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Abstract

The conventional perspectives of management cosysiem (MCS) restrict MCS scope to economic rafies
and merely emphasize on the single theme MCS tquhsj i.e. planning, budgeting, performance meaanide
motivation related issues. Similarly, conventioqarspective focuses on the internal processes nwiimi
organization. On the other hand, the current petames of MCS attempt to address the behaviorakissvithin
and outside organizational operations. Howeverh hudrspectives fail to provide enough attentionthe
important central factors of MCS issues in the tlgyieg nations. The role of socio-cultural factansMCS
design and use is an emerging matter that hasvestéss concern in the both conventional and copdeary
MCS literature. In an attempt to broaden the socop®ICS functions, the paper reviews the main theofes
MCS literature and offers a theoretical framewdnkttconsiders the different social settings of diféerent
nations. The theoretical framework is intendedralde us to understand the forms of MCS in the lopieg
nations as well as developed nations. The methggadd the paper is mainly driven by theoreticaliesys of
MCS literature, which is hoped to be useful to @the research gaps of the earlier concepts.

Keywords. management control systems, literature reviewgritecal framework

1. Introduction

This article reviews the earlier works of managerr@mtrol systems (MCS) as well as the recent eimgrg
themes. The earlier works of MCS practices (Anthdr§65, 1988; Giglioni & Bedeian, 1974; Hofstedega,;
Lowe, 1971; Macintosh, 1994; Merchant & Simons, &98tley & Berry, 1980) mainly have emphasized loa t
conventional perspectives of MCS that is primamdgtricted to the economic aspects of organizattiactavities.
Conventional MCS perspective is driven by shormténcentives and mostly revolve around a singlenie
control method such as; planning, budgeting, peréarce measurement and motivation management, while
provides less concern about the behavioral aspddise organization’s activities. However, in theucse of
time, it is attested that MCS is a product of d@sial setting that is constitutive in its socidlatens (Hauriasi &
Davey, 2009; Uddin, 2009). The influence of sodiststems on MCS design and use has been identifiexh
important factor that determines the types of MGSacial practices (Hauriasi & Davey, 2009; HofetetB80,
1987; Wickramasinghe & Hopper, 2005; Uddin, 2009).

It is evident that the understanding of MCS funusithad shifted from merely focusing on the objectiv
economic transactions, within an organization,doialy constructed and more subjective discipleisTmove
had opened the way to the emergence of new insigatstress on the importance of socio-culturetoies; like
political and cultural aspects, within an orgarimat alongside the economic approaches.

The main purpose of this review is to understardi amalyze the prevailing concepts and typologies of
MCS and to identify the emerging new insights ihabrporate the economic aspects of organizatiactivities
with the social settings. In addition, this reviéwends to shed light on how the diverse MCS pasteand
themes develop in relation with its social conte@ased on the analysis, we observe that in theldping
countries, MCS design and use is intensely infledry the social norms and cultures rather thanamional
concepts. As a result, we offer new theoreticaigints of MCS themes to guide future researchers. Mhin
emerging themes of MCS practices that are discuisstte theoretical insight include: cultural, adistrative
and process MCS.

2. Thecontrol concept and the evolution of M CSthemes: A Review

In the early management literature, the controlceph was taken as synonymous to financial convbkre it
was regarded as one of the accounting and finan@alagement functions that had to provide inforomafor
decision making (Giglioni & Bedeian, 1974; Merchat®85). Similarly, in the early literature, thernes:
accounting, financial management and control haahhesed for the same functions; i.e. providing rimfation
and decision making, and also meant the same iartf@nization (Otley, 1999; Carneys, 2010). Howgeteset
boundaries for the different organizational funeipAnthony (1965, p. 5) defined the function ofittol as “the
process of guiding a set of variables to attaineg@nceived goal or objective. It is a broad cohegplicable to
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people, things, situations and organizations. lganizations, it includes various planning and ity
processes”.

In this definition, the control function involvesimgs, people and organizations that symbolize
organization’s activities as a social-based systéhith interacts with the human behavior. In thiasse the
control function is very comprehensive and it enpasses the different aspects of organization'sitie, as a
“function” that completes other functions of managat systems such as; planning, performance measute
motivation, communication and feedback (Anthony,889 Likewise, the terms: control, management
accounting (MA), management accounting systems (M&® management control systems (MCS) have been
used interchangeably and also sometimes carriesitime meanings in the literature (Otley, Berry &&tbent,
1995; Chenhall, 2003; Hoque, 2003). However, Chikr(2803) classified that MA represents the specifi
control tools such as; planning, budgeting andipgicwhile MAS refers to the systematic use of ki tools to
achieve organization’s objectives. Furthermoreotefthe emergence of MCS idea, the concept of abntr
preceded and has been built in the earlier liteeaf@dnthony, 1965; 1988; Eilon, 1979; Giglioni & &aan,
1974; Koontz, 1958), which may have paved the wayte present MCS that was developed in the noifite
twentieth century. Therefore, according to Chenf20l03), MCS is a broader concept that employs M4 a
MAS tools to establish an inclusive strategic amerational control system that integrates the fonet of
organizational control, personnel and cultural oalet In a nutshell, in this article, the contraincept is
considered as an integral part of MCS, whether &ror informal, that is applied by an organizatitm
influence employees’ behavior to achieve the ulten@ganization’s goals.

2.1. Theconventional perspective of MCS
In his early works, Anthony (1965) developed thenaaptual foundations of MCS in 1960s, whilst the
subsequent scholarly works have either attempteatit@nce Anthony’s MCS concepts or attempted tgptado
their own concept (e.g. Anthony & Govindarajan, 20Barrison & McKinnon, 1999; Hoque, 2003; Merchant
1985; Simons, 1995; Otley, 1999; Otley & Ferre@05).

Anthony (1965) classified MCS into three main ta#ikst are common in any organization; strategic
planning, management control and tasks controloAting to Anthony (1965), strategic planning is thection
for setting goals, strategies, and policies of aganization, while tasks control is the task tilsatised to ensure
that specified tasks are carried out as plannedil&@ly, in the earlier literature, MCS mainly caroed on
certain activities such as; planning, coordinatioommunication, feedback/feed-forward, decision-imgiland
influencing people to achieve organizational gaatithony & Govindarajan, 2007; Merchant, 1998). e t
other hand, even though the concept of MCS is agrging issue, where its definitions, dimensionsgcfions
and its scope have yet to be settled academidaéyry et al., 2009; Chenhall, 2003), but the emjzhasthe
earlier MCS works revolves around the main funaiohcontrol environment and control process.

Control environment is the control function that rielated to the general atmosphere of the
organizational culture and system which providesptatform to the other control procedures suchcastrol
process. For instance, according to Anthony (1988) Anthony & Govindarajan (2007), organizational
structure, policies and procedures, governancesygstorganizational culture and other externalbofacare the
main parts of control environment. These contr@nents construct the foundation of the organiz&ion
activities that clarifies the flow of tasks, duti@sd responsibilities of the individuals in the amgation (Cook,
Hunsaker & Coffey, 1997; Harrison & McKinnon, 199dgerath, 2007). In addition, without establishing a
concrete MCS environment control, organizationalcpss control will be complicated and may not fiamct
properly as it lacks the appropriate control atnhesp (Efferin & Hopper, 2007; Herath, 2007; Wickesimghe
& Hopper, 2005; Zimmerman, 2009).

On the other hand, control process involves then&rand accounting-based control approaches that
focus on the tasks of; strategic planning, budgetperformance measurement, and motivation manageme
(Halabi, Barrett & Dyt, 2010; Davila & Foster, 2Q0Moque, 2003; Stringer, Didham, & Theivanantharapil
2011). These MCS process control tasks enable rinization to direct, plan and predict an orgéaitvzés
operations as well as preventing the possible thrand grasping the potential opportunities (Her2007;
Horngrenet al, 2005; Macintosh, 1994).

The MCS process control is mostly employed to mesmshe quantifiable aspects of an organization
though it does not deal with the non-quantifialsieues in the organization’s activities (Otley, 19%®wever,
because of the rapid changing environments andtiiltonsideration of the socio-economic factdrs,uses of
only quantifiable measurements become misleadirapd, 2003; Atkinson, Kaplan, & Young, 2004). As a
result, many researchers have criticized the MQSpeetives that limits MCS functions to only econoimased
approaches or what is called the “conventional M@&pective” (Herath, 2007; Malmi & Brown, 2008Jhe
conventional MCS is criticized for the restrictiegproaches and being less concerned with the sandl
behavioral aspects of the organizational partidipéBerry et al., 1995; Macintosh, 1994; Otley, 999tley et
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al., 1996; Simons, 1995; Whitley, 1999). Therefobased on the limitations of the conventional MCS
perspectives, new MCS perspectives have been gddngmd adopted to further the scope of MCS with th
consideration of the socio-political and culturattors.

2.2. The Socio-Economic Per spective of MCS
As discussed earlier, MCS is a discipline that@ffeand is affected by the contingent factorsogitvironment
such as political, social and economic matters.sTHCS is a complex tool that cannot be understood
isolation from its organizational and social cir@tance. Given this complication, researchers hakent
different perspectives to understand MCS dimensitmt are rooted in its social and organizational
environment. For example, as previously statedgtry works of MCS have mainly focused on singlentes
or techniques of MCS and restricted the functioh$1€S to include the financially measurable aspextly
(e.g. Burney, Henley & Widener, 2009; Davila & Farst2007; Frow, Marginson & Ogden, 2010; Fruittiche
Stroud, Laster & Yakhou, 2005; Horngren al, 2005; Laats, Haldma & Moeller, 2011; St-Onge, rivip
Bellehumeur & Dupuis, 2009; 1995; Stringetr al, 2011). Due to the limitations of the conventioMCS
perspectives, there are several attempts that aimmbtbaden the scope of MCS and humanize its ifmetin
the organizations (e.g. Merchant, 1985; Merchana® der Stede, 2007; Simons, 1995; Otley, 199%firer&
Otley, 2005, 2009; Herath, 2007; Malmi & Brown, 8)0These emerging MCS perspective adopted more
comprehensive insights about MCS practices, to rpm@te qualitative measurement techniques to the
conventional MCS perspectives.

For instance, Merchant (1985) and Merchant and d&arStede (2007) developed the object-of-control
concept to analyze the behavioral aspects of agions’ MCS. Their MCS typology adopted the cohtro
variables of action controls, results controls padsonnel/cultural controls. Compared to the cotivaal MCS
view, this typology provides a better understandofgMCS operations both for profit and not-for-gtof
organizations. However, it was criticized for itgidity in the specific control objects of actiorgsults and
culture/personnel controls (Otley, 1999; FerrieraOfley, 2005). Furthermore, the object-of-controhcept
lacks the ability to explain the coupling betweeamtcol elements of the typology and the coherenfcéso
components (Sandelin, 2008).

Simons (1995) also proposed another MCS typolbgy has aimed to incorporate the organizational
social aspects to its economic approaches. In dbigrol typology, Simons (1995) employed the cadntro
concepts of: beliefs, boundary, and diagnostic robrto enhance the inclusiveness of MCS scope. §&#no
(1995) framework was praised to be a useful tool sivategic control (Langfield-Smith, 2007), budggt
(Abernethy & Brownell, 1999), performance measumetr({&lenri, 2006), and products development (Bishe &
Otley, 2004). However, this control typology hasemecriticized for several limitationsFirstly, it was
condemned that it does not conceptualize the difterMCS techniques such as process control and
administrative controls (Collier, 20053econdlyit focuses only on the top management levelsigndres the
control roles in the other management levélsirdly, there is a vagueness in the definitions and meanof
different terms (Ferriera & Otley, 2009). Finalthe typology does not cope with the informal cohpn@ctices,
particularly, in the small organizations (Ferrie2802).

Otley (1999) and Ferreira and Otley (2005, 2008) developed the “performance management” as a
comprehensive tool for understanding MCS. At thdahstages of the framework, Otley (1999) carr@ad an
analysis of the existing knowledge and by usingldng experience in the field, Otley (1999) hamitifeed five
key areas of MCS in organizational activities. Keg MCS areas are: (a) the key organizational obgs, the
process and methods to achieve these objectiveshébprocess to establish and apply the strategos
identifying the performance targets, (d) planningwaard system, and (e) identifying the processrawssary
information to monitor organizational performand®. test the practicality of these key issues of MO8ey
(1999) employed the mechanisms of budgetary cqntahnced scorecard and economic value added (EVA)
and concluded that the three mechanisms can prdwétter understanding about the entire organization
operations. However, Otley (1999) himself had taifyp with Ferreira, since his typology has facadnerous
challenges in the field.

Through case based studies, Ferreira and Oteyb(ZWD9) extended the key factors of Otley (1999)
and included seven additional key issues to mak®it comprehensive. In addition to the previous éireas of
Otley (1999), Ferreira and Otley (2005, 2009) ld&ghed new key indicators, namely; the role oforisand
mission, key success factors, influence of orgditiza structure on MCS, performance evaluationrieggles,
organization’'s key performance measures, the exttMCS change and the extent of framework tectesqu
coherence. Through longitudinal case studies, taggmpted to improve their “integrated performance
management” for MCS. Even though this framework dfésred broader insights, about MCS, comparedh¢o t
other previous MCS typologies, however, it has daseveral condemnationBirst, the framework is in its
initial stages and there are no adequate field exaans to ensure its fitness to the organizataréeds in the
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diverse business environments and its approprisset® the rapidly changing worl&econd the framework
does not explicitly reflect the role of culturalrtmols and the other external factors, such as @oamand
political issues which may affect the design anel esMCS. Finally, majority of the variables in thramework
are derived from Simons’ (1995) control levers #memechanisms.

The MCS framework of Herath (2007) also draws simiariables of Ferreira and Otley (2005, 2009),
that tries to offer better understanding about eizzional management controls. Herath suggestat the
MCS framework is more comprehensive which had destnated a “control package” that is useful to explo
the patterns of management controls in all typesrgénizations. The framework comprises MCS elemefit
organizational structure and strategy, organizatienlture, management information systems and congrol
packages. These control components are the magctasthat Herath used to guide her field studythis
framework, particular important control issues haeen emphasized such as management informatitensys
and control package, however, the framework is mambiguous than previous MCS typologies and it
overemphasizes on certain MCS tools such as; mamagenformation systems and rules and regulatiQms.
the other hand, other very important administrato@ntrols; i.e. vision, mission, code of conductd an
governance system, are neglected from the framewarladdition, the framework did not provide enough
attention to the role of social settings on MCSglesind use, particularly the informal control grees which is
perceived as an essential factor in the differemiad contexts (Busco & Scapens, 2011). Furthermtire
framework needs further examinations to test itcgicality. Such examination may provide betterdiydity
about its viability.

Malmi and Brown (2008) had also developed one efrttost inclusive MCS frameworks that is aimed
to avoid the limitations of the previous frameworaed had attempted to present more integrated MCS
dimensions. This framework is mostly derived fromaypous MCS frameworks with slight innovations. @agh
exhausted literature, Malmi and Brown (2008) hamalyzed and synthesized the empirical results eflaist
four decades, resulting in their “MCS as a packagebretical framework coming into existence. Thatoml
framework of Malmi and Brown (2008) provides a ltemapproach to research MCS phenomenon empirically
(Malmi & Brown, 2008). They view that it should becused on an in-depth discussion in MCS researeh, a
rather than providing suggestive solutions to tbaceptual problems in the field (Malmi & Brown, &)O
Moreover, the framework adopts five forms of cohtipproaches: (1) planning, (2) cybernetic, (3)arivand
compensation, (4) administrative, and (5) culteaitrols.

This framework appears to be the most comprehenamework for MCS; however, it fails to
consider several essential issugsstly, it neither implicitly nor explicitly indicates éhrole of vision, mission
and information flow in the organizatioBecondlythe role of intrinsic incentive system, whicmiscessary for
some social settings (Stringer et al., 2011), haotebeen taken into account. Thirdly, as it is neddéveloped,
the framework needs an empirical validation to &htcpracticality.

2.3. MCSin thetraditional clannish contexts: an emerging issue
The role of traditional cultures on managementesyst including accounting and control approachas,deen
debated since the emergence of Hofstede’s theoprass-cultural dimensions in 1980s (e.g. AnsarBé&ll,
1991; Chenhall, 2003; Hauriasi & Davey, 2009; Hedst, 1980; Gray, 1988; Jackson, 2002). These studie
confirmed that the socio-political and economidisgtof a particular society is the main determinafits
social practices, including MCS mechanism. The & giving such importance to the traditionaltargs is
that organizations’ behavior and business tranmagticannot be explained without its societal cossr
(Minkov & Hofstede, 2011).

In this regard, the early studies of Hofstede (19/®B0; 1984) acknowledged that the functions of
planning and control of an organization, withindfie social context, are much shaped by the caltoontexts
of that society. In addition, Hofstede asserts,tlathin the traditional culture and norms, the mgement
system in its social context is considered a symbattivity that influences decision making of mgess.
Hence, to understand the type of MCS that is ugedrborganization necessitate comprehending thetabc
constructs of the environment in which MCS takespl(Minkov & Hofstede, 2011)

With regard to the traditional societies, which amainly found in the developing countries, the
management activities of the organization, inclgdiontrol systems, are produced by the traditiomaims of
the society in which the organization carries dsitoperations (Efferin & Hopper, 2007). This is gaged by
other empirical studies that explored how tradiiociannish norms shape the form of managementaopits
development, design and practices within its tradél settings (e.g. Ansari & Bell, 1991; Gray, 898lofstede,
1980; 1984; Perera, 1989; Tsamenyi, Noormansyalidin) 2008; Uddin & Choudhury, 2008; Uddin, 2009).
For instance, Gray (1988) used Hofstede’s (198@ui@l constructs and assumed how cultural valeem f
accounting practices and values. He viewed thadwatting related decisions, in any environmentréated in
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response to the cultural values under which it é&len Gray (1988) also demonstrated that worldwidersity
requires varied accounting systems depending oaitbemstances of the national cultures (Gray, 1988

In a review of the management accounting literatnrthe developing countries, Hoppetral (2009)
highlighted that family ownership, which is estabid on kinship ties, as the dominant factor thaken
informal and subjective management controls thevglemt system of institutional governance and MCS.
Similarly, in many of the developing countries, fanties and friendship connections overrule orgations
systems (Hoppewt al., 2009; Wickramasinghe & Hopper, 2005). Wickramakagand Hopper (2005)
concluded that conventional western managemenuatiog failed, in many of the developing countridse to
the rural cultural norms based on kinship obligadithat affected the organization practices. Thisline with
the evidence of the other recent studies in thdesorof the traditional societies (Efferin & Hoppe2007;
Mellahi & Wood, 2003; Tsamenyt al, 2008; Uddin & Choudhury, 2008; Uddin, 2009).

To examine how socio-political and cultural factorBuence accounting control practices, Ansari and
Bell (1991) revealed that informal and family-bassahtrols remained strong throughout the orgaroni
operations. Similarly, the study by Uddin and Chmuy (2008) found that the board of directors, in a
traditionally managed firm, noticeably served thenily interest rather than the shareholders. Thispkned
even though the family members owned only minashigires in the organization. It is common in thditianal
clannish societies, that the management systerohiding accounting controls specifically financiaports,
budgets and other information) were used only faernal interests (family members) (Uddin, 2009). |
addition, informal communication and controls we@mmon in the context of traditional clannish ste®
where kinship-based family ties dominate. Informelhationships among traditional society membersallgu
structure the way management systems and contioliglemented, because of the informal connectitias t
were created by the familial practices of managamanctions (Uddin, 2009). Similarly, enforcing &aules
and regulations and business standards in theitnaali societies may not be simple since traditiortams and
values overrule the general regulations and stestiess.

Tsamenyiet al. (2008) also asserted that the decisions concemgiogiitment, rewards, performance
evaluation and resource allocation, of the orgditina operating in the traditional societies, wessed on
symbolism and collectivism in the control of theganization. They also indicated that the strontuérfce of
social relations in the organization has rendehed formal practices of the management controlseoine
irrelevant. This is also confirmed by the studyEferin and Hopper (2007) who noted that familielations
between employers and employees affected the fofmsanagement controls. In addition, Efferin andopler
(2007) reported that personnel control such as pawticipative budgets, subjective controls and fewards
tied to the results, and the common informal pcastiof management controls are prevalent in théegbof
traditional societies.

These studies are mainly exploratory in nature,revlresearchers intend to understand how MCS is
designed and used under the traditional systemdacaimderpret those practices in its social cont@kterefore,
the results do not provide definitive conclusiomatbthe MCS routines in the traditional environmeénce,
understanding MCS “as a package” with particulapeasis on the developing countries, is an emerigisige
which requires further considerations.

2.4. TheEmerging insightsin the current MCS and the Resear ch Potentials

The current situation of MCS, both conventionad &me emerging MCS perspectives, have been cgticior
focusing on only specific environment (specific momic situations), for being restrictive to accongtbased
information, for employing single theme approacht &r neglecting major control issues such as;rmfd and
cultural controls of the organization’s social s&fs. The early studies of MCS (Anthony, 1965; 1988we,
1971; Otley & Berry, 1980; Simons, 1995) had mostiyphasized on the developed economies; partigutzm
the multinational corporations of the developedamat. Similarly, this early MCS view MCS functiohrbugh
accounting and financial rationales, neglectinggbeial and cultural factors that may play a cérftnaction in
the design and use of MCS.

To overcome the limitations of the early and thevamtional MCS perspectives, broader MCS concept
was proposed as an attempt to capture all aspEMES practices (Ferreira & Otley, 2005, 2009; Her2007;
Malmi & Brown, 2008; Merchant, 1985; Merchant & Valer Stede, 2007; Simons, 1995; Otley, 1999).
Although these works promoted the importance ofsd@spects in an organization and offered newghtsiin
MCS, however, they did not provide enough attenttonthe informal and cultural control approaches;
particularly the control mechanisms that take platehe social and economic contexts of the devetpp
countries.

Specifically, the vital MCS issue, which is commiarthe developing countries but has been ignoed, i
the informal MCS in the developing countries wheealitional social cultures prevail (Tsamenyi et a008;
Uddin & Choudhury, 2008; Uddin, 2009). Hoppet al. (2009) asserts that in the developing countries,
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information flow, information sharing and reportinglationships are restricted to specific groupebple who
share either biological or ethnicity relations. Mover, with the strong non-material connectionstiue#
traditional society members, the “intrinsic motieat’ control factor may be very important in thevd®ping
countries. Similarly, many of the conventional andrent MCS literature did not provide adequateceon
about the role of traditional norms, values andsgision MCS design and use in the small enterprises

These aforementioned issues should be considereauge of its significance in social sciences,
especially MCS practices in different social cotgefHofstede, 1984; Uddin, 2009; Hauriasi & Dave@09),
since those factors are indispensable to the ssiameshe organizational strategies and plans (Qt999;
Atkinsonet al.,1997). In addition, to understand how MCS themasve in the organizations operating in the
traditional societies, is an MCS matter that reediless concern from the academicians as wellagifioners.
Therefore, based on the limitations and weaknesiseszisting MCS literatures, there is a need fow mesights
that can incorporate the neglected MCS issueiiutture MCS researchers.

2.5. A theoretical framework that incor poratesthe different insights of M CS themes
In this part, we provide theoretical framework timady serve as a tool for better understanding efMICS
practices in all types of organizations and in different social contexts. The new theoretical feavark is
presented to enable researchers to explore theesthamd patterns of MCS practices empirically andyshow
social settings of an organization might contribtdehe evolvement of specific MCS forms in itspestive
social environment. Similarly, the framework offens overall guide about MCS “as a package” to cefmpnd
the role of the diverse social settings on thegieand use of MCS practices in its environment.

After a review of MCS literature and analyzing therent limitations of MCS, both conventional and
the contemporary perspectives, the key MCS themeglantified and classified as: cultural, admirsve and
process controls, to understand the forms of MCi&sisocial context. In addition, the theoretiaamework is
intended to offer a bigger picture about MCS therhesh formal and informal practices. It is belidwbat, with
this theoretical framework, the different aspedtM&S, namely; cultural, administrative and procesastrols of
an organization will be captured better. The tivi€eS control components are analyzed in the nexicsec

2.5.1.Cultural controls

In any society, cultural traditions and norms repré the paramount determinant that structurestladir social
activities which takes place in that society (Hef&, 1984). According to Hofstede (1980) culturaditions
and norms are the thinking models and the collecitogramming that specific societies share anastea
through generations. Similarly, culture demonsgate meanings that people attach to the variopecés of
their own world. In management and control, Hofet€084) viewed that “management within a socistyery
much constrained by its cultural context, becatise impossible to coordinate the actions of peapithout a
deep understanding of their values, beliefs, aqaessions” (p. 82).

To understand the role of cultural values in cdnémed planning of the different societies, Hofstede
(1980) identified that cultural beliefs, norms aralues are the most important factors that shapeype of
MCS in an organization. Based on the societal pejtarganizations have to develop their own subicalivhich
aims to create goal congruence among differenviddals in the organization (Feldman, 1988). Thamef as
Ansari and Bell (1991) and Uddin (2009) argue,M{@S of an organization cannot be understood iratgmh of
its social setting in which the organization opesat

Even though culture is a social phenomenon whichery complex to understand (Hofstede, 1984),
however, there are three types of cultural conttiodd are recognized in MCS literature; clan cdn@uchi,
1979), beliefs and value controls (Simons, 1995:aHe 2007) and symbol-based controls (Tsamenyil.et
2008). The concept of clan control has been deeeldgy Ouchi (1979) and it indicates that individiiah
certain groups, are exposed to socialize each dtharstill a set of values in them and developeasg of
belonging inside (Chua, Lim & Sia, 2009). The caicef clan control can informally emerge within an
organization to form a kind of boundaries suchrasr@anization section or division (Malmi & Brow@@3). In
the anthropology, clan control may be a networledasn homogeneous ideology, philosophy, or ancéisaty
creates a method of peer monitoring system (Ouk®ir9). For instance, the informal relationship lestw
managers and their employees is a form of clanralntSuch informal connections may produce a lohd
solidarity among individuals, self-regulation, mait@rust among members and commitment to the wodok
et al., 1997; Jones, 2000; Berry et al, 2009).
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Figure 2.1: A theoretical framework for managenmmitrol practices

Beliefs and value control refers to “the expliait ®f organizational definitions that senior manage
communicate formally and reinforce systematicatlyprovide basic values, purposes and directiontfier
organization” (Simons, 1995, p. 34). Even thoughB tiipe of clan control is informal, however, itasuseful
approach to easily communicate organizational infdfon such as vision, mission, values and othategjies.
Malmi and Brown (2008) view belief and value cohtas operating at three levels; employees’ selectiod
recruitment, socialization process and the aligriroéemployees’ behavior to the organization’s chjees.

Symbol-based control plays less effect on the drgdions operational culture. It refers to the pogs
expressions of the organizational environment sachhe design of offices, dress codes of the kaf§ ahd
promoting specific behavior of employees (Malmi &n, 2008).

These cultural control elements are consideredélyefactors that shape the design and implementatio
of an organizations operation generally and MCSanticular (Ansari & Bell, 1991). To succeed withet
technical and operational tasks, cultural contholugd first succeed (Chenhall, 2003).

2.5.2.Administrative controls
Administrative control tasks refer to the organiaaal structure and governance system. It is trgrol tasks
that involve the administrative matters such asdigign of organizational structure, setting resjulities and
defining governance mechanisms. In this proposed dimensions, administrative control include thektaf
vision/mission, organizational structure, goverrasgstem and boards and the process of MCS change.

First, is the ision and missiorstatement which is the “overriding purpose of ¢inganization in line
with the values or expectations of stakeholder€ri@ra & Otley, 2009, p. 268). According to Feraeand
Otley (2009) clear vision and mission statemengsiter goal congruence among individuals as welirastthg
individuals’ actions towards organizational objees (Malmi & Brown, 2008). Additionally, clear visi and
mission statements may enable an organizationfioediés relationship with its stakeholders, sushcastomers,
suppliers and the public at large (Chenhall, 2088jilarly, as Ferreira and Otley (2009) view, thell-defined
vision and mission statement certainly will affabe type of MCS in the organization. Although hayin
vision/mission does not guarantee the success & ®i@ctices, it provides better guidelines to tlEagement
and employees and simplifies the communicationgssavithin the organization.

Second, refers to therganizational structureOrganizational structure playen important role to
determine individuals’ responsibilities and accainilities in the organization (Abernethy & BrowndlQ97).
Depending on the contingent factors, there is nadantical organizational structure that is apfieato all
organizations at all time, but every organizatidogts the structure that is applicable to its oiztional needs
and that complies with its social environment (Her&2007). As a result, every organization showddign and
implement the structure that enables it to achieveltimate goals. Organizational policies andgeaures are
part of the organizational control, which is comsi&b the most critical part of organizational siuoe, as well as
the processes and employees’ behavior that aniaegem wishes to achieve (Malmi & Brown, 2008).

Third, refers to thegovernance systerat is used to determine the relationship betwhenagent
(management) and the principal (stakeholders) obrganization. The governance system draws whether
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agent is undertaking his/her duty to the best @stimr of the principal. The organizational goverearefers to
how organizational boards and management committezest and manage their activities and resporisés|
both vertically and horizontally (Malmi & Brown, £8). In other words, governance is a way to haraemthe
different interests of the stakeholders and créatmal relationship among different managementdiaad
authorities, decision-making units and how the$eint divisions liaison their managerial taske.tnderstand
organization’s governance in the different sociahtext, Tapsell and Woods, (2010) revealed thatittcaal
governance theories could not sufficiently explaavernance forms in the various socio-cultural ertst This
means that different societies may necessitatetamgpgifferent localized forms of governance thaitahes to
its socio-political, economic and cultural contexts

Forth, is theprocess of MCS changehich refers to the possible changes that may occurarMitS
practices in a certain times.. With the fact thabaganization is an open social system, whichraatis with its
socio-cultural and economic factors, it should @rage and be responsive to its surrounding enviemsn In
response to the possible changes of market sityatchnology, customer perceptions and employiteide
and morale, may also necessitate changing MCS ipeacto match with the organizational needs and
circumstance. Ferreira and Otley (2009) point datt tintroducing new structure, approaches, teclgyplo
management procedures or new products and senviagsalso make necessary to change and undertake the
adjustment of certain MCS practices.

2.5.3.Process controls

Unlike the previous control factors which involvidee structural and governance systems, this typepofrol
mostly involves the operational activities and gadutines of an organization. Process controlnisrdegrated
group of activities that are employed to accomp$iplcific organizational goals, such as physicabpte and
material elements (Atkinsoat al, 1997; Anthony & Govindarajan, 2007). Based oe literature of MCS,
process control refers to those operational tasksl tiepeatedly for operational controls. Accordm@nthony
and Govindarajan (2007), the control mechanismgro€ess control include planning, budgeting, penfomce
measurement and compensation plans.

As the first operational task in an organizatiplanningis the “the conscious determination of courses
of action designed to accomplish purposes” (Kooh®58, p. 48). For any organization, there are fivagor
stakeholders to serve customers, employees, stppligners, and the community (Atkinsehal, 1997). To
achieve the needs of these customers, an orgamizsiould set standardized results (plan) that &ccordance
with the ultimate goals (Atkinsoet al, 1997). Planning enables the management to damiployees’ behavior
and align it with the organizational goals. Alsamqhing represents a contract between an orgarnizatid what
its stakeholders desire (Anthony & GovindarajanrQ20 Planning can be action plan (short term) trategic
plan (long term) . An action plan refers to thsuiss of the near future such as twelve monthsss, lghile
strategic (long term) planning focuses on mediuhlang term future activities (Malmi & Brown, 2008)

Where there is planning budgets should also eRistlgetsrefer to the tasks of forecasting the future
financial performance of an organization to analitgefinancial competence to implement its strategind
plans (Davila & Foster, 2007)n other wordsbudgeting tasks concern the accounting-based itafiiom that
helps translate plans into measurable actions. iAg,kKClarkson and Wallace (2010) state, budgetsbeansed
as the best instrument of MCS, because it can tefédg influence employees’ behavior to translate
organization’s goals into achievable actions. In$/€ncept, there is budgeting and budgets. Budgetfers
to the process of budget preparation, while budgedsarithmetical expressions of the allocatiorawdilable
financial resources to the different planned atitisi (Atkinson et al, 1997; Malmi & Brown, 2008).
Empirically, the role of budgets in MCS was exterbi researched (e.g. Fruittichet al, 2005; Kinget al,
2010; Libby & Lindsay, 2010; Frowt al, 2010). However, the findings of the empiricaldsés reflect the role
of socio-cultural and economic situations of orgatiobns studied. Basically, organizations use tymes$ of
budgets; operating budgets (sales, capital, prazhiservice, labor and administrative) and finahbiadgets.
Even though, budgeting and budgets are criticipedt$ rigidity, however, to the present day budgstrve as
the most common performance measures to the etkt@intvithout budgets, performance measurement roay n
have any meaning. Therefore, budgets still seenbeoa prerequisite to the efficiency of performance
measurement.

Performance measurement (PM)defined as the financial or nonfinancial measures used aerfit
levels in organizations to evaluate the succesxieving their objectives, key success factorsteggies and
plans” (Otley, 1999). The purpose of PM is to fulfhe expectations of stakeholders through quativiély
measureable results. The common financial perfocmaneasures (FPM) that are used by many organizatio
include; the financial ratios; profitability, ligdity, return on investment, return on equity, residincome, net
earnings, earnings per share and revenue growthatlkaused to assess the success of the organizatio
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operation (Hoque, 2003; Halabi, Barrett & Dyt, 2Rp18imilarly, to complement the deficiency of FPM,
nonfinancial measures have been developed to assesguantifiable aspects of an organization’svéiss.
The main nonfinancial measures are the economioevaldded, total quality management, productivity,
customer satisfaction and market share (Otley, 19R8cently, balanced scorecard (BSC) is considasethe
most integrative performance measurement systeragelbped by Kaplan and Norton in 1990s, BSC was
questioned as it failed to explain the informalexgp of the organizational operations specifictiigt which
relates to the human behavior (Beet al, 2009; Ferreira & Otley, 2009). BSC focuses oa fimancial
measures while it ignores the regular changes afrganizations’ environment (Chenhall, 2005). Fenthore,
BSC is criticized for its inflexibility in managinthe incentive plans and reward as well as fosutgjectivity in
measuring intrinsic rewards of the employees (Betrgl, 2009)

Incentive plans and reward systésrthe thing that employee value, and hence mietsvehem to act in
a specific way that is in the interest of the oigation (Atkinsonet al, 1997; Merchant & Otley, 2007). As
Anthony & Govindarajan (2007) view, the main godlincentive plans and reward system is to form goal
congruence between organizations goals and emdagtsests. There are two types of motivating eyges;
extrinsic and intrinsic. Extrinsic motivation repemts the quantifiable benefits that are providedthe
employees through financial rewards (Stringeal, 2011). Commonly, this type of incentive manageniethe
collective rewards that are given to the employaash as profit sharing schemes, team-based inesnéind
gain-sharing plans. On the other hand, intrinsi¢ivation is the psychological satisfaction thatiuiduals gain
through unquantifiable approaches (Ferreira & Qtl2@09; Stringeret al, 2011). These unquantifiable
approaches may include; recognition, fairness auitye inclusiveness and praise of the employeesréfifa &
Otley, 2009). In the MCS literature, majority oktbrganization employ the extrinsic motivation noeth while
intrinsic approaches are hardly used by the stugligdnizations (Stringeat al,, 2011).

The flow of the information and communication reyergts thebinding engine that keeps the entire
system of the organization together (Ferreira &@tl2009). Information flow systems and networks the
approacheaised to make thénformation flow among different divisions, both rimontally and vertically,
through formal and informal roots. The efficiendytle information determines the success of therofiCS
practices (Herath, 2007). The importance of infdfoma sharing among individuals in the organizatidogs
developed by Ferreira and Otley (2009) who considiérr as an indispensable control mechanism. Faresid
Otley (2009) view that information distribution $§® is a mechanism that motivates employees tovieeima
the best interest of the organization. Efficient M6f information flow enables the organization ake proper
corrective actions on time and encourages innowadiod creativity (Ferreira & Otley, 2009). Additaly,
according to Ferreira and Otley (2009), informatftuw depends on the technology infrastructure paating
information systems, financial reports and the latslgontrol practices. Furthermore, informationefimess,
accuracy, relevance and reliability may also bemtss elements for information flow and distritaurti

2.6. Conclusion
This paper reviews the different perspectives ofSV@fter an analysis of the MCS literature, frone #arly
works to the current MCS issues, new emerging isibave been identified. Based on the emergingegun, a
theoretical framework has been proposed to guitleduresearcher with wider insight of MCS practiageshe
different social settings.

Even though the development of the framework iseigsly stages, however, it incorporates the
emerging control components with the previous cativaeal control factors. It is hoped that the inmanation of
different control elements, both conventional andtemporary control factors will enable us to ustknd the
role of social, political and economic factors orCBl design and use in the different environmentshis
framework, control components are categorized intdtural, administrative and process controls. Tien
purpose of the framework is to capture the majorSviBeas with the consideration of internal and rexie
social, economic and cultural aspects of an orgdioiz’s activities. Similarly, the framework wasénded to
cope with socio-political, economic and culturafcamstances of the developing countries. Finallyisi
perceived that this theoretical framework wouldbleaeficial for the future researchers to broadenfdicus of
MCS functions to include both conventional and eomtorary control elements as well as other emengi6&
themes that have explored by the recent MCS litezat

References
Abernethy M. & Brownell P. (1999. The role of butlgen organizations facing strategic change: An@gtory
study.Accounting, Organizations and Socie?y(3), 189-204.



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) g
Vol No.26, 2013 STE

Abernethy M & Brownell P. (1997). Management Coh8gstems in Research and Development Organizations
The Role of Accounting, Behavior and Personnel €isit Accounting, Organizations and Society,
22(3/4), 233-248.

Abernethy M. & Chua, W., F. (1996). Field Study@bntrol System "Redesign": The Impact of Institotib
Processes on Strategic Choi€®ntemporary Accounting Research(2)3569-606.

Alberti-Alhtaybat, L. & Al-Htaybat, K. (2010). Quihtive accounting research: an account of Glaggdsinded
theory.Qualitative Research in Accounting & Manageme(i?):7208-226.

Ansari, S. & Bell, J. (1991). Symbolism, collecsm and rationality in organizational contrélccounting,
Auditing and Accountability Journal(2), 4-27.

Anthony, R. & Govindarajan, V. (2001¥anagement Control Systendew York: MCSCraw-Hill.

Anthony, R. (1965)Planning and control: a Framework for AnalysBoston: Division of Research, Harvard
University Graduate Business School of Business iAthtnation.

Anthony, R. (1988)Management Control FunctionBoston: Harvard Business School Press.

Anthony, R., Dearden, J. & Bedford, N., M. (1989)anagement Control Systen ed., Richard Irwin Inc.

Anthony, R. & Govindarajan, V. (200Mlanagement Control Systeni®ed., McGraw-Hill, NY.

Atkinson, A., Banker, R. Kaplan, R. & Young, S. §19. Management Accounting” ed., Prentice-Hall, New
Jersey.

Atkinson, A., Kaplan, R., S., & Young, S. M. (2)0Management Accounting” ed., Upper Saddle River:
Pearson.

Atkinson, A., Kaplan, R., Matsumura, E., & Young, &007). Management Accountingg” ed., Pearson
Prentice Hall, New Jersey.

Berry, A., J., Coad, A., F., Harris, E., P., Otl&, T. & Stringer, C. (2009). Emerging themes iamagement
control: A review of recent literatur&he British Accounting Review], 2—20.

Bisbe, J., Bastita-Foguet, J., & Chenhall, R., B0Q7). Defining management accounting constructs: a
methodological note on the risks of conceptual pas#ication.Accounting, Organization and Society,
32,789-820.

Bisbe, J., & Otley, D. (2004). The effects of tmeractive use of management control systems odupto
innovation.Accounting, Organizations and Socie?@, 709.

Burney, L., L., Henley, C., A., & Widener, S., KRQ09). A path model examining the relations amdrateygic
performance measurement system characteristicsaniaagional justice, and extra- and in-role
performanceAccounting, Organizations and Socie3y(3/4), 305-21.

Busco, C. & Scapens, R. (2011). Management Accogniystems and Organizational Culture: Interpreting
their Linkages and Processes of Chari@ealitative Research in Accounting & Manageme&i), 320-
357.

Carenys, J. (2010). Management Control Systemsistokical Perspectiventernational Bulletin of Business
Administration, 71451-243.

Chanchani, S. & Willett, R. (2004). An empiricalsassment of Gray’s accounting value construtise
International Journal of Accounting, 3925— 154.

Chenhall, R., H. (2003). Management control systelesign within its organizational context: findinfyem
contingency-based research and directions foruhed. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28)2-
127-168.

Chenhall, R., H. (1998a). Langfield-Smith K. Fastanfluencing the role of management accountinghim
development of performance measures within orgéinizal change programdlanagement Accounting
Research, 9361-386.

Collier, P., M. (2005). Entrepreneurial control atite construction of a relevant accountiddanagement
Accounting Research, 1821-339.

Cook, C., W. & Hunsaker, P., L. & Coffey, R., F.9@/). Management and Organizational Behavior.
MCSCraw-Hill Inc.

David, M. (ed). (2006). Case Study research (4 meliset, in Social research Series). Thousands,, @#s
Sage.

Davila, A., Foster, G. & Li, M. (2009). Reasons foranagement control systems adoption: Insights from
product development systems choice by early-stagere@eneurial companiesAccounting,
Organizations and Society, 33822-347

Davila, A. & Foster, G. (2007). Management consypétems in early-stage startup companies. The Axtcayu
Review, 82(4), 907-937.

Efferin, S. & Hopper, T. (2007). Management contllture and ethnicity in a Chinese Indonesian amy.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 323—-262.

Eilon, S. (1979)Management controR™ ed. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

10



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) g
Vol No.26, 2013 STE

Eriksson, P. & Kovalainen, A. (2008pualitative methods in Business Resealntia: SAGE; 2008.

Feldman SP. How Organizational Culture Can Affectolvation.

Ferreira, A. (2002). Management accounting and robrgystems design and use: an exploratory study in
Portugal. PhD Thesis. Department of Accounting Riméince, Lancaster University.

Ferreira, A. & Otley, D. (2009). The design and wugfeperformance management systems: An extended
framework for analysidvlanagement Accounting Research, 263—-282.

Ferreira, A. & Otley, D. (2005). The design and aéenanagement control systems: an extended framkefop
analysis. Social Science Research Network, retlievfeom: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers
cfm?abstract id=682984.

Frow, N., Marginson, D. & Ogden, S. (2010). Conting” budgeting: Reconciling budget flexibility with
budgetary controlAccounting, Organizations and Society, 354—461.

Fruitticher, L., Stroud, N., Laster, J. & Yakhou, k2005). Budget practices case studManagerial Auditing
Journal, 20(2)171-178.

Gray, S., J. (1988). Towards a Theory of Culturdluence on the Development of Accounting Systems
Internationally Abacus, 241-15

Giglioni, G., B.& Bedeian, A., B. (1974). A Conspes of Management Control Theory: 1900-19%2ademy
of Management Journa292-305.

Halabi, A., K., Barrett, R. & Dyt, R. (2010). Undg¢anding financial information used to assess sfirafl
performance An Australian qualitative studyualitative Research in Accounting & Managemen?),7(
163-179.

Hansen, S., C. (2011). A Theoretical Analysis o fmpact of Adopting Rolling Budgets, Activity-Bake
Budgeting and Beyond Budgetinguropean Accounting Review, 20(289-319.

Harrison, G., L. & McKinnon, J., L. (1999). Crosshural research in management control systemgydesi
review of the current statédccounting, Organizations and Socie2y, 483-506.

Hauriasi, A. & Davey, H. (2009). Accounting and toué the case of Solomon Island®acific Accounting
Review, 21(3)228-259.

Henri, J., F. (2006). Management control systemd sinategy: A resource-based perspectivecounting,
Organizations and Societ8], 529-558.

Herath, S., K. (2007). A framework for managememtml researchJournal of Management Development
26(9) 895-915.

Hofstede, G. (1978). The poverty of managementrobmthilosophy. The Academy of Management Reyiew
450-61.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Motivation, leadership and aoigation: do American Theories apply abroad?
Organizational dynamics, summ&980.

Hofstede, G. (1984). Cultural Dimensions in Managetrand PlanningAsia Pacific Journal of Management,
1(2),81-99.

Hopper, T., Tsamenyi, M., Uddin, S. & Wickramasiaeg. (2009). Management accounting in less deeglop
countries: what is known and needs knowifgcounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 22(369-
514.

Hoque, Z. (2003)Strategic Management Accountir®]® Ed. Pearson Education Australia.

Horngren, C., T., Sundem, G., L. & Stratton, W., (2005). Introduction to Management Accounting3ed.
Upper Saddle River: Pearson.

Jackson, T. (2002). The management of people acudfsres: valuing people differentiHuman Resource
Management, 41§4455-75.

Jones, D. (2000). Group Nepotism and Human Kingbiprent Anthropology41(5),779-809.

King, R., Clarksona, P., M. & Wallacec, S. (201Budgeting practices and performance in small heaith
businessesManagement Accounting Research, £0555.

Kober, R., Ng, J. & Paul, B., J. (2007). The intationship between management control mechanisms a
strategy. Management Accounting ReseartB, 425-452.

Koontz, H. (1958). Management Control: A prelimina8tatement of Principles of Planning and Control.
Journal of the Academy of Managememnd3-60.

Laats, K., Haldma, T., & Moeller, K. (2011). Perftance measurement patterns in service companies An
empirical study on Estonian service comparigdtic Journal of Managemens(3), 357-377.

Langfield-Smith, K. (1997). Management control sys¢ and strategy: a critical reviewAccounting,
organizations and societ@2(2), 207-232.

Langfield-Smith, K., A. (2007). Review of quantita research in management control systems antbgyra
Handbook of Management Accounting Resedetsevier, Amsterdam.

11



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) g
Vol No.26, 2013 STE

Leeson, P. & Boettke, J. (2009). Two-tiered enwapurship and economic developménternational Review
of Law and Economi¢9, 252—-259.

Lewis, I., M. (2004). Visible and invisible diffemees:The Somali paradox. Africa, 74(4)89-515.

Libby, T. & Lindsay, R., M. (2010). Beyond budgeginr budgeting reconsidered? A survey of North-Apaar
budgeting practiceManagement Accounting Research, 285-75.

Lillis, A., M. (2002). Managing multiple dimensiorsf manufacturing performance — an exploratory wtud
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 27@87-529.

Lowe, E., A. (1971). On The Idea of a Managementt@d System: Integrating Accounting and Management
Control.Journal of Management Studigél), 1-12.

Macintosh, N., B. (1994)Management Accounting and Control Systems: An Osgtional and Behavioral
Approach Chichester, John Wiley; 1994.

Makinda, S. (1991). Politics and Clan Rivalry immSadia. Australian Journal of Political Sciencgg, 111-126.

Malmi, T. & Brown, D. (2008). Management controlsgyms as a package—Opportunities, challenges and
research directiond#anagement Accounting Research, 287-300.

Maslow, A., H. (1987)Motivation and personality3® ed. New York: Harper and Row.

Mellahi, K. & Wood, G. (2003). From Kinship to TtusChanging Recruitment Practices in Unstable Ralit
ContextslInternational Journal of Cultural Manageme3{(3), 369-381.

Merchant, K., A. (1985)Control in Business OrganizationBallinger: Cambrige, Mass.

Merchant, K., AModern Management Control Systems: Text and Cafms Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Merchant, K., A. & Otley, D., T. (2007). A Revief the Literature on Control and accountability, é@tpman,

C. S., Hopwood, A. & Shields, M. D., edsjandbook of Management Accounting Research 2, iglsev
AmsterdamThe Netherlands, 785-803.

Merchant, K., A. & Van der Stede, W., A. (200Management Control System®“ ed. Harlow, Essex,
England: Prentice Hall, Pearson Education Limited.

Merchant, K., A., Van der Stede, W. & Zheng, L. @3 Disciplinary constraints on the advancement of
knowledge: the case of organizational incentiveéesys. Accounting, Organizations and Socieg(2/3)
251-286.

Minkov, M., & Hofstede, G. (2011). The evolution biofstede’s doctrineCross Cultural Management: An
International Journal, 18(f, 10-20.

@stergren, K. & Stensaker, I. (2011). Managemennt@b without Budgets: A Field Study of ‘Beyond
Budgeting’ in PracticeEuropean Accounting Review, 2])(149-181.

Otley, D., T.Some issues in Management conttol Vagneur, K., Wilkinson, C., Berry, A.J. (EjisBeyond
Constraint; Exploring the Management Control PagadiLondon: the Management Control Association.

Otley, D. (1999). Performance Management. A Framkwior Management Control Systems Research.
Management Accounting Researth(10) 363-382.

Otley, D., T. & Berry, A., J. (1980). Control, omjaation and accountingAccounting, Organizations and
Society, 5(2)231-244.

Otley, D., T., Berry, A., J. & Broadbent, J. (199%esearch in management control: an overview f it
developmentBritish Journal of Management, 6, Special Issie-44.

Ouchi, W., G. (1979). A conceptual framework foretldesign of organizational control mechanisms.
Management Scienc5(9),833-848.

Parker, L. (2011). Qualitative management accognt@search: Assessing deliverables and relevaloegnal
of Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 2(33-70.

Ribeiro, J., A. & Scapens, R., W. (2006). Institngél Theories in Management Accounting Chari@ealitative
Research in Accounting & Management, 3@)-111.

Sandelin, M. (2008). Operation of management comtractices as a package-A case study on contsiesy
variety in a growth firm contexManagement Accounting Researth, 324-343.

Simons, R. (1987). Accounting control systems andiriess strategy: An empirical analysfseccounting,
Organizations and Society, 1}(857-374.

Simons, R. (1990). The role of management contsyadtesns in creating competitive advantage: new
perspectivesAccounting, Organizations and Society, 1501 127-143.

Simons, R. (1995) evers of control: How managers use innovative mdrdystems to drive strategic renewal
Boston, MA: Harvard Business Press.

Simons, R. (2000)Performance Measurement and Control Systems folehmgnting StrategyNew Jersey :
Harvard Business School, Boston. Prentice-Hall,; I2@00.

St-Onge, S., Morin, D., Bellehumeur, M. & Dupuis, (009). Managers’ motivation to evaluate subaatén
performanceQualitative Research in Organizations and ManagemAn International Journal, 4(8
273-293.

12



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) g
Vol No.26, 2013 STE

Stringer, C., Didham, J. & Theivananthampillai,(P011). Motivation, pay satisfaction, and job dation of
front-line employeeQualitative Research in Accounting &Managemed{?), 161-179.

Tsamenyi, M., Noormansyah, I. & Uddin, S. (2008)ardgement controls in family-owned businesses:sa ca
study of an Indonesian family-owned universgcounting Forum32(1), 62—74..

Uddin, S., N. (2009). Rationalities, domination awtounting control: A case study from a traditios@ciety.
Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 282—-794.

uddin, S., N. & Choudhury, J., A. (2008). Ratiohglitraditionalism and the state of corporate goaece
mechanisms: illustrations from a less developedttguAccounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal,
21(7) 1026-1051.

Vaivio, J. (2008). Qualitative Management AccougtResearch: rationales, pitfalls and potenti@isalitative
Research in Accounting & Management,)5@4-86.

Wickramasinghe, D. & Hopper, T. (2005). A cultuplitical economy of management accounting contrals
case study of a textile Mill in a traditional Sitdse village Critical Perspectives on Accounting,,16
473-503.

Zimmerman, J. (2009Accounting for decision making and contridlew York: MCSGrow-Hill/lrwin.

13



This academic article was published by The International Institute for Science,
Technology and Education (IISTE). The IISTE is a pioneer in the Open Access
Publishing service based in the U.S. and Europe. The aim of the institute is
Accelerating Global Knowledge Sharing.

More information about the publisher can be found in the IISTE’s homepage:
http://www.iiste.org

CALL FOR JOURNAL PAPERS

The 1ISTE is currently hosting more than 30 peer-reviewed academic journals and
collaborating with academic institutions around the world. There’s no deadline for
submission. Prospective authors of IISTE journals can find the submission
instruction on the following page: http://www.iiste.org/journals/  The IISTE
editorial team promises to the review and publish all the qualified submissions in a
fast manner. All the journals articles are available online to the readers all over the
world without financial, legal, or technical barriers other than those inseparable from
gaining access to the internet itself. Printed version of the journals is also available
upon request of readers and authors.

MORE RESOURCES

Book publication information: http://www.iiste.org/book/

Recent conferences: http://www.iiste.org/conference/

IISTE Knowledge Sharing Partners

EBSCO, Index Copernicus, Ulrich's Periodicals Directory, JournalTOCS, PKP Open
Archives Harvester, Bielefeld Academic Search Engine, Elektronische
Zeitschriftenbibliothek EZB, Open J-Gate, OCLC WorldCat, Universe Digtial
Library , NewJour, Google Scholar

e BSCO INDEX@ COPERNICUS
ros INFORMATION SERVICES DN RSN B LI AR

@ vmensyize sourmaocs @

£z Elektronische
@0® Zeitschriftenbibliothek

open

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

LIBRARY



http://www.iiste.org/
http://www.iiste.org/journals/
http://www.iiste.org/book/
http://www.iiste.org/conference/

