility.  Verbatim comments from this survey’s participants also describe a need 

for better communication regarding the availability of AWAs and associated policies, and 

a need for communication when operationalizing AWAs.  For example: 
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“I also think firm management is inclined not to ‘advertise’ alternative work 

arrangement options, out of fear that more employees will want alternative work 

arrangements.”   

“I believe the arrangements are given to some but not available to others and this 

is unfair and breeds resentment.” 

“I believe that they [AWAs] are available to some employees when it benefits the 

firm, but not all employees.  I believe they should be available to all.” 

“Only a small number of people have them so I don’t think many people think of 

the alternative work arrangements we have available.” 

“Due to the inconsistency of their usage, there is not consistency in their 

application (i.e. since it isn’t a tool consistently used they are not implemented 

consistently).” 

“Individuals need to be open to communication and respect the [AWA] 

agreement.  Everyone likes the idea of the arrangement until it effects their 

timelines.” 

“Needs communication from all involved to make the agreement work upfront 

and period reviews to make sure agreement is working as intended and all parties 

agree the contract is being upheld.” 

“They [AWAs] are perceived as positive as long as the communication lines are 

open with all parties involved with clear boundaries being set and flexibility from 

all parties.” 

 There may be a need for greater transparency regarding AWA eligibility and 

AWA operational policies inside the firms.  Future research could assess accounting firm 
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current practices versus best practices relative to AWA implementation; and could assess 

how effectively AWA availability, eligibility, and AWA policies and procedures are 

being communicated and monitored.  ‘De-mystifying’ AWAs, and enhancing operational 

protocols to address the needs of all involved, may help firms gain support from AWA 

naysayers, or at least help firm leadership discern perceived organizational and personal 

costs from actual organizational and personal costs.   

While this study’s findings suggest that the increased demand for AWAs in public 

accounting is not a generational issue, it is nonetheless a topic that is critical to the 

success of public accounting firms.  In a recent survey of accountants, Buchheit et al. 

(2016) noted that improving work-life balance was the most prevalent advice given 

regarding how public accounting firms should try to retain their high-quality employees.  

This is congruent with the AICPA’s CPA Horizons 2025 Report, which explicitly stated 

that employers would have to increase their flexible work arrangement opportunities to 

attract and retain this younger generation (AICPA, 2011).  This affinity for AWAs, 

coupled with prior research demonstrating the perception that AWA participants 

jeopardize their own career success (Almer & Kaplan, 2000; Cohen & Single, 2001; 

Frank & Lowe, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008; Johnson et al., 2012), indicates this topic 

requires further exploration.  As recently noted by Hermanson et al. (2016, p. A41) 

regarding the public accounting workplace, “It appears to us that if the work environment 

today simply remains the same as in previous decades, there may be a major threat to the 

profession.”   
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Appendix A – Survey Instrument 

AWA Support Instrument – Johnson et al. (2012) 

Ideals (11-point Likert)  

1. Flexible work arrangements are an important benefit that accounting majors use 

to select the firm they plan to work for.  

2. Flexible work arrangements increase the retention of firm employees.  

3. Flexible work arrangements have a positive impact on the productivity of the 

firm.  

4. Flexible work arrangements generally result in a higher quality of service for 

clients.  

5. Flexible work arrangements generally enhance morale and improve the quality of 

work-life for those involved.  

6. Flexible work arrangements are a good way of managing the seasonality of the 

public accounting profession. 

Organization-Level Costs (11-point Likert)  

1. Flexible work arrangements are basically unfair because some arrangements are 

not equally available to all employees.  

2. Flexible work arrangements are a women’s issue; most men don’t want or need 

these options.  

3. Flexible work arrangements only work in lower-level positions and not in 

positions with greater responsibility.  

4. Flexible work arrangements may work during other times of the year, but not 

during a busy season.  
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5. It is more difficult to evaluate an individual’s performance when the individual is 

working under a flexible work arrangement as compared to a traditional full-time 

arrangement.  

6. While flexible work arrangements seem like a good idea, when implemented they 

are more likely to be abused than traditional full-time work arrangements. 

7. Individuals employed under flexible work arrangements are more likely to lose 

their technical and managerial skills over time compared to those working under 

traditional full-time work arrangements.  

8. Flexible work arrangements are likely to reduce the “face time” at clients and 

keep individuals out of the “network” at the office.  

Personal-Level Costs (11-point Likert)  

1. Working under a flexible work arrangement will have a negative effect on an 

individual’s career and/or promotional aspirations.  

2. Individuals working under flexible work arrangements can generally expect to 

have their promotions delayed and salary range reduced.  

3. Supervisors are likely to view individuals employed under flexible work 

arrangements as being less dedicated and committed to their jobs compared to 

those working under traditional full-time work arrangements.  

4. Supervisors are more likely to provide lower evaluations and recommend fewer 

promotions to individuals employed under flexible work arrangements compared 

to those working under traditional full-time work arrangements. 

5. Individuals employed under flexible work arrangements are likely to feel some 

resentment from colleagues and other team members.  
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6. Female supervisors are more likely than male supervisors to support individuals 

who are employed under flexible work arrangements.  

Demographic/Participation Variables 

1. Please indicate your gender.  

 Female 

 Male  

2. Please indicate the year you were born.  _______  

3. Please indicate your marital status.  

 Single  

 Married  

4. Please indicate if you have children.  

 Yes  

 No  

5. Please indicate if you help care for elderly or sick parents.  

 Yes  

 No  

6. Please indicate if you participate in any activity or hobby outside of work that 

takes up 10 or more hours of your time each week (e.g. club, sports, team, etc.).  

 Yes  

 No  

7. Please indicate if you currently participate in an alternative work arrangement.  

Such arrangements include a variety of scheduling options, such as: flextime, 
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reduced workloads, compressed work weeks, job sharing, work sharing, flexplace 

(telecommuting), etc.  

 Yes  

 No  

8. Please indicate the department in which you spend most of your working time.  

 Audit  

 Tax  

 Advisory 

 Other: _____  

9. Please select the category that best describes your current role at the firm.  

 Staff Associate  

 Senior/In-Charge  

 Supervisor  

 Manager  

 Senior Manager/Director  

 Principal/Partner/Shareholder  

Open-Ended Question 

1. Overall, how do you believe alternative work arrangements are perceived at your 

firm?  
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