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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Internal Revenue Code of the United States 

has become a complex aggregation of laws which have been 

enacted for many reasons. These include such things as 

raising revenue, stimulating or slowing economic growth, 

redistr~buting income, and encouraging or discouraging 

certain actions. In the past decade, amendment of the 

Code has been a biennial occurrence producing Reform 

Acts or Revenue Acts that seek to close loopholes or add 

incentives depending on the state of the economy and the 

mood of the representatives. When tax reform is being 

considered, interest gr~ups intensify their lobbying 

activities to gain additional benefits or to prevent the 

loss of existing benefits for their constituencies. 

Although not registered lobbyists, a large part of the 

accounting profession seeks to provide input to the 

changes of income tax law. This study will examine the 

role of the accounting profession in federal tax legisla-

tion by surveying selected governmental and accounting 

personnel associated with the tax process. 

1 
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The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief 

outline of the study including the reasons for conduc-

ting the research and the methodology employed. To 

accomplish this the chapter consists of four major parts 

starting with an examination of the problem. Following 

this, the objectives of the research are explained. The 

next section relates to methodology employed. In the 

final part, the organization of the study is presented. 

The Nature of the Problem 

The American Institute of Certified Public 

Accountants (AICPA), the American Accounting Association 

(AAA), and public accounting firms are all engaged in 

formulating and submitting technical and policy 

recommendations for improvement of the federal tax pro-

cess. Because a large portion of the accounting pro-

fession has committed substantial amounts of time, 

effort, and resources to the federal tax process, a 

question needing investigation is whether the results of 

this commitment have been satisfactory. These efforts 

are ongoing, thus one may assume that the groups conduc-

ting research, issuing position statements, and making 

presentations believe they are engaged in a useful 

activity. However, not all agree on the value of these 
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efforts. 

At the 1978 AAA annual meeting, a session was 

devoted to the role of accountants in tax policy. Four 

speakers and a discussant presented their views regarding 

areas of tax policy in which accountants are qualified 

to research and make policy recommendations. Several of 

the presenters noted the contributions of the profession 

but suggested that the benefits derived from these contri-

butions were minimal. The remarks of Eugene Steuerle, an 

economist with the Treasury Department, and Frederic 

Hickman, a lawyer and former Assistant Secretary for Tax 

Policy, included examples of issues in which accountants 

had made special contributions. However, they concluded 

that these issues remain for the most part "disaster 

areas" in the tax law.l Dr. James Wheeler, a leading 

tax educator, was very dissatisfied with the performance 

of accountants in the tax policy research area. He 

stated: 

Qualitative improvements in testimony on 
tax issues should be encouraged •.• on almost 
any scale current testimony is almost worthless. 

1Eugene Steuerle, "The Role of Tax Accountants 
in Tax Policy Research -- An Economist's View," p. 62; 
Frederic w. Hickman, "Role of Tax Accountants in Tax 
Policy," Collected Papers of the American Accounting 
Association's Annual Meeting (Sarasota, Fla.: American 
Accounting Association, 1978), p. 66. 
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An evaluation of all past AICPA testimony as 
to whether it was client-oriented, concerned 
with the fairness of our tax system, or neutral, 
and whether or not this testimony was backed by 
adequate research would make an interesting re-
search project. Such a research project might 
answer allegations that CPA's merely echo the 
positions of their clients. The results of 
such a study might also cause the AICPA to re-
organize its tax policy research and testimony 
structure.2 

During the 36th New York University Institute of 

Federal Taxation, several participants, all of whom are 

recognized tax experts, noted that the input of the legal 

and accounting professions did not seem to result in 

changes in the tax law. Speaking on the simplification 

of the tax laws, James Eustice stated that there must 

have been at least fifteen law review articles written 

on simplification of the Code and virtually nothing 

against it; yet, it never happens. Later Frank Wainess 

indicated that there might be some simplifications if 

only the American Bar Association (ABA) and the AICPA 

could get the tax writing committees to pay attention to 

the profession's recommendations. 3 

A more recent statement regarding accountants' 

2James Wheeler, "Discussant's Comments," Collected 
Papers of the American Accounting Association's Annual 
Meeting (Sarasota, Fla.: American Accounting Association, 
1978), pp. 72, 74. 

311 Tax Policy: Simplifiable?" Proceedings of the 
36th New York University Institute of Federal Taxation. 
(New York: Mathew Bender, Inc., 1978), pp. 1552, 1555. 
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input, or lack thereof, to the tax process was made in 

May 1980 at a symposium on the Federal Tax Process. The 

symposium, sponsored by the ABA and the AICPA, consisted 

of two days of presentations and discussions by a number 

of the country's most knowledgeable and influential tax 

experts. Several of the participants indicated that 

assistance from accountants was solicited and welcomed 

in the formulation, drafting, and interpretation of tax 

law. 4 Although the participation of the accounting pro-

fession in the federal tax process was noted, the inference 

of the speakers' remarks was that the profession should 

be capable of providing greater and better input. 

The foregoing comments of the participants at the 

AAA meeting, the NYU Institute, and the symposium of the 

ABA/AICPA suggest that the efforts of the accounting pro-

fession in the federal tax process may not be satisfac-

tory. However, these comments are not based on research-

ed conclusions, but are subjective evaluations of the 

accounting profession's performance. Evidence is needed 

to see if these comments can be supported. 

4American Bar Association and the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, "The Federal 
Tax Process." Washington, D.C., 1980. 
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Objectives of the Study 

This study is an attempt to gather evidence to 

support or refute the foregoing comments. There are 

four basic objectives of this research. The first is 

to determine whether there is a similarity of expecta-

tions held by government personnel and accounting pro-

fessionals associated with the federal tax process 

regarding the accounting profession's participation in 

the process. The second objective is to determine 

whether each of these groups is satisfied with the 

accounting profession's input into the federal tax pro-

cess. The next objective of the study is to determine 

whether each group believes a particular segment of the 

federal tax process should receive a greater emphasis 

than other segments. The final objective is to deter-

mine whether each group believes a specific accounting 

organization should be the major provider of input. 

Research Methods and Procedures 

Before gathering evidence to achieve the objec-

tives, one must answer the question of who is involved 

in the exchange of information between the federal 

government and the accounting profession. A review of 

the federal tax process will reveal that the primary 

recipients of accountants' input are the staffs of the 
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tax writing committees of Congress, the staffs of the 

individual members of these committees, and personnel 

in the Treasury Department. These groups represent the 

government personnel of this study. The Federal Tax 

Division (FTD) of the AICPA and accounting tax educators 

represent the accounting professionals. Membership in 

these groups includes accountants associated with 

national, regional, and local public accounting firms; 

accountants employed in private industry; and academi-

cians whose primary area of teaching and research is 

federal taxes. 

The data to be used for statistical analysis 

will be collected by means of a questionnaire (Appendix 

A) mailed to a sample of government personnel and 

accounting professionals. In an attempt to provide 

supporting and supplementary information, interviews 

will be conducted with several members of each group. 

Because the data gathered do not meet the re-

quirements necessary for parametric statistical analysis, 

the experimental hypotheses will be tested using non-

parametric statistical tests. A Kruskal-Wallis multiple 

comparison procedure will be used to test for significant 

differences among three specified groups, government 

personnel, accounting practitioners, and accounting 
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educators, regarding the accounting profession's input 

to the federal tax process. If the K-W test is sig-

nificant, a Mann-Whitney U statistic will be computed 

to ascertain which specific group had a significantly 

different opinion. A Wilcoxon matched pair procedure 

will be used to test each group's satisfaction with 

the accounting profession's input to the federal tax 

process. 

Organization of the Study 

This study is presented in six· chapters. 

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter II describes 

the process through which tax legislation must pass, 

from the formulation of a proposal to the issuance of 

regulations. 

The first part of Chapter III relates to the 

definition of a lobbyist and a discussion of the role 

played by lobbyists in the federal tax process. In 

order to illustrate the increasing participation of 

accountants in the federal tax process, a summary of 

the AICPA's, the AAA's, and public accounting firms' 

involvement is presented. Following this, the predomi-

nant role of congressional committees and their staffs 

is discussed. 
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Chapter IV contains the methodology of the 

research. Role theory and its relationship to the study 

is examined. The sample selection procedures, and the 

questionnaire development and distribution are described. 

In the final part of the chapter, the experimental hypo-

theses and statistical procedures used to test the hypo-

theses are discussed. 

Chapter V presents an analysis of the responses 

to the survey. The results of the statistical tests 

are presented and comments made by questionnaire respond-

ents and interview subjects are summarized. 

Chapter VI contains a summary of the research. 

Conclusions and recommendations which are drawn from 

the results will be presented. The final part of the 

chapter is devoted to the limitations of the study and 

suggestions for further research. 



CHAPTER II 

THE FEDERAL TAX PROCESS 

The process of enacting, revising, or repealing 

a tax law is intricate. At each step of the process a 

variety of interest groups may attempt to incorporate 

their viewpoints. Input from these groups can lead to 

substantial changes in the proposed legislation. 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the 

federal tax process. The process normally begins with 

the formulation of a proposal in the executive branch, 

herein referred to as the Forrnulative Process. Congres-

sional review and modification, the Legislative Process, 

follows. Finally, the process by which the Treasury 

Department issues regulations, the Interpretative Pro-

cess, is discussed. 

The 'Forrnulative Process 

The initial idea for any tax proposal may be 

generated inside or outside the federal government. 

However, when outside persons or groups want their ideas 

enacted, they must convince someone within the government 

10 
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of an idea's relevance because the introduction into 

the tax legislation process is a governmental function. 

Therefore, it is important to ascertain who within the 

government is the primary force in the formulation of 

tax policy. 

While the responsibility for originating revenue 

bills rests in the House of Representatives,! histori-

cally the source of major tax recommendations has been 

the executive branch. 2 The President and his advisers 

develop general guidelines and proposals for revision 

of the tax law in conjunction with other.executive 

programs. The Office of Management and Budget (0MB), 

the Council of Economic Advisers, and the White House 

staff offer budgetary, economic, and political input 

for establishing presidential recommendations in the tax 

area.3 However, the Treasury Department plays the 

primary role in executive preparation of a tax measure. 

It is here that the broad outlines developed through the 

1u.s., Constitution, art. I, sec. 7. 

2Joseph A. Pechman, Federal Tax Policy, 3rd ed. 
(Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1977), 
p. 34 and Robert A.Diamond, ed., Powers of Congress 
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1976), 
p. 11. 

3Paul McDaniel, "Federal Tax Simplification: The 
Political Process," Tax Law Review 34 (Fall 1978):38-42. 
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mutual efforts of the executive agencies are reduced to 

specific programs to be presented for congressional 

consideration. 

The Process in the Treasury Department 

Within the Treasury Department, the principal 

officer is the Secretary of the Treasury. He is respon-

sible for all fiscal operations of the federal govern-

ment. In addition to tax policy, the Secretary must 

deal with matters of public debt, inflation, govern-

mental deficits, receipts and disbursements of public 

funds, and international financial activities. With 

all these issues competing for attention, and because 

most Secretaries have been financial rather than tax 

specialists, the Secretaries have tended not to involve 

themselves in the details of tax matters. 4 The Secre-

tary, though ultimately responsible for all proposals 

emanating from the Treasury Department, has delegated 

the ongoing task of formulating tax policy to the 

Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy. The Assistant 

Secretary is the highest ranking government official 

devoting his entire effort to tax matters. 

4Thomas J. Reese, The Politics of Taxation, 
(Westport, Conn.: Quorum Books, 1980), p. L 
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The Treasury Staff 

The Assistant Secretary is assisted by two staffs 

which perform background work to support policy recom-

mendations. The Office of Tax Analysis (OTA) employs 

approximately twenty economists and statisticans who 

provide estimates of the revenue and costs generated by 

a particular change to the tax law. This staff is organ-

ized into sections dealing with the different types of 

taxes. Its personnel analyze the effects of tax propos-

als and conduct studies on how such proposals will 

influence the decisions of taxpayers as well as the 

dollar impact of taxes on individual taxpayers. 5 

The second staff is the Office of Tax Legislative 

Counsel (OTLC). The OTLC participates in the legal 

aspects of the development and analysis of proposed 

domestic tax legislation and assists in the development 

and review of domestic tax regulations and published 

revenue rulings. 6 The staff is composed of lawyers and 

accountants who are responsible for particular parts 

of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC). The staff member 

reviews all legislative proposals, regulations, and 

Srbid., p. 3. 

6 11,washington Report, 11 The Tax Adviser 11 (February 
1980): 110-111. 



14 

rulings in his assigned area. Although both staffs 

are of equal standing in the Treasury organization chart, 

the OTLC has the dominant role in the policymaking 

process. 7 

Public Participation 

The members of both staffs are well trained, 

technically competent, highly motivated individuals 

who perform admirably under very arduous conditions. 

As the use of the tax law has expanded to include im-

plementation of nearly 100 Federal programs, and tax 

expenditures 8 have grown to nearly a third of direct 

budget outlays, 9 the ability of these staffs to cope 

with the increasing demands has been strained. 10 Thus, 

7Reese, Politics, p. 9. 

8Tax exoenditures are tax incentives built into 
the tax system-to encourage special objectives unrelated 
to the normative structure of an income tax. For further 
explanation see Stanley S. Surrey, Pathways to Tax Reform, 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973). 

9Harvey Gutman, former Treasury Deputy Tax 
Legislative Counsel, quoted in Michael Waris, Jr. 
11 Practical and Philosophical Observations on the Tax 
Legislative Process," Proceedings of the 38th New York 
University Institute of Federal Taxation, (New York: 
Mathew Bender, Inc., 1980), pp. 30-35. 

lODonald c. Lubick, "Aspects of Legislative 
Persuasion: Treasury Department," National Tax Journal 
32 (September 1979): 284 and McDaniel, "Federal Tax 
Simplification," p. 31. 
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they must often seek outside assistance in their search 

for information relating to tax problems. Three useful 

sources of such assistance are the ABA Tax Committee, the 

American Law Institute (ALI), and the AICPA Federal 

Tax Division. As noted by a former Assistant Secretary 

for Tax Policy: 

I would say the manpower resource [of the 
Treasury] is a disadvantage. [But] we do have 
some other positive resources •..• We have the 
ability to call on people in industry, and 
various sectors •.. that is an advantage; our 
ability to get cooperation from public spirited 
professionals -- and from institutions.11 

The recommendations of these outside groups carry 

weight with the Treasury personne112 and are actively 

sought by government officials.13 

Other Agencies' Assistance 

In the formulative process, the OTA and the OTLC 

also may consult with personnel from the Internal Revenue 

llLubick, "Aspects of Legislative Persuasion," 
p. 285. 

12 Thomas J. Reese, "The Politics of Taxation" 
(Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 
1976), p. 57. 

13The assistance of accountants and lawyers was 
requested by several government tax officials at a 
symposium of the ABA/AICPA in May 1980. Mr. Lubick, 
Daniel Halperin, former Deputy Assistant Secretary, Tax 
Legislation and Bernard Shapiro, Chief of Staff of the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, stated that help of the 
two associations was sought and welcomed. 
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Service (IRS). Generally, this interchange is with the 

staff of the Legislative and Regulations Division in the 

Chief Counsel's office and the Assistant Commissioner's 

staff for Planning and Research. Since the IRS is 

charged with enforcing the tax laws, the Service's 

primary input is in compliance. However, if IRS per-

sonnel detect a problem area, they are instructed to con-

tact the Legislation and Regulations Division which re-

views suggestions and forwards them to OTLC for analysis. 

The Service may furnish evidence from tax return data 

which will support the proposals made by the Assistant 

Secretary for Tax Policy. 

After development of proposals within the Treasury, 

recommendations are submitted to 0MB which serves as a 

clearing house for Treasury tax proposals. If the sug-

gestions are found to be in accord with the overall policy 

of the President, the proposals are forwarded to the 

Congress to begin the next step of the tax process. 

The Legislative Process 

Although the President proposes, Congress rules 

on the disposition of any tax measure. Once the measure 

has been presented to Congress, the Treasury takes the 

role of another special interest group seeking to have 
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its program passed. Congress may accept in total, modify, 

or scrap the program and start anew. The Administration's 

proposals generally are submitted in the form of concep-

tual recommendations rather than a draft of a bill. Thus, 

the consideration of the proposal in the House of 

Representatives is somewhat different than in the Senate, 

which works from a draft prepared in the House. 

The Ways and Means Committee 

Within the House, the Ways and Means Committee was 

established to consider revenue bills prior to delibera-

tion by the full body. Therefore, all proposals relating 

to tax legislation are referred to and initially scruti-

nized by this committee. 

The Ways and Means Committee was originally 

established in the late 1700's and was given responsibil-

ity for both appropriations and revenue. As the respon-

sibilities of the federal government expanded, the burden 

of handling both appropriations and revenue legislation 

grew too heavy for one committee. Therefore, in 1865 

the Appropriations Committee was formed and the Ways 

and Means Committee was stripped of its responsibility 

for appropriations. Currently, in addition to revenue 

laws, Ways and Means is responsible for debt, social 

security, customs, and trade. It is composed of thirty-
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six members, twenty-four from the majority party and 

twelve from the minority. Through 1974 there were no 

subcommittes of Ways and Means. In 1975, five subcommit-

tees were formed -- social security, oversight, trade, 

welfare and unemployment insurance, and health. With 

the recent addition of the Subcommittee on Select 

Revenue Measures,14 there are now six. 

All major tax proposals are still considered by 

the full committee. With the added workload of sub-

committee duty, there is now a vast difference in the 

operations of the committee. Members are more specialized 

and when legislation is taken to the floor of the House, 

some members of the Committee are not "terribly knowl-

edgeable about the particular item .•. or are unable to 

participate to the full degree that the old consensus 

committee used to ...... 15 

Public Hearings 

The initial review of a tax proposal by the Ways 

and Means Conunittee is during public hearings on the 

measure. Hearings are crucial to the passage of any major 

14This subconunittee was established in 1977 as 
the "Subcommittee on Miscellaneous Revenue Measures." 
The name change was made in January 1979. 

15Barber Conable, Jr., "Changing Tax Policy in a 
Changing Congress," Tax Review 41 (February 1980): 4. 
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measure.16 Without hearings the Committee will not act 

on a proposal and lacking committee action the proposal 

is effectively killed. 17 The first witness at the 

hearing is usually the Secretary of Treasury who serves 

as an advocate for the Administration in its attempt to 

have the legislation enacted. Following the Secretary, 

other government officials may present their views. 

Finally, other interested parties who have been invited 

or have requested to testify are heard. During the 

hearings, committee members are approached privately by 

lobbyists, tax reform groups, and others in an attempt 

to reinforce or change the members' attitudes toward the 

proposals. All this provides the Committee with an 

opportunity to hear widely differing views and analyze 

alternative approaches before going into markup 18 session. 

Markup in Ways and Means Committee 

Prior to 1973, when public hearings had been com-

pleted the Committee would meet in executive session, 

16Minor tax bills are often reviewed by the 
Subcommittee on Select Revenue Measures without public 
hearings. 

17"How a Bill Becomes Law," Current American 
Government, (Fall 1979), p. 141. 

18"Markup' is a term used to describe the procedure 
whereby committee members review legislation and make 
changes thereto. 
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i.e., the press and the public were not granted access 

to the markup of the bill. The Legislative and Reorgan-

ization Act of 1970 required open sessions. However, 

Committee members consistently voted to close the markup 

to the public. In 1973 the first open session was held 

and most subsequent meetings have continued to be open 

to the Publl. ·c. 19 Th 1 d' l d k e rues regar 1.ng c ose mar up were 

changed to bring the deliberations of congressional com-

mittees under public scrutiny and thereby reduce the in-

fluence of lobbyists. Whether this "sunshine" rule has 

succeeded in improving the legislative process is open 

to doubt and several leading commentators on the tax 

process believe that the change has had a questionable 

effect. 20 

The agenda for the markup session is set by the 

pamphlet prepared by the staff of the Joint Committee on 

19 niamond, Powers of Congress, p. 14. 

20 Paul McDaniel, "The Relevance of Federal Tax 
Reform," National Tax Journal 32 (September 1979): 406; 
Thomas J. Reese, "The Politics of Tax Reform," National 
Tax Journal 32 (September 1979): 248; Stanley S. Surrey, 
"The Federal Tax Legislative Process," Record of the 
Associations of the Bar of the City of New York 31 
(1976): 518. 
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Taxation (JCT). 21 The JCT has no specific legislative 

function. It was formed in 1926 for the purpose of re-

viewing large tax refunds and to investigate and report 

on the operation of the federal tax system. The JCT con-

sists of the five senior members of the Ways and Means 

Conunittee (three representatives of the majority party 

and two of the minority) and the five senior members of 

the Senate Finance Conunittee (also three majority and two 

minority). The principal reason for this conunittee's 

existence is its staff which serves as technical assis-

tants to the members of both congressional tax conunit-

tees.22 

The staff's pamphlet contains a description of 

the current law, a statement of the problem with the law, 

the positions of the various witnesses at the hearings, 

an analysis of the different positions, and perhaps 

a reconunendation of the staff. As the Ways and Means 

members review the pamphlet they arrive at consensus de-

cisions on the various provisions to be reconunended to 

the full House. These decisions are then transcribed 

into legislative language by the House Legislative 

21Reese, Politics, p. 76. 

22Michael J. Graetz, "Reflections on the Tax 
Legislative Process: Prelude to Reform," Virginia Law 
Review 58 (November 1972): 1409. 
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Counsel's Office with the assistance of the staff mem-

bers of the JCT. When the drafting is complete, the 

tentative bill is returned to the Committee for review. 

If any changes are required, they are incorporated 

into a final version of a bill which will be reported to 

the House. 

The final step taken by the Committee is writing 

the committee report which may later be used as an ex-

pression of congressional intent for the tax bill. The 

report is divided into two parts, a general portion and 

a technical portion. The former is written by the JCT 

staff in consultation with the Ways and Means Committee 

staff. It contains a description of the current law, the 

problem associated therewith, reasons for change, and 

an explanation of the proposed solution. The technical 

explanation, initially drafted by the IRS's Division of 

Legislation and Regulations, is reviewed by the JCT staff. 

A more detailed review of the recommended changes is con-

tained in this part and it is used by the IRS in drafting 

regulations and rulings if the bill is enacted. 

Consideration in the House of Representatives 

After the bill has been reported out of the Ways 

and Means Committee it is considered by the full House 
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of Representatives. Prior to 1973, all bills reported 

by Ways and Means had been taken up under a "closed rule." 

This meant that the bill could not be amended on the 

floor. The House had to accept or reject the entire 

package unless amendments were approved by the Ways and 

Means Committee and offered on the floor by a committee 

member. The closed rule was deemed necessary because the 

"tax, trade, and other Ways and Means bills were too com-

plicated to be opened to review on the floor. 1123 However, 

in the mid 1970 1 s Democratic members of the House adopted 

a measure which stated that if fifty or more Democrats 

served notice that they wished to have the bill subject 

to amendment on the floor, the closed rule would be denied 

and a modified open rule granted by the Rules Committee. 

This change in the legislative process has strengthened 

the role of the full body and weakened the role of the 

committee in the tax area.24 

The House considers tax measures when sitting as 

the Committee of the Whole on the State of the Union. 25 

23Diamond, Powers of Congress, p. 14. 

24Michael Waris, Jr., "Practical and Philosophical 
Observations on the Tax Legislation Process," Proceedings 
of the 38th New York University Institute on Federal 
Taxation, (New York: Mathew Bender, Inc., 1980), pp. 
30-33. 

25 11How a Bill Becomes Law," p. 143. 
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This means that the time allotted for debate of the bill 

is equally divided between proponents and opponents. 

The deliberation is controlled by the floor managers who 

generally are the Chairman of the Committee and the 

ranking minority member. When debate has ended, a motion 

may be made to recommit the bill to committee and have 

it reported back with specific changes. If the motion 

carries, the bill in effect is amended. If the motion 

fails, the bill is approved as is and is forwarded to 

the Senate. 26 

The Bill in the Senate 

The legislative process in the Senate is similar 

to that in the House. However, the opportunity for 

amendment is much greater in the Senate. After the bill 

is received in the Senate it is referred to the Senate 

Finance Committee. The Committee holds public hearings 

on the bill and the parade of witnesses is much the same 

as that in the House. Since the Senate usually waits 

until a bill is forwarded from the House, the focus of 

attention in the Senate hearings is on the drafted bill. 

There may be some witnesses testifying during the 

26Thomas J. Gallagher, Jr., "The Tax Legislative 
Process," The Review of Taxation of Individuals 3 (Summer 
1979): 207. 
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Finance Committee hearings who did not appear before 

Ways and Means because the draft may contain unforeseen 

provisions that are unacceptable to specific groups. 

As a result of the Senate's role under the Constitution, 

i.e., "the Senate may propose ... amendments .•. ," the 

Committee is perceived as a review or appelate section 

of the Congress. 27 Not all testimony is an attempt to 

restrict the application of the bill. Often witnesses 

having an expert knowledge of how the draft's language 

affects specific situations or industries will suggest 

technical changes. This helps the staff uncover points 

that were overlooked in drafting the House bill and 

. h . . . h 1 ' 1 t' 28 assists t em in improving t e egis a ion. 

Markup in Senate Finance Committee 

At the conclusion of the hearings, the Finance 

Committee enters markup to make changes to the bill 

before forwarding it to the Senate for consideration. 

As in the House, the markup sessions have been open since 

1975. The JCT staff provides the members with materials 

explaining the House bill and alternatives thereto. 

Recommended amendments are drafted by the Senate 

27oiamond, Powers of Congress, p. 16. 
28Laurence N. Woodworth, "The Federal Tax Legis-

lative Process," National Tax Journal 25 (June 1972):408. 
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Legislative Counsel's Office. The committee report 

is prepared in the same manner as the Ways and Means 

report; the JCT staff drafts the general portion and 

the IRS compiles the technical part. The bill is then 

reported to the Senate. 

Consideration in the Senate 

Deliberation of the measure in the full Senate 

does not have the restrictions usually imposed in the 

House. Tax bills are subject to proposed amendment by 

any Senator and this prerogative is often freely exer-

cised by members. As one recognized tax expert stated 

" ... the measures that take perhaps three hours on the 

House side are likely to take a week or two weeks of 

floor consideration on the Senate side with amendments 

being offered frequently. 1129 Because each senator may 

propose amendments to tax bills, they are lobbied more 

intensively than congressmen. If a group was not able 

to get a proposal adopted by the Ways and Means or 

Finance Committee, there is always the possibility that 

the full Senate will adopt the proposal.30 The Senate 

floor is the single place where amendments may be pro-

29Ibid. 

30Reese, Politics, p. 187. 
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posed that have not been carefully reviewed and drafted. 

As one staff member of the Senate Finance Committee put 

it: 

I [was] grabbed because a noncommittee senator 
wanted an amendment written. I wrote it out 
in ten minutes and he introduced it. It was 
terrible, but it did what he wanted it to. 
They always figure these amendments can be 
straightened out in the conference commit-
tee.31 

Not all suggested amendments are adopted but 

the bill finally passed by the Senate may be signifi-

cantly different from that proposed in committee. It 

is almost always at variance with the House bill and 

therefore further action is needed because both Houses 

of Congress must pass identical legislation. 

The Conference Committee 

When the Senate and the House versions of a tax 

bill differ, there is a conference on the measure to 

resolve the differences. Conference committee members 

are appointed by their respective bodies. Typically, 

the conferees are the ranking members by party (usually 

three from the majority and two from the minority) of 

the tax committees. The representatives of each house 

vote as a unit rather than as individuals on each of 

31Quoted in Reese, Politics, p. 170. 
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the differences. in the two bills. 

The JCT staff prepares a comparison of the two 

versions which is used as a basis for discussion. 

Deliberation is limited to matters of difference in the 

versions. The amendments added during Senate debate 

are reviewed and House conferees indicate whether or 

not an amendment is acceptable. If so, it becomes part 

of the final bill. If not, the Senate conferees may 

vote to recede and the amendment will be dropped. If 

the House members object and Senate members refuse to 

recede, a compromise must be agreed to by both sides. 

·This compromise must be a modification of the limits 

set by the two proposals. The conferees are not per-

mitted to write new legislation to reconcile differences. 

After the committee reaches agreement, the JCT 

staff prepares a conference report with the assistance 

of the tax committees' staffs. This document describes 

the compromise reached on each Senate amendment and is 

submitted to both House and Senate for approval. Each 

body must either accept or reject the report. It is 

not subject to amendment. If the report is rejected, 

a new conference is requested; if the report is accept-

ed, the bill is forwarded to the President. 
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Consideration by the President 

The President has ten days to review the bill. 

During this time he may sign the bill, veto it, or do 

nothing. If the measure is signed or no action is taken 

within ten days and Congress is still in session, the 

bill becomes law. If the President vetoes the bill or 

fails to sign within ten days and Congress has adjourned, 

the bill does not become law unless Congress overrides 

the veto and enacts the bill. 

During the period of consideration, the 0MB 

receives written reports from various departments out-

lining their views on the bill. These memoranda are 

summarized by 0MB and submitted to the President. Using 

these summaries and consulting with Treasury and White 

House staff members, the Chief Executive makes his 

decision to sign or veto. Because concerted efforts 

have already been made to have the bill conform to the 

Administration's proposals and little else can be done 

to change it, the President will usually sign a tax 

bill into law.32 

The Interpretative Process 

After a tax bill is enacted, the Treasury 

32Pechman, Federal Tax Policy, p. 44. 
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Department must issue regulations which elaborate on 

the statutory provisions in the Code. As one conunentator 

noted: 

Regulations are a significant part of the 
legislative process, not only because the 
statute at times specifically requires 
regulations but also because of the need 
to clarify the law and provide illustrations 
of its operations.33 

In drafting legislation Congress must address general 

applications of policy rather than writing a detailed 

elaboration for specific situations. The process of 

passing a tax bill is a complicated and delicate pro-

cedure which often takes months of hard work and com-

promise. If the additional burden of incorporating 

greater specificity were injected into the process, the 

legislators would be devoting virtually all their time 

to initiating and then revising tax law. Recognizing 

this, Congress authorized the Treasury Department to 

issue regulations. 

33Edwin S. Cohen, "The Role of the Treasury 
Department in the Federal Tax Legislation Process," 
National Tax Journal 32 (September 1979): 259. 
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Type of Regulations 

Regulations are described as either legislative 

or interpretative.34 Legislative regulations are pro-

mulgated by the Secretary of Treasury under authority 

delegated by Congress in specific sections of the IRc.35 

The legislative regulations have the force of an IRC 

section unless clearly in conflict with the statute or 

in excess of the scope of delegated authority. 

The major portion of regulations issued by the 

Treasury are interpretative. They are promulgated by 

the Secretary because of Treasury's belief that the 

Code provision is unclear or needs elaboration. Often 

these regulations restate the statute and provide useful 

examples of its application in different situations. 

In any litigation, the courts will lend great weight to 

these interpretations, although they do not have quite 

the binding effect of legislative regulations.36 

34 some regulations are described as procedural. 
However, these should not be classified as "Treasury 
Regulations" because they are not formally approved 
by the Secretary of Treasury. Procedural regulations 
are signed only by the Commissioner of the IRS and 
relate to the operation of the service. 

35 For example, Section 1502, IRC. 

36Am.erican Bar Association, "The Federal Tax 
Process," sec. 2, p. 1. 
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Drafting of Regulations 

Regulations are drafted in the Office of the 

Chief Counsel, Legislation and Regulations Division, or 

in the Employee Plans/Exempt Organization Division. The 

reports of the congressional committees and the relevant 

Code section are important sources in determining 

congressional intent. In the case of regulations prom-

ulgated under a new law, the drafter may have partici-

pated in the development of the statute during the 

legislative process. Therefore, these people are not 

uninformed about congressional intent. They have moni-

tored the bill from formulation to enactment and thus 

are in a favorable position ·to interpret the statute. 37 

Any policy issues addressed in the regulations 

originate in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 

Tax Policy. The decisions on these issues are based on 

statutory construction, legislative history, and written 

comments sent to Treasury by interested parties. The 

IRS provides support to Treasury by directing attention 

to policy issues and/or by furnishing data and opinions 

regarding resolution of issues. 38 

37paul F. Schmid, "The Tax Regulations Making 
Process -- Then and Now, 11 Tax Lawyer 24 (Spring 1971) : 544. 

38American Bar Association, "The Federal Tax 
Process," sec. 2, p. 4. 
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The drafts are reviewed by the OTLC in Treasury 

with particular attention given to policy matters, con-

sistency with the statute, and compatibility with 

existing tax law. If the proposed regulations affect 

the functions of the Assistant Commissioners (IRS) for 

Compliance and/or Taxpayer Service, these offices will 

also examine them before formal review and approval by 

the Commissioner and Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy. 

Public Hearings on Proposed Regulations 

After approval by the foregoing offices, a 

general notice of proposed regulation is published in 

the Federal Register. At this time, any person may 

submit written comments within the period prescribed by 

the notice (usually thirty days). If a public hearing 

is requested, the scheduled time and place is published 

in the Federal Register and a Treasury Information 

Release. Persons wishing to present testimony at the 

hearing must submit an outline of topics to be discussed 

in the oral presentation. Unlike testimony before the 

tax committees, presentations during regulations hearings 

are not simply a restatement of the written analysis. 

Persons submitting outlines must be prepared to discuss 

not only the the topics listed in the outline but also 

the matters reviewed in the written comments. 
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Copies of the written comments submitted are 

available to the general public. In accordance with 

the IRS's statements of procedural rules, these comments 

may not contain material designated as confidential or 

not to be disclosed. 39 Therefore, anyone submitting a 

written comment should be aware that the analysis may 

be subject to public scrutiny. Furthermore, the names 

of those persons requesting a public hearing and their 

outlines may be disclosed, even if anonymity is desired. 

Public participation in the regulations making 

process has provided important input to the final 

results. "Frequently, the comments ... raise points not 

previously considered ... which may make it necessary to 

add additional rules or to revise significantly the 

terms of those previously published. 1140 The Treasury 

Department seeks the advice of private industry in an 

attempt to identify important problem areas and get 

assistance in defining the principles not clearly 

articulated in the statutes.41 

39statement of Procedural Rules, 26 C.F.R., Sec. 
601. 601 (a) (3) (ii). 

40John F. Nolan, quoted in Schmid, "The Tax 
Regulations Making Process," p. 548. 

41Frederic W. Hickman, "Federal Tax Regulations 
the Need to Expedite and Simplify," National Tax Journal 
30 (September 1977): 316. 
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After the hearings, the Treasury Department may 

pub.lish the regulation or, if the final rules are sig-

nificantly different from the originally proposed regula-

tions, another notice of proposed rule making may be 

sent forth and the full procedure reiterated. 

Summary 

Generally, tax legislation passes through three 

processes before enactment: a formulative process, a 

legislative process and an interpretative process. The 

procedures in the executive branch, in particular, 

the Treasury Department's work in formulating a tax 

proposal, were described in this chapter. The congres-

sional input from the time a proposal is received in 

the House through passage by the Senate was presented. 

The last part of the chapter outlined the Treasury 

Department's procedures for issuing regulations. 

The foregoing discussion describes the formal 
' 

procedures for input in the tax legislation process by 

the public. In the following chapters, the role of the 

accountant and other participants in this process will 

be examined. 



CHAPTER III 

THE ACTORS IN THE PROCESS 

Interest groups play an important role in the 

federal tax process. They present their organizations' 

views, thereby providing necessary information on pro-

posals in Congress. Because of the structure of the 

U.S. Congress,interest group representatives focus their 

efforts on congressional committee members. However, 

due to their accessibility and influence, actual contact 

is most frequently made with staff members rather 

than with the congressmen themselves. 

This chapter defines lobbyists and outlines their 

role in the federal tax process. Following this, the 

accounting profession as an interest group and its 

role in the federal tax process is discussed. In 

the final part of the chapter, the role of congressional 

committees and their staffs is presented. 

36 
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Lobbying 

The lawmakers of the nation do not operate in a 

vacuum. Together with their staffs they gather infor-

mation which forms the basis of their decisions. Much 

of the information is generated by employees of various 

governmental agencies. A substantial portion, however, 

is provided by outsiders who have a particular interest 

in the issue under consideration by Congress. The 

interested party may be an individual or group and may 

be a constituent or nonconstituent. The information 

may contain well documented arguments or highly emotional 

pleas. But, whoever the source and whatever the quality 

of the information, the purpose of the presentations is 

to influence the recipients to incorporate the sender's 

ideas into proposed legislation. These interested 

parties are doing nothing illegal, they are simply exer-

cising the right of petition granted them under the 

Constitution. 

All citizens do not desire nor are they able to 

obtain individual hearings with their senators or 

congressmen. Functional groups often are formed to 

present collective opinions through a Washington repre-

sentative. It is such a representative (frequently 
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termed a lobbyist) who most often presses the case for 

an interest group. 

Legal Definition of Lobbyist 

In a sense, all information providers may be 

considered lobbyists because they are attempting to 

influence the legislators to act in a particular manner. 

The technical definition of a lobbyist, as provided in 

the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, is any 

person (individual, partnership, committee, association, 

corporation, and any other organization or group of 

persons) who solicits, collects, or receives money for 

the principal purpose of influencing legislation and 

any person whose principal purpose is to influence legis-

lation. A lobbyist is required to register with the 

Clerk of the House of Representatives and the Secretary 

of the Senate, and must file quarterly reports therewith. 

On the other hand, anyone who meets the coverage test 

of attempting to influence legislation but is not for 

hire need not register; however, such a person still 

must file quarterly reports with the House Clerk. The 

purpose of the 1946 act is to curb dishonest activities 

by forcing paid lobbyists to reveal who they represent, 

how much they receive, and how much they spend to 
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influence legislation. Congress anticipated that the 

availability of the foregoing information would assist 

both the congressman being lobbied and the general 

populace in distinguishing between groups seeking 

legislation which benefit only themselves, and interest 

groups who are working to promote the public good.l 

In 1954 the Supreme Court, although upholding 

the constitutionality of the lobbying legislation, con-

strued more narrowly the extent of the law. The Court 

ruled that only individuals and organizations who 

directly communicate with members of Congress were sub-

ject to registration and reporting. Thus, "grass roots" 

lobbying, i.e., attempting to influence the public, 

which in turn, would influence their congressmen, was 

and still is exempt from registration requirements. 

The Lobbyist's Role 

Not all persons or groups who seek to influence 

legislation fall within the legal definition of lobbyist. 

The title "lobbyist" frequently conjures up visions of 

backroom bargaining, influence peddling, and bribery; 

thus, many groups prefer to avoid the designation. 

Nonetheless, there exist many business and labor groups, 

lcongressional Quarterly Service, Legislators 
and the Lobbyists, (Washington, D.C.: Congressional 
Quarterly Service, 1968), p. 2. 
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ethnic and racial interests, public interest and pro-

fessional organizations, and state and federal agencies 

which, although neither as a principal purpose nor for 

pay, attempt to have their views presented to Congress 

and executive agencies in order to gain benefits or 

promote the public good (as perceived by the particular 

group). In the broadest sense, these groups can be 

labeled lobbyists, although the euphemism, "interest 

group," has generally been applied. 

Whatever the label, the purpose of these groups' 

interactions with Congress and federal agencies is to 

have the views of the group incorporated into law or 

regulations. All these individuals and groups perform a 

vital function in our political system. They provide 

necessary information to government officials who want 

to know how a proposal will affect the citizenry. As 

a practical matter, politicians like to "test the water" 

before voting on a measure because their future may 

depend on the effect the bill has on the voters. Lobby-

ists can provide the officials with important information 

on voters' reactions. 

The literature is replete with descriptions, 

theories, and opinions on the role of the lobbyist in 

our political system. Two major empirical studies 
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gathered data from different sources regarding the 

lobbyist's role. Milbrath's2 research elicited informa-

tion from the lobbyists themselves, whereas the study by 

Scott and Hunt3 was based on the views of congressmen 

regarding lobbying activities. In both studies the re-

searchers concluded that the primary role of any interest 

group was that of supplying information and opinions on 

issues. In order to conscientously perform its duties, 

Congress must consider the desires of the populace, and 

these interest groups are always willing and able to com-

municate their group's view. Because there are over 

10,000 registered lobbyists representing varying inter~ 

ests, one can safely assume that·conflicting viewpoints 

are presented. Thus, lawmakers have an opportunity to 

weigh the pros and cons of proposals. Exchanges with 

the congressmen are not always initiated by the lobbyist. 

Often government officials will seek out opinions and 

provide information to lobbyists. 4 Thus, it may be said 

2Lester W~ Milbrath, The Washington Lobbyists, 
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwich Press, 196-3). 

3Andrew M. Scott and Margaret A. Hunt, Congress 
and Lobbies, (Chapel Hill: The University of North 
Carolina Press, 1966). 

4william J. Keefe and Morriss. Ogul, The American 
Legislative Process, {Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 
Inc. , 19 7 7) , p. 3 5 0 • 
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that the lobbyists perform a middleman function, 

facilitating the flow of information in both directions. 

Lobbyists' communications are directed at the 

executive branch of government as well as the legislative 

branch. The implementation and interpretation of con-

gressional decrees is often left to the bureaucrats who 

may interpret the law as having a very narrow application 

or a very broad application. It is therefore incumbent 

upon interest groups to continue their lobbying efforts 

through the writing of the related regulations. The 

effort must continue because what seemingly was won in 

the legislative process may be lost in the interpretative 

process. 

Accountants as an Interest Group 

The AICPA is not required to register as a 

lobbyist. The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 

requires registration only if the organization's prin-

cipal purpose is influencing legislation or if money is 

received principally for this purpose. Because the 

AICPA's Federal Tax Division (FTD) does not fall within 

these guidelines, it is not a lobbying group and, 

therefore, is exempt from registration. Nonetheless, 

many of the techniques utilized by lobbying groups are 
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also employed by the FTD in its attempt to provide input 

to the tax law. 

As Carey reports, the accounting profession's 

involvement in tax legislation began with the role played 

by the American Association of Public Accountants, the 

forerunner of the AICPA, in the development of the 1909 

corporation excise tax and the 1913 income tax law.5 

The gradual expansion of income tax legislation together 

with an increase in complexity prompted greater atten-

tion within the profession. Thus, in the early 1930's 

the FTD was formed. The original committee was composed 

of only three members. Twenty years later the number 

had grown to fifty members assigned to an Executive Com-

mittee and six subcommittees. Currently, the membership 

is approximately two hundred fifty and in addition to the 

Executive Committee, there are nineteen subcommittees, 

and eleven task forces.6 In accordance with the FTD's 

general procedures statement, the Executive Committee, 

composed of fifteen members, must approve all policy 

5John L. Carey, The Rise of the Accounting 
Profession, Vol. II (New York: American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants, 1970), p. 396. 

6As defined in Federal Tax Division Administra-
tive Manual, 1979-1980, a subcommittee is a standing 
group, whereas a task force is a group appointed to 
undertake a specific project, which will terminate upon 
the completion of its assignment. 
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recommendations of subcommittees and has general authority 

to act for the AICPA in the federal taxation area. Sub-

committees are assigned sections of the IRC and related 

Treasury regulations toward which they direct their 

efforts. A task force is formed at the recommendation 

of a subcommittee. 

Of the stated objectives of the FTD, two relate 

specifically to the role of the accounting profession 

in the federal tax area: helping Congress and the 

Administration develop a fair, effective tax system, 

and developing appropriate tax policy positions for the 

accounting profession.? To accomplish these goals, 

the Division develops recommendations for changes to 

specific sections of the Code, publishes them biennially 

in Recommended Tax Law Changes, and distributes copies 

of this report to all members of Congress, the staffs 

of the Ways and Means, Senate Finance, and Joint Tax 

Committees, and key members of the Administration. Input 

for the publication is solicited from subcommittees, 

division members, and state accounting societies. All 

suggestions must be approved by the Executive Committee 

before being included in the recommended changes. 

7Federal Tax Division Administrative Manual, 1979-
1980, p. 64. 
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In addition, subconuni ttees review various minor 

tax bills so that the Division's. ideas may be presented 

to appropriate. members of Congress. The FTD also has 

undertaken several studies regarding major revisions of 

the IRC, such as those for Subchapter Sand Subchapter 

K. Staff members assigned by the AICPA to the FTD 

examine tax proposals and, in turn, notify appropriate 

subcommittees so that further research may be conducted. 

Any recommendations developed as a result of this research 

are presented to government officials dealing with the 

proposal. 

As with other interest groups, the FTD maintains 

continuing contact with Congress, staff members, and 

Administration personnel so that the Division may keep 

abreast of legislation currently under consideration. 

Members of the Legislative Affairs subcommittee, the 

Executive Committee Chairman, and the AICPA staff schedule 

meetings with congressional personnel to discuss legis-

lation and to keep informed on proposed bills. 

The same degree of interaction is also maintained 

with Executive department personnel associated with tax 

law development and administration. The Tax Administra-

tion Subcommittee and the AICPA staff meet with Treasury 

and IRS officials. All proposed regulations are reviewed 
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by designated subcommittees. A formal review and 

comment procedure on Treasury regulations has been insti-

tuted by the FTD and approval of the Executive Committee 

is necessary before submission to the IRS. 

Prior to 1969, the legislative activities of the 

AICPA dealt primarily with recommending revisions to the 

IRC. The formation in that year of the Tax Policy Sub-

committee added a new dimension to the FTD activities, 

that of furnishing input and recommendations to the Ad-

ministration and Congress prior to the drafting of legis-

lation. The subcommittee was established as a response 

to the Board of Director's recommendation that the Insti-

tute develop positions in major tax areas in which ac-

countants have special competence. 8 Since its inception, 

the Tax Policy Subcommittee has developed nine state-

ments on broad tax issues such as taxation of capital 

gains, value added tax, conformity of financial and tax 

accounting, and capital cost recovery. ( See Appendix 

C for a complete list.) All of these statements have 

been adopted as policy positions by the AICPA. 

The FTD has been very active in its efforts to 

implement tax reforms. As Carey noted: 

8Herbert Pinkston, "The Work of the AICPA Tax 
Division," The Tax Adviser 1 ('February 1970) : 126. 
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From 1937 onward, hardly a year passed without 
testimony by Institute representatives before 
Congressional committees; informal conferences 
with the staff or members of the Joint Commit-
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation [since desig-
nated the Joint Corranittee on Taxation], or 
officials of the Treasury and Bureau of 
Internal Revenue; and the submission of written 
recommendations on pending legislation or 
regulations.9 

Carey's observation is as true today as when it was 

written. The involvement of the Institute in the tax 

process has increased in the past decade. In 1973 the 

headquarters of the FTD was moved from New York to larger 

quarters in Washington, D.C. The primary reason for 

this change was 

.•• essentially the same as the entire philo-
sophy behind the Institute's expanded 
Washington effort -- a desire to be physically 
on the scene. In taxes that means being close 
to the legislation, regulations and admini-
stration of the tax law. In short, Washington, 
D.c.10 

Thus, as with other major interest groups, the FTD is 

now firmly encamped as part of the Washington scene and 

continuing efforts are made to have the Division's 

proposals enacted. 

In 1975, William E. Penick, then Chairman of the 

FTD, set the tone for the AICPA's involvement in the tax 

process during his testimony before the House Ways and 

9carey, Accounting Profession, p. 396. 

l0 11 Profession at Work," The Tax Adviser 4 (October 
1973): 614. 
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Means Committee. Part of his statement included the 

declaration that 11the tax division intends to continue 

to submit its views on tax reform proposals ••. as part 

of [a] continuing effort. 1111 Since this appearance to 

comment on issues considered during the hearings on the 

1976 Tax Reform Act, the Institute has presented testi-

mony during House and/or Senate hearings on the Technical 

Corrections Act of 1977, Estate and Gift Tax Carryover 

Basis, Bankruptcy Tax Law, Earned Income from Sources 

Outside the U.S., and more recently in the Installment 

Sales Act of 1980. During his testimony on the Install-

ment Sales Act bill, Herbert J. Lerner, a member of the 

FTD Executive Committee and Chairman of the Subcommittee 

on Tax Accounting, aptly summed up the interest and 

participation of the professional accountant in the 

federal tax process: 

Means, 
tee on 
part 2 

•.• this bill is really an outgrowth of •.. 
consideration in which we [AICPA] participated 
with representatives of several bar associa-
tion groups, the Treasury Department and con-
gressional staff ••.• This has been an unusual 
process of concerted effort on the part of 
these groups. We are especially pleased to 
have been part of that .... I think that, 
as a result of that concerted effort, we have 
had good input in developing tax policy ••.• We 

llu.s. Congress, House, Committee on Ways and 
Hearings before the House Ways and Means Commit-
the Su ject of Tax Reform, 94th Cong., 1st sess. 
of 5, 1975, p. 1074. 
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look forward to the opportunity to partici-
pate in other efforts.12 

Public Accounting Firms 

The FTD of the AICPA is not the accounting pro-

fession's only provider of input to the federal tax 

process. The major public accounting firms are also in-

volved in legislation and reform. Five large firms, 

Arthur Andersen & Co.; Deloitte, Haskins & Sells; 

Price Waterhouse & Co.; Ernst & Whinney; and Touche 

Ross & Co., have each established procedures to define 

and present the firms' positions on tax policy issues. 

Each of these firms presented oral testimony or written 

statements for the record during the Congressional 

hearings on recent major tax acts. Areas of comment 

included capital cost recovery, small business taxation, 

installment sales, and start up expenses. 

In addition to formal presentations by these 

firms, there is also interaction between government and 

firm employees on an informal basis. Because the tax 

departments of some of the major firms include personnel 

who formerly served on the staffs of the Treasury and 

congressional committees and several employees of these 

12 u.s. Congress; House, Committee on Ways and 
Means, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Select Revenue 
Measures on the Installment Sales Revision Act of 1980 and 
Minor Tax Bills, 96th Congress, 2nd Sess. 1980, p. 64. 
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staffs are former employees of the firms, it is not 

unusual for informal exchanges to take place and advice 

be sought and given by both parties. In evaluating the 

role of the staff accountants on the JCT, an article in 

The Tax Adviser provided the following description: 

The accountants also provide an extremely 
important liason function with the accounting 
profession. Because of the accountants' rela-
tionship with the professional societies .•. 
and with accounting professionals in general, 
the accountants are able to ensure that the 
views of the accounting profession are taken 
into account during the tax legislation 
process.13 

Accounting Educators 

One other group of the accounting profession that 

has recently sought to become more involved in the 

federal tax process is accounting educators. The 

description "recent" is appropriate regarding the role 

of educators for, as noted by Cohen, through 1974 a 

search for a contributing role of tax educators in the 

development of the tax structure of the United States 

produced a practical zero.14 Using the American 

13"washington Report," The Tax Adviser 11 (March 
1980): 182. 

14Albert H. Cohen, "Accounting Educators' Role in 
Tax Reform," Collected Papers of the American Accounting 
Association's Annual Meeting, (Sarasota, Fla.: American 
Accounting Association, 1975), p. 191. 
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Accounting Association (AAA) as a representation of tax 

educators, Cohen reviewed the committee appointment 

and charges of the AAA for the period 1965 through 1975. 

Of the seven committees whose charge was related to 

the tax area in general, only one, the 1969-70 Committee 

on Tax Policy, Proposals, and Reforms, had as an objec-

tive to make recommendations in tax policy area. Un-

fortunately, after ascertaining the charge of the com-

mittee, Cohen could find no further record of its work, 

nor could he uncover any formal report.ls 

For the years 1975-1981, except for 1977, the 

AAA has established a Federal Tax Committee with the 

expressed purpose of reviewing and appraising tax pro-

posals and submitting responses where academic input 

seemed desirable. However, a review of the literature 

and testimony before Congress reveals no significant 

contribution by the committees. 

The one specific bit of input made by tax educa-

tors was accomplished by a committee of the American 

Taxation Association (ATA) •16 The Committee on Responses 

15 Ibid., p. 192. 

16The American Taxation Association is a group 
affiliated with the American Accounting Association. 
It consists prima:i::::ily of tax professors in accounting 
and business programs in U.S. colleges and universities. 
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to Legislative Proposals and Proposed Regulations was 

invited to appear before the Ways and Means Committee 

during the 1978 hearings on the President's tax propos-

als. Testimony was presented by three educators on the 

integration of corporate and individuals' taxes, the 

gasoline tax deduction, and controlled foreign corpo-

rations. 

Since these hearings there has been little direct 

input to the tax legislation process by the ATA. However, 

in recent comments on the role to be played by tax 

educators, the president of the ATA wrote: 

Tax teachers are uniquely qualified to speak 
out to Congress and to the public on the funda-
mentals of our tax system •.•. There are always 
critics [of the tax system]. Missing are the 
educators •.. who can help committees put 
problems into a balanced perspective. Perhaps 
we ca~ 7step forth to more fully play that 
role. 

Congressional Committees 
Considering the number of bills reviewed each 

year and the number of interest groups seeking access to 

lawmakers, how can the individual lobbyist decide who 

should be seen regarding any particular bill? The evolu-

tion of the congressional committee has provided a ready 

17william Raby, "President's Remarks," American 
Taxation Association Newsletter, April 1981, p. l. 
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answer to the problem. The workload of Congress is such 

that not all members are or can be cognizant of the tech-

nicalities of all issues. Therefore, a committee system 

is used. The committees have been established along 

functional lines, i.e., revenue, appropriation, defense, 

etc., and lobbying groups are set up to direct their 

exhortations to the appropriate committee. 

These committees are the key components in the 

legislative process of the House of Representatives and 

the Senate. 18 Although all members of Congress are 

granted the right of voting on and debating legislation, 

in practice the actual work of developing and drafting 

bills has been delegated to congressional committees. 

Wilson noted in his classic treatise on American govern-

ment: 

The House sits, not for serious discussion, 
but to sanction the conclusions of its 
Committees ••• it legislates in committee rooms, 
not by the deliberation of majorities, but by 
the resolutions of specially commissioned 
minorities; so that it is not far from the 
truth to say that Congress in session is 
Congress on public exhibition, whilst 
Congress ~nits committee rooms is Congress 
at work. 1 

18George Goodwin, Jr., The Little Legislatures, 
(Amherst, Mass.: The University of Massachusetts Press, 
1970), p. x. 

19woodrow Wilson, Congres,sional Government, 
Meridian Paperback Edition (New York: Meridian Books, 
1956), p. 102. 
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The tremendous impact of conunittees is clear. 

With few exceptions, all bills must be channeled through 

a conunittee before consideration by either chamber of 

Congress. When a draft of a bill does reach the full 

body, the essence of the legislation has been shaped in 

the conunittee room. The conunittee members' views are 

given great weight in the floor struggle for passage, in 

any subsequent conference conunittee review, and in the 

Administration's enforcement of the enacted legisla-

tion.20 One study found that if a proposal were sup-

ported by 80 percent or more of the conunittee members, 

it always passed; if the conunittee support was between 

60 percent and 79 percent, the proposal passed 90 percent 

of the time; but if the conunittee vote was split, i.e., 

between 50 and 60 percent support, the measure only 

passed approximately 56 percent of the time. 21 

Congressional Staffs 

In order to cast an intelligent vote, the conunit-

tee members must receive information relating to the sub-

20Richard F. Fenno, Jr., "The Internal Distribu-
bution of Influence: the House," in Readings on Congress, 
ed. by Raymond E. Wolfinger, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice 
Hall, Inc., 1971), p. 200. 

21Mark J. Green, Who Runs Congress? (New York: 
The Viking Press, 1979), p. 57. 
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ject matter being discussed. But the increasing respon-

sibilities assumed by the federal government have caused 

the congressional workload to surpass the individual 

abilities of even the ablest member. 22 The number and 

complexity of issues to be addressed and the sheer volume 

of information presented has resulted in an increased 

dependency on staff personnei.23 As indicated in the 

following quotes, this dependency on staff personnel is 

recognized by the congressmen themselves: 

This country is basically run by the legislative 
staffs of the members of the Senate and House 
of Representatives.24 

Dependency on the staff is great .... There 
is no question of our enormous dependency 
and their influence. In all legislation, 25 
they're the ones that lay out the options. 

22Leroy N. Rieselbach, Congressional Politics, 
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 1973), p. 58. 

23u.s. Congress, House,Administrative Reorganiza-
tion and Legislative Management, Commission on Adminis-
trative Review, 95th Cong., 1st session, 28 September 
1977, vol. 2, p. 59. 

24 U.S. Congress, Senate, Senator Morgan, S. 15432, 
94th Cong., 1st sess., 8 September 1976, Congressional 
Record. 

25senator Dick Clark, quoted in Harrison W. Fox, 
Jr. and Susan Webb Hammond, Congressional Staffs, (New 
York: The Free Press, 1977), p. vii. 
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There are many senators who feel that all 
they are doing is running around and responding 
to the staff.26 

I never do anything without going to the 
staff.27 

The increasing reliance upon staff is indicated by 

the growth of the legislative bureaucracy. In the past 

ten years, both the personal and committee staffs of 

the Senate have more than doubled. Over the same period 

in the House, personal staffs have increased approximate-

ly forty percent while the committee staffs have more 

than tripled. 28 The number of staff members employed 

by the congressional committees involved in the federal 

tax legislative process are reported in Table 1. One 

can see that the increase has paralleled overall staff 

growth. 

The Staff's Role 

The committee and personal staffs are a powerful 

group of people whose functions have been described as 

26u.s. Congress, Senate, Senator Hollings, 
Hearings before a subcommittee on the Committee on 
Appropriations, 93rd Cong., 1st sess., 1975, p. 1221. 

27 Rep. James C. Corman, quoted in Daniel J. Balz, 
"Tax Report/Attorneys Perform Dual Role as Lobbyists, 
Policy Makers," National Journal 7 (October 4, 1975): 
1328. 

28 David J. Vogler, The Politics of Congress, 
(Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc., 1980), p. 133. 
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TABLE 1 

NUMBER OF TAX COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS, 1971-1980 

Ways and Means 

Finance 

Joint Tax 

1971 

28 

17 

36 

1975 

47 

25 

47 

Source: Congressional Staff Directory 

1977 

88 

31 

54 

1980 

90 

40 

64 
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intelligence, innovation, integration, and influence.29 

They gather and filter information then transmit it to 

the committee members; they propose solutions to exist-

ing problems and investigate. new ones; they work with 

the staff of other committees and the members' personal 

staffs. Their influence is derived from the vital work 

they perform and the trust they generate from the com-

mittee members. 30 

Fox and Hannnond31 conducted an extensive study 

of congressional staffs and found staffs engaged in many 

activities that lead to policy making. These include 

interacting with lobbyists, conducting investigations, 

and even drafting bills. They concluded that congress-

men hired staff personnel with the expectation of utili-

zing their ideas, judgement, and council in policy acti-

vities. Furthermore, as the work of Congress has ex-

panded, the staff's role in policymaking has increased. 

The researchers found that a significant cause of the 

major increase in staff personnel was an extensive in-

29Randell B. Ripley, Congress: Process and Policy, 
(New York: W.W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1975), p. 160. 

I 

30ibid. 

31Harrison W. Fox, Jr. and Susan Webb Hammond, 
Congressional Staffs, (New York: The Free Press, 1977). 
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volvement in the formulation of legislation. Fox and 

Hanunond contend: 

..• s.taffs perform much of the congressional 
work. They •.. do most of the preliminary 
research; help generate policy ideas, set up 
hearings, meetings, and conferences; carry 
out oversight activities, program evaluations, 
investigations, etc; draft bills; and meet 
and talk with executive, interest, and 
constituent groups on substantive matters.32 

One governmental study found the congressional 

staffs to be the single most important source of informa-

tion to legislators in carrying out their lawmaking 

function.33 The staff is extraordinarily influential 

in determining which interest groups will be heard and 

trusted and which information will be received by the 

congressman. It follows that tne perception of staff 

personnel regarding information sources is a crucial 

factor in determining to what extent input from any 

group is used in the legislative process. 

Staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation 

The most important executive agency in the 

income tax process is the Treasury Department and the 

most important congressional committees of Congress 

32 b'd I 1 ., p. 143 
33 U.S. Congress, House, Administrative and 

Legislative Management, Commission on Administrative 
Review, p. 56. 
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in the tax process are the House Ways and Means, 

Senate Finance, and Joint Committee on Taxation. The 

input of each has been discussed but the impact of the 

staff of the JCT needs further emphasis because: 

.•. [those] interested in the tax law should 
understand the important role of the staff 
of the Joint Committee on Taxation •••• The 
staff of the Joint Committee is deeply 
involved in developing our tax law, and its 
widely respected expertise helps assure the 
effectiveness of the tax legislation pro-, 
cess.34 

Althouqh the staffs of the House Ways and Means 

and Senate Finance Committees are extensive, the juris-

disction of these committees extends to many areas 

other than taxation. Thus their staffs must research 

and provide input in all these areas. 35 The JCT staff, 

however, focuses its entire effort on tax legislation. 

The staff currently has approximately forty professionals 

and twenty clerical assistants. The professionals in-

clude twenty-one attorneys, thirteen economists and two 

accountants. This staff is the professional tax advisor 

on tax matters to the entire Congress but in particular 

to the members of the two tax writing committees. It 

3411washington Report," The Tax Adviser 11 (March 
1980) : 181. 

35 However, each staff has an experienced tax 
attorney and two other attorneys who devote full time 
to tax matters. 
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is 11 the most influential staff in the Congress on tax 

issues.••36 In addition to providing technical assistance 

in the development and evaluation of tax proposals, the 

staff performs the important function of linkage between 

h . . . 37 t e tax writing committees. The staff follows tax 

proposals in Congress from initiation to culmination. 

After preparing a hearing pamphlet for the members of 

the Ways and Means Committee, they are on hand during 

the public hearings to answer questions. The staff 

plays an integral role during markup by explaining the 

various proposals and developing alternative approaches 

if so desired by the Committee. 

After the Committee members reach a consensus, 

they convey their decision to the staff in oral statements 

containing general guidelines rather than drafted lan-

guage. Then the staff, together with the House Legislative 

Counsel's Office, prepares the bill. During the drafting 

process various gaps are uncovered which the staff and 

Counsel fill in by interpreting the Committee's direction 

rather than by direct consultation with members.38 The 

Committee does review the final bill, but the JCT staff 

36McDaniel, "Tax Simplification," p. 65. 
37John F. Manley, "Congressional Staff and Public 

Policymaking: The Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation," Journal of Politics 30 (November 1968): 1051. 

38woodworth, "Tax Process," p. 407. 
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has significant latitude in the drafting process. 

The important linkage function between the Houses 

of Congress performed by the JCT staff arises because 

they repeat the same basic process with the Senate 

Finance Committee. The JCT staff prepares a summary of 

the House passed bill and an analysis of alternative pro-

posals. The JCT staff also partipates in drafting the 

Senate Version of the bill. Because the Senate and 

House measures usually differ, the staff must supply the 

conference committee members with a summary of the Senate 

amendments which they frequently supplement with oral 

explanations.39 Furthermore, during debate in both 

Houses the staff will find itself providing members with 

arguments which both support and oppose the bill. Thus, 

as one commentator noted, "at every stage of the legis-

lative process, the Congress relies heavily on informa-

tion and analysis supplied by [the JCT]. 11 40 

The staff needs the input of interest groups in 

order to examine the effects of specific proposals. The 

JCT staff does not have the resources to conduct research 

39Laurence N. Woodworth, "The Tax Legislative 
Process in the Congress," in Essays on Taxation, (New 
York: Tax Foundation, Inc., 1974), p. 154. 

40 Graetz, "Reflections on the Tax Process," p. 
1409. 
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on the results of each proposed change in the tax law, 

so it must rely on others for information. As pre-

viously mentioned, providing information is the primary 

role of lobbying groups. And in tax legislation, 

lobbyists seeking a meeting with a congressman are 

usually asked to see the Chief of Staff of the JCT and 

discuss any issues with him. Individual congressmen 

will, in turn, receive input from the staff to assist 

their decision making on a specific issue. 41 Theim-

portance of the JCT staff has been aptly summed up by 

Manley: 

Summary 

A favorable response from the staff does not 
assure the same reaction from the tax commit-
tees, but the complexity of tax legislation 
and the concomitant need for congressmen for 
expert guidance increases the likelihood 
that the decision-makers will follow the 
advice of the fact finders •.. the staff can 
and does play an important role in the pro-
cess.42 

Congress receives information from many sources. 

One of the major sources of such information is lobby-

ists, euphemistically referred to as interest group 

41Reese, Politics, p. 70. 

42John F. Manley, The Politics of Finance: The 
House Committee on Ways and Means, (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Company, 1970), p. 319. 
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representatives. Although not falling within the legal 

definition of lobbyist, the accounting profession acts 

as an interest group representative by providing input 

to Congress in an attempt to develop a fair and effective 

tax law. Within the profession the primary sources of 

this input are the FTD of the AICPA, major public ac-

counting firms, and the AAA. 

The ultimate focus of these lobbying efforts is 

the congressional tax writing committees. Because of 

their influence on congressmen, the initial target of 

the profession's lobbying activities is government staff 

personnel. The essence of this study relates to the 

staff's expectations for the accounting profession's 

participation in the federal tax process. The theoret-

ical basis of the study, role theory, and the methodology 

used to conduct this research are discussed in the 

following chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

Role theory, a specific theory within the social 

sciences, relates to the examination of behavioral 

expectations of interacting groups. As such, this theory 

provides a framework which will be used as the basis 

for studying the reaction of government personnel to 

the participation of the accounting profession in the 

federal tax process. 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a 

brief explanation of role theory and its relationship 

to the study. The population of the research, the 

sample selection procedure, and the sample frame for each 

group are described. Following this, the questionnaire. 

the rationale for the individual questions, and the 

steps taken in the distribution of the instrument are 

presented. The final part of the chapter is devoted to 

the hypotheses to be tested and the statistical tech-

niques used in the study. 

65 
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Role Theory 

Role theory is a concept which relates to a set 

of behavioral expectations associated with a position 

and the conformity of actual behavior with these ex-

pectations. A role refers to behavioral characteristics 

within a given context. Nonbehavioral characteristics 

(sex, race) are excluded from consideration. Overt 

actions and performance are the items examined. Further-

more, rather than dealing with the behavioral spectrum 

of an individual, role theory is usually applied to a 

set of persons within a limited context. 1 For example, 

one could study clergymen in their role as counselors, 

or missionaries, or spouses, or in any other specified 

context within which a clergyman may perform. Such 

contextual limitation is necessary because the expecta-

tions for behavioral performance will vary with the 

different roles under examination. 

Expectations are a subject person's expressions 

of reactions to an object person's characteristics.2 

The subject person (he who holds expectations) is 

1Bruce J. Biddle, Role Theory: Expectations, 
Identities and Behavior, (New York: Academic Press, 
1979), p. 58. 

2see Biddle, Role Theory, pp. 381-397, for a 
technical definition of key terms and concepts used in 
role theory. 
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part of the social system within which the object person 

(he about whom expectations are held) acts, and is 

usually someone with whom the object person interacts. 

If expectations are the same for a number of subject 

persons they are said to be shared or a consensus of 

expectations exists. If the expectations are not shared, 

a dissensus results. It is important to ascertain the 

consensus or dissensus within a subject person group. 

If the latter is present, the object persons may ex-

perience role conflict. They may be unsure of the cor-

rect performance in the role. They cannot conform with 

differing expectations, and, if they are receiving sig-

nals at variance with each other, they are presented 

with a problem in role enactment. On the other hand, a 

consensus of expectations within subject persons could 

eliminate role conflict, resulting in a more effective 

and satisfying interaction between subject persons and 

object persons. The importance of ascertaining the 

degree of consensus concerning role expectations has 

been recognized frequently by researchers. 3 

In addition to the expectations of others, role 

theory deals with one 1 s own expectations for the posi-

3Gardner Lindsey and Elliott Aronson, The Handbook 
of Social Psychology, (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Company, 1968), p. 498. 
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tion held. There is a recognition that object persons 

have expectations of what their role enactment should 

be. 4 These expectations may differ from those held by 

subject persons and this will lead to a dissensus between 

subject and object persons with resulting role conflict. 

Therefore, the degree of dissensus between subject and 

object persons is also an important dimension of role 

expectations. 

Subject persons may also be influenced by role 

expectations. An object person's performance is evaluated 

differently depending on whether or not the role enactment 

is perceived as being consistent with expectations. If 

object persons conform to subject person's role expecta-

tions their influence on subject persons may be enhanced 

and they may become well liked; whereas the opposite may 

occur if role enactment does not conform to expectations. 5 

Expectations are also viewed as having modality. 

The modes, described as prescriptive, cathetic, or de-

scriptive are categorizations of expectations.6 The pre-

scriptive mode is an expression of appeal for a particular 

behavior (He should do this). When a subject person 

4Biddle, Role Theori, p. 126. 

5Lindsey and Aronson, Handbook, p. 502. 

6Biddle, Role Theori, p. 126. 
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expresses a feeling about the behavior (I am not satis-

fied with his performance), the mode is described as 

cathetic. If a simple statement is made about the 

object person's behavior (He is performing), the expecta-

tion is said to be descriptive. 

If a prescriptive mode is enunciated, it is 

assumed that the person is encouraging a specific be-

havior. If the statement is in relation to oneself, 

then it is self motivating; if in reference to others, 

it is encouraging compliance. When persons speak in a 

cathetic mode, they are expressing a like or dislike 

for a behavioral characteristic. The descriptive mode 

is a subject person's assertion about the present and 

past behavior of the object person, i.e., what he esti-

mates the object person is doing with reference to 

a behavior. 

Measurement of Expectations 

Expectations have four elements: (1) a subject 

person who expresses the expectation; (2) an object 

person about whom the expression is made; (3) the be-

havioral characteristic about which the expression is 

made; and (4) modality. Biddle suggests three different 

methods of measuring expectations: (1) prior experience; 

(2) behavioral effects; and (3) phenomenal reports. 
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The first two he rejects because of the difficulty of 

gathering evidence and the lack of sufficient knowledge 

to implement the methodology. The use of phenomenal 

reports, asking individuals to respond to questions 

regarding the expectations of interest, is the most 

acceptable method. 7 This technique may be applied using 

either a direct or indirect approach. One would use 

the direct approach if it is known that the subject per-

son is fully aware of the experience. The indirect 

method would be used if the subject person is believed 

to hold unconscious beliefs or if there is a likelihood 

of a deliberate distortion of a phenomenal report. 

The questions to be asked in the phenomenal 

report method (whether direct or indirect) may be 

presented in three different ways: the complete method, 

the modal strength method, or the facet alternative 

method. In the complete method, the subject is asked 

to provide both a modal and a facet8 rating for each 

characteristic of interest. This method is cumbersome 

and difficult to administer. Therefore, either the modal 

strength or facet alternative method is generally used. 

7rbid., p. 136-139. 

8A facet is a set of scaled categories, e.g., 
never to always, against which a respondent can rate 
the attribute being studied. 
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When a researcher uses the modal strength method of 

measurement, the subject person is asked to express 

a degree of approval, disapproval, or neutrality 

regarding a behavioral characteristic of an object per-

son. This method would be used to compare several 

norms of different characteristics. In the facet 

alternative method, the subject is asked to choose 

among various amounts of a given characteristic. This 

technique is more suitable if a researcher wishes either 

to compare modes over several populations or to compare 

prescriptive and descriptive modes.9 

It would be difficult to study the spectrum of 

behavioral expectations and performance of an object 

person. Recognizing this fact, researchers who have 

studied roles have begun by imposing restrictions. One 

common restriction is that of limiting the study to 

a functional context, e.g., examining an occupational 

position in a work related context. A second restriction 

which may be used is to limit the study to specified 

tasks within the occupational position. Further restric-

tions may be made with regard to modality and subject 

persons. 10 

9Biddle, Role Theory, p. 144. 

lOibid., p. 215, 216. 
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The Accountant's Role in the Federal Tax Process 

The role of accountants in the federal tax 

process encompasses many different contexts. They may 

be viewed as preparers of tax returns, taxpayers, en-

forcers of the law, teachers, commentators, information 

providers, or a combination of these. To examine the 

accountant's role in its entirety would involve several 

research questions. Therefore, as with previous studies 

in role theory, certain restrictions must be imposed. 

The focus of this study will be the accountant's role 

as a conveyor of information on federal tax matters to 

the federal government. Within this context, the primary 

interactions are with congressional committee and per-

sonal staff members, and with Treasury personnel. These 

groups, collectively termed "government personnel," will 

be the subject persons of this research. Not only the 

subject persons' expectations but also those of the 

object persons must be investigated. However, not all 

accountants take on the specific role under examination. 

Taking this fact into consideration, the study will be 

limited to those accountant groups who do participate in 

the information conveyor role. 
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Population and Sample Selection 

The population for this study will consist of 

three primary groups: 

Group 1: Staffs of the House Ways and Means Committee, 
the Senate Finance Committee, and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation; personal staffs of the 
members of these committees; and Treasury 
personnel in the office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Tax Policy and the office of 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 

Group 2: Accounting practitioners who are involved in 
presenting information for consideration by 
Group 1. 

Group 3: Accounting educators whose primary interest 
is in the field of taxation. 

The staffs of the congressmen and the committees 

rather than congressmen themselves were chosen for in-

vestigation because, as discussed in Chapter III, the 

staffs act as middlemen between those wishing to provide 

information and those receiving information. In this 

position the staff members are the initial recipients 

of any input and filter this information for their 

congressional employers. Group 2, accounting practi-

tioners, will be represented by the Federal Tax Division 

(FTD) of the AICPA. The FTD organizes the efforts of 

the accounting profession in the area of federal taxes. 

Membership is not limited to CPA's in public accounting 

practice. Accountants employed in the private sector 

serve on several FTD committees. Therefore, the members 
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of the FTD are considered to provide a reasonable repre-

sentation of the accounting practitioner's viewpoint. 

Accounting educators are included in the population of 

the study even though their current input is minimal 

because the American Tax Association is attempting to 

expand the academician's participation. Furthermore, 

according to Crumbley, the background, abilities, and 

interests of academicans make them uniquely qualified 

to seek out answers and provide information to improve 

the tax laws. 11 

In order to draw a sample from a theoretical 

population, a sampling frame is needed. The 1980 

Congressional Staff Directory was used as the sample 

frame for the committee staff members. Because this 

directory lists all staff members it was necessary to 

eliminate from the sample those personnel who serve 

exclusively in a clerical capacity. For the JCT staff, 

those members who were described as programmers, refund 

attorneys or counsels, librarians, secretaries, or 

staff assistants were excluded from the sample group. 

Thus, the sample was drawn from staff members who are 

attorneys, economists, or accountants. 

11Larry Crumbley, "Behavioral Implications of 
Taxation," The Accounting Review 48 (October 1973): 760. 
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Because the staffs of the Ways and Means and 

Senate Finance Committees are engaged in reviewing 

many areas other than taxes and because the directory 

does not identify the area of expertise for each staff 

member, a means of identifying the professionals who 

work primarily with taxes was needed. The researcher 

contacted a member of each staff to ascertain which of 

the persons listed in the directory were assigned pri-

marily to tax legislation. To ensure the accuracy of 

the names received, the list was reviewed and verified 

by a second staff member or by a JCT staff member. The 

final listing included the Ways and Means and Senate 

Finance staff members whose major area of expertise was 

taxes. 

Similar problems were encountered with regard 

to the personal staffs of the congressmen because the 

directory did not indicate a specialization. Therefore, 

a phone call was made to each committee member's office 

and the name of the staff person who advised the congress-

man on tax matters was obtained. In some instances there 

was no such staff designation and in others, the congress-

man relied on the staffs of the committees for their 

information. In these cases none of the congressman's 

personal staff was included in the sample. 
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The sample frame used for the Treasury Department 

was the Federal Executive Directory. Included in the 

sample were the personnel in the Office of Tax Policy, 

personnel from the IRS Conunissioner's Office, employees 

of the IRS Chief Counsel-Legislation and Regulations 

Division, members of the Employee Plans and Exempt 

Organizations Division, and personnel from the Tech-

nical Section of the IRS. 

The sample for group two was drawn from the 

Alphabetical Listing of Members contained in the 1979-80 

Administrative Manual of the AICPA's Federal Tax 

Division. A systematic raniom sampling method was 

utilized and every other listing was selected for the 

sample. 

The Accounting Faculty Directory, 1979-198012 

was used as the sample frame for accounting educators. 

Each academician whose area of teaching/research is 

listed as tax was identified and a systematic sample 

consisting of every second name was drawn. There were 

instances of an overlapping membership in group 2 and 

group 3. In these cases, the subject was classified as 

12James R. Hasselback, The Accounting Faculty 
Directory, 1979-1980, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 
Inc • , 19 8 0) . 
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an educator (group 3) rather than a practitioner 

(group 2). 

Table 2 is a listing of the number of persons 

sampled from each group. 

Hypotheses 

The accounting profession in its role as a con-

veyor of information to government personnel in the 

federal tax process provides input during three dif-

ferent stages: (1) formulative, (2) legislative, and 

(3) interpretative. Role analysis has concluded that 

the closer role behavior is to role expectations, the 

more likely it is that successful interaction between 

groups will occur. However, behavior may not conform 

to expectations because of role conflict, i.e., subject 

persons may experience a dissensus of expectations 

regarding the object persons' acceptable behavior, or, 

object persons and subject persons may have different 

perceptions. Therefore, one aspect of this study is 

to determine whether such conflicts of expectations 

actually do exist. Accordingly, the following experi-

mental hypotheses will be tested: 

There is a significant difference among the 
personal staff, committee staff, and Treasury 
personnel regarding expectations for the 
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TABLE 2 

SUMMARY OF SAMPLE BY GROUP 

Group 1 - Personal Staff 49 
- Conunittee Staff 50 
-·_Treasury Personnel 54 

Total Group 1 154 

Group 2 - Accounting Practitioners 126 

Group 3 - Accounting Educators 155 

Total in Sample 434 
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frequency of accountant's participation 
in the formulative process. 

There is a significant difference among the 
personal staff, committee staff, and 
Treasury personnel regarding expectations. 
for the frequency of accountants' participa-
tion in the legislative process. 

There is a significant difference among the 
personal staff, committee staff, and 
Treasury personnel regarding expectations 
for the frequency of accountants' participa-
tion in the interpretative process. 

If the above hypotheses are rejected, then one 

can conclude that there is a consensus within group l, 

government personnel. Although role conflict does not 

arise as a result of dissensus in the subject persons, 

it may result from a difference in expectations between 

the government personnel and accountants. To determine 

if such a conflict is present, the following experimental 

hypotheses will be tested: 

There is no significant difference among 
government personnel, accounting practi-
tioners, and accounting educators regarding 
expectations for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the formulative process. 

There is no significant difference among 
government personnel, accounting practi-
tioners, and accounting educators regarding 
expectations for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the legislative process. 

There is no significant difference among 
government personnel, accounting practi-
tioners, and accounting educators regarding 
expectations for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the interpretative process. 
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If either H1 , H2 , or H3 is rejected, thereby 

resulting in a conclusion of dissensus within govern-

ment personnel, then the corresponding hypothesis of 

H4 , H5 , or H6 will have to be tested over five groups 

versus three groups. For example, if H1 is rejected 

then H4 will be tested over personal staff, conunittee 

staff, Treasury personnel, accounting practitioners, 

and accounting educators. 

These first six hypotheses will be tested for 

significant differences in the prescriptive mode of 

expectations. The test is one to determine whether 

there is agreement among the groups as to the frequency 

with which accountants should be participating in each 

stage of the tax process. 

Whether or not role conflicts exist, there may 

be dissatisfaction within each group regarding role 

enactment in any or all of the stages. For example, 

government personnel may prescribe a constant participa-

tion by accountants in the legislative process but their 

assertion about behavior (the descriptive mode) is that 

rarely do the accountants participate. Therefore, 

their feelings regarding the frequency of participation 

(the cathetic mode) would be dissatisfaction. To test 

for within-group dissatisfaction with the accountants' 
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participation in the federal tax process, the following 

is hypothesized: 

H : 
8 

There is no dissatisfaction within govern-
ment personnel, accounting practitioners, 
or accounting educators regarding the 
frequency of accountants' participation 
in the formulative process. 

There is no dissatisfaction within govern-
ment personnel, accounting practitioners, 
or accounting educators regarding the 
frequency of accountants' participation in 
the legislative process. 

There is no dissatisfaction within govern-
ment personnel, accounting practitioners, 
or accounting educators regarding the 
frequency of accountants' participation 
in the interpretative process. 

One additional area where dissatisfaction may 

occur is that of the information presented. Although 

all groups may have a consensus regarding expectations 

for the frequency of accountants' participation, and 

all may be satisfied with the frequency of participation, 

there may be perceived deficiencies in the quality of 

information offered by accountants. The following 

hypotheses are proposed for testing to determine if 

such disagreement or dissatisfaction exists: 

There is a significant difference among 
the personal staff, committee staff, and 
Treasury personnel regarding the desir-
ability of selected informational traits. 

There is no significant difference among 
government personnel, accounting practi-
tioners, and accounting educators regarding 
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the desirability of selected informational 
traits. 

There is no dissatisfaction within govern-
ment personnel, accounting practitioners, 
or accounting educators regarding the 
information presented by accountants for 
use in the federal tax process. 

Questionnaire Development 

The data to be analyzed will be gathered by 

questionnaire. The general design of the instrument was 

adapted from the format employed by Porter in his study 

of job satisfaction of managers.13 The technique blends 

well with the concept of prescriptive, cathetic, and 

descriptive modes in role theory. Porter developed a 

procedure for measuring perceived need dissatisfaction 

by asking subjects to respond to two related questions: 

(1) how much of a given characteristic is present, 

and (2) how much of the characteristic should be-present. 

The difference between the first and second question is 

taken as a measure of perceived deficiency. With 

reference to role theory, the first question is a 

measure of the descriptive mode, while the second 

measures the prescriptive mode. The difference between 

13 Lyman w. Porter, "A Study of Perceived Need 
Satisfaction in Bottom and Middle Management Jobs," 
Journal of Applied Psychology 45 (February 1961): 1-10. 
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questions one and two indicates the degree of dissatis-

faction with performance (the cathetic mode). The 

Porter method of measurement has two advantages: 

1. The subject is not asked directly concerning 
his satisfaction. Therefore, any tendency 
for a simple "response set" to determine 
his expression of satisfaction is probably 
reduced somewhat. It is more difficult, 
although by no means impossible, for the 
respondent to conform to what he thinks 
11ought 11 to be put down versus what he actual-
ly feels to be the real situation. 

2. Secondly, this method of measuring needful-
fillment is a more conservative measure 
than would be obtained by a single question 
concerning need satisfaction •••• Thus, it 
is designed to be a meaningful measure 
in comparing different management groups.14 

Researchers have used the Porter format to study the 

satisfaction of union leaders,15 managers,16 and 

accountants. 17 In addition to examining satisfaction, 

14 Lyman W. Porter, "Job Attitudes in Management: 
Perceived Deficiencies in Need Fulfillment as a Function 
of Job Level," Journal of Applied Psychology 46 (December 
1962): 378. 

15E. Miller, "Job Satisfaction of National Union 
Officials," Personal Psychology 19 (September 1966): 
261-274. 

16John M. Invancevich, "Perceived Need Satisfaction 
of Domestic Versus Overseas Managers," Journal of Applied 
Psychology 58 (August 1969): 275-278. 

17 John w. Slocum, Jr. and Robert Strawser, "Racial 
Differences in Job Attitudes," Journal of Applied 
Psychology 56 (February 1972): 28-32. 
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the technique was also adapted to determine whether the 

use of students as surrogates for businessmen is 

, t 18 appropria e. 

Questionnaire Format 

The questionnaire (Appendix A) is composed of 

an introduction containing instructions and definitions 

of terms and three main sections used to elicit the data 

to be analyzed. Section I consists of five questions 

aimed at gathering demographic information. Questions 

one and four verified that the respondent was from the 

specified groups. The second question was included to 

ensure that government respondents had a basis on which 

to judge the actual performance of accountants. If the 

respondent replied he could not identify information 

as being prepared by accountants, his replies to what 

the profession is doing were discarded. However, the 

prescriptive answers were analyzed. Four individuals' 

responses have been discarded on this basis. Questions 

three and five were to be used to determine length of 

employment. 

Section II contains five close-ended questions 

1 8Ronald M. Copeland, Arthur J. Francia, and 
Robert H. Strawser, "Students as Subjects in Behavioral 
Business Research," The Accounting Review 48 (April 1979): 
365-72. 
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and an open-ended segment. The first three questions, 

each with two parts, measured the respondent's estimate 

of the frequency with which the accounting profession 

actually does and should provide input to the three 

processes of the federal tax process. Question four of 

this section was designed to allow the subject to 

state a preference regarding how the efforts of 

accountants should be distributed among the three pro-

cesses. The fifth question sought to find if the 

respondents had a preference as to which accountant 

group could best supply the desired input. The final 

portion of this section allowed the subject the 

opportunity to express any opinion held with respect 

to the accounting profession's input to the federal 

tax process. 

The final section of the questionnaire relates 

to selected traits of the input provided by accountants. 

The traits to be examined were selected either because 

the researcher identified them as desirable informational 

qualities from political science literature or because 

of their intuitive merit. This section consists of two 

grids in which fourteen informational traits are listed. 

In the first part of the section, the subjects were 

asked to estimate the frequency with which the specified 
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traits appear in the information supplied by accountants. 

In the second part, the subjects were to indicate their 

estimate of the frequency with which the given trait 

should appear in the proposals presented. As in Section 

II of the instrument, the difference between the two 

answers measures the dissatisfaction of the respondent 

with respect to each trait. 

For each of the first three questions in Section 

II and for the grids in Section III, respondents were 

instructed to insert an "X" in the space that best 

indicated their frequency estimates for that item on 

a seven point Likert scale. The magnitude estimates 

of the frequency were chosen because they are the sta-

tistically optimal expressions of frequency for a 

seven point scale. The percentage overlap in judgement 

between the adverbs used ("never," "once in a while," 

"sometimes," 11 fairly many times, 11 "often," 11 constantly," 

and "always") was found to be the least among thirty-

nine expressions tested by Bass, Cascio, and O'Connor. 19 

The format of the questionnaire was set up to 

utilize the facet alternative method of measurement. 

19Bernard M. Bass, Wayne F. Cascio, and Edward 
J. O'Connor, 11Magnitude Estimations of Expressions of 
Frequency and Amount," Journal of Applied Psychology 
59 (June 1974): 318. 
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This method was selected because the study's hypothesis 

tests relate to norms over several groups or modes 

within a group. As previously indicated, the facet 

alternative method is more appropriate than the com-

plete method or modal strength method when analyzing 

these types of relationships. 

Questionnaire Pretest 

The initial questionnaire was pretested by 

reviewing it with several government employees, 

accounting practitioners, and faculty members. Each 

pretest participant was mailed a copy of the question-

naire as originally developed. He was asked to 

complete the instrument, noting any problems or am-

biguities contained therein. Later, all participants 

were interviewed by the researcher and any difficulties 

noted by the subjects were discussed. As a result, 

several wording and format changes were suggested and 

implemented where appropriate. 

Questionnaire Administration 

The final questionnaire was delivered to 

the subjects in several phases. In December 1980, the 

researcher delivered the material to the offices of the 
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governmental participants. This method was used for 

two reasons. First, several of the congressmen whose 

staff members were selected for the survey were defeated 

in November elections, thus, hand delivery to the office 

was made in order to ensure receipt by the staff member 

before his departure from Washington. Second, on 

delivery to the office, a check was made to confirm 

that the subject selected was indeed the tax expert on 

the staff. 

The mailing of the questionnaire to the FTD 

members and academicians was delayed until January 1981. 

This was done to avoid the possibility of delivery during 

the Christmas holiday period when many of the subjects 

would not be in their offices. 

To obtain a satisfactory response rate from 

government employees, the researcher placed calls 

during the months of December and January to all 

government subjects who had not returned the question-

naire. In a final attempt to ensure a reasonable re-

sponse rate, in February 1981, a second mailing was 

made to all nonrespondents. Included in both mailings 

were questionnaires, prestamped return envelopes, and 

a covering letter{s) {Appendix B), explaining the 

reason for the study, the need for response, and a 
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guarantee of individual response confidentiality. 

Interviews 

During a symposium at Duke University, Robert 

S. Kay of Touche Ross & Co. made the following observa-

tion: 

Conducting surveys and experiments by mail, 
with nothing more, places a great deal of 
blind faith in the competence of respon-
dents •••. It seems to me that .•. there 
should be some attempted corroboration 20 
by interviews with selected respondents ••• 

In the belief that supplementing the questionnaire 

responses with interview data would provide corrobora-

tion of results and also reduce the inherent validity 

and reliability problems of mail surveys, the researcher 

scheduled meetings with several prospective respondents. 

The interviews would provide assurances that the re-

spondents understood the questions and permit them to 

expound upon or change their responses if they so de-

sired. Twenty persons in the sample, all in the 

Washington, D.C., area, were contacted to ascertain 

whether or not they were willing to be interviewed. All 

20Robert S. Kay, "Discussion of Experimental and 
Survey Research in Financial Accounting: A Review and 
Evaluation," in The Impact of Accounting Research on 
Practice and Problems, ed. A. Rashad Abdel-khalik, and 
Thomas F. Keller (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 
1978), p. 128 
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were willing; however, because of scheduling difficul-

ties, interviews with four people could not be arranged. 

Thus, sixteen interviews were actually conducted and 

those interviewed included: personal staff -- l; commit-

tee staff -- 6; Treasury -- 3; and practitioners -- 6. 

Statistical Analysis 

A major aspect of criterion validity is the 

statistical analysis of results. Descriptive statistics 

as well as tests for significance are necessary to allow 

the user to examine the validity of the study. 21 As 

with other studies using scaled data,22 the mean and 

standard deviation are used in this research to present 

a profile of the responses. 23 These two statistics are 

21 Hugh D. Grove and Richard S. Savich, 11Attitude 
Research in Accounting: A Model for Reliability and 
Validity Considerations, 11 The Accounting Review 54 
(July 1979): 531. 

22see A. Rashad Abdel-khalik, 11An Analysis of the 
Attitudes of a Sample of the AAA Members Toward the 
Accounting Review, 11 The Accounting Review 51 (July 
1976): 607; Peter Brownell, "Participating in Budgeting, 
Locus of Control and Organizational Effectiveness, 11 The 
Accounting Review 56 (October 1981): 850; and Paul Danos 
and Eugene A. Imhoff, 11Auditor Review of Financial Fore-
casts: An Analysis of Factors Affecting Reasonableness 
Judgements, 11 The Accounting Review 57 (January 1982): 54. 

23 sanford Labowitz, 11 The Assignment of Numbers 
to Rank Order Categories," The American Sociological 
Review 35 (June 1970): 515-524. 
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presented solely as an indication of the central ten-

dency and dispersion of responses. These parameters 

are not used as part of the statistical testing pro-

cedure. The verbal scale was converted to a numerical 

one by assigning the expressions used, "never" through 

"always," weights of one to seven respectively. Thus, 

the higher the mean value, the more that particular 

item was estimated as present or desirable by the 

respondent group. 

A second part of the statistical issue is the 

type of analyses employed. 24 Weights were assigned 

to the scaled responses for the purpose of presenting 

descriptive statistics. This is not to imply that the 

measurements made were ratio or even interval. A Likert 

type scale yields only ordinal data, i.e., the distances 

between any two numbers is unknown and only the rank 

order of scores is obtained. Because the measurements 

are ordinal, significance tests using nonparametric 

statistical analysis are appropriate and will be used 

in this research. Nonparametric procedures are more 

appropriate because it is not known whether the data 

meet the assumptions necessary to utilize parametric 

24Grove and Savich, "Attitude Research," p. 531. 
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techniques. The conditions that the observations 

be drawn from a normal distribution and the populations 

have the same variance may not be satisfied in this 

research. In addition, all the nonparametric procedures 

used in this research have an asymptotic relative 

efficiency of .955.25 This means that even when the 

assumptions necessary for using parametric techniques 

are met, the nonparametric equivalent is almost as 

powerful and the probability of correctly rejecting 

a null hypothesis is relatively equal under both pro-

cedures. 

The assumptions underlying nonparametric tech-

niques are: 

1. The observations are independent and 

2. The variable being examined has an underlying 
continuous distribution. 

Since the subjects were chosen by a systematic random 

sample, assumption one is valid for this research. 

All members of each sample frame had an equal opportunity 

of selection and the selection of one person did not 

bias the chance of any other person's selection. 

With regard to the distribution of the variable, 

although the actual scores observed may be discrete 

25Miles Hollander and Douglas A. Wolfe, 
Nonparametric Statistical Methods, {New York: John 
Wiley & .Sons, 1973}, p. 64. 
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it may be assumed that underlying such a discrete 

categorization there is a continuum of possible re-
26 sults. In this research although two individuals may 

indicate that accountants should "constantly" provide 

input to the legislative process, one may be closer 

to "always" in his belief, while the second may be 

closer to "often." The actual possibilities range from 

"never" to "always," but the grossness of the measuring 

instrument precludes any answers but the seven choices 

presented. Therefore, there will be ties among the 

responses. The fact that one cannot measure each 

separate point in the distribution does not mean that it 

is discrete. Observations may be discrete because of 

our inability to measure. "Tied scores are almost 

invariably a reflection of the lack of sensitivity 

of measuring instruments, which fail to distinguish 

the small differences which really exist between tied 

observations. ·~27 

Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance 

Tests for significant differences over the several 

groups will be conducted by using the Kruskal-Wallis 

26sidney ~iegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the 
Behavioral Sciences, (New York: McGraw Hill Book 
Company, 1956), p. 25. 

2 7 Ibid. , p. 2 6 . 
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One way analysis of Variance (K-W) test procedure. 

The K-W test will be applied to H1, H2 , H3 , H4 , H5, H6, 

HlO' and H11 • The procedure is used to analyze simul-

taneously several independent samples when one wants 

to test the null hypothesis that all samples were 

identical against the alternative that two or more are 

different. The use of a multiple comparison test over 

all groups avoids the problems involved in making 

several pairwise comparisons such as overstating the 

probability of finding significant differences and 

overutilizing the data. 28 The K-W procedure tests for 

differences in medians using the rank value of each 

observation and its location relative to the median. 

The model for one-way layout analysis is: 

i = l, ... ,k 
j = l, ..• ,ni 

where: 

Ti = median of the population 

e .. = .random variability associated with 
1 J individual observations 

k = number of groups 

ni = number of observations in each group. 

The null hypothesis tested is that the differences in 

28John Leter 
Statistical Models, 
Inc . ) , p • 4 7 2 . 

and William Wasserman, Applied Linear 
(Homewood, Ill.: Richard D. Irwin, 
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the median for all groups tested is zero. The cor-

responding alternative is that the differences between 

any two of the medians is not zero. Stated algebraically: 

Ho: Tl= T2 = T3 

Ha: Ti~ T. 
J 

In this study, rejection of the null hypothesis 

would lead to the conclusion that there is a significant 

difference between at least two of the groups regarding 

the variable being examined. Failure to reject the 

null hypothesis would support a conclusion that per-· 

ceptions of the variable were the same across all groups. 

If the null hypothesis is rejected, the K-W test will 

not indicate which groups are different. Additional 

tests will be necessary to determine which groups do 

not agree. 

Mann-Whitney U 

The Mann-Whitney U Test (M-W is a nonparametric 

alternative to the parametric t-test. The technique 

is used to test for differences in distribution func-

tions of two independent samples. Therefore, any time 

the K-W test results in a rejection of the null hypo-

thesis, a M-W test will be conducted to determine which 

groups differ. The model for the problem is: 
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Y. = Ml + eli i = 1,2, ... ,m 
l. 

y. = M2 + e2j j = 1,2, .•• ,n 
J 

where: 

Ml = the median of one population. 

M2 = the median of a second population. 

eli = the error associated with the individual 
observations of the first population. 

e2j = the error associated with the individual 
observations of the second population. 

The hypothesis to be tested may be stated as follows: 

H: F(x) = G(x) 
0 

Ha: F (x) t- G (x) 

where: 

F(x) = the distribution function of the first 
population 

G(x) = the distribution function of the 
second population. 

The M-W test uses both the rank value of each 

item and the location relative to the median. If the 

null hypothesis is rejected, the researcher will 

conclude that there is a significant difference between 

the two groups regarding the variable being examined. 

Failure to reject the null would lead to the conclusion 

that the perceptions of the variable are the same for 

the two groups. 
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When a M-W test is utilized in this study an 

adjustment must be made to the alpha level in order to 

control the selected experiment error rate at .os.29 
The procedure used for estimating the required alpha 

level will be Ryan's method of adjusted significance 

levels. Using this technique, the two extreme groups 

are tested first at an alpha prime level equal to: 

a• = 2 a 
k{r-1) 

where: 

a = the experimentwise error rate. 

k = the total number of groups being examined. 

r = the number of steps between the two 
groups being tested. 

Therefore, if a K-W test results in a rejection of the 

null hypothesis, the alpha prime level for the first 

M-W test on the relevant variable is determined as 

follows: 

(l I = 2 { • 05) = • 1 
3(3-1} 6 

a' = .0167 

If Ryan's procedure shows these groups to be significantly 

different, then the alpha prime level for the subsequent 

M-W test will be: 

29Roger E. Kirk, Ex erimental Desi n: Procedures 
for the Behavioral Sciences, Be mont, Cai.: Broo s 
Cole Publishing Company, 1968), p. 495. 



a:.'=2(.05) 
3(2-1) 

0:.1 = .0334 

Wilcoxon Matched Pair 
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.1 
3 

The Wilcoxon Matched Pair (Wilcoxon) test will 

be used to determine whether there is a significant 

difference between each group's perception of what 

accountants should be and are doing with respect to 

the federal tax process and the information presented. 

The Wilcoxon test will be applied to H7 , H8 , Hg, and 

The procedure is appropriate when two related 

samples are being tested, e.g., asking one person for 

his perception of two related items. The technique 

uses both the sign and the magnitude of the difference 

between paired observations. The model for the paired 

sample problem is: 

The 

zi = M + ei 

where: 

i=l, ... ,h 

M = the median of the difference in the 
paired observations 

e. = the random error in the differences 
1. 

statement of the hypothesis is: 

Ho: M = 0 

H : M ~ 0 a 
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If the null hypothesis is rejected in this 

study, one may conclude that there is a significant 

difference between the particular group's perception 

of what the accounting profession is doing and what it 

should be doing. If the null cannot be rejected, this 

will lead to the conclusion that the group is satisfied 

with the accountants' participation or information with 

reference to the variable being tested. 

Summary 

Role theory is a concept which relates to the 

expectations of individuals (subject persons) for others 

(object persons), and with the expectations of object 

persons for themselves. If the expectations are similar, 

a consensus exists; if the expectations are different, 

a dissensus exists. Government personnel associated 

with the federal tax process (subject persons) and 

members of the accounting profession (object persons) 

who provide information to such government personnel 

comprise the population of this study. 

A questionnaire was developed to measure the 

expectations of these groups for the accounting pro-

fession's participation in the federal tax process. 

The formulated hypotheses and the methodology for testing 
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these hypotheses were presented in this chapter. The 

results of the analysis of the data gathered by the 

questionnaire are discussed in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS 

The purposes of this chapter are to summarize 

the responses to the questionnaire and to present the 

results of applying the statistical tests outlined in 

the previous chapter. In the first section of this 

chapter the demographic characteristics of respondents 

are presented. The second part consists of an analysis 

of the responses in total and by group and a test for 

nonresponse bias. The next section includes tables 

displaying descriptive statistics and test results, 

and a discussion of the results as they relate to the 

formulated hypotheses. Following this, information is 

presented on preferred emphasis within the federal tax 

process and preferences regarding which accounting group 

should provide the input. Comments made by respondents 

on the questionnaires and in response to the researcher's 

interviews with both government personnel and practi-

101 
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tioners comprise the final section of this chapter. 

Demographic Characteristics 

The demographic information requested was mini-

mized in order to limit both the time required to com-

plete the questionnaire and the disclosures of govern-

ment personnel concerned with confidentiality. The 

demographic data were obtained to ensure correct segre-

gation of respondents and to provide some indication 

as to whether the governmental and accounting respond-

ents were representative samples. It was expected 

that the personal staffs of congressmen would have the 

shortest average length of employment, committee staffs 

the next shortest, and Treasury personnel the longest. 

As the following summary indicates, the actual data 

conform to expectations. 

The term of employment for personnel staff mem-

bers with the current employer, i.e., senator/congress-

man, ranges from less than 1 year to 8 years, the mean 

period being 3.3 years. For the congressional committee 

staff personnel, the average term is 6.0 years with a 

range of 2 to 15. The mean of Treasury personnel 

employment with the department is 10.8 years, the 

shortest span being less than 1 year and the longest in 
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excess of 32. In their current positions, the groups 

average 2.4, 4.8, and 4.2 years respectively. 

The average length of employment with their 

current employer in their current position is greater 

for practitioners and educators. The practitioners have 

been affiliated with their current firm for an average 

of 15.4 years, ranging from 1 to 35 years. The average 

length of time in their current position is 9.0 years. 

Educators have been associated with their college/uni-

versity from 1-40 years, averaging 9.6 years and holding 

their current rank for 6.7 years. 

Response Analysis 

Table 3 presents a summary of the overall response 

of group 1, government personnel, and a breakdown by 

subclassification: personal staff members, committee 

staff members, and Treasury personnel. The overall 

response rate 1 for government personnel was 71.9%. The 

subgroups' response rates were: personal staff, 76.1%; 

committee staff, 69.0%; and Treasury personnel, 70.2%. 

lThe response rate was calculated as follows; 
Response Rate= Usable Responses 

Total mailed - (nondeliverable 
+ would not participate+ not 
usable) 



TABLE 3 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE -- GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL 

Personal Committee Treasury 
Staff Staff Personnel Total 

ITEM No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Usable Responses I-' 
0 First Mailing 32 65.3 28 56.0 28 51.9 88 57.5 "'" Second Mailing 3 6.1 1 2.0 5 9.3 9 5.9 

Subtotal 35 71. 4 29 58.0 33 61.2 97 63.4 

Non-Deliverable 1 2.1 6 12.0 3 5.5 10 6.5 

Would Not 
Participate 1 2.1 0 - 4 7.4 5 3.3 

Not Usable 1 2.0 2 4.0 0 - 3 2.0 

Subtotal 38 77.6 37 74.0 40 74.1 115 75.2 

No Response 11 22.4 13 26.0 14 25.9 38 24.8 

TOTAL 49 100.0 50 100.0 54 100.0 153 100.0 
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The second request mailing resulted in an additional 9 

responses or an increase of 6.7% in the response rate. 

Table 4 provides an analysis of the overall re-

sponse to the questionnaire and a summary of the re-

sponses by the three major groups. The overall response 

rate to the study was 67.2%. A review of the table in-

dicates that substantially larger response rates were 

achieved for government personnel and practitioners, 

i.e., those groups which currently are more involved in 

the tax legislation process. 

As noted above, the response rate of government 

personnel was 71.9%. The response rate for practi-

tioners, group 2, was 74.2% resulting in a combined rate 

for groups 1 and 2 of 72.9%. The follow up mailing to 

practitioners resulted in 12 additional responses, a 

10% increase in the response rate. 

The response rate from educators, group 3, was 

57.3%. Responses by group 3 to the follow-up mailing 

were the largest of the three groups in the study --

19 additional responses, thereby increasing the educators' 

response rate by 12.7%. 

Nonresponse Analysis 

Although careful attention is given to employing 



ITEM 

Usable Responses 
First Mailing 
Second Mailing 

Subtotal 

Non-Deliverable 

Would Not 
Participate 

Not Usable 

Subtotal 

No Response 

TOTAL 

TABLE 4 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE -- GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL, 
PRACTITIONERS, AND EDUCATORS 

Government 
Personnel Practitioners Educators Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 

88 57.5 77 61.1 67 43.2 232 53.5 
9 5.9 12 9.5 19 12.3 40 9.2 

97 63.4 89 70.6 86 55.5 272 62.7 

10 6.5 5 4.0 3 1. 9 18 4.2 

5 3.3 - - - - 5 1.1 

3 2.0 1 . 8 2 1.3 6 1. 4 

115 75.2 95 75.4 91 58.7 301 69.4 

38 24.8 31 24.6 64 41.3 133 30.6 

153 100.0 126 100.0 155 100.0 434 100.0 

I-' 
0 
O'I 



107 

techniques which maximize responses, no mail survey can 

be expected to yield a 100 percent response rate. 

Therefore, the researcher must examine the problem of 

nonresponse bias, i.e., the possibility that those per-

sons who did not respond have views different from those 

who did respond. And, if so, would their responses 

have changed the results of the study. 

It has been found that those who respond late 

to questionnaires are similar to those who do not 

respond. 2 A second mailing of the questionnaire was 

made and as shown in Table 4 a total of forty responses 

were received. These replies wer.e compared to those 

received from the initial mailing list to compare for 

nonresponse bias. Table 5 contains a listing of vari-

ables used in the research. A Mann-Whitney U test was 

performed comparing early and late respondents' answers 

to each of these variables (excepting Vl, V2 and V4) 

to test for significant differences. The P values 

resulting from these tests are shown in Table 6. 

Only ten of the 108 tests run resulted in a 

P value of less than .05, indicating a significant 

difference in answers and a possibility of nonresponse 

2A.H. Oppenheim, Questionnaire Design and Attitude 
Measurement, (London: Heineman Educational Books, Ltd., 
1966), p. 34. 
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TABLE 5 

LIST OF VARIABLES 

Questionnaire 
Variable Reference 
Number Description Section Question 

Vl Current Employer I 1 
V2 Exposure to Accountants Input I 2 
V3 Length of Employment with 

Current Employer I 3 
V4 Current Position I 4 
vs Length of Time in Current 

Position I 5 
V6 Actual Frequency of Input 

Formulative Process II la 
V7 Desired Frequency of Input --

Formulative Process II lb 
V8 Actual Frequency of Input --

Legislative Process II 2a 
V9 Desired Frequency of Input --

Legislative Process II 3a 
VlO Actual Frequency of Input --

Interpretative Process II 3a 
Vll Desired Frequency of Input 

Interpretative Process II 3b 
Vl2 Actual Frequency of 

Reliable Input III 1 
Vl3 Actual Frequency of 

Detailed Input III 1 
Vl4 Actual Frequency of 

Broad in Scope Input III 1 
Vl5 Actual Frequency of 

Narrow in Scope Input III 1 
Vl6 Actual Frequency of 

Quantitative Input III 1 
Vl7 Actual Frequency of 

Objective Input III 1 
Vl8 Actual Frequency of 

Empirically Researched Input III 1 
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TABLE 5 (Cont'd) 

LIST OF VARIABLES 

Variable 
Number Description 

Vl9 

V20 

V21 

V22 

V23 

V24 

V25 

V26 

V27 

V28 

V29 

V30 

V31 

V32 

V33 

V34 

V35 

Actual Frequency of 
Statistical Analysis 

Actual Frequency of 
Succinct Input 

Actual Frequency of 
Input Presenting More 
Than One Viewpoint 

Actual Frequency of 
Input Using_ Case Studies 

Actual Frequency of 
Relevant Input 

Actual Frequency of 
Understandable Input 

Actual Frequency of 
Easily Computerized Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Reliable Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Detailed Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Broad in Scope Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Narrow in Scope Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Quantitative Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Objective Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Empirically Researched Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Statistical Analysis 

Desired Frequency of 
Succinct Input 

Desired Frequency of 
Input Presenting More 
Than One Viewpoint 

Questionnaire 
Reference 

Section Question 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

III 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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TABLE 5 (Cont'd) 

LIST OF VARIABLES 

Variable 
Number Description 

V36 Desired Frequency of 
Input Using Case Studies 

V37 Desired Frequency of 
Relevant Input 

V38 Desired Frequency of 
Understandable Input 

V39 Desired Frequency of 
Easily Computerized Input 

Questionnaire* 
Reference 

Section Question 

III 2 

III 2 

III 2 

III 2 

*See Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire. 



Variable 
Number 

V3 
VS 
V6 
V7 
VB 
V9 
VlO 
Vll 
Vl2 
Vl3 
Vl4 
VlS 
Vl6 
Vl7 
Vl8 
Vl9 
V20 
V21 
V22 
V23 
V24 
V25 
V26 
V27 
V28 
V29 
V30 
V31 
V32 
V33 
V34 
V35 
V36 
V37 
V38 
V39 

*Significant 
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TABLE 6 

NON-RESPONSE BIAS ANALYSIS 

P-Values 
Government Practitioners 

.708 .854 

.375 .082 

.074 .033* 

.667 .040* 

.943 .040* 

.423 .024* 

.839 .598 

.306 .226 

.477 .306 

.072 .529 

.064 .145 

.602 .799 

.113 .524 

.221 .926 

.192 .697 

.083 .085 

.073 .226 

.117 .675 

.090 .140 

.324 .294 

.365 .214 

.903 .575 

.041* .779 

.989 .431 

.563 .040* 

.725 .094 

.220 .354 

.357 .785 

.975 .955 

.191 .053 

.117 .054 

.347 1.000 

.366 .443 

.024* .361 

.058 .658 

.851 .981 

at experimentwise level of a 

Educators 

.845 

.495 

.111 

.631 

.204 

.957 

.166 

.902 

.846 

.869 

.759 

.367 

.677 

.499 

.481 

.826 

.694 

.378 

.012* 

.945 

.779 

.278 

.217 

.502 

.189 

.839 

.423 

.375 

.042* 

.106 

.215 

.008* 

.887 

.994 

.305 

.571 

= .OS. 
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bias. Within govern.~ent personnel, variables 26 and 

37 showed a significant difference; within practitioners, 

variables 6,7,8,9 and 28; and within educators, vari-

ables 22,32, and 45. In considering the possibility 

of nonresponse bias several factors should be noted. 

First, the level of significance at which the experimen-

tal hypotheses using these variables were accepted or 

rejected was such that the possibility of nonrespondents' 

answers altering the conclusions is negligible. Second, 

using an alpha level= .05, we would expect that five 

or six of the 108 tests would be significant solely due 

to sampling variation. Third, the M-W tests conducted 

on the demographic variables (V3, VS) resulted in a 

finding of no significant difference between early and 

late respondents; thus supporting an assumption that 

early and late respondents are homogeneous. Fourth, 

the response rates are high for research of this nature. 

The modal response to mail questionnaires is often only 

twenty to forty percent. 3 The higher the response rate, 

the lower the probability that any nonresponse bias 

which does exist would change the outcome of the research 

because nonrespondents will represent only a small 

3paul E. Green and Donald S. Tull, Research for 
Marketing Decisions, 3rd ed. (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1975), p. 152. 
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part of the survey population. 

Based on the significance level at which related 

hypotheses are accepted or rejected, the lack of any 

differences in the demographics of early and late 

respondents, and the high response rate, there is 

evidence to suggest that the conclusions of the research 

would be the same had all questionnaires been returned. 

Results 

Before testing over the three major groups, 

one must determine whether or not a consensus exists 

among government personnel. H1 , H2 , H3 , and H10 relate 

to this objective and the results of the K-W tests are 

displayed in Table 7. Because these experimental 

hypotheses are stated positively, i.e., there is a sig-

nificant difference among the groups, the basis for 

rejecting these hypotheses is a P value > .05, rather 

than <.05 as is the case with the other hypotheses 

in the study. 

H1 was tested by analyzing variable seven 

(V7). 4 The P value, .409, results in a rejection of 

4Refer to Table 5 for a description of the 
variables and the related questions in the questionnaire. 
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TABLE 7 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND KRUSKAL-WALLIS 
TEST STATISTICS OF GOVERNMENT RESPONDENTS 

Personal Committee Treasury 
Staffs Staffs Personnel 

Variable Std. Std. Std. 
Number Mean Dev. Mean Dev. Mean Dev. 

V6 3.66 1.00 3.59 1.34 3.72 1.13 
V7 5.03 1.18 4.55 1.41 4.78 .94 
vs 3.77 1.03 4.00 1.16 4.09 1.04 
V9 5.03 1.25 4.45 1.40 4.91 .86 
VlO 4.26 1.31 4.46 1.10 4.09 1.18 
Vll 5.14 1. 50 4.93 1.25 4.91 1.15 
Vl2 .539 .80 4.79 1.20 4.31 1.09 
Vl3 5.10 1. 09 4.61 1. 26 3.84 1.25 
Vl4 3.50 .84 3.86 1. 38 3.25 1.22 
Vl5 3.96 1.17 4.00 1.36 4.23 1.31 
V16 3.90 1. 45 3.78 1.19 3.65 1. 33 
Vl7 4.19 1.17 3.89 1. 23 3.47 1.22 
Vl8 3.97 1. 30 3.43 1.29 3.47 1.24 
Vl9 3.07 1.28 2.68 1.28 2.63 1.27 
V20 3.36 1.36 3.54 1. 26 3.75 1.02 
V21 2.71 1.13 2.68 1.06 2.72 1.22 
V22 3.30 1.26 2.56 1.12 2.70 1.34 
V23 4.26 1.41 4.43 .96 4.34 .90 
V24 4.43 1.29 4.54 1.45 4.75 .95 
V25 3.43 1.56 2.55 1.19 2.70 1.34 
V26 6.62 .60 6.64 .56 6.47 .84 
V27 4.85 1.26 5.50 1.17 5.31 1. 31 
V28 4.43 1.46 4.42 1.47 5.53 1.34 
V29 3.84 1.34 3.85 1.69 3.22 1.68 
V30 3.82 1.21 4.37 1.45 3.90 1.45 
V31 6.00 1.33 6.14 1.24 5.97 1.30 
V32 5.21 1.29 4.89 1.34 4.57 1.07 
V33 4.39 1.58 4.04 1.58 3.93 1.44 
V34 6.18 1.13 5.39 1. 52 5.70 1.24 
V35 4.69 1.73 4.96 1.50 5.32 1.38 
V36 4 .52 1. 79 4.00 1-54 3.83 1.34 
V37 6.58 .71 6.36 .91 6.61 .67 
V38 6.76 .so 6.64 .56 6.55 .72 
V39 3.96 2.15 3.48 1. 54 3.76 1.64 

*Not significant at the experimentwise level of 

P Value 

.822 

.409 

.425 

.207 

.344 

.645 
<.001* 

.001* 

.086 

.594 

.704 

.055 

.200 

.329 

.494 

.986 

.071 

.798 

.732 

.253 

.862 

.111 

.003* 

.136 

.300 

.834 

.105 

.526 

.062 

.321 

.244 

.406 

.418 

.726 

a = .05. 
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of the experimental hypothesis, thereby indicating a 

consensus among government personnel regarding expecta-

tions for the frequency of accountants' participation 

in the formulative process. Variable nine was used 

as the basis for testing H2 . The P value of .209 

indicates that, as with the formulative process, no 

significant difference exists within government per-

sonnel regarding the frequency with which accountants 

should provide input to the legislative process. The 

K-W statistic was also significant (P<.05) in the test 

for differences within government personnel regarding 

the frequency of accountants' participation in the 

interpretative process (Vll), suggesting a consensus 

of view. 

H10 relating to the desirability of various 

informational traits was tested over V26-39. An 

inspection of the resultant P values suggests that a 

dissensus exists regarding the desirability of only 

one of the listed traits, "Broad in Scope" (V28), 

(P = .003). For the other traits, each K-W P value 

exceeds .OS, rejecting the experimental hypothesis of a 

significant difference among the three governmental 

subgroups. 
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In addition to testing for dissensus of expecta-

tions and the possibility of resultant role conflict, 

K-W tests of government personnel responses were 

performed to determine whether or not the government 

subgroups may be treated as a single group for further 

testing. Therefore, the views of each subgroup on the 

extent to which accountants actually do provide input 

and include desired informational qualities were analyzed. 

A review of Table 7 reveals three variables for which 

the hypothesis of a significant difference within 

government personnel is supported. These three variables 

are: "Actual Frequency of Reliable Input" (V12); "Actual 

Frequency of Detailed Input" (Vl3); and "Desired 

Frequency of Broad in Scope Input" (V28). Each of these 

variables relates to informational traits; therefore, 

when testing H11 and H12 for these traits the tests 

were conducted over five groups, i.e., personal staff, 

conunittee staff, Treasury personnel, accounting practi-

tioners, and accounting educators. For all other tests, 

only the three major groups were used. 

Tables 8 through 24 display the results of both 

the Kruskal-Wallis tests (and the Mann-Whitney tests 

when necessary), comparing a single variable among 
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groups, and the Wilcoxon tests, comparing two variables 

within a single group. Experimental hypotheses being 

tested by these procedures were rejected if the P value 

for any test was <.05, except for the Mann-Whitney 

procedure for which the level of significance was 

dependent on the steps between the groups being 

examined. 

The Formulative Process 

Table 8 presents the results of testing H4 and 

H7 • The K-W statistic (P = .234) for actual frequency 

of the accounting profession's input in the formulative 

process indicates that there is no significant 

difference in the three group's opinions. The means 

of each group suggest the overall view is that the 

accounting profession "sometimes" provides input during 

the formulation of a tax bill. The K-W test applied 

to V7 leads to a rejection of H4 . Therefore, a Mann-

Whitney procedure was performed to determine which of 

the groups have significantly different expectations 

for the frequency of accountants' input in the formulative 

process. This test shows that each group has different 

views since each P value is less than the level required 

by Ryan's method of adjusted significance level (see 
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TABLE 8 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON THE FORMULATIVE PROCESS (V6), (V7) 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 

GROUP (V6) (V7) 

Government 

Mean 3.66 
Standard Deviation 1.13 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

3.99 
1. 35 

Mean 3.93 
Standard Deviation 1.39 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

.234 

Government/Practitioners 
Government/Educators 
Practitioners/Educators 

4.80 
1.18 

5.32 
1.16 

5.69 
1.05 

<.001* 

.002* 
<.001* 

.023* 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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(see Chapter IV). Government personnel believe that 

accountants should provide input less frequently than 

do the other groups. Practitioners express the 

opinion that accountants should be somewhat more 

involved while educators express a desire for the 

greatest frequency of participation. Finally, the 

Wilcoxon test statistics (each P value <.001) strongly 

reject H7 and demonstrate that each group is dissatisfied 

with the current frequency of participation by accountants 

in the formulative process. A comparison of the means 

indicates that each group clearly expresses a desire 

for a substantial increase in the profession's input. 5 

The Legislative Process 

Table 9 presents a summary of the scores and 

test statistics for Hs and H8 , testing V8 and V9. The 

K-W test applied to the perceived actual input of the 

profession during the legislative process resulted in a 

P value 0f <.001, indicating a significant difference 

among the groups. The Mann-Whitney procedure suggests 

that the opinion of government personnel is different 

from that of accounting professionals, the latter groups 

SThe higher the mean value of any variable, the 
more that variable was perceived as present or desirable 
by respondents. 
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TABLE 9 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS (VB), (V9) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/Practitioners 
Government/Educators 
Practitioners/Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 

(VB) (V9) 

3.95 
1. 07 

4.60 
1.15 

4.60 
1. 46 

<.001* 

< • 001 * 
< .001* 

.856 

4.81 
1.20 

5.62 
.92 

5.85 
.89 

< • 001 * 

< .001* 
< • 001* 

.148 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

< • 001 * 

< • 001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a = • 05. 
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greater current input in the process. The K-W procedure 

used to test the desired level of input revealed a 

similar significant difference of opinions among the 

groups, thereby rejecting H5 . Practitioners and educa-

tors show a desire to have accountants provide input 

to the legislative process "often" while the position 

of the government personnel is that input is needed 

less frequently, only "fairly many times." In testing 

for each group's satisfaction with the frequency of the 

profession's input during the legislative process, one 

finds that a strong rejection of the hypothesized 

satisfaction is indicated by the results of the Wilcoxon 

test, i.e., P values of < .001 for each group. A review 

of the means of the data indicates that the current 

frequency of the profession's participation is sig-

nificantly less than the desired frequency. 

The Interpretative Process 

The results of testing H6 and Hg are displayed 

in Table 10. The K-W procedure used to test for dif-

ferences among the groups' perceptions of the frequency 

of the accounting profession's current input to the 

interpretative process resulted in a statistical 

rejection of similarity of view (P = .038). However, 
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TABLE 10 

SUM.1'.1ARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON THE INTERPRETATIVE PROCESS (VlO), (Vll) 

In:eut Freguenci 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 

GROUP (VlO) (Vll) P-Value 

Government <.001* 

Mean 4.25 5.00 
Standard Deviation 1.21 1.30 

Practitioners <.001* 

Mean 4.66 5.81 
Standard Deviation 1.46 .86 

Educators <.001* 

Mean 4.20 5.66 
Standard Deviation 1. 67 1.17 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value .038* <.001* 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/Practitioners .023 <.001* 
Government/Educators .880 <.001* 
Practitioners/Educators .033 .639 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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the M-W pairwise comparison conducted to determine which 

groups have different perceptions did not corroborate 

the results of the K-W procedure, i.e., none of the 

P values is < .0167, the value resulting from the 

adjustments required to maintain an experimentwise error 

rate of .05. Therefore, no statement on pairwise dif-

ferences can be substantiated. When comparing desired 

input, there is a rejection of the hypothesis of 

no significant difference among groups, P < .001. In 

applying the M-W procedure, it is apparent that govern-

ment personnel's prescriptive mode is significantly 

different from that of the other two groups. An examina-

tion of the means shows that both the practitioners 

and educators desire greater input by the profession 

than do government personnel. As with the formulative 

and legislative processes, each group is dissatisfied 

with the current frequency of participation in the 

interpretative process. A clear rejection of H9 is 

indicated since each Wilcoxon test P value is < • 001. 

The belief seems to be strongly held that there should 

be a significant increase in the frequency with which 

the profession provides input to the interpretative 

process. 
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Informational Traits 

Various informational traits were presented in 

the questionnaire to determine (1) whether or not 

a consensus exists among the groups regarding each 

trait's desirability and (2) to ascertain whether 

or not the frequency with which the trait is included 

in the information presented by accountants meets the 

desired frequency. Therefore, K-W tests (testing con-

sensus among all groups), M-W tests (testing consensus 

within two-group pairs), and Wilcoxon tests (testing 

satisfaction within a group) were performed on the 

data accumulated from respondents' answers to Section 

III of the questionnaire. Tables 11 through 24 present 

the results of these tests. 

Reliability 

Table 11 summarizes responses regarding the 

reliability of information provided by accountants 

for use in the federal tax process. As noted previously, 

the K-W test performed on the subclassification of 

government personnel resulted in a conclusion of 

dissensus within this group in the descriptive mode of 

reliability. The K-W statistic on the five groups 

should, and does, reflect a significant difference 
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TABLE 11 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON RELIABILITY (V12), (V26} 

Input Freg:uency 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 

GROUP (V12) (V26) P-Value 

Government 

(a} Personal Staff < .001* 
Mean 5.39 6.62 
Standard Deviation .80 .60 

(b} Committee Staff < .001* 
Mean 4.79 6.64 
Standard Deviation 1. 20 1.17 

(c} Treasury Personnel < • 001 * 
Mean 4.31 6.47 
Standard Deviation 1. 09 .84 

Practitioners < .001* 

Mean 5.52 6.44 
Standard Deviation .96 .65 

Educators < .001* 

Mean 5.05 6.35 
Standard Deviation 1.13 .80 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value <.001* .080 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Personal Staff/ 
Committee Staff .039 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .OS. 
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TABLE 11 (Cont'd) 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON RELIABILITY (Vl2}, (V26} 

GROUP 

Personal Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Personal Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Personal Staff/ 
Educators 

Committee Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Committee Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Committee Staff/ 
Educators 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Practitioners 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 

(Vl2} (V26} 

.001* 

.249 

.177 

.057 

<.001* 

.307 

<.001* 

.001* 

.003* 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .OS. 



127 

regarding current reliability (P < .001). The M-W 

test applied to determine which pairwise combinations 

hold different views detected a significant difference 

between five pairs. Treasury personnel were found to 

hold opinions different from personal staff, practi-

tioners, and educators. The data indicate that the 

Treasury Department's employees believe the information 

currently provided is only "fairly many times" reliable, 

whereas the other groups (excepting the committee staff) 

believe the information to be "often" reliable. The 

practitioners hold the highest average opinion (5.52) 

of the information's reliability and they differ in 

their viewpoint from committee staff, Treasury person-

nel, and educators. When asked to state the desired 

frequency of reliable input, all groups indicated a 

similar desire for "constantly" reliable information. 

The K-W test over the five groups on the desired frequency 

of this trait indicated no significant difference 

(P = .08). When testing the cathetic mode (each group's 

satisfaction) with reference to "reliability," the 

Wilcoxon procedure results in a strong rejection of 

satisfaction. The P value for each group is <.001, 

clearly an indication of dissatisfaction with the re-

liability of current input. The increase of each 
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group's mean between Vl2 and V26 demonstrates a desire 

for increased reliability. 

Detail 

Table 12 relates to the current and desired 

level of "detail." As with "reliability, 11 the K-W test 

over government personnel resulted in a finding of sig-

nificant difference of opinion within the descriptive 

mode. Consequently, the remaining tests were performed 

over five groups. Because the K-W test resulted in a 

significant difference finding, the M-W procedure 

was used to ascertain pairwise differences. The results 

show only one group as holding a view at variance with 

any other. Treasury personnel's opinion of the current 

amount of detail is significantly different from both 

personal staff's and practioners' opinions. Each of 

the latter two groups believe that current presentations 

from the accounting profession contain more detail than 

do Treasury personnel. With regard to frequency of 

11detail," the data demonstrate a substantial similarity 

of belief (P = .997). Only one group apparently is 

satisfied with the current level of detail. Personal 

staff (P = .841 for the Wilcoxon test). All other 

groups are not.satisfied with the amount of detail being 
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TABLE 12 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON DETAIL (Vl3), (V27) 

GROUP 

Government 

(a) Personal Staff 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

(b) Committee Staff 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

(c) Treasury Personnel 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Personal Staff/ 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 

(Vl3) (V27) P-Value 

.841 

5.10 4.85 
1. 09 1.25 

.010* 
4.60 5.50 
1.26 1.17 

<.001* 
3.84 5.31 
1.03 1.30 

.033* 

4.81 5.25 
1.03 1.30 

<.001* 

4.46 5.15 
1. 31 1.20 

<.001* .997 

Committee Staff .108 

*~ignificant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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TABLE 12 (Cont'd) 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON DETAIL (Vl3), (V27) 

GROUP 

Personal Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Personal Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Personal Staff/ 
Educators 

Committee Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Committee Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Committee Staff/ 
Educators 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Practitioners 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 
(Vl3) (V27) P-Value 

<.001* 

.145 

.035 

.026 

.460 

.942 

.003* 

.012 

.274 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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presented, and, because the mean of V27 is greater than 

the mean of Vl3 for each of the four groups, the 

implication is that more detail is desired. 

Broad in Scope 

An examination of Table 13 indicates a signifi-

cant difference of opinion among the groups in the 

actual and desired frequency of the "broad in scope" 

trait. The K-W P value for the current state is .004, 

while that of the desired state is .005, both strongly 

rejecting any overall similarity of view. The M-W 

test on Vl4 results in a conclusion of a significant 

difference between government personnel and the 

accounting professionals. Government personnel evidently 

believe that the information presented is "sometimes" 

"broad in scope" whereas the other two groups express 

the opinion that this trait is included "fairly many 

times." Regarding the desirability of the trait, there 

is disagreement only within government personnel, with 

Treasury personnel desiring a greater broadness than 

do the staff members. All groups express a lack of 

satisfaction with the actual versus desirable frequency 

of the trait, with the data supporting a desire for a 
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TABLE 13 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON BROAD IN SCOPE (Vl4), (V28) 

GROUP 

Government 

(a) Personal Staff 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

(b) Committee Staff 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

(c) Treasury Personnel 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Personal Staff/ 
Committee Staff 

In:eut Freguenc;t 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 

(Vl4) (V28) P-Value 

.019* 

3.50 4.44 
.84 1.46 

.017* 
3.86 4.42 
1.38 1.47 

<.001* 
3.25 5.53 
1.21 1. 34 

< • 001 * 

4.14 5.00 
1.24 1.25 

<.001* 

4.11 5.06 
1. 29 1.18 

.004* .005* 

.987 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a. = • 05. 
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TABLE 13 (Cont'd) 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON BROAD IN SCOPE (Vl4), (V28) 

GROUP 

Personal Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Personal Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Personal Staff/ 
Educators 

Committee Staff/ 
Treasury Personnel 

Committee Staff/ 
Practitioners 

Committee Staff/ 
Educators 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Practitioners 

Treasury Personnel/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 

{Vl4) {V28) 

.355 

.001* 

.028* 

.003* 

.063 

.029 

.004* 

.089 

.046 

.031 

.039 

.706 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a .,.. . 05. 



134 

broader presentation. 

Narrow in Scope 

Responses regarding Vl5 and V29 are summarized 

and the results of statistical tests thereon are displayed 

in Table 14. The data do not demonstrate a statistically 

significant difference among groups with regard to the 

current frequency of the "narrow in scope" trait 

(P = .053). The K-W test did not support the hypothesis 

of no significant difference regarding the desirability 

of this trait (P = .017). The M-W procedure indicated 

that different views are held by practitioners and 

educators, with the former wanting a narrow presentation 

less frequently than the latter. The hypothesis of no 

dissatisfaction within the groups regarding the "narrow 

in scope" trait cannot be rejected based on the 

Wilcoxon test. It is interesting to note that this is 

the only informational trait in which each group's mean 

of desired frequency is less than the mean of actual 

frequency. Therefore, although not statistically sig-

nifcant, there does seem to be some inclination for a 

reduction in the "narrow in scope" trait and such 

reduction is supported by each group's desire for an 

increase in the "broad in scope" trait. 
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TABLE 14 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON NARROW IN SCOPE (V15), (V29) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test~ 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 

(V15) (V29) 

4.07 
1.27 

3.71 
1. 25 

3.92 
1.36 

.053 

3.61 
1.59 

3.38 
1. 47 

3.84 
1.60 

.017* 

.136 

.165 

.004* 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

:809 

.599 

.683 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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Quantitative 

As indicated in Table 15, when asked their opinion 

on how frequently quantitative information is presented, 

government personnel and practitioners are in agreement 

that this trait is "sometimes" present. The K-W 

procedure resulted in a conclusion of significant dif-

ference over all groups {P = .01) and the M-W test in-

dicated that the group holding the divergent view is 

the educators. This group believes that quantitative 

information is presented "fairly many times." The K-W 

procedure testing for significant differences in 

responses among groups in V30 was significant {P <.001). 

Thus, there is evidence suggesting different desired 

frequencies of quantitative information. Here also 

the M-W test indicated that the educators are the 

group holding the different opinion. This group 

believes that the trait should "often" be present, 

whereas government personnel and practitioners express 

a desired frequency of only "fairly many times." The 

Wilcoxon test resulted in a finding of a statistical 

difference between actual and desired frequency for 

practitioners and educators with each group opting 

for a greater amount of quantitative information. 
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TABLE 15 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON QUANTITATIVE (V16), (V30) 

InEut Freguenc;r: 
Actual Desired Wilcoxon Test 

GROUP (Vl6) (V30) P-Value 

Government .057 

Mean 3.77 4.01 
Standard Deviation 1.32 1.37 

Practitioners .032* 

Mean 3.69 4.03 
Standard· Deviation 1.22 1.31 

Educators <. 001 * 

Mean 4.19 5.05 
Standard Deviation 1.42 1.19 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value .010* <.001* 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners .400 .949 

Government/ 
Educators .025* < . 001 * 

Practitioners/ 
Educators .004* <. 001* 

*Significant at the experirnentwise level of a= .OS. 
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Objective 

Table 16 summarizes the responses to and tests 

of Vl7 and V31, actual and desired frequency of objec-

tive information. As shown in the table, the K-W test 

on the perceived inclusion of objectivity in the account-

ing profession's presentations showed a significant 

difference among the groups (P < • 001) . Therefore, 

a M-W procedure was used to determine which group's 

descriptive modes differed. The results suggest 

that practitioners perceive the information to be sig-

nificantly more objective (mean= 4.71) than do educa-

tors (mean= 4.15) or government personnel (mean= 3.85). 

It is interesting to note that the last group, the users 

of the input, perceive it as objective less than 50% 

of the time. With regard to the desirability of the 

trait, the K-W test statistic over V31 (P = .896) was 

not significant. Thus, there is evidence supporting 

a consensus among the groups on the desirability of 

"constantly" presenting objective information for use 

in the federal tax process. Finally, the Wilcoxon 

tests clearly resulted in a strong rejection of satis-

faction by all groups with the frequency with which 

the informational trait of "objectivity" is included 
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TABLE 16 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON OBJECTIVE (V17), (V31} 

GROUP 

Goverrunent 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 
P-Value 
Goverrunent/ 

Practitioners 
Government/ 

Educators 
Practitioners/ 

Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(Vl7) (V31} 

3.85 
1.23 

4.71 
1.25 

4.15 
1. 35 

<.001* 

<.001* 

.125 

.009 

6.03 
1.28 

6.14 
.91 

5.94 
1.38 

.896 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

< .001* 

< .001* 

< .001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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in the profession's presentation (all P values are 

< .001). Each group's mean for desired frequency 

demonstrates a desire for much greater objectivity. 

Empirical Research 

The actual (V18) and desired (V32) frequency 

of including empirical research in presentations is 

examined in Table 17. The K-W procedure used to test 

overall differences resulted in a rejection of simi-

larity of opinions (P< .001). The M-W test statistics 

showed a simila.rity of view between government personnel 

and educators (P = .750) but indicated that in com-

parison to those two groups practitioners believe a 

significantly greater amount of empirical research is 

being presented (P < .001). In testing for significant 

differences among groups in the prescriptive mode, the 

evidence suggests that all groups hold a similar view 

(P = .911) regarding the need for empirically researched 

information. The Wilcoxon statistics (P< .001 for 

each group) lead to a rejection of hypothesized satis-

faction with this trait within each group. The increase 

in means suggests that each group desires a more fre-

quent inclusion of empirical research in the information 

provided by the accounting profession. 
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TABLE 17 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON EMPIRICAL RESEARCH (V18), (V32) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(Vl8) (V32) 

3.63 
1.29 

4.32 
1.36 

3.64 
1.29 

< • 001 * 

< • 001 * 
.750 

< • 001 * 

4.90 
1.26 

4.94 
1.29 

4.98 
1. 29 

.911 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

< • 001 * 

< • 001* 

< .001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a = • 05. 
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Statistical Analysis 

Table 18 presents a summary of scores and test 

statistics on the "statistical analysis" trait. This 

trait was one of only two (the other being "Use of 

Case Studies") in which the data indicate no significant 

difference among groups regarding both the actual and 

desired frequency. The K-W statistics for both actual 

(P = .093) and desired (P = .474) levels of frequency 

were greater than the experimentwise alpha level of 

.05, suggesting a consensus among the groups on both 

Vl7 and V33. However, when testing the cathetic mode 

by the Wilcoxon procedure all P Values are <.001, 

indicating within group dissatisfaction with the fre-

quency of statistical analysis. Government personnel 

(mean= 2.79) and educators (mean= 2.67) view the 

current frequency as "once in a while" and the practi-

tioner's view is "sometimes;" but, all three groups 

indicate that statistical analysis should be presented 

"fairly many times." 

Succinctness 

Table 19 pertains to the succinctness of presenta-

tions. A significant difference among groups regarding 

the current frequency of the trait was disclosed by 
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TABLE 18 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON STATISTICAL ANALYSIS (Vl9), (V33} 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Goverrunent/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(Vl9) (V33) 

2.79 
1.28 

3.11 
1.26 

2.67 
1. 22 

.093 

4.13 
1.53 

4.04 
1.42 

4.26 
1.45 

.474 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

< • 001 * 

< • 001 * 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 



144 

TABLE 19 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON SUCCINCTNESS (V20), (V34) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V20) (V34) 

3.55 
1. 21 

4.22 
1.28 

3.80 
1.23 

.002* 

.006* 

.205 

.025* 

5.78 
1.32 

5.60 
1.15 

5.13 
1.34 

.003* 

.110 

.001* 

.032* 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .OS. 
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the K-W test (P = .002). Utilizing the M-W procedure, 

one finds pairwise differences between the views of 

practitioners and government personnel (P = .006) and 

practitioners and educators (P = .025). An examination 

of the K-W statistic for desired succinctness reveals 

a significant difference among the groups (P = .003). 

In this instance, the educators espouse a view different 

from the other groups, calling for less succinctness 

than either government personnel or practitioners. The 

evidence suggests that each group is dissatisfied with 

the frequency of the trait since all Wilcoxon P values 

are <.001. An inspection of the mean values shows 

that each group believes that the current level is 

less than the desired level. 

Present More Than One Viewpoint 

Responses to and tests of V21 and V35 are dis-

played in Table 20. The K-W procedure resulted in a 

finding of significant difference among the groups with 

regard to the current level of this trait (P <.001). 

The M-W statistics indicated that the government per-

sonnel's descriptive mode is different from both the prac-

titioners and educators (P < . 001). The government per-

sonnel's mean shows that this group believes that "more 

than one viewpoint" is included in the accounting 
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TABLE 20 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON PRESENT MORE THAN ONE VIEWPOINT (V21), (V35) 

GROUP 

Goverrunent 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Goverrunent/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V21} (V35} 

2.70 
1.13 

3.67 
1.37 

3.30 
1.14 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

.162 

4.99 
1.55 

4.76 
1.45 

5.05 
1.34 

.672 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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profession's presentations only "once in a while," whereas 

practitioners' and educators' means show that these 

groups believe the trait is present "sometimes." No 

significant difference was found among the groups in 

the desired frequency of this trait (K-W P value is 

.672). Each group does indicate a preference for a 

significant increase in the presentation of more than 

one viewpoint. The Wilcoxon statistics for each group 

lead to a conclusion of dissatisfaction within each 

group (all P values are <.001) and the increase in 

each mean between actual and desired frequency (more 

than one point in each case) demonstrates the desire 

for a more frequent inclusion of this trait. 

Use of Case Studies 

As stated previously, this is one of only two 

informational traits for which there is a consensus 

among all groups for both the actual and desired fre-

quency of the trait. The K-W statistics presented 

in table 21 for V22 (P = .672) and V36 (P = .369) lead 

to a conclusion of no significant difference among the 

groups in the descriptive or prescriptive mode. 

However, as with the "statistical analysis" trait, each 

group expresses dissatisfaction with the current fre-

quency versus the desired frequency (each Wilcoxon P 
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TABLE 21 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON USE OF CASE STUDIES (V22), (V36) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V22) (V36) 

2.87 
1.28 

2.99 
1.40 

3.08 
1.19 

.672 

4.13 
1.59 

3.86 
1.59 

4.14 
1.43 

.369 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

*Signficiant at the experimentwise level of a= .05. 
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value is <.001). The increase in the mean values of 

each group indicates a suggestion for increasing the 

use of case studies in the information presented by 

accountants for use in the federal tax process. 

Relevant 

Table 22 presents a summary of the responses 

to and tests of the relevancy of accountants' input. 

The K-W statistic on the current level of frequency 

indicated that there is a significant difference among 

the three groups (P< .001). Since an overall difference 

was found, the M-W procedure was used to examine 

pairwise differences. An inspection of the M-W statistics 

reveals that a dissensus exists between each two group 

combination. This is the only informational trait 

tested in which no two groups hold similar opinions. 

The user group, government personnel, believes that 

relevant information is presented less frequently than 

the other two groups (mean= 4.34). Educators believe 

the trait is present somewhat more frequently 

(mean= 4.84), whereas practitioners believe relevant 

information is presented "often" (mean= 5.42). There 

is substantial agreement among the groups on the need 

for relevant input -- the K-W statistic for desired 
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TABLE 22 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON RELEVANT (V23), (V37) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V2 3) (V3 7) 

4.34 
1.11 

5.42 
1. 02 

4.84 
1.13 

<.001* 

<.001* 

.007* 

< • 001 * 

6.52 
.76 

6.56 
.59 

6.44 
.87 

.886 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<. 001 * 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .OS. 
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frequency is .886. The mean of each group demonstrates 

a desire for "constantly" relevant presentations. The 

results of the Wilcoxon procedures show that the current 

frequency of relevant information is different from 

expectations (each Wilcoxon P value is <.001), and, 

from an examination of the mean values of V23 and V37 

it is clear that a substantial iticrease in relevance 

is desired by all groups. 

Understandable 

The summary of scores and test statistics on 

the informational trait "understandable" is displayed 

in Table 23. The K-W test of V24, resulting in a P value 

< .001, supports a conclusion of significant difference 

among the groups regarding the understandability of 

current input. The M-W tests disclosed that similar 

views are held by government personnel and educators 

but practitioners believe the trait is present more 

frequently, i.e., "often" versus "fairly many times." 

The K-W statistic for desired frequency of understandable 

information supports a contention of no significant 

difference among the groups. Each group seems to 

hold the belief that input provided the federal govern-

ment should be "constantly" understandable. The 
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TABLE 23 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON UNDERSTANDABLE (V24), (V38) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Test: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V24) (V38) 

4.58 
1.23 

5.23 
.96 

4.54 
1.14 

<.001* 

<.001* 

.670 

<.001* 

6.65 
.60 

6.62 
.60 

6.37 
.93 

.056 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

<.001* 

<.001* 

<.001* 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a= .OS. 
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Wilcoxon statistics exhibit the same tendencies in 

Table 23 as in Table 22, i.e., all <.001, demonstrating 

consistent within-group differences between the current 

and desired levels of this trait. And, as with 

"relevant," the means of each group show an increase 

between actual (V24) and desired (V38) frequency indi-

cating a desire for an improvement in the understanda-

bility of input. 

Ease of Computerization 

An examination of Table 24, relating to the ease 

of computerization of the information presented, sug-

gests that there is no significant difference among 

the groups with reference to the current inclusion of 

this trait (K-W P value= .08). The same cannot be 

said of the desired frequency. The K-W test of V39 

resulted in a conclusion of a significant difference 

among the groups. Thus, a M-W procedure was used to 

determine which two group combinations were not in 

agreement. An inspection of the results shows that 

educators believe the trait should be included more 

frequently ("fairly many times") than do either the 

government personnel or practitioners ("sometimes"). 

The tests of the cathetic mode demonstrate a dissatis-
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TABLE 24 

SUMMARY OF SCORES AND TEST STATISTICS 
ON EASE OF COMPUTERIZATION (V25), (V39) 

GROUP 

Government 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Practitioners 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Educators 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: 

P-Value 

Mann-Whitney Te·st: 

P-Value 

Government/ 
Practitioners 

Government/ 
Educators 

Practitioners/ 
Educators 

Input Frequency 
Actual Desired 
(V25) (V39) 

2.83 
1.37 

3.31 
1. 34 

3.38 
1.35 

.081 

3.73 
1.78 

3.87 
1.58 

4.59 
1.57 

.002* 

.720 

.002* 

.003* 

Wilcoxon Test 
P-Value 

.002* 

<.001* 

< • 001 * 

*Significant at the experimentwise level of a = .05. 
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faction with the current frequency of the trait and 

each group's mean suggests that an increase in the 

ease of computerizing presentations is desired. 

Relative Emphasis Within the Process 

Each respondent was asked to indicate the 

relative emphasis the accounting profession should 

place on each segement of the federal tax process by 

allocating 100 points among the three segments. A 

summary of the responses to this question is displayed 

in Table 25. Both the government personnel (37.8%) 

and practitioners (37.5%) believe that the interpretative 

process should be the segment receiving the greatest 

emphasis, with the formulative process the least, and 

the legislative process between. This summary lends 

support to the information on these groups accumulated 

in Tables 8, 9, and 10. A review of these tables 

reveals that the mean of the desired input frequency to 

the federal tax process was greatest for these two 

groups in the interpretative process (5.00 and 5.81 

respectively); with the formulative process lowest {4.80, 

5.62). The educators' rankings on the relative emphasis 

questions differ from the other groups. This group desig-

nates the formulative process as requiring greatest em-
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TABLE 25 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES ON EMPHASIS DESIRED WITHIN 
THE FEDERAL TAX PROCESS (SECTION II, QUESTION 4) 

Government 
Process Personnel Practitioners Educators 

Formulative 

Mean 31.0% 29.5% 38.9% 
Standard Deviation 12.8% 11.4% 16.0% 

Legislative 

Mean 31.2% 33.0% 31.6% 
Standard Deviation 12.5% 9.9% 11.3% 

Interpretative 

Mean 37.8% 37.5% 29.5% 
Standard Deviation 16.3% 11. 8% 13.5% 
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phasis (38.9%), with the interpretative least. These rank-

ings are also somewhat different from the educators' re-

sponses to the desired frequency of input. Tables 8, 9, 

and 10 show that the legislation process has the highest 

mean (5.85), with the formulation process having the 

second highest (5. 69) and the interpretative the lowest (5. 66) . 

Preferable Organizational Input 

Tables 26, 27, and 28 provide a summary of 

respondents' allocation of 100 points to indicate which 

accounting organization or group they would prefer to 

provide information in each segment of the federal 

tax process. The data clearly show the AICPA is the 

accounting organization that each group believes should 

provide the primary input in every phase of the 

federal tax process. As with the relative emphasis 

question, government personnel and practitioners agree, 

in general, on the rankings of the accounting organiza-

tions as providers of input. Public accounting firms 

are seen as the second most desirable provider, with 

the AAA third ranked and individual CPA's last. 6 

6Government personnel show a tie between AAA 
and the public accounting firms with regard to formula-
tive process and in the interpretative process they list 
individual CPA's before AAA. Practitioners, on the 
other hand, believe firms preferable to the AAA in the 
formulative process and the AAA slightly preferable to 
individual CPA's in the interpretative process. 
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TABLE 26 

PREFERABLE ACCOUNTING GROUP TO PROVIDE 
INPUT TO THE FORMULATIVE PROCESS (SECTION II, QUESTION 5) 

Government 
Group Personnel Practitioners Educators 

AICPA 41% 59% 44% 

AAA 21% 12% 24% 

FIRMS 21% 18% 19% 

INDIVIDUAL CPA's 17% 9% 11% 

OTHER 2% 2% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 
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TABLE 27 

PREFERABLE ACCOUNTING GROUP TO PROVIDE 
INPUT TO THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS (SECTION II, QUESTION 5) 

Government 
Group Personnel Practitioners Educators 

AICPA 40% 59% 45% 

AAA 18% 10% 22% 

FIRMS 24% 20% 21% 

INDIVIDUAL CPA's 18% 9% 10% 

OTHER 2% 2% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 
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TABLE 28 

PREFERABLE ACCOUNTING GROUP TO PROVIDE 
INPUT TO THE INTERPRETATIVE PROCESS (SECTION II, QUESTION 5) 

Government 
Group Personnel Practitioners Educators 

AICPA 40% 60% 47% 

AAA 16% 9% 17% 

FIRMS 25% 21% 24% 

INDIVIDUAL CPA's 19% 8% 10% 

OTHER 2% 2% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 
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In response to this question, educators again 

have rankings different from the other groups. This 

group believes that in the policy development segments 

of the federal tax process, i.e., formulative and legis-

lative, the AAA is preferable to public accounting firms 

with the ranking reversed in the interpretative process. 

Respondents' Comments 

The final part of section II of the questionnaire 

was an open-ended question soliciting comments from 

respondents regarding the accounting profession's input 

to the federal tax process. Of the 270 usable responses 

involved, 75 contained detailed comments. Thirty-five 

(37%) of the returned questionnaires of government 

personnel, twenty-five (27%) of the returned question-

naires of practitioners, and fifteen (17%) of the 

returned questionnaires of educators contained comments. 

Government Personnel Comments 

The most frequent comment made by government 

personnel related to the lack of objectivity and 

independence in the profession's presentations. Com-

ments from different respondents included the following: 
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too frequently involved in turf protection: 

having difficulty separating concerns arising 
from the self-interest of their clients and 
those arising from more objective concerns: 

their views [AICPA] heavily weighted against 
the public interest: 

the profession often ignores facts which do 
not suit its purpose: 

their independence is no longer apparent: 

the accounting profession's participation 
in the interpretative process is primarily 
in serving the special interests that employ 
them: 

the biggest problem the accounting profession 
[has] in providing input into the federal 
tax process is that they continue to represent 
their clients instead of designing a rational 
and consistent tax policy: 

there seems to be a growing willingness in 
the legal and accounting professions to 
deliberately mischaracterize [emphasis added] 
issues when members of the profession believe 
that their interests, or those of their clients, 
would be served. 

As stated in Chapter III, no accounting organiza-

tion falls within the guidelines of the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946 and, therefore, each is 

exempt from registering as a lobbyist. However, as 

seen in the following comments, the perceived lack of 

objectivity and independence has resulted in the pro-

fession's being categorized as lobbyists in the view 

of some government personnel. In addition to the 
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foregoing comments regarding accountants' serving 

special interests, several other respondents voiced 

these opinions: 

once the legislative process has started, 
it's impossible to distinguish accountants 
from other lobbyists; 

[accountants] should provide more technical 
input and a lot less lobbying; 

they are only one competing interest group 
among many. 

Not all comments from government personnel were 

negative. One respondent thought accountants seem 

better able to renqer independent judgements than most 

other professions. Others noted the profession's 

ability to provide practical input and to assist in 

administering the IRC as major positive attributes. 

However, the overall tone of the comments was critical 

of the input provided by the profession. This is 

reflected in the reply of one respondent who stated 

that the proposals were poorly though out and lacked 

any consideration of overall policy. 

Practitioner Comments· 

The comments of most practitioners were, as 

would be expected, complimentary. This group considers 

the input of the FTD and the firms to be objective and 
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effective. Several persons mentioned that the current 

input could be increased and improved, whereas others 

though that any perceived defects were due to a failure 

in "publicity with respect to the AICPA Federal Tax 

Division's legislative proposals." Many comments in-

cluded a reference to using the FTD as the primary 

vehicle for transmitting input to tax committees and 

the Treasury. 

Educator Comments 

The lack of objectivity and policy directions 

were two concerns of educators. These observations 

were similar to those expressed by government personnel. 

CPA firms .. :. should not be involved because 
their efforts constitute a partial rather 
than an impartial position; 

Much too pedestrian. Influences intended 
to provide specific client benefit. Little 
attention to policy. 

Several professors stated that they believe the 

AAA should be more involved but they felt the organization 

does not have the resources necessary to support this 

activity. Other comments from this group indicate that 

the respondents, although immersed in tax, were not 

familiar with the nature of the accounting profession's 

input. This lack of knowledge may be the result of 
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indifference, but it may also be interpreted as support-

ing the practitioners' comments regarding the failure 

to adequately publicize the work of the FTD in the 

federal tax process. 

Interview Comments 

Sixteen interviews were conducted with respondents 

to the survey. All government personnel interviewed 

have had some contact with the accounting profession 

in its role as an information provider to the federal 

tax process. There are a variety of means by which 

contact between groups was made. Telephone calls, 

face to face meetings, hearings, written presentations, 

and the biennial AICPA pamphlet were all mentioned 

as communication methods. When asked who generally 

initiated the contact, all but one person believed that 

both the government and the profession had originated 

exchanges. Eighty percent of government personnel con-

sider the AICPA the most important accounting organiza-

tion, with the firms second. Only one person was aware 

of any input received from the AAA. However, each 

interviewee believes that educators should be providing 

more input and that such input would be viewed as more 

objective than that of practitioners. There is some 
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feeling that educators "tend to hedge too much and 

study too long," thereby reducing the impact to be 

gained through their perceived objectivity. One 

recommendation made was to give educators a greater 

representation on the AICPA subcommittees, thus 

obtaining more unbiased views before making recommenda-

tions. 

In response to a question regarding how important 

a part was played by the various accounting groups in 

the federal tax process, opinions varied. Five 

persons indicated the AICPA was moderately important 

in the process and five others felt the organization 

was not very important. Eight of ten thought the firms 

are not very important and all expressed the opinion 

that the AAA is unimportant. It was suggested that, 

to improve the impact of presentations, a more balanced 

approach be taken. A frequent complaint was that the 

profession's recommendations are revenue losers, indi-

cating to the recipients that, rather than acting in 

the public interest, accountants are working for their 

clients' benefit. This view is summarized by one 

staff member who said that "they [accountants] must 

know of some abuses which are taking place that can 

be remedied by legislation." Yet, information of this 



167 

type is not forthcoming. 

The accountants' area of expertise is described 

as encompassing technical advice and compliance 

problems. Respondents believe net income calculation, 

depreciation, expensing versus capitalizing, and 

inventory costing are areas in which the accountant 

is considered an expert. They also believe the 

accountants would be the group most knowledgeable on 

how difficult it would be for taxpayers to comply with 

proposed or enaced legislation. The government inter-

viewees hold the opinion that the profession is pre-

senting information outside their perceived area of 

expertise, but, this is not seen as significantly de-

tracting from the overall impact of presentations. 

A final recommendation made was that, when 

possible, the profession should funnel information 

through a single group. If a single representative 

could present a unified position to the government, it 

is believed that this would maximize the impact of the 

profession's input. 

The practitioners interviewed had extensive 

exchanges with committee personnel regarding the 

federal tax process, but there was little mention of 

personal contact with Treasury Department employees. 
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The practitioners are split on the question of which 

accounting group is most important in the three phases 

of the tax process. Three practitioners believe the 

firms are most influential whereas three others mention 

the AICPA. Those choosing the firms said that the firms 

have daily contact with the "hill" and, therefore, the 

firms are better known and listened to. It was also 

noted that the AICPA is often too slow both in formulating 

proposals and in reacting to government proposals. This 

attitude of slow action was alluded to by a proponent 

of the AICPA who stated that the AICPA's Washington 

staff should be "beefed up" to provide better and 

quicker responses 

In general, the accountants believe the AICPA's 

and firms' input is moderately important in the 

federal tax process, assigning the input slightly more 

importance than government personnel. And, as with 

government personnel, practitioners agree that the AAA's 

input is unimportant. Only one practitioner expressed 

a belief that input from the AAA may be useful because 

AAA members have "more think time" and can take an 

unbiased and objective approach. This comment was 

tempered with the observation that practical applications 

are necessary in proposals and maybe the AAA is too 
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esoteric. Also, as another interviewee suggested, 

"[a group] must understand the politics of the 'hill' 

to be effective •.. the AAA '.s input may be too naive 

about what happens on the hill to be helpful. 11 

The accountants interviewed agree with govern-

ment personnel on the accountants' area of expertise 

compliance and technical input. Most mentioned the 

fact that the accountant's ability to inform the 

lawmakers of the impact of the laws and regulations on 

their clients as being of major importance. Because 

of the continuing relationship between accountant 

and client (as opposed to the more sporadic lawyer/ 

client interchanges), practitioners viewed themselves 

as the most knowledgeable profession on impact of 

the tax law. They also believe that the ongoing client 

contact allows them to more quickly discover unforeseen 

impact, and, therefore, they can transmit the information 

to government personnel on a more timely basis. 

Several of the practitioners report a lack of 

acceptance from other parts of their firm regarding the 

government liaison function. They suggest that 

because the legislative affairs function not only does 

not generate revenue but involves extra costs, other 
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members. of the firm are skeptical of the value of the 

service and do not support it. This lack of support 

is interpreted as a possible cause for a lack of 

effectiveness of the profession's input to the tax 

process. In order to reduce this intrafirm antagonism 

one practitioner suggests that "the liaison personnel 

may be subliminally advocates for clients. The question 

is, do government personnel hold this view and utilize 

the input accordingly?" 

Summary 

In this chapter, the responses to the survey 

were discussed and analyzed. The overall usable re-

sponse rate was 67%. The rate for each group was: 

government personnel, 72%; practitioners, 75%; educators, 

57%. The formulated hypotheses were tested at the 

.05 experimentwise significance level. H1 , H2 , and H3 

were rejected indicating a consensus of opinion within 

government personnel regarding expectations for the 

frequency of accountants' participation in the federal 

tax process. H4 through H9 were also rejected suggesting 

differences among the major groups with regard to 

expectations for accountants in the federal tax 

process and dissatisfaction within each group with the 
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current frequency of participation. In testing H10 

the only difference within government personnel 

regarding the desirability of listed information 

traits is with the "Broad in Scope" trait. Tests of 

H11 resulted in a finding of differences among groups 

with reference to the desirability of five traits: 

"Broad in Scope," "Narrow in Scope," "Quantitative," 

"Succinctness," and "Ease of Computerization." The 

three groups express satisfaction with only one trait, 

"Narrow in Scope." The informational trait of "Detail" 

is satisfactory to the personal staff only, and the 

frequency of the "Quantitative" trait is satisfactory 

to all government personnel. The frequency with which 

all other traits are included in presentations is 

viewed as deficient by all groups surveyed. 

Both government personnel and practitioners 

believe that the interpretative process should receive 

the greatest emphasis from the accounting profession 

with the legislative process next and the formulative 

process last. Educators designated the formulative 

process as requiring greatest emphasis with the legis-

lative process next and the interpretative process 

last. When asked which accounting group would be 

preferred as the information provider, all groups list 
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the AICPA as the primary organization. Government 

personnel and practitioners agree that public accounting 

firms are the next most preferable group. The educators' 

second preference in the forrnulative and legislative 

process is the AAA, whereas in the interpretative 

process the public accounting firms were second. 

In the next chapter the study is summarized. 

In addition, conclusions based on the tests and 

comments are drawn, and suggestions for further 

research are presented. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A tax bill is routed through both the executive 

and legislative branches of the federal government. 

Proposed modifications of the Internal Revenue Code 

usually have been initiated by the executive branch. 

The major input within this branch for Code changes is 

made by the Treasury Department, specifically, the 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy. After 

receiving recommendations from the Treasury and other 

executive departments, the President and his staff 

develop general outlines for revision of the IRC. These 

outlines are then submitted to Congress for review. 

Consideration in the legislative branch usually 

begins in the Ways and Means Conunittee of the House of 

Representatives. After conducting public hearings 

and marking up the bill, the Committee presents the 

measure to the full chamber. If the bill is approved 

by the House, it then is forwarded to the Senate where 

173 
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procedures similar to those of the House are followed. 

If the Senate passes a bill it generally is different 

from that of the House. Therefore, a conference commit-

tee is formed to write a compromise bill which must be 

approved by both House and Senate. After approval by 

Congress, the bill is sent to the President for his 

signature or veto. If the bill is signed by the 

President, the Treasury Department is required to issue 

regulations which will provide a detailed interpretation 

of the new law. 

In both the House of Representatives and the 

Senate, the congressional committees are of particular 

importance. The essence of tax legislation is shaped 

by the tax writing committees, and their members are 

very influential during floor debate in Congress. If 

the committees report a bill out, the· members of the 

Congress usually follow the recommendations of the 

committees. 

Committee members depend heavily on their 

personal and committee staffs for the information 

necessary to make decisions and recommendations. These 

staffs generate information from their own research 

in tax matters. However, because they do not have the 

resources to investigate fully the consequences of 
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each tax proposal, .the staffs solicit and receive input 

from sources outs.ide government. One such source of 

information is members of the accounting profession. 

Summary of the Problem and Objectives 

Public accounting firms, individual practitioners, 

the AICPA, and accounting educators have submitted 

proposals to and testified before Congress on major 

tax measures. Reviewers of the accounting profession's 

participation in the federal tax process disagree on the 

impact of the effort. Some praise the effort, others 

consider it worthless. No empirical study has previously 

been conducted regarding the usefulness of this input. 

This research has examined the role of the accounting 

profession in the federal tax process. 

The concepts of role theory were used as a 

basis for this research. Role theory deals with the 

expectations of individuals (subject persons) for others 

(object persons) and with the expectations of object 

persons for themselves. If the expectations are the 

same, a consensus exists; if the expectations are dif-

ferent, a dissensus exists. A consensus or dissensus 

of expectations is an important determinant of satis-

factory interaction between groups~ the greater the 
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consens.us, the greater the likelihood of effective 

interaction. 

Expectations are examined in three modes: descrip-

tive, prescriptive, and cathetic. The descriptive mode 

an expression about current behavior; the prescriptive 

mode is an expression of desired behavior; and the 

cathetic mode is an expression of satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with current behavior. It is the 

modality of expectations that must be measured when 

investigating consensus or dissensus. 

For this study, a questionnaire was developed 

and mailed to staffs of the tax writing committees, 

personal staffs of members of these committees, 

Treasury Department personnel, accounting practitioners, 

and accounting educators to measure the modality of 

their expectations for accountants' participation in 

the federal tax process. Hypotheses were formulated 

and tested to determine whether there was a consensus 

among the groups on the current and desired participation 

of accountants, and to determine each group's satisfac-

tion with role enactment. In addition to the question-

naire survey, personal interviews were conducted.with 

several congressional staff members, Treasury personnel, 
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and accounting practitioners. 

The survey and interviews were conducted to 

achieve the following objectives: 

1. To determine whether there is a similarity 
of expectations held by government personnel, 
accounting practitioners, and accounting 
educators regarding the accounting pro-
fession's participation in the federal 
tax process. 

2. To determine whether each group is satisfied 
with the accounting profession's input into 
the federal tax process. 

3. To determine whether each group believes a 
particular segment of the federal tax process 
should receive more emphasis than other 
segments. 

4. To determine whether each group believes 
a specific accounting organization should 
be the major provider of input to the 
federal tax process. 

Empirical Findings 

Tables 29, 30, and 31 display the experimental 

hypotheses and the results of the statistical tests. 

Table 32 summarizes the results in terms of role 

theory. Hi, H2 , H3 , and H10 tested for significant 

differences within government personnel regarding the 

desired frequency of accountants' input to the federal 

tax process and the informational traits of the input. 

The results show a similarity of opinion in both cate-
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TABLE 29 

HYPOTHESES OF DISSENSUS WITHIN 
GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL 

Experimental Hypothesis Accepted/Rejected 

There is a significant difference 
among the personal staff, commit-
tee staff, and Treasury personnel 
regarding expectations for the 
frequency of accountants' par-
ticipation in the formulative 
process. 

There is a significant difference 
among the personal staff, commit-
tee staff, and Treasury personnel 
regarding expectations for the 
frequency of accountants' par-
ticipation in the legislative 
process. 

There is a significant difference 
among the personal staff, commit-
tee staff, and Treasury personnel 
regarding expectations for the 
frequency of accountants' par-
ticipation in the interpretative 
process. 

There is a significant difference 
among the personal staff, comit-
tee staff, and Treasury personnel 
regarding the desirability of 
selected informational traits. 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected* 

*Accepted for the informational trait "Broad in Scope." 
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TABLE 30 

HYPOTHESES OF CONSENSUS 
AMONG GROUPS 

Experimental Hypothesis Accepted/Rejected 

There is no significant difference 
among government personnel, accoun-
ting practitioners, and accounting 
educators regarding expectations 
for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the formulative 
process. 

There is no significant difference 
among government personnel, accoun-
ting practitioners, and accounting 
educators regarding expectations 
for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the legislative 
process. 

There is no significant difference 
among government personnel, accoun-
ting practitioners, and accounting 
educators regarding expectations 
for the frequency of accountants' 
participation in the interpretative 
process. 

There is no significant difference 
among government personnel, accoun-
ting practitioners, and accounting 
educators regarding the desirability 
of selected informational traits. 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Accepted* 

*Rejected for the informational traits: "Broad in Scope," 
"Narrow in Scope," "Quantitative," "Succinctness," and 
"Ease of Computerization." 
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TABLE 31 

HYPOTHESES OF SATISFACTION 
OF GROUPS 

Experimental Hypothesis Accepted/Rejected 

There is no dissatisfaction within 
government personnel, accounting 
practitioners, or accounting 
educators regarding the frequency 
of accountants' participation in 
the formulative process. 

There is no dissatisfaction within 
government personnel, accounting 
practitioners, or accounting 
educators regarding the frequency 
of accountants' participation in 
the legislative process. 

There is no dissatisfaction within 
government personnel, accounting 
practitioners, or accounting 
educators regarding the frequency 
of accountants' participation in 
the interpretative process. 

There is no dissatisfaction within 
government personnel, accounting 
practitioners, or accounting 
educators regarding the information 
presented by accountants for use in 
the federal tax process. 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected 

Rejected* 

*Accepted for the informational traits of "Detail" by 
personal staff members, "Quantitative" by all 
government personnel, and "Narrow in Scope" by all groups. 
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TABLE 32 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS BY MODES 
OF VARIABLES TESTED 

Within Each 
Government Among Groups Group 
De- Pre- De- Pre- Ca-

Variable scriptive scriptive scriptive scriptive thetic 

Formulative 
Process C 

Legislative 
Process C 

.Interpreta-
tive Process C 

Reliability D 
Detail D 
Broad in 

Scope C 
Narrow in 

Scope C 
Quantitative C 
Objective C 
Empirical 

Research C 
Statistical 

Analysis C 
Succinctness C 
Present more 

Than One 
View C 

Use of Case 
Studies C 

Relevant C 
Understand-

able C 
Ease of Com-

puteriza-
tion C 

C 

C 

C 
C 
C 

D 

C 
C 
C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C = Consensus. D = Dissensus. 
*Personal staff are satisfied. 

C 

D 

D 
D 
D 

D 

C 
D 
D 

D 

C 
D 

D 

C 
D 

D 

C 

**All Government personnel are satisfied. 

D 

D 

D 
C 
C 

D 

D 
D 
C 

C 

C 
D 

C 

C 
C 

.c 

D 

NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 
NO* 

NO 

YES 
NO** 
NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 
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gories. Table 32 shows that there was a dissensus 

within government personnel in only 1 of 17 prescriptive 

mode areas tested, i.e., desired frequency of "broad in 

scope" input. Thus, it may be concluded that the subject 

persons in the study, government personnel, have a 

consensus of expectations in the prescriptive mode. 

Furthermore, as displayed in Table 32, the results of 

tests applied to the descriptive mode show a consensus 

of opinion in 15 of the 17 areas tested. Therefore, 

role conflict should not arise within the accounting 

profession as a result of dissensus within subject 

persons. 

Table 30 relates to testing for intergroup 

dissensus. Each of the first three hypotheses is clearly 

rejected. The test results indicate a dissensus of 

opinion between government personnel and accounting pro-

fessionals with regard to the desired frequency of 

accountants' participation in the federal tax process. 

Government personnel tend to hold the opinion that the 

profession should provide input "fairly many times" 

while accountants believe they should be providing 

input "often." 

With regard to H10 , the desirability of selected 

informational traits, there is a consensus among the 
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groups on 9 of the 14 traits. "Reliability,11 "objec-

tivity," "relevancy," and "understandability" are 

deemed to be needed most frequently by all groups. Each 

group indicates a desire for the "constant" inclusion 

of these traits. "Detail" was desired "often." 

"Empirical research" and "presenting more than one 

view" were on the upper end of the "fairly many times" 

classification, with "statistical analysis" and "use 

of case studies" on the lower end. 

Of the traits showing a dissensus of opinion, 

government personnel and practitioners agree on the 

desired frequency of four of the five traits. Accounting 

educators dissented with reference to the informational 

traits of "narrow in scope," "quantitative," "ease of 

computerization," and "succinctness." Educators express 

a desire for a more frequent inclusion of the first three 

traits and a less frequent inclusion of the last. 

H7 , H8 , Hg, and H12 relate to within group 

satisfaction with the conformity of descriptive and 

prescriptive modes. A review of Table 31 shows that 

all groups are dissatisfied not only with the frequency 

of accountants' participation but also with the fre-

quency of inclusion of all informational traits except 

for one, "narrow in scope." An examination of the 
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means of the des.criptive and prescriptive modes indi-

cates that in all cases where dissatisfaction with the 

present .frequency exists, an increase in the frequency 

is desired. 

Objectives 3 and 4 were answered by means of 

Section II, parts 3 and 5 of the questionnaire. In 

expressing their opinions on which phase of the federal 

tax process should be given greatest emphasis by 

accountants, the primary users and providers of informa-

tion are again in agreement. Both government personnel 

and practitioners believe the interpretative process 

should be the area of concentration, with the legislative 

process second, and the formulative last. As with 

certain of the informational traits, educators have a 

different opinion from the other groups. This group 

believed that the formulative process should receive 

greatest emphasis, with the legislative second, and the 

interpretative last. In the case of government per-

sonnel and practitioners, their opinions are supported 

by each group's answers to Section II, part 1 of the 

questionnaire regarding desired frequency within the 

federal tax process. Both these groups express a desire 

for the greatest frequency of input in the interpretative 

process, followed by the legislative and formulative 
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segments. 

The data clearly show that the AICPA is the 

body that each sample group believes should provide 

the bulk of the input in every phase of the federal tax 

process. The second most preferred group for both 

government personnel and practitioners is the public 

accounting firms. Here also the educators are a 

dissenting group, favoring the AAA as the secondary 

provider in the policy making segments, the formulative 

and legislative processes. However, in the interpreta-

tive process, the educators are in agreement with the 

other groups in preferring the public accounting firms 

as the secondary provider of information. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The data have shown that government personnel, 

~ccounting practitioners, and accounting educators are 

substantially dissatisfied with accountants' partici-

pation in the federal tax process. In both the fre-

quency with which input is made and the quality of the 

information presented, actual performance has not 

conformed to expectations. However, the results do 

not indicate that these groups want the accounting pro-

fession to terminate its efforts in this area. On the 
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contrary, the res.ults. show that an increase in the fre-

quency of participation in all segments of the federal 

tax process is desired. 

The responses to the questionnaire and interviews 

demonstrate that the accounting profession's input to 

the federal tax process is sought and welcomed by govern-

ment personnel and is considered an important service 

by the participants. There is, however, some feeling 

among the legislative liaison personnel of the public 

accounting firms that within these firms there is less 

than complete support for their efforts. Some of the 

liaison personnel thought that this may create an ambi-

valent reaction when making proposals to Congress, i.e., 

should proposals be made that are beneficial to clients 

at the expense of other taxpayers, or should the most 

equitable recommendations be made in spite of costs to 

clients. Whether these feelings are justified could 

be the subject of further research. Notwithstanding 

the truth or falsity of this opinion, comments made 

by government personnel indicate that some congressional 

staff members do characterize accountants_as client-

oriented and treat the information presented according-

ly. 

An increase in the frequency of input in all seg-
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ments of the federal tax process is indicated. There 

is a uniformity of opinion within each group on this 

subject. Such an increase may necessitate an expansion 

of the members of the FTD and the Washington staff 

supporting the Division. If such an overall increase 

is not possible, then perhaps a reallocation of 

resources should be considered and greater emphasis be 

given the interpretative process. This is the segment 

identified by government personnel and practitioners 

as that which should be emphasized by the profession. 

Furthermore, as noted by interviewees, the accountants' 

area of expertise was compliance with rather than formula-

tion of tax law. This perceived area of expertise is 

more applicable in the interpretative process; thus, 

emphasizing this area would bring role behavior into 

greater conformity with role expectations. 

For maximum impact, a single presentation by one 

representative of the profession could be more effective 

than several presentations by various groups or indivi-

duals. If the proposals of accountants could be funneled 

through the AICPA, the FTD could incorporate the 

recommendations into a single presentation and speak 

as the representative of the entire profession. This 

would help increase impact because there is evidence 
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that the greater the number of people represented, 

the more influential the information.l In addition, 

the input would be perceived as a unified view and 

would be presented by the accounting organization desig-

nated by all three groups surveyed as the organization 

to provide the major input to the federal tax process. 

Naturally, if any group or individual believed the 

presentation by the AICPA were erroneous or inequitable, 

they should be allowed to submit proposals of their 

own. But, if the purpose of input is to have impact, 

then a profession speaking with a unified voice will 

be more effective than one with conflicting presenta-

tions. 

One very important conclusion may be drawn from 

an examination of the tables in Chapter V. In reviewing 

the actual and desired means of "reliability," "objectiv-

ity," "relevancy," and "understandability," i.e., all 

those traits needing "constant" frequency, one finds 

that the difference in government personnel's means 

is approximately two points for each. These differences 

are greater than those of all other traits except for 

"succinctness" and "present more than one view" (which 

is somewhat. related to opjectivity). In other words, 
lMilbraith, Washington Lobbyists, p. 172. 
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those traits which the user group, government personnel, 

believe are most frequently needed are also those traits 

in which accounting presentations are perceived to be 

most deficient. 

One of the expected qualities of accounting informa-

tion is objectivity. Users of accounting output have 

come to expect this quality in the information presented 

to them. Yet, this is one of the informational traits 

with the largest difference between actual and desired 

frequency (difference in means= 2.18). 

The data indicate that government personnel 

perceive less than fifty percent of the accounting pro-

fession's presentations as objective. Furthermore, 

"presenting more than one view," a trait similar to 

objectivity," is perceived as being present less fre-

quently and as having a greater deficiency (difference 

in means= 2.29). Thus, to conform to expectations, 

a substantial increase in these traits is necessary. 

One method of improvement would be to present 

a more balanced set of proposals with regard to economic 

consequences. Several persons interviewed mentioned 

that within the AICPA's biennial publication, Recommended 

Tax Law Changes, virtually all proposals are revenue 

losers. Because accountants are continually working 
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with taxpayers, government personnel believe that the 

profession must be aware of unforeseen loopholes in 

the IRC and they look to accountants for assistance in 

closing them. Obviously, if recommendations purporting 

to make the code simpler and fairer are so completely 

one sided, i.e., beneficial to taxpayers, then recipients 

of the information will tend to ignore it. The pro-

fession must make an effort to assure a more balanced 

presentation if it expects to have a greater impact. 

A second method of achieving greater objectivity 

would be to increase the number of academicians in 

the Federal Tax Division of the AICPA and make this 

fact known to users of output. In spite of all the 

shortcomings voiced on academic input, most respondents 

are of the opinion that educators would provide more 

objective input to proposals. This group is perceived 

as having no allegiance to clients, therefore, respondents 

expect that it could review and decide issues on merit 

without succumbing to the economic pressures of main-

taining client goodwill. 

A second important trait in which the! profession's 

presentations are deemed deficient by users is "reliabili-

ty" (mean difference = 1. 75). This may be the most 

difficult problem the profession must overcome because 
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if the information presented is viewed as unreliable 

it will be dismissed without any consideration. This 

problem of reliability of accountants' information has 

been noted in a prior study of the tax process. In 

conducting his research, Reese was informed of an 

incident whereby accountants lost all credibility with 

Treasury personnel.2 An official related to Reese that 

the Treasury was misled by the AICPA with regard to 

the revenue loss involved with passing sections 452 

and 462 of the IRC. The organization informed the 

Treasury that the revenue loss would be only $50 million, 

but the CPA's then used the law in ways they had not 

disclosed to the Treasury. The actual revenue loss 

would have far exceeded the estimated loss and the 

sections had to be repealed retroactively. As a result, 

any later recommendations made by CPA's were suspect. 

A reputation for trustworthy, factually correct 

information is one of the most important tools of any 

interest group. The accounting profession apparently 

is recovering from the mistakes of the past because 

"reliability" is perceived as present approximately 

seventy percent of the time. But there must be a con-

tinuing effort to ensure the information presented is 

2Reese, Politics, p. 44. 
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accurate and not misleading because the sender's reputa-

tion is often the decisive factor in determining who 

is heard.3 

"Relevancy" and "succinctness" are two additional 

traits in which there is a substantial difference be-

tween actual and desired means: 2.01 for "relevancy" 

and 2.23 for "succinctness." Because one of the problems 

government staffs face is time pressure, there is a need 

for brief presentations relating to the crux of the 

issue under consideration. As reported by the Otey 

Commission, the fact that more presentations are forth-

coming may serve to increase the problem. The commission 

noted that to0, much irrelevant and undigested material 

was presented and as a result much of the information 

was unusable. 4 Therefore, to improve the effectiveness 

of recommendations, presentations should be as brief 

and to the point as possible while still conveying the 

information necessary to present one's argument. 

One final trait in which a major deficiency is 

noted was. "understandability" (mean difference = 2.07). 

3Milbraith, Washington Lobbyist,· p. 210. 

4Adrninistrative Reorganization and Legislative 
Management, Commission on.Administrative Review, p. 223. 
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The deficiency may result from the unintelligible 

content of proposals or it may be that some of the 

recipients do not have the background to comprehend the 

presentations. In making a presentation, the message 

should be directed to the recipient. The personal 

interviews conducted as part of this study indicate 

that not all government personnel are well versed 

in accounting rules and terminology. This lack of 

knowledge was especially apprent in the personal 

staff members. Therefore, the profession should con-

sider customizing its recommendations and thereby 

making them comprehensible to individual recipients. 

One final recommendation needing further investi-

gation which may improve the impact of the accounting 

profession's input to the federal tax process is to 

form an independent body to formulate and present 

proposals. The composition of the body could include 

members from public accounting, private industry, and 

academe. Members would dissassociate themselves 

from business interests, hopefully thereby freeing 

themselves from "company" pressures and viewpoints. 

Such a body could devote its full time to developing 

a fair and effective tax system, resulting in more 
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regular and improved communications with government 

personnel. Recommendations for changes to the IRC could 

be reviewed by the body which would then transmit a 

single, approved proposal to government personnel. 

Finally, if recommendations were presented by an 

independent body, the perceived objectivity of such 

recommendations by government personnel may be enhanced. 

If such an increase in the perceived objectivity occurs, 

a primary deficiency of current presentations would 

be reduced. 

Limitations and Further Research 

The conclusions and recommendations drawn in 

this study are limited by several factors. First, 

the inherent mail questionnaire problem of nonresponse 

bias has not been completely overcome. Statistical 

tests employed on early versus late respondents indi-

cate that nonresponse bias may exist with regard to 

several variables (see Chapter V, Table 6). However, 

the significance level at which hypotheses testing 

these variables were accepted or rejected, the lack 

of significant differences in the demographics of 

early and late respondents, and the high response rate 
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reduce the probability of serious nonresponse bias. 

Second, the sample frame used in selecting the 

sample of government personnel did not include all 

federal government employees associated with the 

tax process. This limitation is applicable specifically 

to the Treasury Department personnel because the 

Federal Executive Directory does not list all employees 

in the Offices of the Assistant Secretary of Tax Policy, 

the Office of the IRS Chief Counsel, or the IRS Technical 

Section. 

Third, the sample frame for accounting practi-

tioners was limited to members of the Federal Tax 

Division of the AICPA. Although the FTD does include 

accountants from private industry, the vast majority 

of members are public accountants. This could result 

in an underrepresentation of the views of the former 

group. 

Fourth, the questionnaire was administered to 

government personnel and accounting professionals who 

were associated with the federal tax process during 

the period December 1980 through April 1981. There 

has been a turnover within both groups and new members 

may have different opinions from former members and 
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the opinions of ongoing members may have changed. 

In view of this fourth limitation, one possibility 

for future research would be a replication of the 

study to determine if current group members have 

opinions significantly different from respondents to 

the initial survey. 

The results of the present empirical study 

indicate substantial dissatisfaction with both the 

frequency and quality of the accounting profession's 

input to the federal tax process. The study was 

limited to those people who are participating in the 

exchange of information. Interviews revealed some 

feelings that nonparticipating practitioners may have 

misgivings about the entire undertaking and this group 

may be influencing the presentations made. It would 

appear that an empirical investigation of whether 

such attitudes exist would be useful. If nonparticipat-

ing practitioners do have misgivings, what do they per-

ceive as a problem? What recommendations would these 

persons have regarding the profession's participation 

should there be no participation, or should it be 

limited to the interpretative process with policy areas 

deemphasized or excluded entirely? Such a study could 

attempt to ascertain if role conflict exists in legis-
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lative liaison personnel because of a difference in 

role expectations by government personnel and non-

participating accountants. 

An extension of the foregoing recommended research 

would relate to the members of the FTD. The study 

could determine the extent to which members believe 

their work is not accepted by others within their 

firms, and the degree to which they are or would be 

influenced by these persons. 

Another finding of the present study was the 

desire for increased participation by the profession 

in all segments of the federal tax process. If the 

profession is to conform to these expectations, addi-

tional resources will be required. Further research 

could answer the question of support by practitioners 

for increased participation either within the 

current framework or through the establishment of an 

independent body. Within the academic community one 

may seek to answer the question of its interest in 

increased participation in the process. If such an 

interest exists, do educators agree that the input 

should be funneled through the AICPA or do they believe 

that the American Taxation Association should set 
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forth their views? The study found a dissensus of 

opinion between educators and practitioners on desired 

emphasis within the federal tax process. If the policy 

areas were deemphasized, would educators be willing to 

continue or increase their participation in the FTD or 

would they decrease their input to this organization? 

A very important extension of the research 

relates to the opinions of government personnel on 

specific times input and informational traits are de-

sired. The current research found that government 

personnel wanted the profession to participate "fairly 

many times," not "always." Government personnel could 

be asked to provide examples of exactly when they want 

accountants' input. Perhaps they could identify specific 

bills for which the profession's proposals were expected 

but not forthcoming. Conversely, they may be able to 

provide examples of participation by accountants that 

should not have taken place. The researcher may solicit 

suggestions on methods whereby the profession can 

improve the objectivity, relevancy, reliability, and 

the understandability of their information. For the 

informational traits desired less than "constantly," 

one could request explicit statements regarding when 
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these traits should be included or excluded. A 

study of this type would be best conducted using an 

interview technique rather than a mail survey. The 

interview questionnaires used by Milbra~h. 5 and by 

Scott and Hunt6 would be an excel·lent starting point 

for designing questions to be asked. The results 

could enable the profession to further direct its 

proposals to the expectations of the recipients and 

thereby increase the impact of its presentations. 

SMilbrath, Washington Lobbyists, p. 374. 
6scott and Hunt, Congress and Lobbies, p. 99. 
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Questionnaire 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: 

Please answer each question. The questionnaire you complete will be 
kept confidential. You will find that you can answer all questions in 
approximately 10 minutes. 

The below listed terms used in this questionnaire are defined as 
follows: 

1. The accounting profession -- includes (1) the American Institute 
of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA); (2) the American Accounting 
Association (AAA); (3) Public Accounting Firms; and (4) individual 
certified public accountants. 

2. The formulative orocess -- refers to work done on an income tax 
proposal prior to public hearings by a congressional committee. 

3. The legi-slative orocess -- refers to work done on an incorr.e tax 
proposal from the start of public hearings to the time a tax bill 
is serit to the- President. 

4. The interoretative ~recess -- refers to the drafting and issuing 
of Internal Revenue Code regulations. 

Section 

1. Current Employer (circle one) 

a. Senator/Congressman d. University or College 
b. Congressional Committee e. Public Accounting Firm 
c. Treasury Dept. or IRS f. Other (Please specify) 

2. (Answer only if a, b, or c is circled in question l). Have you ever 
been presented information for use in your work that you could identify 
as being prepared by the accounting profession. YES NO (Circle One) 

3. Length of employment with current employer __________ __,ears. 

4. Current position with employer _________________ _ 

5. Length of time in current position _____________ __,,· ears. 
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Section II 

Put an "X" in the appropriate block: 

This: X NOT THIS: ____ x 

1. a) To wnat extent do you think the accounting profession actually does 
provide input to the formulative process, i.e., prior to an income 
tax proposal's consideration by a congressional conmittee? 

Once in Some- Fairly 
Never a while times Many Times Often Constantly Always 

b) To what extent do you think the accounting profession should orovide 
input to the formulative process, i.e., prior to an income tax pro-
posal's consideration by a congressional committee? 

Once in Some- Fairly 
Never a while times Many times Often Constantly Always 

2. a) To what extent do you think the accounting profession actually does 
provide input to the legislative process, i.e., during an income 
tax proposal's consideration by Congress? 

Never 
Once in 
a while 

Some-
times 

Fairly 
Many times Often Constantly Always 

b) To what extent do you think the accounting profession should orovide 
input to the legislative process, i.e., during an income tax pro-
posal's consideration by Congress? 

Never 
Once in 
a while 

Some-
times 

Fairly 
Many times Often Constantly Always 

3. a) To what extent do you think the accounting profession actually does 
provide input to the interpretative process, i.e., during the drafting 
and issuing of Internal Revenue Code regulations? 

Never 
Once in 
a while 

Some-
times 

Fairly 
Many times Often Constantly Always 

b) To what extent do you think the accounting profession should provide 
input to the interpretative process, i.e., during the craftin~ and 
issuing of Internal Revenue Code regulations? 

Never 
Once in 
a while 

Some-
times 

Fairly 
Many times Often Constantly Always 
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4. Please allocate 100 points to indicate the relative emphasis you would 
like the accounting profession co place on each segment of the federal 
tax process. 

Fonnulative Process 

Legislative Process 

Interpretative Process~~~~~~~ 

Total 100 

5. Please allocate 100 points to indicate the group(s) you would prefer to 
have provide input to each segment of the federal tax process. 

AICPA - the association representing 
accounting practitioners. 

AAA - the association representing 
accounting educators. 

Public Accounting Firms 

Individual CPA's 

Other (Specify) 

Total 

Inter-
Fonnulative Legislative pretative 

100 100 100 

Please list below any colTlllents you think aopropriate regarding the 
accounting profession's input to the federal tax process. 
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Section I II 

1. Please place an "X" in the space that· best indicates your estimate of 
how frequently the trait is included in the information provided by 
the accounting profession for use in any segment of the federal tax process. 

f ;11'~ : 01:( ,. ~ ~ ...,:... :$ ;/ "' 
::.'1' ...,~ -.:: ,. ... ~ t/1 ~ 
<II <II ..., ,., ..., <II ,., .) 

~ :f' ! .._'11 g.. ¢ ,y :;; 
Trait 0'11 e-,0 ~"' 0 cJ 

Re 1 i ab i1 i ty -- can be depended upon I 
Detail -- meticulous explanation of 
each item or opinion I 
Broad in Scope I I 
Narrow in Scope 

Quantitative --use of numeri ca 1 format I I 
Objective -- unbiased, impartial I 

I 

Empirical Research -- based on actual 
measurement, observation or experi-

I ence rather than on theory 

Statistical Analysis -- tests of 
I I I I hypotheses and relationships 

Succinctness -- concise and brief 

Present more than one viewpoint 

Use of Case Studies 

Relevant 

Understandable I 
Ease of Computerization 
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2. Please place an "X" in the soace that best indicates your estimate of how 
frequently the trait should be included in the information presented by 
the accounting profession for use in any segment of the federal tax process. 

ii · f t!/1 t :! ! ./.1 .l l t 
..:- ~ ~ r.."' t? c' " ~ 

0 """' ~ ~ Trait c,; -<; C.l 

Rel iabi1 ity -- can be depended upon I I 
Detail -- meticulous explanation of 

I I each item or opinion I 
1 Broad in Scope I I 
Narrow in Scope I i I I I I 
Quantitative -- use of numerical format 

I I I 
I 

I Objective -- unbiased, impartial I 
I I I I 

Empirical Research -- based on I 
actual measurerr:ent, observation or I I I experience rather than on theory I I I I 
Statistical Analysis -- tests of I 

I I 
I 

I I 
I 

hypotheses and relationships 

Succinctness -- concise and brief I I 
Present more than one viewpoint I I I 
Use of Case Studies I 
Relevant I I I 
Understandable I I I I 
Ease of Computerization I 
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Dear Sir: 
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2719 Chelsea Court 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060 
December 17, 1980 

I would like to request your assistance in conducting my doctoral 
dissertation study on the role of the accounting profession in the 
federal tax process. The increasing interest and participation of 
the profession in tax legislation is evident. The American Insti-
tute of CPA's, the American Accounting Association and public 
accounting firms are engaged in presenting information to Congress 
and the Administration for use in developing fair and effective 
tax laws. Because of this increasing involvement I believe this 
research is timely and will enable the accounting profession to 
better respond to the needs and expectations of government officials. 

My sample group is necessarily small and your response is, there-
fore, vital to the success of this research. The questionnaire should 
take only ten minutes to complete. Please return the completed 
questionnaire in the enclosed, pre-addressed, stamped envelope. If 
you would 1 i ke to receive the results of this study, 21ou may so note 
on the questionnaire. 

Please be assured that your identity will not be revealed in the 
study and you response will be treated confidentially. Thank you 
for your participation. 

Enclosure 

Respectfu 11 y, 

Edward C. Spede, CPA 
Ph.D. Candidate 
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Dear Sir: 

2719 Chelsea Court 
Blacksburg, VA 24060 
February 16, 1981 

Several weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire regarding the account-
ing profession's input to the federal tax legislation process. Based 
on the responses received to date, I believe the study can have an 
impact on the information presented to government officials by the 
profession. Many respondents from each sampled group (government 
personnel, accounting practitioners and accounting educators) have 
expressed a sincere interest in the study and have requested a copy 
of the results. 

If you have been unable to respond, I ask that you take time now to 
complete the questionnaire. I have enclosed another copy and return 
envelope for your convenience. It will take only ten minutes to 
answer the questions. 

Your opinion is vital to the success of this research and I emphasize 
that your response will be held in the strictest confidence. Please 
feel free to make any additional corrments you believe appropriate in 
answering the questionnaire. 

Enclosure 

Respectfully, 

Edward C. Spede 
Ph.D. Candidate 
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TAX POLICY STATEMENTS OF THE AICPA 

Number Title 

1 Taxation of Capital Gains 

2 Value Added Tax 

3 Elimination of the Double Tax on 
Dividends 

5 Taxation of the Formation and 
Combination of Business Enterprises 

Date 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1979 

6 Indexation of the Tax Laws for Inflation 1980 

7 

8 

9 

Analysis of Capital Cost Recovery 
Proposals 

Suggested Improvements for the Social 
Security Retirement System 

Implementing Indexation of the Tax 
Laws 

1980 

1980 

1981 

Note: Tax Policy Statement #4, relating to estate 
and gift taxes, has been withdrawn as outdated. 
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THE ROLE OF ACCOUNTANTS 

IN THE FEDERAL TAX PROCESS: 

AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION 

by 

Edward Charles Spede 

(ABSTRACT) 

The purpose of this research was to examine the role of 

accountants as information providers in the federal tax pro-

cess. The concepts of role theory were used as a theoretical 

basis for the study. 

A review of the literature revealed that the primary 

recipients of accountants' input are the staffs of the tax 

writing committees, the personal staffs of the members of 

these committees, and personnel in the Treasury Department. 

These groups together with accounting practitioners and 

accounting educators were the target population of the 

study. 

A questionnaire was designed to obtain respondents' 

perceptions regarding the actual (what is) and desired (what 

should be) input of the accounting profession in the federal 

tax process. Questionnaires were mailed to a sample of the 

aforementioned groups, and, in addition, the researcher 

interviewed sixteen respondents. 



Hypotheses regarding differences among groups and satis-

faction within groups were formulated and tested using the 

Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance, Mann-Whitney u, 
and Wilcoxon Matched Pairs tests. The results of the tests 

indicate that all three groups (government personnel, practi-

tioners, and educators} desire a greater frequency of parti-

cipation by the accounting profession in all segments 

(formulative, legislative, and interpretative} of the federal 

_tax process. Government personnel indicate a desire for a 

lower level of participation than that desired by practi-

tioners and academicians. However, each group is dissatis-

fied with the current frequency of input. Both government 

personnel and practitioners believe the interpretative 

segment should be the area of greatest emphasis by account-

ants. Academicians expressed the opinion that the formula-

tive segment should receive primary emphasis. The data 

clearly show the AICPA is the accounting body that each 

group believes should provide the bulk of the input in 

every segment of the federal tax process. 

Informational qualities of the accountants' presentation 

were also examined. Accountants' input was perceived to be 

deficient in fourteen of the fifteen traits tested. Comments 

made on the returned questionnaires and in the personal 

interviews support the conclusions drawn from the statis-

tical analysis. 
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