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Abstract

Recent research has revealed that most articldspeth in top US accounting journals come
from institutions based in the US or a small numbkwother English-speaking countries
(Jones and Roberts, 2005). It has also been shHmtithe research paradigm favoured by US
journals is financial economics, with the resukittlarticles on accounting history or social
and behavioural accounting are very scarce. Eurojmeainals exhibit a more diverse content.
Nevertheless, as shown by some studies, Britishoasitare the main contributors to these
journals. As a consequence, the assertion hasrbade that the published literature is not
perfectly representative of the diversity of Eurape@ccounting research.

The aim of this study is to test the validity ofsttassertion by comparing the content of
eighteen major academic journals in accounting diveryears (2000-2004) with the set of
papers presented at the EAA congress in 2003, 20042005. The results give some support
to the assertion that the diversity of Europearoanting research is imperfectly reflected in
academic journals. They also are consistent wighidbea that non English-speaking scholars
are at a competitive disadvantage in the racedbligation in recognized periodicals.




Correspondence address: Bernard Raffournier, HE@®/eikity of Geneva, 40 bd du Pont
d'Arve, 1211 Geneva 4, Switzerland. E-mail: bermaftburnier@unige.ch



IS EUROPEAN ACCOUNTING RESEARCH FAIRLY REFLECTED IN ACADEMIC
JOURNALS? AN INVESTIGATION OF POSSIBLE NON-MAINSTRE AM AND

LANGUAGE BARRIER BIASES

1. INTRODUCTION

Publishing in highly ranked journals is an objeetfer most accounting scholars, irrespective
of their geographical location. For individuals,bfications are crucial because their number
and quality are generally the main criteria foirgr tenure and promotion decisions (Stone,
1996; Brinnet al, 1996; Mathieu and McConomy, 2003), even in fostns which have
little interest in research (Hopwood, 2008: 89).sdl salary increases are increasingly
contingent on the research output of individualufgc members (Bonneet al, 2006;
Alexanderet al, 2007). For universities, recognition as a redeantensive institution creates

a favourable image that may attract the best padigite students and provide financial
resources, especially since several government® hawdertaken research assessment

exercises to guide the allocation of public funds.

Given the importance that publishing has to thedaoac community, it is relevant to
investigate the characteristics of publicationseicognized academic journals. Several studies
have shown that most articles are authored by achdffiliated to a limited number of
American universities and sharing the same resear@ntation (Lee, 1997; Jones and
Roberts, 2005). They also reveal that British anadg are largely dominant in European

financial and accounting research (Carmenal, 1999; Jones and Roberts, 2005).



These findings lead us to question why this shdwddthe case. In particular, why do
academics from other European countries not puldfiste in top accounting journals? Two

main explanations can be advanced.

First it can be argued that top accounting jourredpecially the US ones, do not fairly reflect
the variety of research conducted throughout thedyootably in Europe, because they focus
on a limited number of research fields and methagiek (financial accounting studies using
a positivist perspective and statistical methodsg not interested in differences in the
institutional characteristics of countries, and aetuctant to publish articles that use
heterodox analysis frameworks (Baker and Bettn@®,/1 Williamset al, 2006). Lukka and

Kasanen (1996) for example report that 93% of lagipublished in US journals use US data.
They also note that there is much less methodabdieterogeneity in US than in non-US
journals; case method, in particular, is much niggguently applied in the latter category. By
contrast, European accounting research can be ilbdedcas a "fragmented adhocracy”

characterized by a variety of context specific pcas (Panozzo, 1997).

Another explanation is the existence of a "languaaeier’ (Carmonat al, 1999). Because
Anglo-Saxon countries have a longer tradition o€ocamting research, most recognised
academic journals are located in the US or othegliEimspeaking countries, with the
consequence that they only accept papers in Engksfen for journals with a more
international basis, (as for exampturopean Accounting RevigwEnglish is the only
permitted language. This, it could be said, is heedt is advantageous to use such a widely-
spoken language for the dissemination of the resmilacademic research. This hegemony of
English may raise problems for some members ofatte@lemic community. Many scholars
are not perfectly fluent in English or cannot exgsréheir ideas in English as accurately as in
their mother tongue (Jones and Roberts, 2005; Mess$ral, 2008). Consequently, some of

them probably refrain from submitting their work #nglo-American or international



journals. For those trying to overcome this obstathe likelihood of rejection is probably

higher because of the poor linguistic quality dditlpapers.

The aim of this study is to investigate to whateextthe "diversity of themes and analysis
frameworks" and the "language barrier" arguments eglain the under-representation of
non-English-speaking scholars, especially Europ@anaccounting periodicals. For that
purpose, we compare articles published in eightaghly respected journals with papers
presented at the annual congress of the EuropearbuAting Association (EAA).

Comparison is based on the research domain of dperpor article and on the author(s)'

country of residence.

With more than 1,700 members, the European Accogmtssociation is the largest European
organisation of accounting scholars and researchae than 1,500 people attend its annual
congress where 500 to 600 papers are presentedoRbe large number of participants, the
diversity of countries represented and the varietyresearch domains covered, EAA
congresses are assumed to provide a good pictur€uocdpean accounting research.
Furthermore, although all papers submitted mustiiigen in English, poor linguistic quality
does not seem a motive for rejection. Following eé2olanalysis of knowledge, papers
presented at EAA congresses can be seen to réfflectresearch frontier" of accounting,
defined as dll the work currently being done by all active @éaschers in a given disciplifie
(Cole, 1983: 114); whereas articles published iadamic journals, especially the most
prestigious ones, include the "knowledge core"aaanting, i.e. & small set of theories and
analytic techniques which represent the "givenamy particular point of time(Cole, 1983:

113).

The evidence is consistent with both conjectures/@bWith the exception of tHeuropean
Accounting RevieyEAR), all journals under examination mainly pshliarticles written by

authors who reside in English-speaking countried amich are dealing with financial
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accounting issues. Accordingly, these journals oabbe considered as reflecting the variety
of European accounting research. By contrast, trdeat of EAR is significantly more
diversified with regard to the geographical origifi authors and the number of research
domains covered. This latter result confirms thsifpee role of this journal in the diffusion of

European accounting research, already mentionéthiboyjonaet al (1999).

The rest of this paper is structured as followse Hext section provides a survey of the
literature on European publications in accounting inance. The methodology is described
in section 3 and the results are reported in se@iolhe main findings and their implications
for the academic community are discussed in se&iand the paper is concluded in section

6.

2. PRIOR RESEARCH ON EUROPEAN PUBLICATIONS IN ACCOU NTING

Publications in accounting, as well as in othecigi;mes (finance in particular), have been
the subject of several studies whose purpose wadettify the most prolific scholars and
institutions, and the most influential (i.e. masduently cited) contributions (Hasselback and
Reinstein, 1995; Brown, 1996; Chahal, 2004). With a few exceptiohshese studies deal
with the publications of US academics and institosi in top US journals (nameljyhe

Accounting ReviewJournal of Accounting Researgclournal of Accounting and Economics

Carmoneet al (1999) were the first to specifically considee tlesearch output of European
academics. Their analysis, based on an examinatiathe content of 13 top accounting
journals from 1992 to 1997, reveals that about &/3he articles were written by British
authors, whereas UK residents represent less tGéhn &f EAA members. Only EAR was
seen to exhibit a different profile, with a signdint proportion of contributions from scholars

of other European countries. Carmatal also note that EAR is the sole outlet that presid



international visibility to scholars of many corgirtal European countries, which led them to
conclude that this journal played an important rioléhe diffusion of European accounting

research.

A similar study was recently made by Chetral (2006). It examines the research output of
European accounting academics over the period 2092-on the basis of articles published
in 19 leading accounting journals. The study clealbcuments the dominance of the UK
since members of British institutions published 6&%b all articles. Moreover 21 UK
universities are ranked among the 25 most prodeigiwopean institutions. Nevertheless, the
authors note a significant increase in the numlbgyublications from non-UK universities

during the period.

Jones and Roberts (2005) also investigated theandseoutput of European scholars in
finance and accounting. Their analysis, based 8@7l1articles published in 12 highly ranked
US and British journals between 1996 and 2000, cdetnates the dominance of US
academics with about 57% of articles. European lach@re significantly less represented.
Among them, the British provide about 20% of alhttdutions. An interesting observation is
that 87% of articles come from 5 countries (USA,,Wstralia, Canada and Hong Kong). 36

other countries are represented but they provisketlgan 13% of all articles.
Our research differs from prior studies in threg/sva

First, it does not examine the research activitfEofopean academics solely on the basis of
articles published in journals. We also analyseepapresented at EAA congresses in order to
have a more comprehensive view of European acemunéisearch. Comparing these papers
to articles published in journals gives the oppaitiuto speculate on the barriers that prevent

many scholars from converting a communication ebrggress into a publication in a highly



respected journal. Carmona (2002) also examineé@rpgmesented at EAA congresses but

our study is the first that establishes the linthveirticles published in academic jourrials

Secondly, in order to test the proposition thatuhder-representation of European scholars in
published literature is a consequence of the broaalgety of European accounting research
compared to that seen in Anglo-American journalks,examine the proportion of papers and
articles in each major field of accounting researBlecause the analysis is limited to
accounting journals, its results are not perfectiynparable to those obtained by Jones and
Roberts (2005) who also take into account researdimance. It is important to note that,
significant differences might exist between these disciplines. Because accounting is more
closely linked to institutional factors, (such &g tegal and tax systems), the dominance of
US academics should be more marked in US accountingals than in US finance

periodicals.

Thirdly, in contrast to previous studies, this ssh makes a distinction between generalist or
top-tier journals, and specialised periodicals.hitgh journals of the latter category are
generally viewed as less prestigious than geneadisodicals by peer-ranking studies, their
inclusion is motivated by the assumption that Esespaccounting research covers a variety
of fields and methodologies that, as shown by Baked Bettner (1997), are under-
represented in US top-tier journals. In additionaké&field (2008) recently showed that
despite their narrow focus, some specialised jdsrii@ave high influence in the broad

accounting research community.

3. METHODOLOGY

The analysis covers articles published in 18 aciwognournals together with contributions

presented at the congresses of the European Adoguissociation (EAA) held in Seville



(2003), Prague (2004) and Goteborg (2005). Dateomgress contributions were taken from
the volumes of abstracts published by the orgamis@nly papers presented in parallel
sessions were considered. 1,807 abstracts wereire@r(665 presented in 2003, 623 in
2004, and 519 in 2005)For each paper three information items were ctté the number
of authors, their country of residence and the aes$efield. The country of residence, as
measured by university affiliation, was preferredcitizenship for three reasons. First, only
the university affiliation is mentioned on papersadicles, making it difficult to identify the
nationality of each co-author (the 1,807 paperseweo-signed by 3,651 individuals).
Secondly, it can be assumed that academics woikirg specific country are subject to
common working conditions and career incentivagspective of their nationality Thirdly,
people working abroad should, on average, be mloentf in the language of their host
country than compatriots who stay in their homelaAdcordingly and since one of our
objectives is to investigate the existence of asjnbs influence of language, it is more

relevant to attach them to their present locati@mtto their country of origin.

Papers and articles were classified into nine reeedomains: financial accounting (FIN),
management accounting (MAN), auditing (AUD), puldexctor accounting (PSA), social and
environmental accounting (SEA), accounting hist@yS), accounting information systems
(AIS), taxation (TAX) and education (EDU). Becauses difficult to identify the precise

nature of each contribution solely on the basisit®fabstract, we voluntarily adopted a
relatively simple classificatién Furthermore, a narrower classification would itesly have

resulted in allocation difficulties. For example,cantribution as "The value relevance of
transparency and corporate governance in Malay$@éand after the Asian financial crisis”
(presented at the 2005 congress) could equally laeeg in categories as different as

"financial reporting”, "financial markets", "cormie governance" and ‘international



accounting”. Grouping these domains into a singleegory (FIN) limits the subjectivity

inherent in the classification.

The same classification was applied to the corié@B accounting journals in the years 2000
to 2004. This time interval was chosen to covereraod contemporaneous with congresses
under examination. Articles published in 2005 wexeluded because they were not entirely
available at the time of the study. On the otherdcharticles published in years 2000-2002
were included in order to obtain a number of atc{836) sufficient for comparisons with

congress papers. As a consequence, the obserygeiaus for congresses and journals do
not perfectly match. However the possible resulbras, if any, should be small in as much
as the research orientation and geographical altiorof a journal are permanent

characteristics that do not change in the short run

As pointed out by Chaat al. (2004), the choice of journals is critical in fightion studies.
These authors note in particular that the measafressearch productivity of British finance
academics are highly dependent on the inclusiotheflournal of Business Finance and
Accounting(a British periodical) in the analysis. We consiéo categories of journals:
"generalist or top-tier" periodicals, and specgdigournals. The first group includes journals
thata priori should welcome contributions from all fields ottaanting research, or, are the
most prestigious according to ranking studig®e Accounting RevieWTAR) and the
European Accounting Revie(iEAR) are taken as generalist because of theiustas the
main periodicals of the American Accounting Asstora and the European Accounting
Association respectively. As such, they should pencto contributions from all members of
these associations, irrespective of their resear@ntation. TheJournal of Accounting and
EconomicqJAE), theJournal of Accounting Resear¢BAR) andAccounting Organizations
and SocietfAOS) are less generalist than EAR or TAR, as kgllshown in this study. Their

inclusion in this group is motivated by the fachatthhey are, together with TAR, the top-4
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accounting journals according to most studies om dality perceptions of accounting
periodicals (Hull and Wright, 1990; Brown and Huefn1994; Brinnet al, 1996; Brown,
1996; Ballas and Theoharakis, 2003, Lowe and Lo@@)5). Because of their high
reputation, these periodicals are particularlyaative for all scholars, especially since journal
rankings have begun to be used by national, orl,loosatitutions to assess the research
productivity of academics. Among the selected pmhcals, three are American and two are
European. Given that the purpose of this researtb investigate the publishing activity of
European researchers and since European acadeamcbecexpected to publish more in
European journals than in US ones, we decideddiode an additional European journal in
order to balance the sampleccounting and Business Resea(élBR) was chosen because
of its status as a well-established periodical ttlaés not claim a particular research

orientatior.

Several studies clearly show that top US journatsu$ on a limited number of domains,
methodologies and data origins (Lukka and Kasad®96; Bonneret al, 2006). This
observation is confirmed by Baker and Bettner (399ée and Williams (1999), Jones and
Roberts (2005) and Williamet al. (2006), who note that because the underlyingdigmna of
top US journals is financial accounting, severataar such as social and behavioural
accounting or accounting history have been progrelysexcluded from these periodicals. In
general, European journals exhibit a larger varadtjopics and methodologies. Nevertheless
some of them also have preferences. Market-basaddial accounting research for example
iIs practically absent in AOS despite its importanoe other accounting periodicals.
Accordingly, journals labelled as "generalist op-ter" in this study are not assumed to
welcome any kind of research equally. The purpdskie categorisation is mainly to identify
journals that, due to their generalist nature,ighlposition in ranking studies, are particularly

attractive to the majority of accounting scholarsgspective of their research orientation.

-11 -



Another purpose of this categorisation is to dgiish them from more specialised journals
that are explicitly devoted to a research area. (Mlgnagement Accounting Research

Accounting Historyor philosophical postureCtitical Perspectives on Accounting

If, as expected, European accounting research re dhgersified than research published in
top US journals, the assumption can be made thagrpathat do not meet the criteria for
acceptance by a top US journal will be submittedmore specialised periodicals. This
assumption is supported by Guthrie and Parker (RQ@% note a tendency for some
researchers, especially historians, to publishrtihvark only in special interest journals.
Furthermore, it is widely acknowledged that accountis a low paradigm consensus
discipline characterized by the existence of compgeschools, each with its own journals
(Lee and Williams, 1999). We thus decided to exté#mel analysis to five categories of
specialised periodicals: Auditing, composedAafditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory
(AJPT) and thelnternational Journal of Auditing(IJA); Accounting history Accounting
Business and Financial HistorfABFH), Accounting History (AH), The Accounting
Historians Journal (TAHJ)]; International accounting The International Journal of
Accounting (TIJA), Journal of International Financial Management andccAunting
(JIFMA), Journal of International Accounting Auditing and X&tion (JIAAT)Y;
Management accounting Jdqurnal of Management Accounting Resear¢dMAR),
Management Accounting Resear@AR)]; Interpretive/critical Accounting Auditing and
Accountability JournalAAAJ), Critical Perspectives on Accounti@PA)]. The inclusion
of the fifth category (Interpretative/critical) msed on the assumption that Europe is one of

the areas where this stream of research is the popsilar (Panozzo, 1997).

Differentiating between "generalist or top-tier"daspecialised journals does not mean that
these two groups are expected to exhibit complethstinct authorships. Specialised

periodicals are included to obtain a more comprsienview of European academics'
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publications. This also allows us to test whetlher postulated language barrier has the same

importance in both groups.

Table 1 provides a breakdown of articles by catggmd journal. Of the 1,887 articles that
were analysed, 44% were published in generalisbpitier journals as previously defined,
and 56% in specialised journals. The number ofcladi per year is relatively stable
throughout the period, despite the increase ofniim@aber of articles published in US top

journals (especially TAR) from 2002 onwards.
(Insert Table 1 about here)

We calculated the average number of co-authorpdpers presented at congresses and for
published articles. Several arguments led us toadsamption that this number should be
higher for articles. First it can be argued thasenting a paper at a congress may give the
authors the opportunity of meeting other scholatsrested in the issue, who may then join
the research team before publication. For younglachk, congresses are also a unique
opportunity to attract the attention of senior amatts whose co-authorship may improve
their paper, give it higher credibility and hencerease its probability of acceptance by
journals. As shown in Table 2, the evidence is hiX&/ith an average of 2.02 co-authors,
papers presented at EAA congresses are not vegratit from accounting articles. On the
one hand, this number is significantly lower tharnhe US generalist or top-tier group, which
Is consistent with the assumption that the adjonctif an additional co-author increases the
probability of acceptance by prestigious journ@s. the other hand, journals specialised in
accounting history or interpretive/critical apprbas exhibit values significantly lower than
papers presented at EAA congresses. This suggesthée number of co-authors per paper is
primarily a function of the research domain. SiE#6A congresses are open to contributions
from all fields, it is not surprising that the asge number of co-authors per paper is lower

than for US top journals which, as will be showtetaare dominated by financial accounting
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and auditing articles. This difference may thusiynreflect that papers presented at EAA
congresses are more diversified in terms of rebefetds than articles published in US top

journals.
(Insert Table 2 about here)

As in previous studies, papers and articles weatyaad according to the authors' country of
residence. Each paper and article received 1 peudnly shared between co-authors. The

"Country" variable was thus calculated as follows:

N 1 mp
Country = > — 2.5
p:_']_ mp k=1

N = numberof papers/artles

where Mp = numberof co- authorf paper/artlep

Spi = numberof co- authorf paper/artle pdomiciledin countryi

Except in 2005, the volumes of abstracts mentienrhititution and/or the Internet address of
the presenter of the paper but not the affiliatadnother co-authors. A list of individuals
whose country affiliation was unknown was thus leisthed. By inspecting the 2005 congress
volume and the EAR membership directorye finally identified 94.8% of the authors of

papers presented at EAA congresses during thedpenider study.

The thematic dispersion of congresses and joutmmats measured by the Herfindhal index,
frequently used in industrial economics to estinmateket shares. This index is calculated as

follows:
C
_ 2
Hj = 2.5
k=1

where C = number of domains

. = share of domain i in congress/journal j.

i
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The Herfindhal index varies from 0 (minimal congatibn) to 1 (maximal concentration).
The advantage of this index over alternative messof concentration is that it takes into
account all domains that are present in the cosgrepurnal, irrespective of their occurrence

level.

4. RESULTS
The geographical affiliation of authors

In Table 3, papers presented at EAA congressesclassified according to university
affiliation. The first observation emerging fromghable is the large diversity of geographical
origin. 53 countries (28 European and 25 non-Ewrnpblave provided at least 1 co-author of
a paper presented at the 2003-2005 EAA congreShesnost important contributors outside
Europe are the US and Australia. These two counéie respectively ranked and 4" with
respect to the number of papers presented. At threpean level, the main providers are
Spain and the United Kingdom, with about 18% of dpean papers each. A comparison
between these results and those reported by Car(@0602) for the 1978-2001 period reveals

that the emergence of Spain as a main contribatgtry is receri.

Nevertheless, international comparisons cannot dsed on gross data because there are
considerable size differences between national eamed accounting communities. To
estimate the productivity of each European countmg first divided each country's
percentage of papers by the percentage of EAA mendmmiciled in that country (index 1).
Unfortunately, this index is of limited use to meaesresearch productivity because the EAA
membership fee is included in the congress regisirdee. Therefore, all attendees to a
congress automatically become members of the Aasocifor the following year. As a

result, index 1 tends to produce values close tnd differences between countries are
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underestimated. Two other measures of productiwiye thus calculated by dividing the
percentage of papers by the country's contributioBuropean population (index 2) or Gross
Domestic Product (index 3). These two metrics meathe research output of a country with
regard to its population and wealth respectivetyall cases, any value above 1 denotes a
number of contributions higher than that which cdoloé expected based on the demographic
or economic potential of the country. The resuitsve that the most productive geographical
areas with regard to accounting research are NwortBerope (Scandinavia, the British Isles,
Belgium and the Netherlands) and the Iberian Petan@ortugal and Spain). Greece and
Cyprus also exhibit high index values but, in thtdr case, this result must be viewed with

caution given the very small number of individuiaigolved.
(Insert Table 3 about here)

Table 4 compares the geographical dispersion oénsapresented at EAA congresses and
articles published in generalist or top-tier jousnaAs could be expected, the proportion of
European articles varies considerably from one goaie to another. European countries
provide 65.3% of the content of European journaisiéss than 2% of US journals. With the
exception of EAR and ABR, all journals exhibit vesuconsiderably lower than those seen for
EAA congresses (75.2%). At the individual levelc@n be noted that Spain, which provides
13.5% of papers presented at congresses, represdgtd.7% of the articles published in
European journals. By contrast, the United Kingd@mwhich the proportion of papers is

also about 13%, provides 31.5% of the content ebfean periodicals.

Results at the individual level reveal importarffedences among European journals. With
only 43.8% of its contributions coming from Europe)S is clearly distinguishable from
ABR and EAR, whose percentages of European autrers3.8% and 85.1% respectively.
Although strongly anchored in Europe, AOS tendgxhibit the characteristics of a world-

wide journal, with US authors providing 34.7% o itontent. A similar observation was
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made by Lukka and Kasanen (1996). By contrast, ABpears essentially as a British review
since the percentage of contributions from the Uigraximates 60.4% whereas it is only
24.8% in AOS and 22.1% in EAR. This British oridida must be related to the strong link
of this journal with the Institute of Chartered Acmtants in England and Wales (ICAEW).
Finally, EAR is the only journal whose authorshipas geographically dispersed as papers
presented at EAA congresses. Among all the jourexedsnined, it is also EAR that exhibits

the highest percentage of European authors.
(Insert Table 4 about here)

The same geographical analysis was made for sgatgburnals (Table 5). Two groups of
periodicals can be distinguished. The first groopmposed of auditing and international
accounting journals is still largely dominated bg duthors who provide 55.8% and 41.9% of
the contributions, respectively. In this group, &ue represents only 21-22 % of articles,
versus 45-48% in the other group composed of adowuhistory, management accounting
and interpretive/critical journals. In this latigmoup, the role of Europe is dominant. The US
are still the main contributors to management acting journals but they are considerably
behind Europe in accounting history and interpedtiitical periodicals. These findings have
two possible interpretations. First, assuming thatproportion of academics interested in a
specific research domain is the same in all regate world, these results can be seen as
evidence of the excellence of European researchanagement accounting, accounting
history and interpretive/critical approaches. Alagively, some would probably argue that the
over-representation of European researchers magubeto a lower level of international

competition in fields that are not in the mainstnea

At the country level, the UK still provides the gter part of European contributions, in

particular in the interpretive/critical and accangthistory categories. With regard to other
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European countries, Spain is particularly active docounting history, whereas the

Netherlands, Finland and Sweden exhibit some tarydienfocus on management accounting.
(Insert Table 5 about here)

Table 6 reports the results of the statisticaktest geographical differences. According to the
Wilcoxon test, differences between EAA congresses jaurnal categories are significant,
except for periodicals specialised in internatiomamanagement accounting. With the Sign
test, the hypothesis of no difference is rejectedlli cases except for management accounting

journals.

When periodicals are taken individually, the Wilooxtest concludes that EAR, TIJA, JIFMA
and MAR are not statistically different from EAAmgresses with regard to the geographical
origin of authors. By contrast, with the Sign tekg nil hypothesis is rejected for EAR only,
meaning that this journal is the only one whoséhanship is as geographically diffuse as

congress contributions.

Results obtained with specialised periodicals tresome extent, puzzling. Whereas Europe
provides the greatest number of articles publisimethe accounting history, management
accounting and interpretive/critical categorie$fedences with EAA congresses are, in most
cases, as significant as they are for generalisnfs. This is a consequence of the UK’s
dominance of the European contribution. In theseetliournal categories, the UK exhibits a
higher percentage of articles than papers presatt&PA congresses. Inversely, for most
other European countries, the percentage of astisldower than the percentage of papers
(Table 5). This suggests that British authors engoyompetitive advantage over their
European colleagues for publication in all categ®of journals. Given that all journals under
study are written in English, the assumption cammagle that this advantage is linguistic in

nature.
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(Insert Table 6 about here)

The "language barrier" argument

According to Everetet al. (2003), having linguistic ability is a preconditidor entry to the
academic market place. Although some universitresige translation facilities to help their
members publish in Anglophone journals, such fiedicannot confer this form of "cultural
capital" (Everettet al, 2003:156). It can thus be advanced that schdfare English-
speaking countries have an advantage over theapean colleagues whose mother tongue is
not the only accepted language for diffusion ofcatting research (Carmom al, 1999,

Loft et al, 2002).

This linguistic advantage can easily be understosidg the model developed by Ellison
(2002a) to explain the review process of academimjls. The central premise of this model
is that referees and editors consider two aspdctmper quality: g-quality defined as the
inherent importance and interest of the paper, ragdality, which includes various other
aspects of quality, such as polished expositiagralelation to other studies, robustness tests,
and extensions to related issues. A crucial assampf the model is that initial work on the
paper determines its g-quality whereas r-quality ba improved by subsequent revisions.
The model predicts that, due to the dynamic legrmiodel used by referees to discover the
social norms applicable to paper evaluation, ritypigdnds to evolve toward an extreme. This
prediction is supported by empirical data that coent an increase in the length of the
review process in economics and several other Issciance disciplines (Ellison, 2002a,
2002b). Ellison's model sheds some light on howldhguage barrier works. Assuming that
language quality is a major component of r-quaBtholars whose native language is English

are undeniably favoured in the review process ofjl&phone journals Moreover, if as
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predicted, the referees' requirements with regard-dquality (especially linguistic quality)
increase, it will be more and more difficult fohet academics to attain these standards, and
the proportion of non-English-speaking scholarsAmglophone journals' authorship will

decline.

To investigate more deeply the influence of langyawo variables were defined: 1) the
percentage of papers or articles originating fromgliEh-speaking countries and 2) the
percentage of papers or articles with at least -author living in an English-speaking

country. Countries labelled as English-speakingthose that have English as their (or one)

official languagé™.

As shown in Table 7, differences between papers amidles are impressive. English-
speaking countries provide only 34.1% of contribagi to EAA congresses but their share in
European journals amounts to 66.2% and even 9817%Si journals. Differences exhibited
with the other linguistic variable are equally innamt. While 40.6% of the papers presented
at EAA congresses have at least one co-authorgliinnan English-speaking country, this

percentage reaches 100% in all US generalist jtairna

The results obtained with specialised journalsase consistent with the assumption of an
influence of language. In all categories, the propo of articles from English-speaking
countries is more than 70%. It even reaches 89-80%uditing and interpretive/critical
journals. These percentages are close to thoseebtéor US top journals, or ABR, which
was shown as UK-oriented. Similar values are obthiwith the other language variable.
Combining these results with those on the geogcaphiffiliation of authors, it is possible to
argue that although specialised journals are moressible to European scholars than US top
periodicals, the resulting publication opporturstimainly profit researchers from English-

speaking countries, especially those in the UK.
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(Insert Table 7 about here)

At the individual level, EAR is clearly distinguisble from other journals because its
percentages are close to those obtained for EAAgresses. English-speaking countries
provide only 37.2% of EAR content (vs. 34.1% of @appresented at congresses) and only
46.4% of articles published in this journal havelestst 1 English-speaking co-author (vs.
40.6% of congress papers). Moreover, EAR is thg gmirnal whose differences from EAA

congresses are not significant.

These results are consistent with the assumptiom ddnguage barrier which hampers
academics living in non-English-speaking countngso wish to publish in Anglophone
journals other than EAR. However, things may bearammplex. Table 4 for example clearly
shows that British academics, who should not hangaistic problems, are practically absent
in US generalist journals, as already noted by laukkd Kasanen (1996) and Briehal
(2001). The same observation can be made for tistrélians. These results suggest that the
under-representation of non-English-speaking coesiin journals other than EAR cannot be
due solely to a linguistic handicap. Other argursenust be explored, in particular the idea
that US journals have a limited scope and are t@hido publish research in several non-

mainstream areas that are popular in Europe.

The "diversity of research domains" argument

To assess the extent to which journals reflectdiliersity of research conducted in Europe,
we compared the proportion of each research doramiong papers presented at EAA

congresses and articles published in generalishgdsi (Tables 8 and 9).

In Europe, financial accounting (FIN) is largely ndioant, followed by management

accounting (MAN). Other areas, with the exceptidranditing (AUD), are only marginal.
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The concentration of articles in European periddiead papers presented at EAA congresses
is approximately the same, with the Herfindhal axhibiting similar values (0.264 vs.
0.266). This result indicates that European jowpabvide a relatively fair description of the
diversity of European accounting research, asatefteby contributions to EAA congresses.
Nevertheless these journals include a larger ptmpoof articles on accounting history (8.1%
of their content vs. 3.1% for EAA congresses), wiiy contrast, the public sector accounting
and education areas have a higher representatiBAfAtcongresses. However the European
category is not homogeneous, as shown by the amalfsndividual periodicals (Table 9).
ABR and EAR exhibit similar profiles, characteriskd a level of thematic diversification
comparable to EAA congresses, a moderate dominahdmancial accounting and high

percentages of papers in management accounting {MAdl auditing (AUD).

US top journals differ significantly from papersepented at EAA congresses. Financial
accounting is largely dominant in these periodicalgh the consequence that the
concentration index reaches extreme values, ediyed@ JAE and JAR. The most

diversified US top journal is TAR which exhibitsrelatively moderate concentration index
(0.401). This journal offers a significant placeaoditing (19.3% of articles) and taxation
(12.1%), which is not the case for the two otherjo@nals that are much more focused in
financial accounting (79.6% and 77.0% for JAE aAR Jespectively). These results confirm
those of prior studies that have emphasised theohtioic thematic content of US top journals

(Williams and Rodgers, 1995).
(Insert Table 8 and 9 about here)

Overall, our results show that European accounteggarch is more diversified than the
content of top US periodicals. Differences with &ean journals are much less significant,
especially for EAR and AOS. These results are sbeisi with the assumption that some

European researchers may encounter difficultiesheir attempts to publish in US top
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journals because their fields of interest (espbcialanagement accounting, public sector
accounting, social and environmental accounting,astounting history) seem unwelcome in
these periodicals. But this assumption does nat fusl European accounting journals which,
globally, are almost as thematically diversifiedpapers presented at EAA congresses. The
latter observation strengthens the contention thatunder-representation of scholars from
non-English-speaking countries in accounting jolsrns for a large part due to a linguistic

handicap.

5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE EUROPEAN ACA DEMIC

COMMUNITY

Our results show evidence that the content of gaiseor top-tier accounting journals differs
significantly from European accounting researchyedkected by communications to EAA
congresses. Differences are particularly significkor the top US journals, which are
dominated by articles in financial accounting altm®sclusively supplied by US authors. This
observation is consistent with the findings of salgrior studies (Carmonat al, 1999;

Jones and Roberts, 2005).

A study by Brown (2005) provides a possible explimafor the monopoly of US scholars in
top US accounting journals. Brown examined 305 gsbions to TAR during a 12-month
period. He found that manuscripts presented at mumseUS workshops before submission
have a higher likelihood of receiving a "revise asubmit" decision than those which
circulate less. As it is more costly for non-USrtHar US scholars to participate in such
workshops, non-US researchers are probably pedairz¢éhe reviewing process of top US

journals.
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This situation is worrying for the European academwmmunity because US journals, in
particular those examined in this study, are gélyetiae most prestigious, even outside the
US (Brinnet al, 1996). Institutions with limited financial resaes, for example universities
in developing countries, may have a tendency todathem in their subscription choices,
with the result that European accounting research e less visible. Furthermore,
management education has become a highly comgetitidustry (Alexandeet al 2007).
Business schools and universities are in competitichire academics with strong publication
records. Because European scholars are abserdse jiurnals, they may be penalised when

they compete with US academics for positions ivensities, or for research grants.

In recent years, the evaluation of the researclpubudf academics and institutions has
progressively emerged as a necessity. At the erldeo80's, Spain and the UK implemented
"research assessment exercises" (RAE) with theohewaluating the research productivity of
their universities. Since then, their example hesnbimitated by several other countries such
as the Netherlands and ltaly. In private institagsioacademics' compensation is more and
more a function of research output (Boneeal, 2006; Charet al, 2006, Alexandeet al,
2007). The same evolution is taking place in pubhoversities, particularly in Spain, where
scholars receive compensation based on the nunmoegwaality of their publications. This

raises the question of the assessment of reseaatityq

As noted by Loftet al (2002), research quality is generally determibgdeference to the
journal that published the article. Since US jolsn#raditionally considered as the most
prestigious, are dominated by financial accounteggarch, ambitious young scholars may
progressively take no further interest in other doms. Lee (1995) and Hopwood (2008)
argued that junior faculty could be driven to p@garticular research programs on the basis
of what is publishable in top journals rather tloam of personal interest, competence or social

need. Senior academics may have a similar incenfiveurvey study by Harley and Lee
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(1997) for example shows that, as a result of dsearch assessment exercise, several British
economists admit they have modified their reseagbnda, neglecting projects with no
immediate payoff in terms of publication. If thisemario persists, there is a risk that the
diversity of European accounting research will dase over time. Furthermore, given that
practically all articles published in US journabvie at least one American co-author, scholars
who are willing to publish in these journals aretiveted to enter into partnership with a US
researcher rather than working with European cgilea. Cooperation between European
scholars may therefore diminish over time. Anotingplication may arise in countries where
research institutions are evaluated on the basetmfies published in the most prestigious
journals. In these countries, universities may stekire American scholars simply to
improve their ranking, as has been seen in Britisiversities that already tend to hire
economists who are likely to publish in journalattbount most in the RAE (Harley and Lee,

1997),

European generalist journals are closer to EAA oesges with respect to thematic and
geographical diversity. This finding is neverthslésmpered by significant differences within
the category. In fact, of the three European jasronansidered, only EAR is as diversified as
papers presented at EAA congresses with regardsiarch domains and the geographical
origin of authors. EAR can thus be seen as thenguwvhich best reflects the richness and
variety of European accounting research. In 19%9nfonaet al already made the assertion
that during its first six years (1992-1997), EARaS played a significant role in the diffusion
of Europe-based accounting resedrckight years later, this statement can be repedte
the EAR special issue celebrating théhZHnniversary of the EAA, the first editors of EAR
claim that this journalhas consciously tried to avoid being constrainedhsy mould of the
Anglophone model of what constitutes a 'proper'dacaic journal and has rather tried to

meet the needs of the multicultural European redseaommunity from which it sprah(oft
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et al, 2002: 73). Our results confirm that this statetrteas validity. The highly diversified
content of EAR is probably a consequence of itsiqdar status. Because it is the main
journal of the European Accounting AssociatiprEAR must be open to any high quality

research manuscript. This mission is emphasisedch issue of the journal:

"The journal acknowledges its European origins &mel distinctive variety of the
European accounting research community. Conscidubese origins, European
Accounting Review emphasises openness and flexilbt only regarding the
substantive issues of accounting research, but algb respect to paradigms,
methodologies and styles of conducting that reg€afEuropean Accounting
Review "Notes for contributors”, each issue)

This is not specific to EAR. Swansehal. (2007) note that association-sponsored journals in
general must serve a broad constituency with arest in a wide range of research questions
and methods. Bonnet al (2006) for example show that the distributioradicles in TAR is
more representative of the interests of the merhijeref the American Accounting
Association than the content of other highly rankedounting journals such as AOS, JAR or
JAE. By contrast, private journals such as AOS &RAhave no similar commitment to

follow. They can freely specialise in particulasearch areas or methodologies.

Whatever the efforts made to diffuse the resultEurpean research, scholars from English-
speaking countries seem to enjoy a considerablardage in the race for publications since
their share in European journals is twice theirtdbation to EAA congresses. Previous
studies have already noted that non-English-spgakountries are under-represented in
major accounting journals (Carmore al, 1999; Jones and Roberts, 2005). However,
because they did not use comparative data on fisanmeh activity in each European country,
previous studies could not estimate the extenhisf inder-valuation. This is, therefore, the
first time that the influence of the linguistic tacis quantified, through the examination of

unpublished research (papers presented at EAA essgs).
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The first argument that can explain differencesortgal in this paper is that all journals that
were examined publish only articles in English. fEhis no doubt that writing a paper in this
language is easier for someone living in an Engdisaking country than for individuals who
have only a basic knowledge of English, although tarrier may differ from one country to
another, as suggested by Lukka and Kasanen (19B6)fact that papers presented at EAA
congresses must also be written in English doesnwvalidate the argument in as much as
journal editors probably require a higher linguistjuality than members of the scientific
committee of congresses. We thus interpret the danace of British scholars in European
journals as evidence of a linguistic advantage. e, several alternative explanations can

be advanced.

First, the over-representation of the UK may bemsequence of the larger size of the British
accounting community. According to Briret al (2001), there are about 1,400 accounting
scholars in the UK, a number probably higher thraany other European country. However,
if the dominance of the British community was signpl consequence of its size, the effect
should be the same for published articles and pgpeisented at EAA congresses. Since the
proportion of UK contributions are 31.5% and 13.B88pectively, size alone cannot explain

the over-representation of British scholars in aotmg journals.

The assertion can also be made that journals &bels "European” in this study favour
British research because they all are based int®m#ain. The fact that the United Kingdom
provides 60% of articles published in ABR gives sanpport to this argument. Nevertheless
the idea of a preference for local scholars cameoticcepted for AOS and EAR since, in
these journals, the share of British authors dasisexceed 22% and 25% respectively.
Furthermore not all referees who evaluate submigteplers are British. Accordingly, the
argument that European journals domiciled in the ti{iberately favour British research

does not hold, at least for these two journals.
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It has also been argued that British academics avater incentives to publish than their
colleagues in other countries. In many areas ofti@ental Europe, academics are civil
servants whose promotion is not based on researtgutosolely, but on a variety of factors
such as seniority, or involvement in the functignof the institution. In many cases, scholars
are also protected by their civil servant statusctvimakes dismissals very difficult, or even
impossible. Charet al (2006) also conjecture that, due to differencedusiness culture,
regulatory regimes and economic maturity of coestrthe emphasis on accounting research
may vary among European countries. More precidalikka and Kasanen (1996) classify
accounting scholars into two groups: globally-oreehresearchers for whom publishing in
international high quality journals is a necessitlyd scholars who operate more domestically,
write in their mother tongue and publish only ireithhome country. They make the
assumption that, due to differences in nationatadtaristics, the proportion of each category
may vary among countries. Based on the resultsr@untdoy Charreaux and Schatt (2005) and
on our knowledge of the French-speaking acadensitesy, these arguments are not without
merit. However, things are changing and the proomotcriteria used in Anglo-Saxon
countries are increasingly prevalent elsewhereanti@ental Europe. As already mentioned,
in the mid-1980s Spain implemented a system of ptam inspired by the Anglo-American
model. In France, research output has long beemntir criteria for the hiring, promotion
and tenure decisions of the most prestigious basisehools such as HEC Paris, or ESSEC,
and in the 90's the government initiated an assassmf universities based on various
dimensions including research productivity. Simdaanges are happening in many European
countries, even those recently converted to a nmakenomy (e.g. Romania), which are
replacing bureaucratic evaluation processes witiseghin use in the Anglo-Saxon world. It
can thus be expected that in the near future, agaddrom non-English-speaking countries

will be more present in European journals, esplgcghce the Spanish example has shown
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that language is not an insurmountable handicamvettademics have strong incentives to

publish in highly respected journals.

The emergence of research as the main criteripgrionotion and tenure decisions throughout
Europe does noper seimply that all European scholars should be willitagpublish in
English language journals. Because of its stronksliwith national regulation and business
culture, accounting has been presented as a |l@m@plkihe (Lukka and Kasanen, 96; Cheain
al., 2006). As a consequence, researchers in nonshrgpeaking countries may find it
inappropriate to publish their work in foreign joafs. By submitting their work to
periodicals written in their own language, theyoadsoid the language barrier. Nevertheless,
even in countries where such journals exist, acaehave incentives to publish in Anglo-
Saxon periodicals. Because English is considergu\veersal language, these journals are read
in all parts of the world, and this gives theiri@des an unrivalled audience. For any scholar
who wants to give his/her work the largest possiifiision, publishing in an Anglo-Saxon
journal is thus a necessity. Another reason optieéerence for English-written periodicals is
that, even outside the Anglo-Saxon world, thesenjalg are viewed as the most prestigious.
They are thus given the highest importance in assest exercises (Carmona, 2006). In
France for example, the CNRS (the national reseduciling organisation) publishes
rankings of journals in economics and managemeenses. These rankings, which are used
in the assessment of laboratories and individwddssify journals into 4 categories. Among
the 31 accounting journals considered, 30 are iglieim Furthermore, the only French
periodical Comptabilité Contrdle Auditthe journal of the Francophone Association) is
classified only into the second categdnA similar ranking was published by the Associatio
of professors of management in German-speakingtgesr(VHB). It includes only a small
number of journals in German, none of them clasgiiin the first categof. Due to the

unanimously recognised superiority of English-vernttacademic journals, scholars who
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regularly publish in these periodicals can expéghdr rewards than those who publish only
in domestic journals. Therefore all academics haweincentive to publish in English-

language journals; even those who do not belonigetdelite” of the discipline.

Many British scholars are convinced thaeihg outside the US academic network is a severe
impediment to publicationin a US journal (Brinnet al, 2001: 227). Similarly, many
European scholars probably refuse to submit thenkwo Anglo-American journals because
they perceive that the likelihood of having theappr accepted is too low. They probably
overestimate the rejection rate of European josrmddich, because of their larger scope, are
more likely than US journals to accept papers fram-Anglophone scholars, provided that a
minimum level a linguistic quality is reach8dOne way to convince them that European
journals are open to their contributions would beinhprove the geographical diversity of
editorial boards which, with the exception of EA&e still largely composed of members

from English-speaking countri€’s

A limitation of this study is that it only takestinaccount contributions that are in article form
despite the weight that other types of publicatifomoks, dissertations, research monographs,
etc.) may have in the production of accounting kieolye. Carmona (2006) for example
shows that 79% of citations included in accountmsfory articles refer to non-periodical
sources. Thus It can be argued that the papersdeved in this study do not give a complete
picture of European accounting research. Nevedhbeline omission of alternative forms of
publications should not greatly alter the significa of our results for two reasons. First, we
compare articles to papers, i.e. works whose charsatics (length, purpose, structure...) are
similar. Apart from quality considerations, mosppes could be published in journals without
transformation. This is not the case with dissenat and research monographs, which would
first need to be restructured and shortened. Ségond some domains, particularly in

accounting history, books and research monographgigen a weight comparable, if not
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superior, to journal articles, but in many reseaathas, especially financial accounting,
articles are by far the main instrument for redeatissemination. Consequently, they are

more highly valued than any other form of publioati

Another limitation of this study is the shortneggte period under examination (3 years for
congresses, 5 years for journals). A longer tinteodavould probably increase the validity of
the results, but it could also hide possible skema trends. Important changes are occurring
in the European academic community, in particulathwhe implementation of new
promotion criteria, which may substantially modifyre characteristics of European
accounting research. Accordingly, rather than iasireg the length of the period, it would

probably be more useful to reiterate the analysigpically.

Another valuable development would be to follow theogress of a sample of papers
presented at EAA congresses in order to identibs¢hthat are finally converted in journal
articles. This would permit us to identify the cheteristics that are necessary for publication
in an academic periodical. The main difficulty wdwe to control for the intrinsic quality

(Ellison's g-quality) of papers that have not beebmitted to the review process of journals.

6. CONCLUSION

The main objective of this research was to examahether articles published in academic
journals are representative of the variety of Eaaspaccounting research, as reflected by
communications presented at congresses of the Eamofccounting Association. Globally,
the answer is negative, since the results showphpérs presented at EAA congresses are
significantly more diversified than the contentjofirnals, both in terms of research domains

and the geographical origin of authors.
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Nevertheless, important differences were found betw journal categories. US top
periodicals are by far the most monolithic, witlhigh concentration of articles in financial
accounting and a quasi monopoly of Anglo-Saxon @sthEuropean generalist or top
journals are significantly more diversified, botbographically and thematically. However,
this latter category is not homogeneous. Importhiférences exist between AOS and ABR

on the one hand, and EAR on the other hand.

Specialised journals do not significantly diffeorin generalist or top periodicals with regard
to the dominance of authors from English-speakimgntries, the UK in particular. Although
journals whose focus is in accounting history, ng@maent accounting and
interpretive/critical approaches exhibit a higheogortion of European authors than US top
journals, the greater part of the European coniobus provided by the UK. Accordingly,
the conjecture that these periodicals are more tpsoholars from Continental Europe is not

supported by the evidence.

Finally, our results are largely consistent witke thotion that there is a language barrier
preventing scholars from non English-speaking coemipublishing in Anglophone journals.
The only exception is EAR. Becausesithe only journal exhibiting no significant difence
from EAA congresses in terms of geographical or@fimuthors and research domains, EAR
appears as the periodical which most fairly reflettte variety of European accounting

research.

Such performance cannot be expected from spedaghbsenals or other generalist periodicals
for which mirroring European accounting researchasa primary objective. Nevertheless, it
Is to be hoped that initiatives will be undertakterstop the increasing marginalisation of non-
mainstream research, particularly in the US, antigaie the consequences of the language

barrier which, even in Europe, considerably rewrithe accession of non-Anglophone
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scholars to academic journals. Such changes vik#t tane since they need to overcome

tradition and challenge established academic répo&a
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NOTES

! However the analogy should not be carried toosface Cole also defines the knowledge core as firlly "
evaluated and universally accepted ideas whichesassthe starting points for graduate educati@@ole, 1983,
p. 111). Only a limited part of the content of a@anit journals fits this definition.

2 Among the exceptions are Reeve and Hutchinsor8|1®Bo examined the contribution of non-US instiins
to accounting and finance journals in the period7:2986.

® Another analysis of published articles and corgyepers was made by Carmona (2004) but it isdiio
accounting history.

4 A comparison between these numbers and thoseteepby Carmona (2002) for the 1978-2001 period (23
papers in 1978, 408 in 2000) provides evidencé®iricreasing size of the EAA annual congress.

®> This assumption does not hold for visiting sct®lar foreign students who do not intend to staghi host
country at the end of their visit or studies. Néheless, it would be extremely difficult to idemtifndividuals
whose presence in a particular country is temporary

® The number of categories used by the organizeEA#f congresses for their classification of abssagas 19
(in 2003 and 2004) and 16 (in 2005).

" Other highly reputable European periodicals wese selected because they are not specifically e
accounting (e.g. thdournal of Business Finance and Accountintpurnals of national academic associations,
such asThe British Accounting Reviear The Irish Accounting Reviewere not considered in order to avoid
favouring academics from individual countries.

8 Based on our selection criteria, journals not Hjmadly devoted to accounting such as JIAAT, JIFM#d
ABFH should be excluded from the analysis, with tegult that the number of journals in the inteiora! and
history categories would be 1 and 2 respectivetyaVoid such a decline in the sample size, thasmats were
included despite their double (accounting and fieaar accounting and taxation) orientation. Of seuronly
articles dealing with accounting issues were arealys

° This directory is available on line on the EAR wite: www.eaa-online.org (access restricted to EAA
members).

19 |n the 1978-2001, Spain was only thd Gontributor to EAA congresses with 7.7% of paperssented
(Carmona, 2002, p. 22).
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' In this study, 18 countries meet this conditiorus&alia, Bahrain, Canada, Fiji Islands, Hong-Kolmglia,
Ireland, Kenya, Malta, Nigeria, New Zealand, PakistSingapore, South Africa, Trinidad and Tobagoited
Kingdom, USA and Zimbabwe.

121n 2004, the EAA launched another jourAgkounting in Europewhose aim istb occupy a position between
the pure research journal and the practitioner joal’ (Accounting in Europg'Notes for Contributors”, each
issue). Because of this particular orientatidocounting in Europeannot be compared to EAR.

3 The CNRS ranking is available on http://www.greges.fr/Section37/Liste-2007-final.pdf

* The VHB classification of management journals vaitable on the website of the Vienna University of
Economics and Business Administration: http://bacihwien.ac.at/fides/res/JournalRatingListe_ Endwergdf

!5 We thank an anonymous referee for emphasisingtiis.

16 At the end of 2004, the editorial board of EAR wasnposed of individuals from 20 countries, of wh&6%
were Anglophone. At the same time, the percentdgeembers from English-speaking countries was 9646 f
AOS and ABR.
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Table 1 — Number of articles per year and journal

Journal 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total

a) Generalist or top-tier journals

ABR 19 15 13 17 18 82
AOS 37 31 31 29 33 161
EAR 23 33 25 28 29 138
European journals 79 79 69 74 80 381
JAE 29 12 15 35 22 113
JAR 25 35 49 28 24 161
TAR 19 29 46 41 46 181
US journals 73 76 110 104 92 455
Subtotal 152 155 179 178 172 836
b) Specialised journals
AJPT 28 20 15 28 20 111
IJA 16 16 17 16 18 83
Auditing 44 36 32 44 38 194
AAAJ 28 24 26 32 26 136
CPA 31 40 39 34 51 195
Interpretive/critical 59 64 65 66 77 331
ABFH 15 18 20 14 14 81
AH 9 9 11 10 14 53
TAHJ 8 11 11 12 12 54
History 32 38 42 36 40 188
JIAAT 9 10 10 10 8 a7
JIFMA* 10 12 8 10 10 50
TIJA 24 19 18 19 14 94
International 43 41 36 39 32 191
JMAR 5 6 10 11 11 43
MAR 22 22 19 20 21 104
Management 27 28 29 31 32 147
Subtotal 205 207 204 216 219 1'051
Total 357 362 383 394 391 1'887

* Only articles with an accounting dimension wareluded in the sample.

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies]AR:Journal of
Accounting Research TAR: The Accounting Review AJPT:Auditing: a Journal of Practice and
Theory— IJA: International Journal of Auditinge AAAJ: Accounting Auditing and Accountability
Journal— CPA:Critical Perspectives on AccountirgABFH: Accounting Business and Financial
History — AH: Accounting History- TAHJ: The Accounting Historians JournalJIAAT: Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and TaxatierdIFMA: Journal of International Financial
Management and AccountirgTIJA: The International Journal of AccountirgJMAR:Journal of
Management Accounting ReseareMAR: Management Accounting Research
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Table 2 — Number of co-authors of papers/articles

Test on the
difference with
- 0,
Number of co-authors (%) Mean EAA
congresses
1 2 3 4 5 6 > 6 Z
EAA congresses 32.3 40.0 224 4.3 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.02
Generalist or top-tier
journals
ABR 31.7 476 183 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 191 -0.773
AOS 41.0 404 16.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.80 -2.886***
EAR 348 40.6 18.8 4.3 0.7 0.7 0.0 198 -0.741
JAE 17.7 37.2 39.8 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.33 -4.032*%**
JAR 174 36.0 404 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 235 -5.056***
TAR 23.8 409 30.9 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 216 -2.501*
Specialised journals
AJPT 14.4 414 352 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 239 -4.513**
IJA 229 518 193 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.08 -0.886
AAAJ 44,1 33.8 184 2.2 15 0.0 0.0 1.83 -2.577**
CPA 60.0 27.2 11.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 0,5 157 -7.391***
ABFH 60.5 32.1 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 147 -5578%*
AH 50.9 30.2 18.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.68 -2.694**
TAHJ 63.0 31.5 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 143 -4.971**
JIAAT 19.1 489 27.7 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.0 219 -1.476
JIFMA 240 36.0 36.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 224 -1.709*
TIJA 20.2 53.2 20.2 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 213 -1.432
JMAR 30.2 30.2 34.9 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 214 -1.024
MAR 35,5 452 17.3 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 187 -1.561

* ** xxkgignificant at the 0.05, 0.01, 0.001 el respectively.

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies)AR:Journal of
Accounting Research TAR: The Accounting Review AJPT:Auditing: a Journal of Practice and
Theory— IJA: International Journal of Auditinge AAAJ: Accounting Auditing and Accountability
Journal— CPA:Critical Perspectives on AccountirgABFH: Accounting Business and Financial
History — AH: Accounting History- TAHJ: The Accounting Historians JournalJIAAT: Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and TaxatierJIFMA: Journal of International Financial
Management and AccountirgTIJA: The International Journal of AccountirgJMAR:Journal of
Management Accounting ReseareMAR: Management Accounting Research
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Table 3 — Geographical origin of authors of papergpresented at EAA congresses

Papers EAA congresses

Productivity indexes

Countries Number % Index 1 Index 2 Index 3
Spain 231.75 17.99 1.36 2.14 2.38
United Kingdom 227.50 17.66 1.15 1.52 1.23
Italy 101.60 7.89 0.98 0.70 0.61
Germany 99.00 7.69 0.88 0.48 0.40
France 95.83 7.44 1.40 0.63 0.53
Netherlands 77.75 6.04 0.97 1.90 1.56
Sweden 74.98 5.82 0.83 3.30 2.83
Portugal 64.33 4.99 1.24 2.44 3.29
Finland 54.50 4.23 0.84 4.14 3.48
Belgium 46.42 3.60 0.91 1.77 1.42
Greece 31.92 2.48 0.93 1.14 1.36
Ireland 29.33 2.28 1.64 2.82 2.24
Poland 27.33 2.12 0.57 0.28 0.57
Denmark 25.90 2.01 0.77 1.90 1.43
Switzerland 17.67 1.37 0.87 0.97 0.68
Czech Republic 17.33 1.35 0.43 0.68 0.97
Norway 15.95 1.24 0.50 1.38 0.84
Austria 14.83 1.15 0.74 0.72 0.56
Cyprus 7.33 0.57 3.01 3.50 4.50
Estonia 4.67 0.36 0.73 1.40 2.34
Slovenia 3.67 0.28 0.54 0.27 0.90
Croatia 3.50 0.27 0.74 0.31 0.67
Romania 2.00 0.16 5.20 0.04 0.11
Serbia & Montenegro 2.00 0.16 0.98 0.08 0.73
Macedonia 1.50 0.12 0.62 0.29 1.00
Hungary 1.00 0.08 0.13 0.04 0.06
Latvia 1.00 0.08 0.87 0.17 0.36
Luxembourg 0.50 0.04 0.33 0.43 0.18
Total Europe 1'281.10 100.00

USA 155.40

Australia 104.23

Canada 60.00

Japan 25.93

Hong-Kong 15.33

Others 165.01

Total 1'807.00

Index 1 = % of papers / % of EAA members (soure®AE

Index 2 = % of papers / % of population of Europeaunntries (source: United Nations)
Index 3 = % of papers / % of Gross Domestic Prodii&uropean countries (Source: CIA Factbook)
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Table 4 — Geographical origin of authors of papersiticles

Generalist or top-tier journals

EAA European us
Countries congresses journals  journals ABR AOS EAR JAE JAR TAR
(%) (%) (%) %) ) ) % () (%)

Spain 135 7.7 0.0 1.8 2.6 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
UK 13.3 31.5 0.9 60.4 24.8 22.1 2.7 0.5 0.2
USA 9.1 19.3 90.0 6.9 34.7 8.7 88.1 91.3 90.1
Australia 6.1 6.4 0.9 55 9.8 3.0 1.2 0.2 1.3
Italy 5.9 2.0 0.0 1.2 1.6 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Germany 5.8 2.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 3.9 0.4 0.0 0.0
France 5.6 2.5 0.2 0.0 0.3 6.4 0.0 0.6 0.0
Netherlands 4.5 4.6 0.1 2.4 5.3 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Sweden 4.4 3.5 0.0 1.2 2.8 57 0.0 0.0 0.0
Portugal 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada 3.5 3.9 2.7 3.1 7.3 0.5 2.7 3.1 2.4
Finland 3.2 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 57 0.0 0.0 0.0
Belgium 2.7 1.9 0.0 1.2 0.6 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 1.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ireland 1.7 1.5 0.0 3.1 0.6 15 0.0 0.0 0.0
Poland 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denmark 1.5 0.9 0.4 0.0 1.2 1.1 0.3 0.6 0.2
Japan 1.5 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Switzerland 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Czech Rep. 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hong-Kong 0.9 1.5 3.1 4.9 1.0 0.0 4.1 2.6 2.8
New Zealand 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.4 0.6 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Singapore 0.5 1.0 1.0 2.6 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.5 2.1
Bahrain 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Korea 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2
Others* 5.2 2.9 0.4 5.3 1.1 4.4 0.3 0.2 0.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .aL00100.0
Europe 75.2 65.3 1.7 73.8 43.8 85.1 3.4 1.8 0.6

* Countries with no percentage higher than 1.00

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies]AR:Journal of
Accounting ResearchTAR: The Accounting Review
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Table 5 — Geographical origin of authors of papersiticles

Specialised journals

Countries coEngf\ess Aucoiiting Inter_p_retive/ Acc_ounting Internatiqnal Manager_nent
(%) (%) critical history accounting accounting
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Spain 13.5 1.0 2.1 8.7 2.0 0.7
UK 13.3 11.8 36.1 27.8 7.5 21.3
USA 9.1 55.8 19.3 25.3 41.9 31.1
Australia 6.1 7.7 20.2 14.7 6.3 12.5
Italy 5.9 0.7 0.6 2.7 0.5 0.2
Germany 5.8 0.3 0.8 0.0 1.5 1.6
France 5.6 0.7 0.3 4.8 1.5 0.5
Netherlands 4.5 3.4 0.6 0.5 2.4 7.1
Sweden 4.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.5 4.4
Portugal 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
Canada 3.5 5.6 7.0 3.5 3.7 1.7
Finland 3.2 1.0 0.6 0.0 0.5 4.4
Belgium 2.7 0.5 0.0 1.1 1.8 0.5
Greece 1.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.7
Ireland 1.7 0.0 3.9 1.8 0.0 0.0
Poland 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7
Denmark 1.5 0.3 1.5 0.3 0.3 0.3
Japan 1.5 0.0 1.2 3.5 1.3 0.0
Switzerland 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.7
Czech Rep. 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Norway 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4
Hong-Kong 0.9 3.8 0.3 0.0 13.6 1.0
New Zealand 0.5 0.8 5.1 3.0 2.5 3.3
Singapore 0.5 2.4 0.3 0.0 1.9 1.0
Bahrain 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.1 1.6 0.0
Korea 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.3
Others* 5.2 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 4.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Europe 75.2 21.0 44.9 48.0 21.8 48.4

* Countries with no percentage higher than 1.00

Auditing: Auditing: A Journal of Practice and Theory — Intational Journal of Auditing
Interpretive/critical:Accounting Auditing and Accountability Journal —iti@al Perspectives on
Accounting

Accounting historyAccounting Business and Financial History — AccouHistory — The Accounting
Historians Journal

International accountingtournal of International Accounting Auditing andxedion — Journal of
International Financial Management and Accountin@he International Journal of Accounting
Management accountingournal of Management Accounting Research — Managesccounting
Research
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Table 6 — Geographical origin: Tests on the diffenece between EAA congresses and journals

Wilcoxon test Sign test

EAA congresses (n = 1'807) vs.

European generalist journals (n = 381) Z=2.828** Z = 3.104**
ABR (n =82) Z = 3.254*** Z = 3.714**
AOS (n =161) Z = 2.865** Z = 3.343***
EAR (n = 138) Z =0.339 Z =0.548

US generalist journals (n = 455) Z =2.952* Z H@5***
JAE (n = 113) Z = 3.060** Z = 4.085***
JAR (n =161) Z = 2.908** Z = 4.085%**
TAR (n = 181) Z = 2.908** Z = 4.085***

Auditing journals (n = 194) Z=2.757* Z=3.714%*
AJPT (n =111) Z = 3.492%** Z = 4457
[JA (n = 83) Z=2.627* Z = 3.343***

Interpretive/critical journals (n = 331) Z=3.384* Z = 4.085***
AAAJ (n = 136) Z = 3.190*** Z = 4.085%**
CPA (n =195) Z =4.076*** Z = 4.828***

Accounting history journals (n = 188) Z=3.471** Z = 4.085***
ABFH (n =81) Z = 3.233%* Z = 4.085***
AH (n =53) Z=2.368* Z = 3.343***
TAHJ (n = 54) Z = 3.060** Z = 3.714***

International accounting journals (n = 191) Z =164 Z = 2.600**

JIAAT (n = 47) Z = 2.995** Z = 4.085***
JIFMA (n = 50) Z=1.243 Z = 2.600**
TIJA (n =94) Z=1.525 Z=2971*

Management accounting journals (n = 147) Z=1.135 Z=1.857
JMAR (n =43) Z = 2.044* Z = 3.343***
MAR (n = 104) Z=1.157 Z=2.228*

Variable: % of European papers/articles

* *x %%k Difference with EAA congresses signif@nt at the 0.05, 0.01, 0.001 level respectively

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies)AR:Journal of
Accounting ResearchTAR: The Accounting Review AJPT:Auditing: a Journal of Practice and
Theory— IJA: International Journal of Auditinge AAAJ: Accounting Auditing and Accountability
Journal— CPA:Critical Perspectives on AccountirgABFH: Accounting Business and Financial
History — AH: Accounting History- TAHJ: The Accounting Historians JournalJIAAT: Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and TaxatierJIFMA: Journal of International Financial
Management and AccountirgTIJA: The International Journal of AccountirgJMAR:Journal of

Management Accounting ReseareMAR : Management Accounting Research




Table 7 — The influence of language

Papers/articles from Papers/articles with at least
English-speaking countries 1 English-speaking co-author
Test on the difference Test on the difference
with EAA congresses with EAA congresses
%  (Mann-Whitney test) % (Chi-square test)
Z X2
EAA congresses (n = 1'807) 34.13 40.6
European generalist or top-tier 66.23 -12.276*** 70.9 144 51***
journals (n = 381)
ABR (n =82) 86.79 -10.094*** 87.8 75.69%**
AOS (n =161) 80.43 -12.182*** 83.2 121.19%**
EAR (n = 138) 37.20 -0.978 46.4 1.90
US generalist or top-tier journals 98.66 -26.138*** 100.0 536.33***
(n =455)
JAE (n=113) 98.75 -14.405*** 100.0 161.58***
JAR (n =161) 98.19 -16.798*** 100.0 219.08***
TAR (n = 181) 99.03 -17.869*** 100.0 254 .59***
Auditing (n = 194) 89.30 -15.715%** 91.8 210.29***
AJPT (n=111) 95.04 -13.481*** 96.4 143.17*%**
IJA (n = 83) 81.63 -9.219*** 85.5 69.44***
Interpretive/critical (n = 331) 90.79 -20.161*** 91.8 360.06***
AAAJ (n = 136) 91.05 -13.765*** 91.9 148.34***
CPA (n =195) 90.60 -16.069*** 91.8 211.72%**
Accounting history (n = 188) 76.77 -12.070*** 79.8 119.57***
ABFH (n =81) 66.46 -6.177*** 69.1 27.31%**
AH (n =53) 79.56 -7.184%** 83.0 39.50***
TAHJ (n =54) 89.51 -8.808*** 92.6 60.47***
International accounting (n = 191) 79.97 -13.120*** 85.9 162.10***
JIAAT (n = 47) 94.68 -8.968*** 95.7 59.21***
JIFMA (n = 50) 75.00 -6.502*** 84.0 39.01***
TIJA (n = 94) 74.73 -8.532%** 81.9 66.46%+*
Management accounting (n = 147) 71.88 -9.592*** 75.5 74.19%**
JMAR (n =43) 94.19 -8.483*** 95.3 53.40***
MAR (n = 104) 62.66 -6.228*** 67.3 30.71***

***: Difference with EAA congresses significant tiie 0.001 level

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies)AR:Journal of
Accounting ResearchTAR: The Accounting Review AJPT:Auditing: a Journal of Practice and
Theory— IJA: International Journal of Auditinge AAAJ: Accounting Auditing and Accountability
Journal— CPA:Critical Perspectives on AccountirgABFH: Accounting Business and Financial
History — AH: Accounting History- TAHJ: The Accounting Historians JournalJIAAT: Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and TaxatierJIFMA: Journal of International Financial
Management and AccountirgTIJA: The International Journal of AccountirgJMAR:Journal of
Management Accounting ReseareMAR : Management Accounting Research
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Table 8 — Research domain by journal category (geraist or top-tier journals only)

Domain

EAA congresses

European generalist US generalist or
or top-tier journals  top-tier journals

) (%) (%)
Auditing 9.7 12.1 15.2%*
Education 3.4 1.1 0.2%**
Financial accounting 44.3 45.4 70.3*%**
Accounting history 3.1 8.1x** 0.0***
Accounting information systems 2.0 1.6 0.2**
Management accounting 22.0 21.5 4.8***
Public sector accounting 7.5 4.5* 0.0***
Social and environmental accounting 5.9 6.0 0.7%**
Taxation 2.0 1.6 8.6***
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Herfindhal index 0.266 0.264 0.527

* wx +xx difference with EAA congresses signifant at the 0.05, 0.01, 0.001 level respectively

(Chi-square test)

European journals: ABR — AOS — EAR
US journals: JAE — JAR — TAR

ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The
European Accounting ReviewJAE:Journal of Accounting and Economies]AR:Journal of

Accounting ResearchTAR: The Accounting Review
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Table 9 — Research domain by journal (generalist atop-tier journals only)

EAA

conaresses ABR AOS EAR JAE JAR TAR
Domain (%/0) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

(n = 1'807) (n=82) (n=161) (n =138) (n=113) (n=161) (n=181)
AUD 9.7 14.6 7.5 15.9* 8.0 15.5* 19.3%**
EDU 3.4 0.0 0.6 2.2 0.0* 0.0* 0.6*
FIN 44.3 62.2** 37.3 39.9 79.6%** 77.0%** 58.6***
HIS 3.1 12.2%** 6.8* 7.2%* 0.0 0.0* 0.0*
IS 2.0 0.0 0.6 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.6
MAN 22.0 4.9*** 33.5** 17.4 2.7%** 3.7%** 7.2%**
PSA 7.5 2.4 3.1* 7.2 0.0** 0.0*** 0.0%**
SEA 59 0.0* 9.3 5.8 0.0** 0.0** 1.7
TAX 2.0 3.7 1.2 0.7 9, 7*** 3.7 12, 1%
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Herfindhal index 0.266 0.427 0.272 0.230 0.651 0.62 0.401
* xx xxx difference with EAA congresses signifemt at the 0.05, 0.01, 0.001 level respectivelyi{&Cjuare test)
AUD: Auditing — EDU: Education — FIN: Financial ammting — HIS: Accounting history — IS: Accountimjormation systems — MAN: Management

accounting — PSA: Public sector accounting — SEgi& and environmental accounting — TAX: Taxation
ABR: Accounting and Business ResearcAOS:Accounting, Organizations and SocietfAR: The European Accounting ReviewAE:Journal of

Accounting and EconomiesJAR:Journal of Accounting ResearchilAR: The Accounting Review
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