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Preface

Researching the practice of management accounting is challenging and interesting, because management
accounting is a set of practices that are often loosely coupled to one another and varying across both time and
space. A variety of ways of researching management accounting practice also have emerged, changed over
time, and have been diffused unevenly around the world. Even management accounting terminology is neither
uniform nor constant, with the term ‘“management accounting” itself seemingly appearing in the 1930s and
1940s in America after many of the individual practices had already emerged.

Focussing on facilitating economic decision-making and the wider planning and control of organizations,
the practices of management accounting have tended to have separate trajectories of development and modes
of organizational functioning, thus making management accounting a loosely coupled set of fragmented
practices. Costing and its various derivatives, capital and operational budgeting, internal financial (and in-
creasingly non-financial) performance measurement, transfer pricing between the subunits of an organization,
and organization-wide financial planning and control systems can all be subsumed under the mantel of
management accounting, although what practices are considered to be management accounting and, indeed,
what other fields management accounting is considered to be related to varies around the world. In Sweden,
for instance, budgeting is considered as a component of general management rather than accounting, and
certainly in Japan and in some countries of Continental Europe, cost accounting is considered as having more
to do with engineering than a more narrowly conceived accounting. Indeed, cost engineering is a recognized
term in Japan. However, although until now these separate management accounting practices have often been
loosely coupled, developments in information systems may be requiring and enabling a much greater degree of
integration with other practices in and between organizations. Costing systems are increasingly a part of
enterprise-wide planning and control systems. Budgeting, in turn, is increasingly a part of strategic and
operational planning, thereby becoming a component in a wider complex of systems and practices geared to
organizational coordination and development. Similarly, performance measurement increasingly is being ex-
panded to include non-financial measures and integrated with strategy. But interestingly, such trends, in turn,
often stimulate the development of more ad-hoc local elaborations of these practices as employees at a variety
of organizational levels seek to relate their own information needs to their local circumstances and require-
ments. So paradoxically, processes of integration can set into motion counter processes of disintegration and
fragmentation. In this way, management accounting can take on a variety of forms and produce different
information as decision contexts, organizational assumptions, and time horizons that change in time and
space. More informal information flows attuned to a variety of information needs can reside alongside the
structures of more centralized and standardized management accounting practices.

These developments may be part of a much more general diffusion of economic calculation throughout
organizations. What might in some countries have been the preserve of the accountant is increasingly be-
coming a significant part of the functioning of the marketing manager, the operations manager, the research
manager, those responsible for strategy, for product design, and so on. Management accounting is in the
process of becoming a much more dispersed practice because in organizations today economic information
and calculation appear to be permeating all of their key management processes.

Faced with such changes and developments, it is hardly surprising that there is an interest in the state of
systematic knowledge in the field of management accounting and in the research processes that develop this
knowledge. To satisfy that interest is the aim of the Handbook of Management Accounting Research.

Systematic enquiries into what is now known as management accounting have a long history, particularly in
Continental Europe, but by research as we now know it is largely the product of the twentieth century,
particularly the latter half of it. Key pioneering enquiries were made as part of the development of economic
theories of cost accounting and controllership in Austria, Germany, and Italy in the earlier part of the
twentieth century, and the school of costing associated with the London School of Economics in the 1930s was
particularly influential. In the USA there were related attempts to explore the nature of cost accounting and
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controllership practice from an economic perspective, not least with respect to understanding the design and
functioning of costing in a regulatory context. However, it was largely with the growth of research-oriented
business schools and departments of business administration in the 1960s that management accounting re-
search received its greatest impetus.

Varying by country and changing over time, the business school and related departmental arrangements
provided an interdisciplinary setting for the systematic analysis of management accounting. Economics and
quantitative analysis provided the most influential initial frameworks for doing this but over time other
disciplines represented in these academic settings were also drawn upon to investigate the nature and func-
tioning of management accounting in organizations. In the USA, psychology was initially the most influential
but organization theory also came to play a role. In Australia and Europe organizational and sociological
approaches have been more prevalent, providing a basis for exploring ways in which management accounting
relates to wider organizational designs and influences and shapes wider cultural and social forces.

After two initial chapters in Volume 1 of the Handbook which provide a bibliographic and a substantive
review of the management accounting research literature, the next several chapters review research on man-
agement accounting practices that are motivated by or viewed from the lens of various theoretical perspectives.
Detailed discussions are given in the ways in which theories from economics, history, organizational studies,
psychology, and sociology have analysed and influenced management accounting research and our under-
standing of management accounting practices. Within economics, separate consideration is given to the
influential role played by agency theoretic perspectives in recent times. Recognizing the wide array of per-
spectives available within organization theory, separate analyses are provided of contingency theories of
management accounting and control systems and more recent attempts to understand the functioning of
management accounting in organizations as a form of practice. At the sociological level, a separate discussion
of critical theorizing is included.

The remainder of Volume 1 of the Handbook is devoted to a consideration of different research methods
used in management accounting research. Detailed attention is given to qualitative and quantitative research
approaches, cross-country comparative research, and interventionist research. Other chapters provide focuss-
ed discussions of analytical modelling, archival research, experimental research, and survey methods.

The chapters in Volume 2 provide insights into research on different management accounting practices.
These practices include costing, such as activity-based costing, managing costs, and target costing, as well as
practices related to organizational planning and control, including financial accountability, budgeting, transfer
pricing, and performance measurement. Chapters in Volume 2 also review particular issues associated with the
design and functioning of management accounting in the special contexts of health-care and manufacturing
organizations. Although obviously far from comprehensive, these latter reviews nevertheless serve to alert us
to the importance of designing and operating information systems in particular organizational contexts. Their
partiality also reflects the limits of existing research in the area. There is a paucity of research which addresses
the specialized needs of many important sectors of the economy including retail, the service sector, media and
communications industries, and so on. A further chapter in this section of the Handbook addresses research
issues associated with the functioning of management accounting in interorganizational contexts, an increas-
ingly important topic now that there is a much more active management of supply chains.

Volume 2 of the Handbook concludes with a review of research on how management accounting practice
and research varies around the world. Once again this is far from comprehensive, the gaps largely reflecting the
limitations of existing research and literatures. Be that as it may, consideration is given to management
accounting in many countries: China, Europe (Britain, Germanic, Nordic, and Latin), Japan, and the USA.

Taken as a whole, the two volumes of this Handbook identify the enormous scale and scope of management-
accounting research. A great deal has been achieved. The task of researching management accounting prac-
tices nevertheless remains challenging and interesting. Many of the chapters conclude with agendas for future
research. Research on management accounting practice is a moving target as its economic, organizational, and
societal contexts continues to change across space and time. New sectors emerge with new information
challenges. Organizational designs and strategies continue to be modified. Technical advances in information
processing provide the ever new possibilities. Regulatory agencies demand different flows of information, in
different ways with different timings. Management accounting practice is increasingly dynamic, with its
knowledge bases changing and seemingly remaining ever incomplete. The need for research on management-
accounting practices will certainly remain and continue to be challenging and interesting.
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Management Accounting: A Bibliographic Study
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Abstract: The 20-year period from 1981 to 2000 was a period of change for the field of man-
agement accounting. During this period new topics were investigated, new journals came into
existence, and different research methods were emphasized. This chapter has two parts. The
first part charts the field. To do this we split the 20-year period into two decades and then
compare the kinds of topics studied, the research methods used, and the source disciplines
employed across 10 journals in accounting and between decades. The second part focuses on
the community of accounting scholars, analyzing citations and social network measures that
reveal the links between, and influence of, individuals in management accounting research.

1. Introduction and Overview

The field of management accounting research has
expanded since the early 1980s due to the emergence
of new topics to investigate (Johnson & Kaplan,
1987; Kaplan, 1983, 1993; Young & Selto, 1991), the
introduction of new journals focusing exclusively on
publishing management accounting research, and the
calls that examine management accounting phenom-
ena from multiple disciplinary perspectives (Baiman,
1982, 1990; Cooper, 1983; Covaleski et al., 1996;
Hopwood, 1978a, 1978b, 1979, 1983; Macintosh &
Scapens, 1990) using multiple methods (Kaplan,
1984, 1986). Accordingly, we believe it is useful to
provide an analysis of the state of the field as part of
this comprehensive handbook. Specifically, we exam-
ine the state and evolution of the management ac-
counting field in terms of the topics studied, research
methods employed, and source disciplines relied on in
916 management accounting articles in 10 journals
over a 20-year period (1981-2000)." Our approach to

"The 10 journals are Accounting, Organizations and Society
(A0S), Behavioral Research in Accounting (BRIA), Contem-
porary Accounting Research (CAR), Journal of Accounting and
Economics (JAE), Journal of Accounting Literature (JAL),
Journal of Accounting Research (JAR), Journal of Manage-
ment Accounting Research (JMAR), Management Accounting
Research (MAR), Review of Accounting Studies (RAS), and
The Accounting Review (TAR). We discuss the journal and
article selection criteria in more detail in Section 2.1.

DOI: 10.1016/S1751-3243(06)01001-7

this examination is twofold, which we label “charting
the field” and “‘analyzing the community.”

We chart the field by showing the “market share”
of management accounting as a subfield within ac-
counting, as well as the “journal share” of each of the
10 journals in terms of the number of management
accounting articles they publish. We do this for the
entire 20-year period, as well as by decade (1981-1990
vs. 1991-2000) to show changes over time. We find
that 28% of all accounting articles in the 10 journals
during our study period are in the area of manage-
ment accounting. A breakdown of the sample by
decade indicates an increase in the number of man-
agement accounting articles in the last decade due to
the introduction of four new journals (BRIA, JMAR,
MAR, and RAS). The other journals, except JAE,
however, published relatively fewer management ac-
counting articles over time. In addition, the combined
share of management accounting articles in four of
the five most influential journals in accounting (about
29% in CAR, JAE, JAR, and TAR combined) is
about the same as 40S’s share alone (28%). Finally,
half of the management accounting articles appeared
in A0S (28%) and MAR (22%).

To examine whether the expansion in the number of
articles has also led to an expansion of ideas in terms
of topics studied, methods applied, and/or source dis-
ciplines relied on, we categorize all 916 management
accounting articles along three dimensions: topics,
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methods, and source disciplines. For each of these
dimensions, we again chart the field for the entire
20-year period and by decade. We also analyze topic,
method, and discipline coverage by journal, and
cross-tabulate topics, methods, and source disciplines.

Our data show that about 70% of the management
accounting articles focus on control, 20% on cost,
and 10% on a range of other topics. The most recent
decade exhibited a slight change from control to cost
topics, particularly those addressing cost allocation
issues. The biggest changes, however, took place
within the control area, with a shift in topics from
budgeting and organizational control to performance
measurement and evaluation. Our data also suggest
that analytical, survey, and experimental methods
are the dominant research methods, with about 18%,
16%, and 13% of the management accounting stud-
ies employing these methods, respectively. Frame-
works that provide perspectives on management
accounting issues also are published frequently, with
about 20% of the management accounting studies
taking this approach. As a percentage, we observe a
decline in the use of frameworks and experiments in
the most recent decade, and an increase in archival,
case, and field research methods, with each of these
three methods being used by about 10% of the stud-
ies. Finally, we find that economics is the dominant
source discipline in management accounting research
(43%), followed by sociology (40%) and psychology
(15%). The reliance on psychology decreased in the
most recent decade with a shift toward economics
and sociology.

Cross-tabulations show that AOS and M AR show
a greater tendency to publish case, field, and survey
studies that draw on sociology compared to the other
eight journals, which tend to publish more analytical,
archival, and experimental studies that draw on eco-
nomics. The data also reveal that the analytical
method dominates economics-based management
accounting research, by far, followed by the archival
method as a distant second. Survey, field, and case
methods dominate sociology-based research. Exper-
iments, followed by survey methods, dominate psy-
chology-based research. Finally, the data suggest that
cost is dominated by economic thought, whereas
control, while drawing mostly on sociology, also
draws on economics and psychology.

We conclude our charting of the field with a dis-
cussion of several characteristics of authors, such as
the extent to which they publish multiple articles in
multiple journals addressing multiple topics from
multiple disciplinary perspectives using multiple
methods. We find that 67% of the authors published
only one article across the journals in our sample.

4

Although we do not find that authors with more than
one article concentrate on publishing their work in
one journal on a single topic using a single method,
the data suggest that authors tend to have a source
discipline concentration, however.

The second part of the paper focuses on analyzing
the community of management accounting scholars.
To this end, we analyze citations using several social
network measures that reveal the links between, and
influence of, individuals in management accounting
research. We extend prior citation-based studies in
accounting in several ways (Brown & Gardner,
1985a, 1985b; Brown & Huefner, 1994; McRae,
1974; Mensah et al., 2004). First, our study focuses
solely on management accounting. Second, we hand
collect citations for articles in five of the 10 journals
that are not included in the Social Science Citation
Index (SSCI), and thus, have not been analyzed
previously.? Third, our analysis spans 20 years—a
period much longer than previous studies. Finally, we
merge citations with the descriptive data discussed in
the first part of the study, which enables us to show
the influence of not only articles and their authors,
but also topics, methods, and source disciplines.

We find that the control literature draws heavily
on its own area, with 84% of the citations going to
other control articles. Cost not only draws more than
half of its citations from the cost literature (56%), but
also draws heavily (39%) on the control literature.
Examining methods, we find that most articles draw
on articles using a variety of methods, except analyt-
ical articles with 78% of their citations to other
analytical articles. Archival articles cite analytical
studies only 14% of the time, and experimental and
survey-based articles cite them even less. Regarding
source disciplines, we find that the economics-based
literature draws heavily on itself (76%), with only few
citations to sociology (12%) and psychology (6%).
Articles based on psychology draw quite evenly from
psychology, sociology, and economics. Sociology,
like economics, tends to draw heavily on its own
work (65%), and it also draws to a greater extent on
economics (16%) than on psychology (8%). Thus,
except for psychology, it appears that the disciplinary
paradigms are fairly focused, not drawing on the in-
sights from the accounting literature using different
source disciplines.

>The only other citation study focused on management
accounting (Mensah et al., 2004) considers management
accounting articles in four journals—AOS, JAE, JAR, and
TAR—primarily because of these journals’ coverage by
electronic databases.
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We also create a matrix of the citations between
the 898 authors in our database. We use this matrix,
and transformations thereof, to calculate several so-
cial network measures that assess communication
networks between scholars, instead of using citations
merely to determine rankings of individuals, institu-
tions, journals, or articles. Furthermore, we present
directed graphs to visualize these communications
among the management accounting scholars.

One finding of these various social network analyses
is the existence of two quite distinct subnetworks in
management accounting research—one around AOS
and MAR, and the other around the eight journals
edited in North America. Specifically, we find that the
majority of scholars publish in either, but not both,
subnetworks. Moreover, authors publishing in either
subnetwork tend to cite articles within the same sub-
network more than articles in the other subnetwork.
But we also find distinct networks of management ac-
counting scholars within each subnetwork that appear
to be based on topic, method, or source discipline with
relatively little communications across them.

Section 2 presents the database and method we use
to chart the field of management accounting in terms
of topics, methods, and source disciplines. Section 3
presents the results of several citation-based network
analyses to describe the community of management
accounting scholars. Section 4 summarizes and
concludes.

2. Charting the Field

2.1. Article Selection

We identify articles between 1981 and 2000 in 10
English-language journals that represent outlets in
which management accounting research has been
prominently published: Accounting, Organizations
and Society (AOS), Behavioral Research in Accounting
(BRIA), Contemporary Accounting Research (CAR),
Journal of Accounting and Economics (JAE), Journal of
Accounting Literature (JAL), Journal of Accounting
Research (JAR), Journal of Management Accounting
Research (JMAR), Management Accounting Research
(MAR), Review of Accounting Studies (RAS), and The
Accounting Review (TAR). Since JMAR and MAR
focus exclusively on management accounting research,
we include all articles in these two journals. For the
other eight journals, we select only management
accounting articles published by them.> We exclude

3Two authors classified each article’s specialty area (finan-
cial, managerial, auditing, tax, systems) and flagged articles
for which they failed to reach a decision. All authors then
reviewed and discussed the flagged articles to achieve con-
sensus on their specialty area classifications.

articles on top executive compensation using publicly
available, large-sample archival data because it is diffi-
cult to unambiguously classify research in this area as
management accounting (as opposed to financial
accounting) research. We also exclude research notes,
book reviews, editorials, and discussion articles.

We choose the 20-year period between 1981 and
2000 primarily because many advances in the field
were born or flourished during this period, such as
activity-based costing (Cooper, 1987), “Japanese”
management accounting (Hiromoto, 1988), “strategic”
management accounting and control (Bromwich,
1990; Dent, 1990; Shank, 1989; Shank & Govindara-
jan, 1993), and the balanced scorecard (Kaplan &
Norton, 1992), among other new topics (e.g., see
Johnson & Kaplan, 1987). Finally, we collect data
through the year 2000, rather than more recent years,
to allow articles to have sufficient time to be digested,
and cited, by the academic community.

The selection process yields 916 articles. For jour-
nals available online, we record bibliographic data by
article consisting of journal name, publication year,
pages, author name(s), institutional affiliation(s) at
time of publication, as well as each article’s reference
list. For articles not available online, we record these
data manually.

Table 1, Panel A, shows that about 28% of all
accounting articles in the 10 journals during the entire
20-year period are management accounting. A break-
down of the sample by decade, however, indicates an
increase in the number of management accounting
articles published in the last decade due primarily to
the introduction of four new journals: BRIA (started
in 1989), JMAR (1989), MAR (1990), and RAS
(1996). The other journals, except JAE, however,
published relatively less management accounting
articles over time.

Panel B shows that over the 20-year period, about
half of the management accounting articles ap-
peared in A0S (28%) and MAR (22%). Consistent
with the inferences from Panel A, most journals
exhibit a decrease across the two decades in their
share of management accounting articles because
they published fewer (40S, JAL, JAR, and TAR) or
about the same number (CAR) of management
accounting articles, even though the absolute num-
ber of management accounting articles increased. As
previously mentioned, JAE published a larger
number of management accounting articles over
the past 10 years, increasing its market share of
management accounting articles (6%) beyond that
of JAR (5%), but below that of TAR (9%). It is
noteworthy, however, that the combined share of
management accounting articles of these three

5
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Table 1. Sample statistics.
Panel A: Management accounting “market share”
1981-2000 1981-1990% 1991-2000*

Articles® (Pct.%) Articles® (Pct.6) Articles® (Pct.6)
Accounting Organizations and Society (AOS) 254 (39.9) 132 (42.4) 122 (37.5)
Behavioral Research in Accounting (BRIA) 35 (23.5) 6 (37.5) 29 (21.8)
Contemporary Accounting Research (CAR) 45 (12.1) 22 (15.6) 23 (10.0)
Journal of Accounting & Economics (JAE) 38 (10.4) 4(2.9) 34 (15.1)
Journal of Accounting Literature (JAL) 28 (21.1) 18 (22.5) 10 (18.9)
Journal of Accounting Research (JAR) 70 (13.7) 43 (14.4) 27 (12.7)
Journal of Management Accounting Research (JMAR) 117 (100.0) 21 (100.0) 96 (100.0)
Management Accounting Research (MAR) 197 (100.0) 14 (100.0) 183 (100.0)
Review of Accounting Studies (RAS) 21 (33.3) - 21 (33.3)
The Accounting Review (TAR) 111 (16.2) 60 (16.9) 51 (15.4)
Total 916 (28.4) 320 (23.3) 596 (32.2)

Panel B: “Journal share” of nent accounting

Articles® (Pct.?) Articles® (Pct.9) Articles® (Pct.9)

Accounting Organizations and Society (AOS)
Behavioral Research in Accounting (BRIA)
Contemporary Accounting Research (CAR)
Journal of Accounting & Economics (JAE)
Journal of Accounting Literature (JAL)
Journal of Accounting Research (JAR)
Journal of Management Accounting Research (JMAR)
Management Accounting Research (MAR)
Review of Accounting Studies (RAS)

The Accounting Review (TAR)

Total

254 (27.8) 132 (41.2) 122 (20.5)
35 (3.8) 6 (1.9) 29 (4.9)
45 (4.9) 22 (6.9) 23 (3.9)
38 (4.1) 4(1.2) 34 (5.7)
28 (3.0) 18 (5.6) 10 (1.7)
70 (7.6) 43 (13.4) 27 (4.5)

117 (12.8) 21 (6.6) 96 (16.1)

197 (21.5) 14 (4.4) 183 (30.7)
21 (2.3) - 21 (3.5)

111 (12.1) 60 (18.8) 51 (8.6)

916 (100.0) 320 (100.0) 596 (100.0)

2408, JAE, JAR, and TAR were established prior to the beginning of our study period (1981). All the other journals do not
cover our entire study period, with the first volume of BRIA starting in 1989, CAR in 1984, JAL in 1982, JMAR in 1989,

MAR in 1990, and RAS in 1996.

®Number of management accounting articles in each journal in each period.
“Percentage of management accounting articles out of the total number of articles in each journal in each period.
dNumber of management accounting articles in each journal as a percentage of the total number of management accounting

articles in each period (column percentages).

journals in the most recent decade is still smaller
than 4OS’s share alone (21%).

In summary, Table 1 indicates that the growth in
the number of management accounting articles over
time came primarily from the introduction of new
journals (BRIA, JMAR, MAR, RAS), two of which
were dedicated exclusively to management account-
ing (JMAR and MAR). In all other established jour-
nals, except JAE, however, the number and share of
management accounting articles decreased over time.

2.2. Article Classification

Guided by prior research (Brown & Gardner, 1985a,
1985b; Brown et al., 1987; Shields, 1997), we classify
each article by topic, method, and source discipline
(using the same protocol as described in footnote 3).
Our classification scheme is similar to that developed
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by Shields (1997).* Most topic, method, and source
discipline categorizations are self-explanatory, but
when they are not, we explain them below.

2.2.1. Topics

The starting point for classifying management
accounting articles on the basis of research topic
is the generally accepted distinction between cost
(accounting) and (management) control, allowing for
other specific topics, such as accounting information
systems, to be classified separately as other.

“Shields (1997) also provided a summary discussion of the
content of the surveyed articles, thus focusing on the studies’
results and the settings in which the results were obtained in
addition to examining topics, methods, and source disci-
plines.
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An iterative process then further divides cost into
cost allocation, other cost accounting topics, and the
study of cost practices. Cost allocation articles involve
studies focused on the allocation of overhead and joint
costs, cost driver analysis, activity-based costing, and
capacity costs. Other cost accounting topics include, for
example, the study of cost variances and the use of
cost information for decision making. Finally, studies
of cost practices deal with the emergence, develop-
ment, or decline of cost systems over time or in specific
places (e.g., country-specific cost accounting systems).

We also classify control into further subcategories:
budgeting, capital budgeting, performance meas-
urement and evaluation, organizational control, and
international control. Budgeting includes articles
focused on budget target setting, budget partic-
ipation, and budget-related (dysfunctional) beha-
viors. Capital budgeting articles examine investment
decisions, including resource allocation decisions
and issues of opportunity, relevant, and sunk costs.
Performance measurement and evaluation involves the
study of the various aspects of performance meas-
urement and incentive system design (such as the
performance measures used for incentives), as well as
their consequences for organizational behavior and
performance. The organizational control subcategory
is the least specific and includes all articles broadly
related to control systems in organizations not oth-
erwise classifiable in the other control-specific cate-
gories, such as international control, which deals with
management control systems related to cultural
differences across countries and the effect of national
culture on organizational control.

Finally, we classify other topics into seven sub-
categories: accounting information system (AIS),
benchmarking, (total) quality management (TQM),
just-in-time (JIT), research methods, strategic man-
agement, and transfer pricing. Benchmarking, TQM,
JIT, research methods, and transfer pricing are topics
that are easily distinguishable. However, many
AIS and strategic management articles are somewhat
similar to organizational control (discussed above).
While both AIS and organizational control examine
the organizational impacts of accounting systems,
AIS is different in its focus on computer-based ac-
counting information systems instead of management
control systems more broadly. Strategic management
examines the linkage between organization strategy
and management control systems. Strategic manage-
ment articles thus focus on the link between man-
agement control and strategy specifically, whereas
organizational control examines management control
in organizational contexts without specifically focus-
ing on strategy.

Table 2, Panel A, shows that approximately
70% of the management accounting articles focus
on control, 20% on cost, and 10% on a range
of other topics. This topical distribution is quite
stable over time, except for a slight shift in the
most recent decade from control to cost topics,
particularly those addressing cost allocations. The
biggest changes, however, are in the control area,
with a shift in topics from budgeting and organiza-
tional control to performance measurement and
evaluation. Other topics showing increases in jour-
nal space are transfer pricing and studies of research
methods.

2.2.2. Methods

We classify articles based on nine research methods:
analytical, archival, case, experiment, field, frame-
work, review, survey, and other/multiple (which
includes simulation). Analytical, archival, experiment,
survey, and simulation are research methods that are
easily distinguishable. To distinguish field from case
studies, we follow Birnberg et al. (1990). Case studies
involve the investigation of contemporary (manage-
ment accounting) phenomena including people, pro-
cedures, and structures within a single organization,
whereas field studies involve the investigation of such
phenomena in two or more organizations. In other
words, the main distinction between case and field
studies is that the latter investigate (management
accounting) phenomena thoroughly across different
organizations to derive deep insights, instead of
just focusing on one organization. Field studies, how-
ever, differ from archival studies because they employ
multiple information sources including archival data,
interviews, surveys, and/or observation. Framework
studies involve the development of new conceptual
frameworks providing new perspectives. They are
different from review articles because they draw from,
and combine, multiple perspectives and information
sources such as empirical facts, theoretical or prac-
tical observations, prior literature (in other areas
or disciplines), supplemented with the authors’ own
synthesis and perspectives, whereas review articles
mainly review and synthesize prior literature.

Table 2, Panel B, shows that across the 20-year
period, analytical, survey, and experiments are the
three dominant research methods. A number of articles
also develop frameworks for organizing the literature.
Analytical, survey, and experimental research methods,
as well as frameworks, remain dominant over time, but
their use in management accounting research is decreas-
ing (particularly the use of experiments). The use of
archival, case, and field research methods, on the other
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Table 2. Article classifications.

Panel A: Management accounting research topics

Research topic®

Articles (Pct.b)

1981-2000

1981-1990
Articles (Pct.b)

1991-2000
Articles (Pct.?)

Cost
Cost allocation 140 (15.3) 36 (11.3) 104 (17.5)
Other cost accounting topics 21 (2.3) 14 (4.4) 7(1.2)
Cost practices 15 (1.6) 4 (1.3) 11 (1.9)
Multiple 1(0.1) 0 (0.0) 1(0.2)
All cost 177 (19.3) 54 (16.9) 123 (20.6)
Control
Budgeting 134 (14.6) 64 (20.0) 70 (11.7)
Capital budgeting 47 (5.1) 14 (4.4) 33 (5.5)
Performance measurement and evaluation 148 (16.2) 35 (10.9) 113 (19.0)
Organizational control 296 (32.3) 119 (37.2) 177 (29.7)
International control 16 (1.8) 4 (1.3) 12 (2.0)
Multiple 3(0.3) 1(0.3) 2(0.3)
All control 644 (70.3) 237 (74.1) 407 (68.3)
Other
AIS 7 (0.8) 4(1.3) 3 (0.5)
Benchmarking 2(0.2) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.3)
Quality (TQM) 9 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 9 (1.5
Just-in-time (JIT) 7 (0.8) 0 (0.0) 7(1.2)
Research methods 20 (2.2) 6 (1.9) 14 (2.4)
Strategic management 15 (1.6) 7(2.2) 8 (1.3)
Transfer pricing 31 (3.4) 9 (2.8) 22 (3.7)
Multiple 4(0.4) 3(0.9) 1(0.2)
All other 95 (10.4) 29 (9.1) 66 (11.1)
Total 916 (100.0) 320 (100.0) 596 (100.0)
Panel B: Management accounting research methods
Research method® 1981-2000 1981—1990 1991-2000
Articles (Pct.%) Articles (Pct.%) Articles (Pct.%)
Analytical 169 (18.4) 62 (19.4) 107 (18.0)
Archival 78 (8.5) 10 (3.1) 68 (11.4)
Case 78 (8.5) 16 (5.0) 62 (10.4)
Experiment 116 (12.7) 50 (15.6) 66 (11.1)
Field 91 (9.9) 23 (7.2) 68 (11.4)
Frameworks 179 (19.5) 77 (24.1) 102 (17.1)
Review 49 (5.3) 24 (7.5) 25(4.2)
Survey 149 (16.3) 55 (17.2) 94 (15.8)
Other 7 (0.7) 3(0.9) 4 (0.6)
Total 916 (100.0) 320 (100.0) 596 (100.0)
Panel C: Management accounting source disciplines
Source discipline® 1981-2000 1981-1990 1991-2000

Articles (Pct.h)

Articles (Pct.h)

Articles (Pct.f)

Economics
Economics
Economics/Psychology
Economics/Sociology
Economics/POM
All Economics

360 (39.3)
13 (1.4)
20 (2.2)

3(0.3)

396 (43.2)

122 (38.1)
4(1.3)
5(1.6)
2(0.6)

133 (41.6)

238 (39.9)
9 (1.5)
15 (2.5)
1(0.2)

263 (44.1)
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Psychology
Psychology 121 (13.2) 58 (18.1) 63 (10.6)
Psychology/Economics 4(0.4) 0 (0.0) 4(0.7)
Psychology/Sociology 15 (1.6) 3(0.9) 12 (2.0)
All Psychology 140 (15.3) 61 (19.1) 79 (13.3)
Sociology
Sociology 320 (34.9) 101 (31.6) 219 (36.7)
Sociology/Economics 19 (2.1) 9 (2.8) 10 (1.7)
Sociology/Psychology 23 (2.5) 10 (3.1) 13 (2.2)
All Sociology 362 (39.5) 120 (37.5) 242 (40.6)
Other
History 4(0.4) 1(0.3) 3 (0.5)
POM 12 (1.3) 5(1.6) 7(1.2)
POM/Economics 2(0.2) 0 (0.0) 2(0.3)
All Other 18 (2.0) 6(1.9) 12 (2.0)
Total 916 (100.0) 320 (100.0) 596 (100.0)

#We classify each article into one of the 15 categories. In later analyses, we reduce these to the basic splits of Cost, Control,
and Other. Eight articles include a combination of topics, which we list as “Multiple” under the category (Cost, Control, or
Other) where the article has its main topic emphasis.

®Number of management accounting articles by research topic as a percentage of the total number of management ac-
counting articles in each period (column percentages).

“We classify each article into one of eight research methods. Four articles, however, employ multimethod approaches, which
we report as Other here and in the later analyses. Only three articles in our sample use the simulation method, which we also
group in the Other category because of the low frequency.

dNumber of management accounting articles by research method as a percentage of the total number of management
accounting articles in each period (column percentages).

Articles in the database draw from five source disciplines: economics, psychology, sociology, production and operations
management (POM), and history. Some articles draw from multiple source disciplines, as shown. In later analyses, we reduce
the listed categories to the basic splits on Economics, Psychology, Sociology, Other (History and POM), and Multiple.
"Number of management accounting articles by source discipline as a percentage of the total number of management

accounting articles in each period (column percentages).

hand, is increasing. In fact, over the two decades, each
of these methods has become as prominent as experi-
ments in management accounting. We note, however,
that the increase in case/field study articles is largely
attributable to the introduction of MAR in 1990 (with
42% of its articles being case/field studies; see Table 3,
Panel B). Overall, the relatively greater use of frame-
work, survey, analytical, and experimental methods, and
the relatively lower use of archival methods perhaps
signify the difficulty of gaining access to existing data of
relevance to management accounting research.

2.2.3. Source Disciplines

We distinguish five source disciplines: economics,
psychology, sociology, production and operations
management (POM), and history. If there are multi-
ple source disciplines, we determine the primary source
discipline based on the article’s focus. Economics
includes articles relying on industrial organization,
microeconomics, and agency theory. Psychology covers
social psychology, cognitive psychology, and organi-
zational behavior. Sociology includes organizational

theory (e.g., contingency theory, institutional theory)
and sociology. POM encompasses articles that focus
on linear programming and process control, mostly
in manufacturing settings. Finally, history captures
articles that study the emergence and development of
management accounting systems and practices at a
specific time and place.

Table 2, Panel C, shows that economics (43%) is
the dominant source discipline on which management
accounting research relies, followed by sociology
(40%) and psychology (15%). However, sociology
and psychology together are used more commonly as
source disciplines in management accounting than
economics. We note that the reliance on psychology
as a source discipline in management accounting
appears to have decreased over time, whereas the
reliance on economics and sociology increased. The
drop in the reliance on psychology as a source dis-
cipline perhaps is linked to the decrease in the use of
the experimental method observed in Panel B, which
is the most commonly used method in psychology-
based management accounting studies (see Table 5).
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2.3. Journal Characteristics

Table 3, Panel A, tabulates research topics by jour-
nal. It suggests that 77% of the management
accounting articles in A0S and MAR focus on con-
trol topics. While control topics are also the focus of
the majority of the management accounting articles
in the other eight journals (64%), the latter have a
greater proportion of their management accounting
articles focused on cost accounting topics (25%)
compared to A0S and MAR (14%). Also, more
than half (54%) of the 644 control-focused articles
were published in just two journals—AOS and
MAR.

Table 3, Panel B, reveals that case, field, frame-
work, and survey-based research methods dominate
in AOS and M AR, whereas the other journals publish
more analytical, archival, and experimental methods.
Analytical research finds a home primarily in JAR,
TAR, CAR, and RAS. More than 90% of the man-
agement accounting articles in RAS are analytical
studies. Almost half of the survey-based articles ap-
pear in A0S, with the others finding a home prima-
rily in MAR, JMAR, and to a lesser extent in TAR.
Almost all case- and field-based articles are in 40S
and MAR, and the rest in JMAR. JAE, TAR, and
JMAR publish the majority of the archival manage-
ment accounting articles. Experiments have the
broadest appeal across journals, with relatively good
placement in TAR, AOS, JMAR, JAR, and BRIA.
Excluding JAL (which focuses on publishing review
articles), CAR, JAR, and RAS are the least balanced
in terms of publishing a variety of research methods,
as analytical methods have a higher than 50% share
of all the management accounting articles they pub-
lish. JAE also has a relatively focused method cov-
erage, since about 90% of all the management
accounting articles it publishes are either analytical
or archival. While A0S, BRIA, JMAR, MAR, and
TAR have different method foci, they generally cover
a broad range of methods and show at least four
methods with a higher than 10% representation
among the management accounting articles they
publish.

Table 3, Panel C, shows that sociology as a source
discipline is dominant in AOS and MAR, whereas
economics is dominant in the other journals. While
AOS, BRIA, IJMAR, MAR, and TAR have different
disciplinary foci, they nonetheless have a relatively
broad coverage of source disciplines. CAR, JAE,
JAR, and RAS, on the other hand, appear to focus on
economics-based research, which represents upwards
of 70% of the management accounting articles they
publish. As Table 5 reveals, this also appears to be
related to research method.

10

2.4. Article Characteristics

Table 4 cross-tabulates topics with research methods.
Panel A shows that most cost articles are analytical,
followed by frameworks and archival research meth-
ods. Among the control articles, frameworks, sur-
veys, analytical methods, and experiments are the
most common methods. Panel B shows that about
80% of the surveys, experiments, and field-based
methods are used to examine control topics. Analyt-
ical and archival methods are more balanced in terms
of their employment for both cost and control topics.

Table 5 cross-tabulates research methods with
source disciplines. Panel A shows that the analytical
method dominates economics-based research (45%),
by far, followed by the archival method as a distant
second (17%). Frameworks, survey, field, and case
methods dominate sociology-based research (92%
combined). Experiments dominate psychology-based
management accounting research (53%), followed
by the survey method (29%). Cross-tabulating in the
other direction, Panel B shows that nearly all ana-
lytical research (96%) and the vast majority of
archival research (80%) has an economics-based im-
petus, whereas about 70% of the articles that use case
or field methods do so to address sociology-based
research questions.

Finally, Table 6 cross-tabulates source disciplines
with topics. Panel A suggests that cost is dominated
by economic thought, whereas control, which draws
mostly on sociology, also draws on economics and
psychology. In the other direction, Panel B shows
that more than, or nearly, 80% of the articles that are
psychology- or sociology-based deal with control
topics. Articles that have an economics-based orien-
tation, however, also appear to be applied more
frequently to address cost accounting topics. It is less
probable though to see psychology- and sociology-
based theories applied to cost accounting topics
(about 10%).

2.5. Authoring Characteristics

Table 7 examines the authoring characteristics of our
sample management accounting articles. Panel A
shows that 605 of the 8§98 authors (67%) in our sam-
ple published one article only. Panel B shows that
authors with more than one article tend to publish in
multiple journals, thus indicating that there is no
particular journal concentration. Panels C and D
show a similar pattern with respect to topics and
methods; that is, authors with more than one article
tend to address different topics employing different
methods. Panel E, however, indicates that authors
with more than one article tend to be bound more by
discipline, consistent with the observations in
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Table 3. Journal characteristics.

Panel A: Management accounting research topics by journal

Cost Control Other Total
AOS 13* (5.1)° 217 (85.4) 24 (9.4) 254 (100.0)
BRIA 0 (0.0) 27 (77.1) 8 (22.9) 35 (100.0)
CAR 11 (24.4) 30 (66.7) 4 (8.9) 45 (100.0)
JAE 5(13.2) 30 (78.9) 3(7.9) 38 (100.0)
JAL 6 (21.4) 18 (64.3) 4(14.3) 28 (100.0)
JAR 17 (24.3) 48 (68.6) 5(7.1) 70 (100.0)
JMAR 36 (30.8) 61 (52.1) 20 (17.1) 117 (100.0)
MAR 49 (24.9) 130 (66.0) 18 9.1) 197 (100.0)
RAS 5(23.8) 11 (52.4) 5(23.8) 21 (100.0)
TAR 35 (31.5) 72 (64.9) 4 (3.6) 111 (100.0)
AOS and MAR 62 (13.7) 347 (76.9) 42 (9.3) 451 (100.0)
Other eight journals 115 (24.7) 297 (63.9) 53 (11.4) 465 (100.0)
Total 177 (19.3) 644 (70.3) 95 (10.4) 916 (100.0)

Panel B: Management accounting research methods by journal

Analytical ~ Archival Case Experiment Field Framework  Review Survey Other Total
AOS 0(0.0° 624 18(7.1) 26 (10.2) 46 (18.1) 82 (32.3) 7 (2.8) 67 (26.4) 2 (0.8) 254 (100.0)
BRIA 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 129 13 (37.1) 0 (0.0) 10 (28.6) 5(14.3) 6 (17.1) 0(0.0) 35 (100.0)
CAR 29 (64.4)  3(6.7) 0 (0.0) 7 (15.6) 122 0 (0.0) 1(2.2) 4(8.9) 0(0.0) 45(100.0)
JAE 15(39.5) 19 (50.0) 1 (2.6) 1 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1(2.6) 1(2.6) 0(0.0) 38(100.0)
JAL 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 27 (96.4) 0(0.0) 1(3.6) 28(100.0)
JAR 38 (54.3) 8 (11.4) 0(0.0) 16 (22.9) 1(1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 5(7.1)  0(0.0) 70 (100.0)
JMAR 14 (12.0) 15(12.8) 4334 19 (16.2) 11 (9.4) 28 (23.9) 3 (2.6) 22 (18.8) 1(0.9) 117 (100.0)
MAR 17 (8.6) 7(3.6) 52(26.4) 7 (3.6) 31 (15.7) 49 (24.9) 4 (2.0) 29 (14.7) 1(0.5) 197 (100.0)
RAS 19 (90.5)  2(9.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 21 (100.0)
TAR 37 (33.3) 18(16.2) 2(1.8) 27 (24.3) 1 (0.9) 9 (8.1) 0 (0.0) 15(13.5) 2(1.8) 111 (100.0)
AOS and MAR 17 (3.8) 13(29) 70 (15.5) 33 (7.3) 77 (17.1) 131 (29.0) 11 (2.4) 96 (21.3) 3 (0.7) 451 (100.0)
Other eight journals 152 (32.7) 65 (14.0) 8 (1.7) 83 (17.8) 14 (3.0) 48 (10.3) 38 (8.2) 53 (11.4) 4(0.8) 465 (100.0)
Total 169 (18.4) 78 (8.5) 78 (8.5) 116 (12.7) 91 (9.9) 179 (19.5) 49 (5.3) 149 (16.3) 7(0.7) 916 (100.0)

Panel C: Management accounting source disciplines by journal

Economics Psychology Sociology Other Multiple Total
AOS 32 (12.6)¢ 37 (14.6) 151 (59.4) 0 (0.0) 34 (13.4) 254 (100.0)
BRIA 3 (8.6) 12 (34.3) 10 (28.6) 0 (0.0) 10 (28.6) 35 (100.0)
CAR 34 (75.6) 6 (13.3) 2 (44) 1(22) 2 (44) 45 (100.0)
JAE 36 (94.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (5.3) 38 (100.0)
JAL 15 (53.6) 0 (0.0) 5(17.9) 0 (0.0) 8 (28.6) 28 (100.0)
JAR 50 (71.4) 15 (21.4) 2(2.9) 1(1.4) 2 (2.9 70 (100.0)
JMAR 43 (36.8) 19 (16.2) 27 (23.1) 10 (8.5) 18 (15.4) 117 (100.0)
MAR 59 (29.9) 11 (5.6) 111 (56.3) 3 (1.5) 13 (6.6) 197 (100.0)
RAS 21 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 21 (100.0)
TAR 67 (60.4) 21 (18.9) 12 (10.8) 1(0.9) 10 (9.0) 111 (100.0)
AOS and MAR 91 (20.2) 48 (10.6) 262 (58.1) 3(0.7) 47 (10.4) 451 (100.0)
Other eight journals 269 (57.8) 73 (15.7) 58 (12.5) 13 (2.8) 52 (11.2) 465 (100.0)
Total 360 (39.3) 121 (13.2) 320 (34.9) 16 (1.7) 99 (10.8) 916 (100.0)

“Number of articles.

PRow percentages, thus indicating the coverage of topics by journal.
“Row percentages, thus indicating the coverage of research methods by journal.
9Row percentages, thus indicating the coverage of source disciplines by journal.
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Table 4. Article characteristics: cross-tabulation of methods and topics.
Panel A: Management accounting research methods by topic

Cost Control Other Total
Analytical 56" (31.6)° 96 (14.9) 17 (17.9) 169 (18.4)
Archival 27 (15.3) 49 (7.6) 2(2.1) 78 (8.5)
Case 15 (8.5) 51 (7.9) 12 (12.6) 78 (8.5)
Experiment 15 (8.5) 92 (14.3) 9 (9.5 116 (12.7)
Field 12 (6.8) 71 (11.0) 8 (8.4) 91 9.9
Frameworks 29 (16.4) 127 (19.7) 23 (24.2) 179 (19.5)
Review 6 (3.4) 32 (5.0 11 (11.6) 49 (5.3)
Survey 14 (7.9) 123 (19.1) 12 (12.6) 149 (16.3)
Other 3(1.7) 3(0.5) 1(1.1) 7(0.7)
Total 177 (100.0) 644 (100.0) 95 (100.0) 916 (100.0)

Panel B: Management accounting research topics by method

Cost Control Other Total
Analytical 56 (33.1)° 96 (56.8) 17 (10.1) 169 (100.0)
Archival 27 (34.6) 49 (62.8) 2 (2.6) 78 (100.0)
Case 15 (19.2) 51 (65.4) 12 (15.4) 78 (100.0)
Experiment 15 (12.9) 92 (79.3) 9(7.8) 116 (100.0)
Field 12 (13.2) 71 (78.0) 8 (8.8) 91 (100.0)
Frameworks 29 (16.2) 127 (70.9) 23 (12.8) 179 (100.0)
Review 6 (12.2) 32 (65.3) 11 (22.4) 49 (100.0)
Survey 14 (9.4) 123 (82.6) 12 (8.1) 149 (100.0)
Other 3 (42.9) 3 (42.9) 1 (14.2) 7 (100.0)
Total 177 (19.3) 644 (70.3) 95 (10.4) 916 (100.0)

“Number of articles.

®Column percentages, thus indicating the coverage of research methods by topic.
“Row percentages, thus indicating the coverage of research topics by method.

Merchant et al. (2003). Finally, Panel F shows that
most articles are single-authored (42%) or co-au-
thored by two or three people (39% and 16%, re-
spectively). Co-authored articles by more than three
people are rare.

3. Analyzing the Community

In this section, we use citation analyses and several
social network measures to analyze the links be-
tween articles in management accounting research
and, hence, between the topics, methods, and source
disciplines these articles encompass, as well as be-
tween the scholars whose outputs are these journal
articles.

3.1. Citation Analysis

Beginning in the mid-1980s, Brown and colleagues
published a number of citation-based studies look-
ing at the relative contributions of individuals, as
well as the institutions where they are trained and
employed, in accounting (e.g., Brown & Gardner,
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1985a, 1985b; Brown et al., 1987). These studies
typically rely on the SSCI to count citations from
articles in a limited number of indexed journals
across a variety of literatures. Given our focus on
the field of management accounting, we count cita-
tions within our database, including citations from
articles in BRIA, CAR, JMAR, MAR, and RAS,
which SSCI does not index.’ Thus, although our
citation approach does not extend into other liter-
atures, it provides better coverage of the manage-
ment accounting literature than prior work (e.g.,
Mensah et al., 2004).

With 38,863 total citations in our sample of 916
articles, a manual count of citations is not feasible.
Accordingly, we develop computer programs to anal-
yze citations to articles, and their authors, within our

5SSCI only recently started indexing CAR, beginning with
the first issue of 2002 (Vol. 19).
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Table 5. Article characteristics: cross-tabulation of methods and source disciplines.

Panel A: Management accounting research methods by source discipline

Economics Psychology Sociology Other Multiple Total
Analytical 163* (45.3)° 1(0.8) 1(0.3) 2 (12.5) 2 (2.0 169 (18.4)
Archival 62 (17.2) 6 (5.0) 3(0.9) 3 (18.8) 4 (4.0) 78 (8.5)
Case 11 (3.1) 2 (1.7) 56 (17.5) 0 (0.0) 9(9.1) 78 (8.5)
Experiment 26 (7.2) 64 (52.9) 10 (3.1) 0 (0.0) 16 (16.2) 116 (12.7)
Field 13 (3.6) 54.1) 65 (20.3) 1(6.3) 7(7.1) 91 (9.9)
Frameworks 40 (11.1) 6 (5.0) 103 (32.2) 8 (50.0) 22 (22.2) 179 (19.5)
Review 22 (6.1) 2(1.7) 10 3.1) 1(6.3) 14 (14.1) 49 (5.3)
Survey 19 (5.3) 35(28.9) 70 (21.9) 1(6.3) 24 (24.2) 149 (16.3)
Other 4 (0.11) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.6) 0 (0.0) 1(1.0) 7 (0.7)
Total 360 (100.0) 121 (100.0) 320 (100.0) 16 (100.0) 99 (100.0) 916 (100.0)

Panel B: Management accounting source disciplines by method

Economics Psychology Sociology Other Multiple Total
Analytical 163 (96.4)° 1 (0.6) 1 (0.6) 2(1.2) 2(1.2) 169 (100.0)
Archival 62 (79.5) 6 (7.7) 3(3.8) 3(3.8) 4 (5.1) 78 (100.0)
Case 11 (14.1) 2 (2.6) 56 (71.8) 0 (0.0) 9 (11.5) 78 (100.0)
Experiment 26 (22.4) 64 (55.2) 10 (8.6) 0 (0.0) 16 (13.8) 116 (100.0)
Field 13 (14.3) 5(5.5) 65 (71.4) 1 (1.1) 7(7.7) 91 (100.0)
Frameworks 40 (22.3) 6(3.4) 103 (57.5) 8 (4.5) 22 (12.3) 179 (100.0)
Review 22 (44.9) 2 (4.1) 10 (20.4) 1 (2.0 14 (28.6) 49 (100.0)
Survey 19 (12.8) 35(23.5) 70 (47.0) 1(0.7) 24 (16.1) 149 (100.0)
Other 4 (57.1) 0 (0.0) 2 (28.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (14.3) 7 (100.0)
Total 360 (39.3) 121 (13.2) 320 (34.9) 16 (1.7) 99 (10.8) 916 (100.0)

“Number of articles.

®Column percentages, thus indicating the coverage of research methods by source discipline.
“Row percentages, thus indicating the coverage of source disciplines by method.

database.® Merged with the descriptive data reported
above, this enables us to examine the links between,
and influence of, individuals, articles, topics, research
methods, and source disciplines.

Table 8 examines the pattern of citations based on
topics, methods, and source disciplines. Panel A takes
each article’s topic classification and counts the cita-
tions for each of these articles to other articles also
using their topic classification. Panel A shows that the
control literature draws heavily on its own stream of

This measure is subject to error. Sources of error include
incorrect spelling and bad attribution (e.g., wrong year,
journal). In a few cases, authors changed names (e.g., by
marriage) or used different name forms (e.g., Smith-Jones
vs. Smith Jones). To minimize such errors, we examined and
corrected all 898 author names in our database, with par-
ticular attention paid to names with similar spelling. Catch-
ing errors in citations is more difficult, but we created a list
of all author-year-journal citations and also examined these
for errors.

research, with 84% of the citations going to other
control-focused articles. Cost draws more than half
of its citations from the cost literature (56%), but also
draws heavily (39%) on the control literature. Arti-
cles classified as “other” also draw most of their work
from the control literature (56%).

Panel B examines research methods, showing that
most articles draw on other streams of literature, ex-
cept analytical articles with 78% of their citations to
other analytical articles. Thinking of research as ben-
efiting from multiple methods, it seems reasonable to
expect that archival, experimental, survey, and other
research could benefit from drawing on analytical
models to derive testable hypotheses. However, the
data do not support this expectation, showing that
archival articles cite analytical studies only 14% of
the time, and experimental and survey articles cite
analytical work even less. Although these percentages
appear low, they are large in comparison to the extent
that analytical articles cite archival, experimental,
and survey articles (6%, 1%, and 3%, respectively).

13
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Table 6. Article characteristics: cross-tabulation of source disciplines and topics.

Panel A: Management accounting source disciplines by topic

Cost Control Other Total
Economics 1212 (68.4)° 208 (32.3) 31 (32.6) 360 (39.3)
Psychology 13 (7.3) 103 (16.0) 5(5.3) 121 (13.2)
Sociology 31 (17.5) 249 (38.7) 40 (42.1) 320 (34.9)
Other 5(2.8) 8 (1.2) 3(3.2) 16 (1.7)
Multiple 7 (4.0) 76 (11.8) 16 (16.8) 99 (10.8)
Total 177 (100.0) 644 (100.0) 95 (100.0) 916 (100.0)

Panel B: Management accounting topics by source discipline

Cost Control Other Total
Economics 121 (33.6)° 208 (57.8) 31 (8.6) 360 (100.0)
Psychology 13 (10.7) 103 (85.1) 5(4.1) 121 (100.0)
Sociology 31 (9.7) 249 (71.8) 40 (12.5) 320 (100.0)
Other 5(31.3) 8 (50.0) 3 (18.8) 16 (100.0)
Multiple 7(7.1) 76 (76.8) 16 (16.2) 99 (100.0)
Total 177 (19.3) 644 (70.3) 95 (10.4) 916 (100.0)

“Number of articles.

®Column percentages, thus indicating the coverage of source disciplines by topic.
“Row percentages, thus indicating the coverage of topics by source discipline.

Does this suggest that empirical work finds support
for the analytical models, such that analytical models
need no revision? Or does it suggest that these meth-
ods do not cross-fertilize? Framework articles, how-
ever, appear to have a relatively broad impact on not
only studies using other methods, particularly case,
field, and other framework articles, but also archival
and survey studies. The data also reveal a tendency of
experimental and survey research drawing on studies
using like methods, in the order of 41% and 50%,
respectively, but these levels of method-based self-
citations are much lower than is the case for analyt-
ical research (78%). Moreover, the tendency to draw
on studies that use like methods is expected because
studies cite prior work for various research design
choices, such as regarding survey scales developed in
prior studies.

Examining source disciplines in Panel C, the eco-
nomics-based literature draws heavily on itself (76%),
with few citations to psychology (6%) and sociology
(12%). Articles based on psychology draw quite
evenly from economics, psychology, and sociology.
Sociology, like economics, tends to draw heavily on
its own (65%). Also noteworthy is that sociology
draws to a greater extent on economics (16%) than
on psychology (8%). Except for psychology, it ap-
pears that the paradigms are fairly focused, drawing
relatively sparsely on the insights from other disci-
plines (Merchant et al., 2003).
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We now turn to using citation-based measures
to describe networks of management accounting
scholars; that is, networks of individuals whose out-
puts are these journal articles (among other outputs).
As a preface to the network analyses, we note that
our data in Table 3 above suggests a difference be-
tween AOS and MAR and the other eight journals in
terms of management accounting methods and
source disciplines.” A closer investigation of author-
ing characteristics and citation patterns suggests that
both groups of journals represent distinct networks of
management accounting researchers. First, of the 293
authors in our database with at least two articles
(Table 7, Panel A), only 101 (34%) published in both

"This finding is consistent with a study by Selto & Widener
(2004) using a database consisting of eight overlapping
journals (A0S, CAR, JAE, JAR, JMAR, MAR, RAS, and
TAR) in a S-year period (1996-2000), although the article
classifications themselves, as well as the approach they use to
classify them, are different from those in our study. This
finding is also broadly consistent with Lowe & Locke (2005)
where A0S and M AR receives higher survey-based journal
quality scores as ‘‘interpretive/critical” journals than as
“functionalist/positivist” journals. For JAE, JAR, JMAR,
and TAR, the opposite is true. BRIA, CAR, RAS, and JAL
were scored by relatively few of the surveyed academics (less
than 30), making inferences about them less reliable (Lowe
& Locke, 2005).
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Table 7. Authoring characteristics.

Panel A: Articles

Number of articles Authors Pct.
1 605 67.4
2 135 15.0
3 60 6.7
4 41 4.6
5 14 1.6
6 15 1.7
7 6 0.7
8 6 0.7
9 4 0.4
10+ 12 1.3
Total 898 100.0
Panel B: Journals
Number of articles published
Journals 1 2 3 4 5 6+  Sum
1 605 50 14 3 2 2 676
2 85 29 18 4 6 142
3 17 15 6 13 51
4 5 2 13 20
5 0 6 6
6 3 3
605 135 60 41 14 43 898
Panel C: Topics
Number of articles published
Topics 1 2 3 4 S 6+  Sum
1 605 50 10 2 1 2 670
2 85 30 16 5 7 143
3 20 16 5 11 52
4 7 3 13 23
5 0 6 6
6 2 2
7 1 1
8 1 1
605 135 60 41 14 43 898
Panel D: Methods
Number of articles published

Methods 1 2 3 4 5 6+  Sum
1 605 74 21 11 2 5 718
2 61 31 16 5 4 117
3 8 12 5 15 40
4 2 2 15 19
5 0 3 3
6 1 1
605 135 60 41 14 43 898

Table 7. (Continued)

Panel E: Source Disciplines

Number of Articles Published

Disciplines 1 2 3 4 5 6+ Sum

1 605 89 35 18 4 11 762

2 46 18 14 4 19 101

3 7 8 4 6 25

4 1 2 7 10
605 135 60 41 14 43 898

Panel F: Authors

Number of authors Articles Pct.

9 1 0.1

6 4 0.4

5 3 0.3

4 18 2.0

3 149 16.3

2 357 39.0

1 384 41.9

Total 916 100.0

groups of journals. In other words, the majority of
scholars with at least two articles publish in either,
but not both, groups of journals.® Second, the cita-
tion patterns in Table 9 suggest that authors pub-
lishing in either group of journals tend to cite articles
within the same group of journals more than articles
in the other group.

Selto & Widener (2004) also find evidence of jour-
nal specialization by topic, theory, method, and data
sources, particularly between A0S and MAR on one
hand, and journals edited in North America on the
other hand. Brown et al. (1987) found that articles in
AOS focus on different topics, use different methods,
and draw on different source disciplines compared to
articles in JAR and TAR. Lukka & Kasanen (1996)
focus on geography (US vs. non-US) and find that
journals edited in the US (JAE, JAR, and TAR) and
outside the US (Abacus, Accounting and Business Re-
search, and A0S) employ different research methods.
Specifically, 80% of the articles in US-edited journals
use statistical analyses, whereas many articles pub-
lished in non-US-edited journals employ case and
other research methods (only 43% use statistical
analyses). Finally, Bricker (1988, p. 130) notes that

80f the 57 authors with five or more articles (Table 7, Panel
A), 21 (37%) still publish in only either of the two groups of
journals.

15
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Table 8. Article citation patterns.
Panel A: By topic
Citations From | To — Cost Control Other Total
Cost 280° (55.6)° 196 (38.9) 27 (5.4) 503 (100.0)
Control 226 (6.8) 2,788 (84.0) 305 (9.2) 3,319 (100.0)
Other 57 (12.2) 261 (55.6) 151 (32.2) 469 (100.0)
Panel B: By research method
Citations Analytical Archival Case Experiment Field Framework Review Survey Other Total
From |
To —
Analytical ~ 320° (77.5)* 24 (5.8) 2 (0.5) 5(1.2) 8 (1.9) 13(3.1) 25(6.1) 12(2.9) 4 (1.0) 413 (100.0)
Archival 29 (14.2) 70 (34.3) 8(3.9) 8 (3.9) 9(44) 28(13.7) 12(59) 39(19.1) 1(0.5) 204 (100.0)
Case 4(1.0) 4(1.0) 55(14.0) 5(1.3) 65(16.5) 186 (47.2) 31(7.9) 43(10.9) 1 (0.3) 394 (100.0)
Experiment 56 (10.6) 9 (1.7) 6 (1.1) 215(40.9) 25(4.8) 41(7.8) 71 (13.5) 103 (19.6) 0 (0.0) 526 (100.0)
Field 9(1.8) 13(2.6) 38 (7.5 19 (3.7) 90 (17.7) 202 (39.8) 17 (3.3) 120 (23.6) 0 (0.0) 508 (100.0)
Frameworks 40 (4.9) 35(43) 70(8.6) 43 (53) 105(12.9) 362 (44.3) 51 (6.2) 106 (13.0) 5(0.6) 817 (100.0)
Review 45(10.0) 12(2.7) 7(1.6) 55(12.3) 37(8.3)  82(18.3) 64 (14.3) 145 (32.4) 0 (0.0) 447 (100.0)
Survey 48 (5.1) 25(2.6) 34(3.6) 93(9.8) 97(10.3) 127 (13.4) 51(5.4) 471 (49.8) 0 (0.0) 946 (100.0)
Other 4(11.1) 2(5.6) 1238 0 (0.0) 4(11.1)  6(16.7) 1(2.8) 18(50.0) 0 (0.0) 36 (100.0)
Panel C: By source discipline

Citations From | To — Economics Psychology Sociology Other Multiple Total
Economics 752¢ (76.1)° 55 (5.6) 114 (11.5) 4(0.4) 63 (6.4) 988 (100.0)
Psychology 102 (21.2) 166 (34.5) 135 (28.1) 1(0.2) 77 (16.0) 481 (100.0)
Sociology 321 (16.4) 158 (8.1) 1,284 (65.5) 20 (1.0) 178 (9.1) 1,961 (100.0)
Other 17 (48.6) 1(2.9) 11 (31.4) 2(5.7) 4 (11.4) 35 (100.0)
Multiple 207 (25.1) 147 (17.8) 344 (41.6) 3(0.4) 125 (15.1) 826 (100.0)

“Number of citations.

®Row percentages, thus indicating the percentage citations from each topic area into itself as well as the other topic areas.

‘Number of citations.

9Row percentages, thus indicating the percentage citations from each research method into itself as well as the other research

methods.
“Number of citations.

fRow percentages, thus indicating the percentage citations from each source discipline into itself as well as the other source

disciplines.

“journals such as Abacus and Accounting, Organiza-
tions and Society, both published outside the United
States, appear to favour historical studies and articles
that rely on early generations of accounting and
nonaccounting literature.”

Thus, findings in the prior literature as well as
empirical observations in the earlier sections of this
chapter suggest that our subsequent analyses would
be incomplete without considering the authors pub-
lishing in A0S and M AR and those publishing in the
other eight journals as separate subnetworks.

3.2. Social Network Analysis
In this section, we extend our analysis to create a
citation matrix. It is a proxy for communication

16

among authors.® Specifically, we create an 898-by-898
matrix of authors where each cell represents the
number of citations by one author to another author.
Rows (columns) indicate citing (cited) authors, with
self-citations on the diagonal. Thus, cell values pro-
vide a measure of the strength of association between
two individuals. The citation matrix is nonsymmetric
since, for example, Smith may cite Jones whereas

°Other forms of communication exist, including, but not
limited to conference presentations, workshops, and pub-
lished working papers such as through the Social Science
Research Network (Brown, 2005; Brown & Laksmana,
2004).
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Table 9. Percentage breakdown of citations across
Jjournal subnetworks.

Citations AOS and Other Total
From | To — MAR eight
journals
AOS and 71.4% 28.6 100.0
MAR
Other eight 38.6 61.4 100.0
Journals

“Row percentages.

Jones does not cite Smith. We use transformed ma-
trices to compute several social network measures:
centrality, size, density, and inclusiveness (Monge &
Contractor, 2003).'° We reiterate that citations in this
matrix represent citations within our database.!!

3.2.1. Network Centrality
Centrality is the degree to which an individual has a
predominant influence in a given network. We meas-
ure centrality by degree, or the number of direct links
an individual has with others in the network. Degree
consists of both indegree (the number of direct links
to an individual) and outdegree (the number of direct
links from an individual). To measure centrality, we
dichotomize the citation matrix, where 0 indicates no
citations between two individuals, and 1 indicates one
or more citations. This codification thus shows that
there is a relationship between two authors; it does
not indicate the strength of the relationship.
Indegree for a particular author, then, is the
number of individuals in the network who cite the
author, and thus, is a measure of influence of

%We adjust the citation matrix for co-author citations. For
example, a citation from Brownell & Merchant (1990) to
another article by P. Brownell would be counted as a cita-
tion from K. A. Merchant to P. Brownell. But since P.
Brownell is a co-author, it is not a citation from K. A.
Merchant to P. Brownell as much as it is a citation from K.
A. Merchant’s co-author (P. Brownell) to his own work.
Therefore, we adjust the Merchant-to-Brownell citation
count for such co-author citations.

""Note that an author may cite other works by an individ-
ual, which are outside of the 10 journals in this study, in-
cluding, among others, books, working papers, and articles
in other journals. Our measure of the strength of association
among authors may be biased downward, mostly affecting
individuals publishing outside of the 10 accounting journals
in our sample. However, to the extent that the journals in
our sample represent adequate coverage of the outlets for
managerial accounting research, the bias in this measure
should be limited.

the cited author.'” Table 10 shows the centrality of
the three networks that we consider, listing the 25
authors with the highest indegree in each network in
descending order. Consistent with our earlier obser-
vations, we find that only four of the 25 authors in
the overall network are also on both the lists of 25
authors for the two subnetworks (i.e., P. Brownell, K.
A. Merchant, M. D. Shields, and S. M. Young).
Outdegree is the extent to which an individual has
cited others in the network, and thus, is a measure of
the degree to which one builds on the work of others
in the network. For example, R. S. Kaplan has been
cited by 179 of the 898 authors of management ac-
counting (20%),"* whereas he has cited only 32 au-
thors in the overall network. Comparing indegree and
outdegree, one can assess the symmetry of an au-
thor’s influence. As a word of caution, however, a low
outdegree might also result from several high-influ-
ence articles early in our sample period (such as R. S.
Kaplan’s 1984 article in TAR). Aside from this pos-
sibility, a high indegree can be interpreted as proxy of
an author’s “prestige” in the network. Wasserman &
Faust (1994) define a prestigious actor (i.e., author)
as “one who is the object of extensive ties [...] fo-
cusing solely on the actor as a recipient” (p. 174). In
our context, such ties are citations between authors

Indegree is the number of individuals in a network who cite
an author; it is different from citations that count the
number of articles that cite an author. Indegree can be larger
than citation count. For example, assume that only one ar-
ticle cites an author; then the author’s citation count is 1. If
that article has four co-authors, however, the author’s in-
degree is 4. Similarly, indegree can also be smaller than ci-
tation count. Because citation counts include all citations to
an author, they can include multiple citations from different
articles (co)authored by the same individual. Indegree, in
contrast, counts each individual that cites an author only
once.

3R, S. Kaplan also appears in Panel C of Table 10, which
focuses on the subnetwork of eight journals that are edited
in North America, with an indegree of 60. Some may be
tempted to subtract 60 from R. S. Kaplan’s overall indegree
of 179 (in Panel A) to conclude that his indegree in Panel B,
which focuses on the subnetwork around A0S and MAR,
should be 119, which would make him first in that subnet-
work. However, R. S. Kaplan does not appear in Panel B.
This is not an error. R. S. Kaplan published two articles in
AOS and MAR from 1981 to 2000, and has an indegree of
25 in that subnetwork; that is, he has been cited by 25
different authors in the A0S and MAR subnetwork. In the
subnetwork of eight journals that are edited in North
America, Kaplan has been cited by 60 different authors in
that subnetwork. Only when combining subnetworks, cita-
tions across both are counted, resulting in a total indegree of
179.
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Table 10. Network centrality”. Table 10. (Continued)
Panel A: All journals Capps T. 33 2
Ferguson P. 33 2
Author Indegree Outdegree  Lowe E. A. 33 2
Kaplan R. S. 179 32 Panel C: Other eight journals edited in North America
Young S. M. 156 114
Baiman S. 148 28 Author Indegree Outdegree
Brownell P. 130 22 -
Merchant K. A. 128 26 Baiman S. 106 15
Shields M. D. 125 130 Banker R. D. 85 44
Govindarajan V. 121 6 Young S. M. 83 70
Banker R. D. 105 57 Datar S. m. 70 13
Hopwood A. G. 100 27 Brgwnell P. 66 2
Chow C. W. 92 386 Shields M. D. 62 71
Simons R. 92 20 Chow C. W. 61 50
Birnberg J. G. 90 57 Kaplan R. S. 60 19
Hirst M. K. 87 61 Foster G. 59 14
Chenhall R. H. 84 49 Evans J. H. 57 20
Foster G. 82 21 Gupta M. 54 25
Datar S. M. 81 13 Waller W. S. 54 7
Cooper D. J. 75 2% Merchant K. A. 48 7
Larcker D. F. 74 65 Reichelstein S. 44 32
Gupta M. 72 26 Larckef D. F. 42 51
Covaleski M. A. 69 56 Demski J. S. 42 40
Scapens R. W. 69 44 Se'lto F. H. 39 29
Gupta A. K. 69 3 Hirst M. K. 38 27
Evans J. H. 68 21 Pegno M. 37 17
Gordon L. A. 68 18 Rajan M. V. 35 26
Hopper T. 66 50 Potter G. 35 22
Noreen E. W. 35 11
Panel B: AOS and MAR Anderson S. W. 34 16
Dye R. A. 34 8
Author Indegree Outdegree  Melumad N. 33 22
Kekre S. 33 1
Hopwood A. G. 84 25
Cooper D. J. 68 24 Twenty-five authors with highest Indegree listed in de-
Govindarajan V. 68 1 scending order. Indegree is the number of individuals in the
Hopper T. 39 43 network who cite the author. Outdegree is the number of
Berry A. J. 57 10 individuals in the network cited by the author.
Merchant K. A. 55 17
Simons R. 51 8 X ) o )
. with the focus being on citations received from other
Birnberg J. G. 50 5 .
Scapens R. W. 46 a1 authors; thus, indegree.
Gupta A. K. 45 1
Gordon L. A. 43 6 3.2.2. Other Network Characteristics
Young 5 M- 4l 2 Table 11 reports measures of network size, density,
Covaleski M. A. 40 39 : 3 '
Shields M. D. 39 0 and inclusiveness by journal for the overall network
Dent J. F. 39 25 and both subnetworks.
Dirsmith m. W. 39 14 Network size is the number of authors in a given
Roberts J. 39 10 network, which can be created for journals, but also for
Macintosh N. B. 38 30 topics or across time (e.g., two separate networks for
Otley D. T. 38 30 each decade of our 20-year period). Network size in our
Narayanan V. K. 38 2 study ranges from 32 (RAS) to 898 authors (overall).
Chenhall R. H. 37 31 Network density is the number of directional links
gmwne” (P} L ;; ;g between authors [k] divided by the number of possible
arrison . . . N
Turopolec L. 33 3 links [n(n — 1)), or k/[n(n — 1)], where n is the number of
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authors, or network size (Scott, 2000). The higher the
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Table 11. Journal network statistics.

Journal Size Density Inclusiveness
Authors Rank % Rank Number® % Rank

AOS 283 1 2.35 2 267 94.3 1
BRIA 51 8 0.47 10 14 27.5 0
CAR 74 6 0.76 9 23 31.1 9
JAE 60 7 2.34 3 37 61.7 6
JAL 48 9 1.91 4 25 52.1 7
JAR 79 5 3.25 1 52 65.8 4
JMAR 185 3 1.49 5 120 64.9 5
MAR 263 2 0.89 8 189 71.9 2
RAS 32 10 1.41 6 11 344 8
TAR 166 4 0.93 7 119 71.7 3
AOS and MAR 498 2 1.31 2 444 89.2 1
Other eight journals 501 1 1.48 1 433 86.4 2
Overall 898 - 1.13 - 815 90.8 -

“Number of authors in a network minus the number of isolated authors.

network density, the greater the number of connec-
tions among authors (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). Table 11
shows that the highest density is for JAR, followed by
AOS and JAE. The lowest densities are for CAR and
BRIA. The subnetwork of eight journals that are ed-
ited in North America has a higher density than the
subnetwork around A0S and MAR. Compared to
these two subnetworks, the overall network has a
lower density, suggesting relatively few links across the
two subnetworks. This provides additional evidence of
two somewhat distinct research communities.

Network inclusiveness is the number of authors in a
network [#] minus the number of isolated authors []
divided by n, or (n — i)/n. Isolated authors have no
citations from other authors and do not cite others in
the network (Monge & Contractor, 2003). Inclusive-
ness is different from density because a network can
have very few connections (low density), yet have
high inclusiveness (i.e., few, or no, isolated au-
thors).'* Table 11 shows that 40S has a higher in-
clusiveness than the other journals, with the second
highest being for MAR and TAR. BRIA and CAR
have the lowest inclusiveness.

Journal networks that are dense and highly inclu-
sive have extensive communication patterns among

“For example, imagine a network of 10 authors. If each
author cites or is being cited by only one author, the net-
work density is at its minimum of 5.6% (5/90) with inclu-
siveness at its maximum of 100% [(10 — 0)/10]. On the other
hand, a network with four completely connected authors
and six isolated authors has a density of 13.3% (12/90) and
only 40% inclusiveness [(10 — 6)/10].

their contributing authors. This appears to be the case
for AOS, JAE, JAR, and TAR, although JAE has
relatively low inclusiveness and T4R has relatively low
density. JAE’s high density is not surprising given its
focus on economics-based research (Table 3, Panel C),
yet there are quite a few isolated authors publishing
in JAE. The low density for TAR, we conjecture,
probably reflects both research diversity and frequent
editor changes that are typical of premier association-
based journals. BRIA and CAR have low density and
inclusiveness, suggesting that authors publishing in
these journals are not primarily citing authors within
these journals. Low density and isolated authors are
more likely for young journals, not only because of
their short history (and hence, less citations), but also
because new journals’ “‘identities” (research tastes)
and/or reputations take time to establish. RAS, which
is the youngest journal in our sample, however, has
low inclusiveness yet medium density. This suggests
that, while there are quite a few isolated authors pub-
lishing in RAS, the nonisolated authors are quite well
connected to one another. Given that the vast majority
of articles in RAS are analytical (Table 3, Panel B), its
high density is likely due to a well-connected group of
analytical researchers. M AR has relatively low density
despite high inclusiveness. This suggests that M AR has
few isolated authors among its diverse group of con-
tributing authors. JMAR and JAL both have medium
density and inclusiveness.

3.2.3. Directed Graphs
To visualize communication, we create a diagram
where authors are represented as points (nodes) and
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communication among them as directed lines (Bata-
gelj & Mrvar, 2002; Borgatti, 2002; Borgatti et al.,
1999). An arrow pointing to an author means that the
author has been cited by the individual at the origin
of the line. Individuals with a large number of lines
terminating at their node can be seen as influential.
Individuals with many lines originating from their
node can be seen as pulling together ideas from the
literature. A line with arrows at both ends means that
the individuals have cited one another.

Figure 1, Panel A, depicts a network for the entire
dataset. To highlight major communications, we only
draw the authors and links with eight or more citations
among authors.'”> Of the 43 individuals shown, the
diagram suggests that the central authors are S. Bai-
man (analytical), C. W. Chow (experimental), M. D.
Shields (experimental), W. S. Waller (experimental),
K. A. Merchant (field), and P. Brownell (survey), with
at least three arrows pointing to their nodes. Authors
with many arrows leaving from their node, on the
other hand, tend to integrate the literature. These au-
thors are C. W. Chow, M. D. Shields, S. M. Young,
and M. A. Covaleski. These authors tend to have ad-
dressed multiple topics using multiple methods and/or
source disciplines across their various studies.'®

Figure 1, Panel B, shows the diagram for the sub-
network consisting of authors publishing in 40S and
MAR. The diagram consists of authors who have at
least four citations to or from an author in the network,

SBecause of the large number of authors, a directed graph
of all authors would be a dense maze of uninterpretable
lines. The choice of eight or more citations between any two
authors as a restriction is admittedly arbitrary, but decreas-
ing the cutoff (to four, say) adds more points and lines,
obscuring the key relations in a dense network of lines and
points. Parsimony retains the key attributes of the network
while making interpretation feasible. When we split the
overall network into the two subnetworks around A0S and
MAR versus the other eight journals, we are able to reduce
the cutoff value to four and five citations, respectively, while
maintaining visual interpretability.

1%0One might observe that R. S. Kaplan is not central in this
diagram, despite having the highest indegree in our dataset
(Table 10, Panel A). As mentioned above, our diagrams
capture the foremost relationships among authors in the
various networks. In this situation, R. S. Kaplan is not a
central author, despite having the greatest influence among
all authors, overall. In other words, R. S. Kaplan has broad
influence but not repeated interactions with influential au-
thors. Or, as Fig. 1, Panel A, shows, only S. M. Young has
cited R. S. Kaplan more than eight times (which is the cutoff
value for inclusion in this diagram). If we were able to make
sense out of a graph with 898 authors, we would see R. S.
Kaplan with 179 lines and his would be the densest node.
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revealing a network of 47 individuals. Striking here is
the existence of two fairly dense networks completely
separated from each other. The first subnetwork, com-
prising 28 individuals, has A. S. Dunk, G. L. Harrison,
K. A. Merchant, M. D. Shields, Y. Kato, C. W. Chow,
J. G. Birnberg, and V. Govindarajan as central authors
(with at least three arrows arriving at their nodes). This
network largely represents a stream of research centered
on management control. M. A. Abernethy, M. D.
Shields, J. L. McKinnon, C. W. Chow, and A. Wu all
have more than four arrows leaving their nodes. The
second subnetwork, smaller and less dense (19 authors),
has D. J. Cooper, M. A. Covaleski, and J. Roberts as
central authors, with at least three arrows pointing to
their nodes. This network primarily represents sociol-
ogy-based management accounting research.

Turning to the network around the eight journals
edited in North America, the diagram in Panel C con-
sists of authors who have at least five citations to or
from an author in the network. The 40 individuals
shown in Panel C suggest three subnetworks. The first
cluster consists of nine individuals developing analyt-
ical models on a variety of topics. Central authors in
this cluster are S. Baiman and S. Reichelstein. The
second cluster of six authors primarily represents cost
accounting research. This cluster includes authors like
R. D. Banker and M. Gupta who have done both an-
alytical and empirical research in this area. This cluster,
however, appears to be distinct from the analytical re-
search community in the first cluster. The third cluster
primarily consists of authors researching control top-
ics, mostly using experimental and survey methods.
This cluster consists of 25 authors, with C. W. Chow,
W. S. Waller, and P. Brownell as the central authors.
In this subnetwork, S. M. Young and M. D. Shields
integrate the cluster with six or more arrows leaving
their nodes. Most striking in this diagram is the virtual
absence of links across the three subnetworks. In fact,
the only citations between the subnetworks are from
six authors in the control subnetwork to one author, S.
Baiman, in the analytical subnetwork. This is surpris-
ing since multiple methods enhance our understanding
of empirical phenomena. We would expect analytical
research to develop testable propositions for empirical
research that subsequently updates models as empirical
results are obtained. Such does not appear to be the
case in the field of managerial accounting, however.

4. Summary and Commentary

In this study, we analyzed 916 management accounting
articles classified by topic, method, and source disci-
pline, as well as their citation data, in 10 journals from
1981 through 2000. The first part of our study tabu-
lated and cross-tabulated various characteristics of
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these articles over time. This analysis revealed a shift
over time from budgeting and organizational control
to performance measurement and evaluation topics.
We also observed a decline in the use of experiments
over time, and an increase in archival, case, and field
research methods. In terms of source disciplines, the
majority of management accounting research remained
rooted in economics. Moreover, our analysis suggested
that two journals in our sample, AOS and M AR, have
a greater tendency to publish case, field, and survey
studies that draw on sociology. This stands in contrast
to the other eight journals, all edited in North America,
which tend to publish more analytical, archival, and
experimental studies that draw on economics. As a
matter of fact, about half of the management account-
ing articles appeared in A0S and MAR.

The second part of this chapter used citation and
social network analyses to examine whether the com-
munity of management accounting scholars consists
of several subnetworks, with lines drawn between
them based on topic, method, or source discipline.
We found that control topics, analytical research, as
well as economics-based articles draw heavily on their
own. Moreover, social network analyses suggested
the existence of two quite distinct networks in man-
agement accounting research, one centered on 40S
and M AR, and the other on the eight sample journals
edited in North America.

We resist the temptation to speculate about the
sources of these differences between the two subnet-
works. There are, however, several plausible conjec-
tures. First, our empirical observations in this chapter
are consistent with Atkinson et al. (1997, p. 80), who
state that “North-American contributors hold a pri-
marily economics-based worldview, especially as it
pertains to research topics and methods. Conversely,
Australian and European authors lean more toward
the sociological aspects of management accounting
and its role in organizations.” To the extent that A0S
and MAR are less North-American centric (e.g., as
reflected in their editorial board membership and au-
thorship composition) than the other eight journals,”

"Examining authorship, we find that 55% (45%) of the
management accounting articles in 40S have at least one (no)
North-American affiliated author at the time of publication.
For the other journals, the breakdown in authorship of man-
agement accounting articles by geographical affiliation is 89/
11 for BRIA, 96/4 for CAR, 100/0 for JAE, 96/4 for JAL, 90/
10 for JAR, 91/9 for JMAR, 17/83 for MAR, 90/10 for RAS,
and 95/5 for TAR. This indicates that the eight journals in our
sample that are edited in North America are North-American
centric in terms of authorship of the articles that they publish,
which is not, or less, true for A0S and MAR.
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the different worldviews as described by Atkinson
et al. (1997) indeed reflect our observation that articles
in A0S and MAR rely to a greater (lesser) extent on
sociology (economics) as a source discipline compared
to the other eight journals edited in North America.

Further, the differences we observe in the reliance
on source disciplines and the use of research methods
between the two journal subnetworks also might be a
reflection of differences in doctoral training in North-
America compared to the rest of the world, as some
have alluded (e.g., Scapens, 2004; Shields, 1997). For
instance, North-American doctoral programs in ac-
counting tend to follow a disciplinary base primarily
rooted in economics. In addition, North Americans
tend to receive a great deal of training in quantitative
methods with little or no training in field or case
study methods. Doctoral programs outside of North
America, on the other hand, do not tend to have a
similar disciplinary or method focus.

Going beyond such rather broad inferences, how-
ever, we find that the two journal subnetworks are
also different in their reliance on, and citations of,
specific theoretical works. If A0S and M AR are more
open to the viewpoint that ma