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Ithink that there is a growing sense of unease about the state and direction of accounting
research. Although articulated in a variety of different ways in a number of different
contexts, there nevertheless is a view that accounting research has become insufficiently

innovative and increasingly detached from the practice of the craft. As I am sympathetic
with only some of these emerging concerns, I intend to give a quite explicitly personal
view of the field of accounting research as it has emerged and as it might develop—a
highly selective one and, at times, a somewhat idiosyncratic one. But as I do not have the
time to be comprehensive, my aim is to provide a personal account of some of my enthu-
siasms, my dismays, and some of my suggestions. Although partial, my account is also
meant to be well intentioned.

I start with some personal reminiscences. I came to the United States as a Fulbright
Scholar in 1965. Arriving in the port of New York on board the Queen Mary on a delightful
autumn day (travel by boat then being a requirement of the Fulbright Commission), I was
already full of anticipation about my forthcoming studies at the University of Chicago. The
late 1960s were tremendously exciting times for accounting research in that institution and
possibly for intellectual and cultural life generally in the United States. Certainly for ac-
counting at Chicago, new knowledge was in the process of being created. As I arrived, Bill
Beaver had just finished his doctorate and had joined the faculty, as had Gene Fama in the
finance area. I still remember standing on the steps of the Business School building with
Joel Demski as he waited for the results of his doctoral defense. Phil Brown was already
two years into the accounting doctoral program, and Ray Ball and Ross Watts arrived a
year after me. The future Nobel Prize winner Myron Scholes was still working on his
doctorate in the finance area, as were Marshall Blume and Mike Jensen. I studied finance
with Merton Miller, industrial organization with George Stigler, and macroeconomics with
Milton Friedman, all of whom were to go on to receive Nobel Prizes. To top it all, after
one year I decided to drop finance, the ultimate of heresies, to pick up behavioral science
and organizational sociology, studying with such great names as Peter Blau and Morris
Janowitz.

It really was an exciting time. Knowledge almost literally was moving before your very
eyes. Indeed there was a quite explicit awareness that understandings were in the process
of changing, an impression that was reinforced by the fact that you could still experience
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both the old and the new knowledges in both accounting and finance. At the very same
time as doctoral theses were starting to explicate new approaches to accounting research,
incoming doctoral students still had to study the earlier American traditions of accounting
theorizing as they had emerged throughout the twentieth century. Indeed in this way I
actually met Carl Devine and even took a course from Bill Vatter. Similarly in finance, the
new sat alongside the old, at least for a time. While M.B.A. students could study with
Miller and Fama, they still had access to the old chartist knowledges of the likes of Marshall
Ketchum. It was indeed a time of transition.

Of course, Chicago was not the only site for the creation of the new accounting knowl-
edge. Related developments were going on elsewhere. Berkeley, Carnegie Mellon, and
Minnesota come to mind, but interestingly not Columbia, Harvard, Stanford, and Wharton,
at least at that time.

As part of the development of my argument, I want to emphasize a number of aspects
of the research culture and environment at that time, at least as I remember them.

In accounting, the creation of the new knowledge was largely a revolution from below.
Certainly at Chicago so much of the significant research was done by doctoral students, be
they Ray Ball, Bill Beaver, Philip Brown, Joel Demski, Ross Watts, or even myself. Of
course the faculty were not irrelevant. George Sorter did a brilliant job recruiting doctoral
students from all around the world in his capacity as Director of the Doctoral Program.
David Green’s focus on empirical research was also crucial. Remember this was the time
of the first Empirical Research in Accounting Conference organized by a still new Journal
of Accounting Research. Additionally a young Nick Dopuch was an enthusiastic supporter
of all the new developments, be they economic or behavioral. But the real sense of excite-
ment resided with the doctoral students who seemed to live a life of new research horizons
and continual research discussions. For believers in the nonhierarchical nature of good
research cultures, accounting research at Chicago at this time provides an excellent
example.

Strong normative beliefs drove a great deal of those early inquires. Ball, Brown, and
particularly Ross Watts were deeply concerned about the monopolistic pretensions of what
was then still called the accounting profession. As a result of this, there undoubtedly was
an interest in showing that accounting functioned in a competitive information environment
alongside other sources of corporate information. Indeed, the pioneering Ball and Brown
(1968) study sought to demonstrate just that, and the subsequent ‘‘Market for Excuses’’
paper co-authored by Watts (Watts and Zimmerman 1979) developed out of related concerns
with the consequences of the monopolistic tendencies of a professionalized accounting. I
also had the very strong view that management accounting had to be studied in the contexts
in which it operated and, therefore, literally fought to be allowed to do field research in
accounting, something that was a very novel idea at that time at Chicago and most likely
elsewhere. The suggested compromise of an experimental study collapsed after a trial at-
tempt using Ray Ball, Ross Watts, and others as experimental subjects descended into
hilarity: perhaps such subjects don’t have to be that bright! So for a variety of reasons,
positive accounting research (Watts and Zimmerman 1978) emerged from a deeply nor-
mative context.

The new accounting research was also strongly interdisciplinary in orientation. New
fields of inquiry often are in both the sciences and the social sciences. Fama’s research on
efficient markets emerged at the interface of finance, economics, and statistics. Similarly
for the endeavors of Ball and Brown, and my own research (Hopwood 1973) utilized the
insights and approaches of social psychology and organizational sociology as well as ac-
counting. Often located at the margins of the established disciplines (Miller 1998), the
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practitioners of the new often find it easier to affiliate with a diversity of understandings,
feeling less of an identity with the status quo.

However, by the creation of that sense of newness, interdisciplinary inquiry makes the
dissemination and publication of the new knowledge more difficult. That certainly was
the case for the pioneering and hugely influential Ball and Brown study. It was rejected by
The Accounting Review and published in the Chicago-based Journal of Accounting Research
by default, the reason for the rejection being that it was not accounting.

I want to emphasize this point. There were then, there have been in the intervening
period, and there are now people who think that they know what accounting—and auditing
for that matter—is. How wrong these people are. They are the ones who list the attributes
of the status quo, seemingly wanting to confine the new to being within the boundaries of
the old. They have no conception that accounting and accounting research have repeatedly
changed across time, and when things change they become what they were not, at least in
part. Accounting has been a craft that has had no essence. It has changed significantly
across time, adopting new forms, methods, and roles. Likewise for accounting research.
Historically, it too has developed in relation to a diverse series of circumstances and pres-
sures, taking on different forms in different places and at different moments of time, re-
peatedly adopting approaches that were novel and contentious. Moreover, both accounting
and accounting research will continue to do just that, regardless of the pleas and efforts of
those who act in the name of the status quo. Indeed the very role of accounting research
is in part to make both accounting and our knowledge of it different—to move forward
our understandings of accounting and, at times, the practice of accounting itself.

In finance, in particular, we have seen how research not only models the financial world,
helping us to understand its inner dynamics and processes, but also changes the functioning
of finance in operation. Finance in practice is now different from what it used to be as a
result of finance research. The resultant knowledge has played a significant role in the
creation of new markets in options, the emergence of new financial instruments, and very
different approaches to the management of financial risk. Indeed finance research has been
constitutive of finance itself, a phenomenon that is the theme of a recent book of immense
significance by MacKenzie (2006).

Ideally, accounting research should have the same potential, but I think that any such
potential is still weakly developed, although by no means absent.

On a more contemporary note—and one related to some of the later themes in this
discussion—I am convinced that the present-day equivalent of the Ball and Brown paper,
albeit something very different in content and intellectual positioning, would still be rejected
by The Accounting Review because there are still too many people who think that they
know what accounting and accounting research are and should be. That in itself is some-
thing on which we should all ponder. But in all probability the situation today is even worse
than that. While in the late 1960s the newly launched Journal of Accounting Research could
take a risk with publication; in my estimation, that would be much less likely now. For
both that journal and the Journal of Accounting and Economics have become more focused
and less innovative than they used to be. They have entered the mainstream with all the
costs associated with that.

Another development arising from the new wave of Chicago research is that accounting
research started to embrace the study of not only accounting itself, but also accounting’s
consequences and its modes of functioning in wider institutional settings. That indeed was
one of the key points of the Ball and Brown analysis: that accounting functioned in a
competitive market in information on the enterprise. Accounting, in other words, is part of
a wider whole—a market in information on the enterprise and the economic and business
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contexts in which it operates—and to understand accounting one needs to understand that
wider whole and its ties to and implications for accounting. My own research in the area
of management accounting (Hopwood 1973) was similar, illustrating the need for an un-
derstanding of the ways in which the wider organizational structure and culture mediated
the use made of accounting data and, thereby, their consequences.

Of course, the danger is that such research developments have produced two types of
accounting researchers who tend not to communicate with one another. On the one hand,
we have those who can research the consequences of accounting, be it with a capital market
or behavioral emphasis. Such researchers currently represent the mainstream of accounting
research. On the other hand, however, are those who have a thorough understanding of
accounting itself and can reflect on its internal logics and the possibilities for these to
change. Such researchers tended to be more in vogue from the 1930s until the period in
the 1960s that witnessed the intellectual developments we have just discussed. In an ideal
world, researchers having such obviously complementary interests and skills would com-
municate and collaborate, but that has very rarely happened. We tend to have one emphasis
or the other despite the fact that both are needed.

A final observation on the new program of accounting research initiated at Chicago
relates to how it furthered the development of a more abstract and a more global form of
accounting inquiry that was and is very different from earlier traditions of American ac-
counting research. American accounting research used to be a form of intellectual inquiry
that was tied to the institutional and philosophical traditions of America. In other words, it
was deeply embedded in the country of its creation, its history, institutions, and intellectual
traditions. Movement to a different cultural context was not easy for any such form of
national intellectual tradition because it necessitates the re-establishment of the often quite
specific intellectual and institutional linkages that sustained the particular form of inquiry
in its original setting. Little such nationally focused accounting research is now conducted,
at least in the United States. The approach can still be found in the field of accounting
history where there are scholars who ground their research in traditions of American prag-
matism and whose inquires are still sympathetic to the types of institutional understandings
that were significant in earlier American intellectual traditions. But elsewhere a more ge-
neric, less contextualized version of accounting research flourishes. Itself the product of a
diversity of intellectual influences, such research has few ties to any particular cultural
context or the norms of the specific institutional settings in which it emerged. Indeed,
without such ties, this new form of accounting research can and does travel. Although
emergent in the United States, it can just as easily be conducted in Europe and Asia—and
is. A novice can be initiated into its traditions and practices within the context of a three
of four-year doctoral program. That time could not possibly produce a practitioner of
German philosophy, for instance, a subject that is still tied very strongly to the local insti-
tutional traditions of the settings in which it emerged.

Such a detachment from context has both advantages and disadvantages. Yes, knowl-
edge can travel, perhaps initially loosely attaching itself to new settings, although that does
not preclude a more substantial integration as it has few specific institutional or intellectual
preconditions or requirements. The widespread dissemination and adoption of modern fi-
nance knowledge illustrates this so well. But there can be costs associated with the dis-
placement and loss of local vernacular traditions of inquiry and investigation. Global knowl-
edges are often not very tolerant of local ones and yet sometimes they experience difficulty
embedding themselves into the detail of local institutional contexts: the new knowledges
remaining only loosely coupled to the settings in which they operate and thereby unable
to infuse the functioning of practice.
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But enough of the past and some of the issues and implications that emerge from it—
many of which still have a very significant impact on contemporary accounting research.

The subsequent 30 or so years have seen enormous changes in the world of accounting
itself and a new set of questions are arising as to the appropriateness and nature of the
contemporary accounting research endeavor. Let me therefore quickly review some of
the most significant changes in the world of practice that might be driving the demands for
new accounting knowledge.

In financial accounting we have witnessed a rapid rise in regulation and the associated
pressures for greater standardization. As a result of this, a new institutional realm of ac-
counting dialogue has been created that had few precedents in the past. Many more people
now talk, contemplate, and act on accounting as well as and often instead of merely doing
it. Accounting now has a domain of policy making as well as one of practice. New pos-
sibilities have thereby been created for the transference of accounting ideas and vocabu-
laries. People can argue for particular accounting treatments, appealing to more abstract
criteria for the selection of specific accounting alternatives. The emergence of new under-
standings of the rationales for accounting practice can create different possibilities for its
modification and change. The new institutional realm of accounting regulation thereby
provides a platform for mediating between the research community and that of direct prac-
tice, as the debates on fair value accounting and mark-to-market illustrate, although as yet
we have few understandings of how this occurs and the means by which it can be furthered.

Accounting, both financial and managerial, also has to grapple with a more complex
commercial and institutional world. Such processes of adaptation are certainly not new as
the histories of accounting’s struggle to relate to a more capital-intensive capitalism have
demonstrated. But in recent decades accounting has had to try to respond to changing
employment practices and forms of remuneration, more complex organizational forms and
designs, changing configurations of organizational interrelationships and moves to a more
knowledge based economy with consequent shifts in the forms in which corporate advan-
tage is gained and maintained. And new issues are emergent, not least those that might
stem from a world that is more conscious of the pressures for sustainability. Accounting
practice is still trying to grapple with the backlog of pressures on it to change and in a
world where many of these changes will be mediated by the regulatory authorities, the
demand for new more abstract insights into the possibilities for a different accounting craft
become ever greater.

At the same time as these pressures have been developing, that other important insti-
tutional component of the accounting world, the audit firm, has itself been subject to fun-
damental change. Audit firms are not only much more international, indeed more interna-
tional than the practice of accounting, and fewer in number, but they also are much more
explicitly commercial in orientation. If they ever existed, the days of a more profession-
alized practice have now certainly gone. The audit industry, as it might more accurately be
called, is now a much more significant component of the institutional setting for accounting
practice, making much stronger demands on the regulatory authorities and introducing its
own dynamic into the relationship between the corporate world and that of accounting.

Just as the audit firms are now more international in scope, so is accounting itself—
both financial and managerial. The regulation of accounting has entered the supranational
domain. Corporate accountings are often multinational in nature and innovations in man-
agerial accounting seem to pervade the world in record time, increasingly akin to a form
of fashion, no doubt propagated by management consultancies, some key ones of which
are now part of the audit firms.
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Within the enterprise, accounting has rapidly become a less isolated phenomenon as
it has become embedded in massive, more generic enterprise wide management systems. It
is now quite explicitly a part of a wider whole. At the same time, there also has been a
significant diffusion of economic calculation throughout the whole enterprise. Accounting
is now practiced by many others than just accountants. The forms of economic calculation
that it creates are now a part of the functioning of operations, marketing, and a multitude
of other departments in the firm.

It has to be recognized that accounting research has experienced difficulty keeping up
with these profound changes. Indeed, this is one of the main reasons why more and more
questions are being asked about the state of the research art. We know very little about the
processes and consequences of standardization and the accountings for new phenomena,
let alone new issues that are emerging in the areas of different organizational forms, sus-
tainability and so on. Our international understandings are still very poorly developed, to
put it positively. In the management accounting area, we still have the most minimal of
understandings of the processes and pressures underlying the shifting locations of economic
calculation and control.

Faced with such a complex and exciting agenda, increasingly accounting research is
being seen as too cautious and conservative, too rigid and traditional, and insufficiently
attuned to grapple with the new and to embrace novel insights and bodies of knowledge.
Rather than being excited about the emerging gaps in our knowledge, it is as if the academic
accounting community prefers to focus on the leads that arise from within the existing
research traditions. The dynamic for change and transformation that emerged in the early
Chicago days is seemingly no longer with us.

Of course, it needs to be pointed out that accounting is not alone in this respect. One
of the advantages of being the dean of a business school, which I was until recently, is that
it gives you a good overview of the state of knowledge across the whole field of manage-
ment. From such a perspective it is clear that there are many similar deficiencies elsewhere.
Indeed, as dean, I used to say repeatedly that while business itself is so interesting, many
business schools are so boring! Responding to the shifting nature of the world of practice
has been a particular problem for the older more functional areas of management—
operations, marketing, and accounting.

The research community has invested insufficiently in mechanisms for engaging with
the ever-changing world of practice. No longer recruiting so heavily from those with a
background in the practice of the art, the world of research has become an increasingly
autonomous one with the primary conversations being internal to the community rather than
of a more heterogeneous nature. Even within the academic world, accounting scholars seem
to relate primarily to themselves. At least that is the suggestion that emerges from citation
studies (Biehl et al. 2006). We seem to have become more cautious about incorporating
new perspectives, new insights, and new interdisciplinary involvements. Yet if innovation
and new understandings are more prone to emerge from the margins of the subject that are
in touch with different perspectives and bodies of knowledge, then accounting research
seems to have become too stable and insufficiently innovative in a changing world. Why
should that be? I think that a number of factors are involved, both personal and institutional.

Returning to a point I made earlier, I think that the accounting academy has too many
people who think that they know what both accounting and accounting research are and
should be. Perhaps this is not surprising, for accountants are those who like clarity and
focus. But I would argue that the world of knowledge is not like that, nor should it be. For
knowledge to be a source of illumination rather than dogma, it must have a dynamic of
change. Seen from such a perspective, accounting, as a practice, can be and indeed should
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be constantly examined, re-examined, interrogated, and criticized within the world of
knowledge. Rather than being a discipline in its own right, accounting needs to draw on a
variety of sources of illumination and understanding. It has been and must continue to be
a site for interdisciplinary inquiry.

More substantively, another reason why accounting research is in its current situation
relates to the dual roles that it serves within the academy. Yes, research is a means of
satisfying our intellectual curiosity. As such, curiosity-oriented research serves to enlighten
us as to the nature, origins, modes of operation, and consequences of the multiplicity of
aspects of the accounting domain. But research also functions as a means of career man-
agement. Obviously, the two roles are related and, in many senses, they should be. However,
as many of us are very well aware, there can be and are tensions between these different
roles.

One reason for the dynamism of the American university system is the competition
between different institutions for funds, talented students, and the most talented faculty.
The role of research in career progression and reputation building is an important part of
that competitive process, and as such should be valued. Indeed it is preferable to the more
bureaucratic accreditation of research that has developed in the United Kingdom and in-
creasingly elsewhere, a process that is subject to all manner of forms of regulatory capture.

But the role that research plays within the career management system also has its
dangers. Many of these stem from the fact that it is becoming increasingly clear that almost
the only consumers of accounting research are fellow accounting researchers. The account-
ing research community has become ever more internally focused and self-referential, and
thereby less subject to a diversity of pressures and interests that would be created if there
were more active consumers of new accounting knowledge.

The implications of this are numerous. The very strong career emphasis in research
planning encourages conservatism and conformity—doing the next safe thing and staying
within recognized intellectual parameters. Only the minority seem to cast their aspirations
at a much higher level, consciously striving to develop a reputation for innovation. The
risks associated with such a strategy can be very high and perhaps are getting higher. For
the remaining majority, prevailing approaches, particularly methodological ones, are milked
to the very last drop. With so very few members of the academic community seemingly
having a license to innovate—to break the mold, new methodological approaches tend to
attract a large number of followers. When observing the phenomenon in action, I always
think of the words in the libretto of Handel’s Messiah ‘‘All we like sheep ...’’ On this
basis, capital market and event studies went on and on, eventually looking at the most
minor of issues. Take the pioneering research of Ball and Brown (1968). Yes, it has been
influential. But in many senses its influence has been primarily a methodological one.
Despite the mass of studies that have been based on it, we still have little more insight into
the nature of the wider competitive markets in corporate information that were one of its
key observations. Just how does accounting relate to and interact with other sources of
corporate information? How do those other sources function? Of even greater potential
interest would be an understanding of the ways in which information markets might vary
by sector and company. But very little of such research has been done, requiring as it might
a delving into the underlying dynamics of the Ball and Brown findings rather than the
reproduction of their methods. Similarly audit judgment research went way past the point
of declining utility; the current wave of investigations into earnings management shows all
the signs of proceeding on the basis of the availability of data and methods rather than a
deeper intellectual curiosity.
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A similar preference for conformity also exists on the part of a particularly influential
group of users of the outcomes of research, the deans, chairs of tenure committees, de-
partmental chairs, and so on. For among this community there is often a preference for
research that stays within well-established intellectual boundaries and that uses well-
understood and easily verifiable methods. For such research is more readily interpretable
by those outside the discipline. For as Power (1997) has so ably demonstrated in his im-
portant study, The Audit Society, auditing, which is akin to at least some of the processes
that enter into career monitoring and evaluation, creates pressures to make things auditable.
So, in this setting, field studies are seen as less verifiable and more difficult to assess than
quantitative analyses, experimental methodologies, and simple theorizations, even though
that might not be the case. Certainly they are adequately evaluated in other disciplines and
the alternatives have as many difficulties associated with them below their apparent surface
of ease of comprehension. Equally, pressures can arise to stay within well-established dis-
ciplinary boundaries. Keeping within the conceptual landscapes already existing within
business schools may thereby be preferred to excursions into anthropology, postmodern
sociology, or political science.

More recently a form of institutional careerism has reinforced these tendencies as deans
and their colleagues seek to develop research and publication portfolios that perform well
in media rankings, accreditation evaluations, and state-sponsored research assessments. In
practice these institutional developments tend to result in the same concerns with both the
volume and legitimacy of publications. The emphasis is placed on journal articles rather
than monographs and chapters in books, regardless of the roles different forms of publi-
cation can play in different disciplines and at different stages of the research process.
Moreover, that emphasis on journal publications can very easily reinforce the pressures for
conformity that are operating at the individual level.

The accounting academic world also seems to attract those of a more cautious predis-
position. Certainly, we are witnessing the effects of some quite strong intellectual biases
and prejudices that are consistent with this. Keep away from politics, even the political
science of standard setting, seems to be one. Sociology is seen by many as being too close
to socialism, even though in the United States it would be possible to argue that the opposite
has been the case. The seeming unwillingness to invest in understanding the factors that
increase the validity of field studies and qualitative investigations is a further example,
particularly when compared with the apparent ease with which the equally complex world
of laboratory experimentation is accepted. Yet if these and other similar biases were artic-
ulated against gender, race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation, then all hell would break loose.
But seemingly it is still all right to have intellectual prejudices. That is most likely right in
a free society, but it is less right when its consequences are imposed by some on others.

The net result of all these pressures is that accounting is currently left with a research
community whose members are, in my view, too conservative, too intellectually constrained,
too conformist, and insufficiently excited by and involved with the changing practice or
regulation of the craft. But what, if anything, can be done about this? That is a very big
and difficult question.

One real solution would be to loosen the ties of careers to research, but I am convinced
that this will not happen. Yet it could be very sensible to do so. For if you look at the
publisher’s exhibition displays at most academic accounting gatherings, particularly those
in the United States, and compare them with those at similar events for other academic
disciplines, it is clear that the primary interest of many accounting academics is teaching.
Research in this context is only a means to a different end. Further evidence for this is the
high percentage of accounting faculty who cease researching on gaining tenure, turning
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instead to textbook writing and consultancy. Once again, research is a means to another
end. Without any doubt, having so many people focusing on research almost solely as a
means rather than an end seriously distorts the research process.

Given that in the present institutional context, we will have to live with research being
so strictly tied to the career progression of so many people who have little real interest in
it, other ways need to be found to disturb the status quo. Could this emerge, one wonders,
if there were more links to the community of practice so that accounting could be seen in
its full diversity and complexity? Increasingly I think that this might be easier to achieve
through the development of relationships with industry and commerce or even the regulatory
authorities rather than through the audit industry given the rapid decline in the number of
thought leaders in the audit firms.

Organizations like the American Accounting Association also have a role to play, not
least with respect to their presence in the field of scholarly publication. For the American
Accounting Association, I would say that now is the time for it to adopt a leadership role
in the publication of accounting research. Not only should every effort be made to en-
courage The Accounting Review to embrace the new, the innovative, what accounting re-
search might be in the process of becoming, and new interdisciplinary perspectives, but
this should also be done in a way that provides both a catalyst and a model for other
journals of influence. For they need encouragement, too. While the Association has done
much to embrace the need for a diversity of gender and race, so far it has done relatively
little to invest in intellectual diversity, even though this is not only of value in its own
terms, but also an important generator of innovation and intellectual progress. I, at least,
would see this as appropriate for a learned society in the modern era. The American Ac-
counting Association should set itself the objective of becoming an exemplar of intellectual
openness and thereby innovation.

Such a mode of operation is not unknown in the academic community. A number of
years ago the British Library, the national repository for printed materials in the United
Kingdom, undertook a study of the editorial processes of basic research journals, what it
termed primary communications, on the basis that these were the places where new knowl-
edge started to enter the public arena (Gordon, undated). Focusing on a number of major
international research journals edited in the United Kingdom that covered the full spectrum
of bodies of knowledge, the study thereby was able to investigate the differing editorial
processes in the pure and applied sciences, the human and social sciences, and the human-
ities. At one point in the study, the editors of the journals were given a choice between
two types of errors. Were they more concerned to ensure that they did publish studies that
might be seen as path-breaking in the future or was their emphasis placed on ensuring that
the problematic studies of today were not published? Interestingly, the science editors were
more concerned with maintaining the future innovative capacity of their journals, knowing
that the nature of scientific advance is such that studies are continually challenged and
revised. ‘‘It’s quite normal,’’ said one of the science editors, ‘‘science is like that, it pro-
gresses by exposing other people’s mistakes.’’ In contrast, the social scientists tended to be
more concerned to maintain the accuracy of the present.

Accounting is quite obviously in the latter category. But one wonders if it need be.
Wouldn’t it be possible to embrace both the desire to maintain the integrity of present
research while recognizing the dynamism and thereby changing nature of knowledge? I am
sure that this is what the very best of scientific journals should do and it is an aspiration
that should be shared and practiced by accounting research journals.

One final suggestion is also in order. It is vital that these issues continue to be discussed
and debated. The difficulties that we face are ones that are deeply embedded in complex
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institutional structures. Change will not be easy, but it will be more likely to occur if we
maintain a dialogue and debate. As believers in an open society we should practice what
we preach and continue to talk about our problems and challenges. Keep at it!
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