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ABSTRACT 

There has recently been a significant amount of effort and 

space in the account i ng theory literature devoted to 

attempts to determine a suitable methodological base for 

accounting . While some may take this to indicate that 

accounting is intellectually immature , it can also be taken 

to mean that accounting thinkers are aware of the need 

for a sound structure on which to develop the discipline: 

they have attempted to apply accepted scientific methods 

for research programmes and theory construction. It is 

important that the scientific methods chosen are 

themselves sufficiently rigorous and accepted as meeting 

these needs. 

This thesis is concerned with examining the work of four 

accotmting writers who appear to have had a significant 

influence on accounting thought - Raymond Chambers , 

Yu ji Ijiri, Richard Mattessich and Robert Sterling. 

Although no one year can be held t o be more significant 

than others, 1960, as the be gi nning of the dec ade in 

which most of the work was carried out, has been 

selected as the boundary of this analysis. rl'he fo ur 

selected theorists have all prod c ed major works since 

that date . 



In order to provide a perspective from which to 

assess the methodology of the theorists some space is 

devoted to tracing the thought on scientific theory 

co~struction over the last sevent y years. I t has 

included a brief survey of the major characteristics 

of logical positivism, and the work of philosophers 

who have reacted against that movement - Popper , Kuhn , 

Feyerabend and others . 

It is shown that accounting theorists have tended to 

rely to4 heavily on a logical posi ti vi st posi t:i. on to 
•, 

determine the process by which research is undertaken 

and theories constructed. If the work of those 

philosophers of science who have re acted against the 

positivist po s ition can be accepted as providing a 

more suitable expression of how knowledge is attained 

then accounting theorists have erred. With the 

possible exception of Chambers, from an anal ysis of 

theoretic al works since 1960, this appears to be so . 
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I IN1rRODUCTION 

The noted philosopher, Sir Karl Popper, opens one of his 

"c onjectures" on the growth of sc ientific knowledge (Popper, 

1956, 357) with : 

"Once upon a time .there was a famous 
scientist whose name was Galileo Galilei. 
He was tried by the Inquisition, and 
forced to recant his teaching . This 
caused a great stir; and for well over 
two hundred and fifty years the case 
continued to arouse indignation and 
excitement - long after public opinion 
had won its victory, and the Church had 
become tolerant of science." 

The main concern of this particular paper by Popper i s how 

knowledge is a ttained. He discusses three viewpoints: 

first, the essentialist view, second, t he instrumentalist 

vi ew ; and third his preferred "conjectures , tru t h and 

reality" view. Because the Galileo episode is so well 

known and well documented Popper· can use it to illustrate 

many aspec t s of !~is argument . His subject is t hat which is 

refe r red to as the philosophy of science: one that since i t s 

beginnings in the work of Aristotle has been subject to 

considerable debate due in no small way to its lack of 

definition . As its nature suggests, it is conce rned wi th 

philosophy and science and as such its study merges with 

those disciplines . An "introductory" work has " sketche d" 

four viewpoints (Losee , 1972 , 1-3) : 

1. That it is the f ormulation of world-views that 

are consistent wi.th and even based on important 

sc ient ific theorj_es and. can t herefore_ range from 

speculation abo~t ontological classification to 

pronounceme~1ts re garding the implications of 

t heories evaluating h1.;ininn behaviour as , fo r 

example i.n social Darwinism or ethical re la ti vi ty . 
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2 . Tha t it follows scient ists' predilections for some 

simple regularities in nature: it is mechanistic 

r a ther than teleological. 

J . Tha t it is a discipline in which the concepts and 

theorie s of science are analysed and clarified. 

4 . · That the philosopher of science seeks to answer 

questions concerning the peculiar characteristics 

of scientific inquiry, procedures followed by 

sci entists .investigating na t ure, necessary 

cond i tions for c orr ect scientific explana tion and 

the cogni tive status of scientific laws and principles. 

This fourth view having such a wi de scope almost includes the 

second a nd third vi ews and is therefore useful in its 

gene ral:i:ty . However herein l ies the defect - it .Ls not 

suffic ient t o specify the idea of the philosophy of science -

it' is , as was i ndicated , a " sket~h ". Nor does a "dict ionary" 

provi.1h~ a full answe r: Runes (1 974 , 284-5 ) argues in favour 

of a working division of its subjec t matte r into three fields 

which very basically are : 

1 • The "crit ic al study of the method or methods of the 

sciences , on the nature of scientific symbols, and of 

t··1e logical s tructure of sci entific symbolic systems" 

(a s t udy of metho d which i nclude s logic and theory of 

knowJ edge) . 

2 . "The attempted classification of the basic concepts , 

presnppositions and postulates of the sciences and the 

re velation of the empiri cal rational, or pragmati c ground~3 

upon which they are to work " (including therefore 

the ~etaphysical aspects) . 

J . Ascert aining the limits of special science3 and their 



interrelation and relation to a theory of the 

universe (teleological justification). 
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It includes, therefore, ep~stemology and Popper argues that 

this can be approached from two sides: first as the problem 

of common-sense knowledge , or secondly as the problem of 

scientific knowledge (1959, 18). However, he continues, 

"the most important way in which common-sense knowledge 

grows is , precisely, by turning into scientific knowledge" 

(1959, 19). 

Thi s research work is directed toward the problem of 

kno~le dge in acco"tinting , or, more specifically, how some 
·, 

theories in accounting emerged . The above discussion 

theTefore is relevant for it is into this broad background 

the research fits: in order to understand how knowledge of 

accounting grows it is nece ssary, as Popper implies, to 

determine how scientifi c knowledge grows . Nevertheless 

this approach begs several questions, the most obvious of 

which concerns the relationship between accounting and 

"science" . It is in no way radical to state the 

connection as many others have done so before. Fo r example , 

Spencer (1963), Tilley (1972), Kam (1973), Sterling (1975) 

and Flamholtz (1976) all allude to it in their titles . 

However this does not preclude the possibility of a 

misunde rstanding of , the notion of science; in .fact thi s 

research will show this to be true but no t only amongst 

accountants but by many "scientific thinkers". In order 

to conform, the work is divided into sections which roughly 

correspond to similar work at this level of study . While 
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the majority of these are empirical analyses of specific 

problem areas which lend themselves to easy sectionalisation , 

this theoretical analysis can be divided along similar lines. 

The sections are of widely .disparate sizes . 

The second (next ) section justifies the research: it is what 

in empirical studies is referred to as the statement of the 

problem. The purpose of the study is explicated . 

The third section examines the literature that has been 

devoted to the broad subject area . In an empirical study 

this would entail det ermining the results of past studies 

on ~he same or closely related subject matter. In a 

theoretical study the literature tends to be the subject of 

the study. A distinction is drawn in this work between the 

theoretical literature (the subject matter) and the 

literature examining or reviewing the theoretical 

literature . It is this latter type which forms the major 

part of the third section . Unfortunately there have been 

very few studies made which bear directly on the specific 

subject matter . Other work is therefore examined and the 

problems involved in relating it to the research are fully 

discussed in t hat section . 

The next section of an empirical study would involve 

detailing the research method adopted . Research method

ologies need not be restricted to empirically based 

techniques. It is, in fact part of t he purpose of this 

research to demonstrate the error in this notion . This 

research has elected to study the work of only ~ 
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accounting theorists since 1960 . In addition to 

describing the research methodology adopted in the work, 

section four will also justify the choice of the time 

frame and the theorists . This will be followed by the 

brief section corresponding to what in an empirical study 

would be termed the "hypothesis". 

By far the greater part of this study is devote d to the 

next two sections . Thes e form a two - pronge d analysis of 

the substance of the work : first what are the curr ent 

ideas in the philosophy of science whi ch relate t o theory 

construction, and , secondly , an examination of the work 

of the selected accounting theorists. 

The eighth section, the conclusion , will relate the 

anal~sis of sections six and seven to section five. 

Because of the scope and nature of the s tudy , the 

references will be necessarily many . 

. . 



II PROBLEM STATEMENT 6 

One of the most significant features of twentieth century 

intellectual activity is the efforts in many disciplines to 

attempt to formalise the structures on which these disciplines 

are built . In general terms this effort has been described in 

books on research methodology as the adoption of a "scientific 

approach" . The speed with which scholars in the various 

disciplines have accepted the se efforts has varied as has t he 

time to make the initial explanations. Whereas by the middle 

of this century the great majority of the social sciences had 

undergone significant epistemological shifts in emphasis, some 

disciplines (e.g. accounting) were slow to appreciate the 

po ssible advantages. 

In accounting there had been, what is now regarded as the 

fairly futile, debate as to whether what accountants did 

was in fact what some called an "art" (perhaps in its Grand 

Victorian sense) or whether it w~s a "science" and subject 

to fairly formalized rules and procedures. It appears that 

unde r the notion of some sort of professional independence 

of judgement, those who favoured the former view maintained 

the largest following~ Whereas its most closely related 

field of study , economics , had made significant progre ss 

towards establishing what was regarded as a the oretical 

framework , it was not until the 1950's that serious consideration 

was given to the notion of "scientifi c "study. 

This however did not prevent attempts being made at 

providing a theory for accounting : one which would "provide 



a coherent set of logical principles that form the 

general frame of refe renc e for the evaluat ion and 

development of sound accounting practices ." (Hendriksen, 

1977 , 1 ) . Although , given that accounting, as some form 

7 

of recording - r eporting activity deal ing with economically 

revealing data , has been around for several centuries , and that 

there would have been some logical principles on which this 

activity was based , it is only wi thin the last forty years 

t hat c onscious efforts to develop a "theory " have had 

widespread acceptance . Caplan ( 1972 , 45) states that "one 

of the most interesting aspects of accounti ng evolution 

i.n the past few decades r elates to attempts to develop 

basic acco'Unting theor y ". It is probably for reasons 

similar to this that these events 1 ave become the most 

documented in accounting literature . 1 The greater part of the 

movement took place in the United States and mainly since 1930 as 

one of the consequences of the uncertaintly created by the depres

sion of that time . It was undertaken by p~ofessional bodies (academic 

and practitioners) and par alleled by government regulation. 

This movement lasted until 1959 when the major professional 

body - the AICPA 2 - disbanded their "theory-making" body -

the Committee on Accounting Procedures - out of sheer 

frustration at the lack of progress . In its place they 

1. General texts have summarized the process , e . g . Most (1977) 
and Hendriksen ( 1977), however one of -the bes.t, accounts is 
provided by Zeff ( l'971 b) . As stated there are several 
accounts , anothe r good one is Beford (1 969) and a more 
abbreviated one Moonitz (1975) . 

2 . Abbreviations are used for most professional and other 
bodies , viz AICPA - American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants ; AAA - The American Accounting 
Association ; SEC - Securities and Exchange Commission ; APB -
Accounting Principles Board ; FASB - Financial Accounting 
Standards Board . 
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instituted the APB which was to last only until 1973 when 

it too was disbanded for similar reasons. Created to 

"carry on continuous examination and re-examination of 

basic accounting assumptions and • . .• develop authoritative 

statements for the guidance of both industry and our 

profession" (Alvin Jennings the then president of the 

AICPA , as it is now called, quoted in Zeff, 1971b, 167) i t 

became a politic al "pawn", insulating the SEC from pressures 

and criticisms" finally " .. . failing to define the objectives 

of accounting, failing to construct a comprehensive and 

internally consistent theory of accounting and finally to 

understand the interelatedness and repercussions of its 

decisions" (IV!ost, 1977, 77). The FASB was born out of the 

death of the APB. One of its major objectives is 

establishing rules and standards and it is currently 

attempting just that (FASB, 1976). 

The accounting profession outside the United States has also 

had little success in providing a theoretical structure for 

accounting. Professional bodies in Britain, New Zealand and 

Australia have imposed upon themselves the obligation to 
I 

produce standards and are in fact doing so. In addition to 

these an international body - the International Accou..YJ.t i n(; 

Standards Committee (IASC) - has been set up al so to issue 

statements of standard accounting practice. 

There is no way that these efforts can be described as 

scientific attempts to d·evelop theories. In setting 

guidelines for practioners they are little more than the 

result of political ploys to placate the majority of 

members and present a seemingly responsible countenance to 
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the public. As an academic endeavour, accounting on this 

basis would involve little more than rote learning of 

mechanical skills and be devoid of any intellectual rigour . 

Fortunately thi s is not the case for, although the above 

describes the general background in which the more 

perce~tive have to work, it also highlights the need for a 

deeper evaluation of the structural framework. Authoritative 

pronouncements will never resolve issues in the long run 

and the continued need for the revision of such statements 

(described above) indicates this . While accounting may 

seem to be, "as a logical and empirical science in too _ 

primitive a s tage" for the development of a single general 

the'ory (He;ndri kson , 1977, 1 ), several attempts have been 

made and they form the subject of this research work . In 

analysing some of these works, in determining their strengths 

and weaknesses , in ques tioning their acceptanc e or rejection, 

the whole issue of the process of knowledge accumulation i s 

raised. If, as suggested earlier, the process is the subject 

of philosophers of science then it is necessary to examine 

the wo r ks in relation to current thinking j_n that area . 

Accounting, as a social science, (Mautz, R K in, "Acc ounting 

as a Social Science", Accounting Review 38, April 1963, 317-25, 

describes it so ), is faced with the same problems these other 

sciences are . In adopting a scientific approach f or constructing 

' theories · they have relied on what appeared to be the ma jority 

opinion of philo s ophers of science in respect of theory 

construction . This subject however has been the most 

important problem of philosophers of science , for as Suppe 

(1 972., 3) >:> ays : 



"If any problem in the philosophy of 
science can justifiably be claimed 
the most central or important, it is 
that of the nature or structure of 
scientific theories." 
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The problem of this analysis would therefore appear to be 

two-tiered: first to isolate what would seem to be the 

mainstream ideas in the philosophy of .science and , sec ondly, 

to examine the accounting theories in relation to them . 

In a work of this nature a solution to the first problem would 

appear to be overly ambitious. It is therefore further 

stressed that it is the mainstream ideas in the literature· 

that will be examined . This will no.t be purely superficial, 
, 

for such ~ treatment would be self def eating in not 

providing sufficient understanding to relat e the accounting 

wo;ks to them 3 • Nevertheless a complete appreciation of 

all current thinking is not possible: for example a complete 

survey of ideas developed and/or developing in systems 

theory is not possible. 

J . In fact it will be demonstrat ed that a superficial 
understanding of one writer, T.S. Kuhn , has cl ouded 
rather than clarified the understanding of theories 
in many disciplines . 

' ' 



III LITERATURE SURVEY 11 

THE TEXTBOOK TRADITION 

A narrow interpretation of this research problem is that 

i t examines the work of four prominent account ing thinkers 

in relation to contemporary views in the philosophy of 

s cience . Accepting this only leads to the conc l usi on that 

a literature survey would be fairly brief . In fact , 

strictly speaking , there do not appear to be any works on 

the subject. In respect to the works of the selected 

aut ho rs the most obvious source of comment thereon are the 

reviews (including book reviews) of them . In addition t o 

these there are interprEtations found in textbooks but these 

var~ wid~ly in content, coverage and appreciation . 
·, 

A more general interpretation however would appear to be 

more appropriate. As indicated, some of the more specific 

material is contained within general texts. An awareness 

of their generality would assist in understanding their 

specification . Accepting this as a most suitable starting 

point is McDonald (1972) who attempts , as his title suggests , 

a compsrati ve analysis of accounting theory . Apart from the 

non-specification of a time period McDonald then corresponds 

to this "broade r interpretation" of his research work. 

Mc Donald ( 1972, 2) opens with the s t a tement that , "All 

theories . and systems approaches are to a greater or less 

extent concerned with explanation and predj_ction . Even 

explanation in the abstract is rare. Explanation 

facilitates and makes more certain the predictive proces s . 

In t he physical sciences, the laws of physics explain various 
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types of physical phenomena, but such explanation is 

ultimately used to predict what will happen under certain 

defined conditions. In the social sciences the same holds 

true" . He then examines ac.counting using two approaches -

a theory approach ("concerned with prediction") and a 

s ystems approach ("a complex of interacting and inter

dependent sets of phenomena"). 

"Theories are derived by organising the results of past 

experience " (5). These "past experiences" travel through 

three aspects before emerging as workable theories . There 

is, first, the translation process of encoding to symbolic 

representation which is necessary to enable the second 
" 

proc ess to be performed: manipulation or combination 

according to rules. It is here that constructs are 

deve~op e d and very often (e. g. income) they are not 

di r ectly observable. The next step involves further 

translation processes - the decoding of the constructs back 

into real world phenomena. McDonald's view is, therefore, 

little more than a highly simplified logical positivist 

stance . 

"Accounting is utilitarian in purpose and disruptive in 

nature '' (13). There is, therefore, a need for workable 

goals. Some theorists have observed accounting and 

tl deduced" (?) tb.e underlying rationale of accounting ; they 

produce descriptive accounting theories or theories of 

acc ounting . On the other hand there are those who attempt 

to "evolve a theory of wha t accounting ought to be; they 

produce normative accounting or a theory for accounting . 



As examples of the former he suggests Sanders, Hatfield 

and Moore , Grady and Ijiri 4 ; the latter, MacNeal, 
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ASOBAT and Chambers 5 McDonald then provides a framework 

for analysis which, after a brief discussion of induction 

and.deduction , is presented from a systems viewpoint. Like 

many other writers using the term, systems is used to 

describe little more than a flow chart schema on the 

theories of and for ideas. An expanded tre atment of some 

examples follows and in theories of accounting these are 

Grady (1965) and Ijiri (1967) again to which is added 

AICPA (1970). Examples of theories for accounting now 

include Chambers ( 1966) and ASOBAT (.1966) as before and 
, 

Edwards and Bell (1961) and Moonitz and Sprouse (1963) and ., 

Moonitz (1961). Although the analysis provided by 

McDonald is largely unsatisfactory, it is important as one 

of the first attempts to analyse theory methodology in 

accounting i.n text book form . The preface indicates that 

it is a " short introduction to accounting theory " and it is 

little more than that. It doe s , however , appear to represent 

the first, widely available "text" on theory methodology. 

4. Their major (or only) works , viz; Sanders, TH, Hatfield, 
HR and Moore , V, A Statement of Accounting Principles, 
AICPA, 1938; Grady, Paul, Inventory of Generally Accepted 
Accountin Princi les for Business Enter rises~ Accounting 
Research Study 7 , AICPA, 19 5; and Ijiri 19 7 J. It is 
difficult to see Grady as "a theory", using any approach, 
and Sanders , Hatfield and Moore as more than_"a statement ". 

5. MacNeal, Kenne th, Truth in Accounting, Univers ity of 
Pennsylvania Press , 1939; ASOBAT is conventional abbreviation 
for, A Statement of Basic Accounting Theory , AAA Committee 
to Prepare a Statement of Basic Accounting The ory , (1 966); 
Chambers (1966) 



The most widely used standard text on accounting theory 

has been Hendriksen (1977). It has been used for most 
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courses in accounting theory for over twelve years in its 

three editions 6 but probably through default more than any 

nec~ssary intrinsic worth . It is interesting to note that 

the one chapter that has h ad to be extensively revised 

throughout its three editions has been that on the 

methodology of accounting theory . The author confesses his 

personal view of theory methodology is eclectic and 

consequently his work is little more than a synthesis . 

However herein lies its maj or attraction, for it has 

elucidated currently held views of theory construction 

ap~earing in the literatur e . By the same token this also 

gives 'rise to a major criticism : it has presented many so 

called "approaches " to theory construction as if they were 

all of equal merit or relevance . While earlier editions 

generated the myth that there can be various t ypes of 

theories such as inductive , deductive, pragmatic or socio-

economic , the latest edition (Hendriksen , 1977) perpetuates 

it (sl ightly tempered) and even adds more 7 What results 

is a mixture of processes common to a positivist stance 

though in most instances insufficiently ri gorous . 

Verification is seen as a very nE~ essary element. 

6. 1965, First Edition , 1971 , Revised Edition. It has been 
one of the very few textbooks published and is continually 
referred to in th~ literature. . .. ... 

7. For example : theories of inves tment valuation , predictive 
indications , communication theory ethical, events and 
macroeconomic approa~hes and non-specific behavioural 
objectives . 
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The most recent addition to the textbook presentations is 

Most (1977). Like Hendrikse:n,Most devotes the first 

chapter to considering methodological questions bu~ unlike 

Hendr iksen , it relates the theory construction process to 

what is seen to be scientific method. While acknowledging 

that no. satisfactory definition of --accounting exists , a 

brief historical perspective lends meaning to the need for 

account ing, largely in terms of account abili t y . In this 

perspective Most points out that there was little criticism 
8 of accounting until the last forty years yet acknowledges 

the work of a recent author 9 who showed that the "revolt_ 

against accountants has been brewing ror nearly 100 years 

and certain, problems appear to be perennial and impervious 

to regulation and legislation". ( 11 ) . 

However it is within the context of the growing accountability 

and criticisms of accounting that Most sees the need for 

accounting theory. 

"A theory is a systematic statement of 
the rules or principles which underlie 
or govern a set of phenomena. A theory 
may be viewed as a framework permitting 
the organisation of ideas , the explanation 
of phenomena and the prediction of 
future behaviour .... . . ... . . . " 

"A theory is above all an explanation . 
There is a widespread misconception 
that a theory must aid in prediction, 
but not all theories do . The theory 
of evolution , for example, has no 
predictive ability whatsoever •• • •• 

8. The first major criticisms coming from MacNeal , in his Truth 
in Acc ountin~ (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1939) who attacked 
accounting with what Most quotes the author as claiming , 
"ill temper and sweeping denunciation" . (10) 

9. Brief , Richard H, "The Accountant's Responsibility in 
Hist orical Perspective", Accounting Review, 50 , 197 5, 
285- 97 



Similarly, a political theory may 
explain revolution . in socio-economic 
terms , but could not predict that 
Chile would become the first country 
to vote a communist gove rnment into 
power .•• " ( 11 ) 

16 

Most sees t hree views of theories : reductioni sm , 

instrurnentalism and realism (extremely diverse !). He also 

makes ~he distinction between theories which are posi tive 

(the more common name for what McDonald , 1972, above , 

referred to as 'descriptive') and normative. He then 

turns to research methodology: -referred to by many, under 

seve ral different notions, as scienti~ic me t hod . This 

leads Most to his conclusion: 

" In summary: a theory is a· complex 
' set of rules or principles based 
·upon knowledge preferably derived 
from research. Research is characterised 
by a certain me thodology, which is a 
reliable set of methods. A method is 
a family of models which have been found 
useful for hypothesis testing. A theory 
therefore is essentially a set of 
acceptable hypotheses ". ( 15) 

ANALYT ICAL WORKp 

The three works discussed above are , as mentioned , primarily 

designed as textbooks . An awareness of their content is a 

useful guide to current accepted thinking : in Kuhn's terms , 

they "aim to communicate the vocabulary and syntax of a 

contemporary scientific language" (1970a, 136). There are 

some works which have attempted to analyze the structure of 

accounting theories . The most ambitious of these appears 

to be YQ (1976) the title of which is The Structure of 

Accounting Theory . It differs from the major works which 

form the subject of this analysis in that whereas they are 
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actually constructing a theory of (or for) accounting the 

purpose of this book is "to present a methodological exposition 

of the ory construction and verification in ac counting. It 

does not deal with accounting theory per se" (2) 

The book is perhaps best summed up by a reviewer 10 

"Much of the book is devoted to . 
discussions of t he rudiments of 
philosophy ••. hence, the more 
sophisticated reader may become 
impatient with the pace of the 
exposition . Nevertheless , the 
book does catalogue a l arge number 
of philosophical issues in ~he area 
of theory construction and indicates, 
in general terms, their relevance 
to accounting". 

It ..j_s not" certain what level of "sophistication" is 
., 

suggested by the reviewer but it certainly is easy to become 

impatient with the book: f or one that promises so much 

very little is actually proffered. The method which is 

given as scientific is again a weakenedform of logical 

positivism and it overlooks entirely the Wel tanschauungen 

analyses of philosophers of science such as Toulmin, Kuhn, 

Hanson, Feyerabend and Popper . Its scope is limited and so 

is its consequent appeal. In an appendix Yu summarizes 

" the several modes of ethical philosophy " and conc ludes 

wi th a short section on logical positivism doubting its 

usefulness to ethical statements. Thi s is obviously true 

in relat it'n to ethical philosophy but it i.s a little strange to 

find the .greater part of the book devoted to describing a 

theory construction process which "is the produc t of 

logical positivism and cannot be understood or divorced 

from the tenets of that involvement " (Suppe, 1974, 6) 

10 . Carl son , Mervin L, in Accounting Review, 52, 1977, 785-6 
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Two shorter but more rigorous works are Iselin (1971) and 

Penman ( 197 3 ). I se l i n is conce rned wi th determining 

object i ve s of accounting in order that a "deductive theory" 

of accounting can be e s tablished . It accepts Hendriksen's 

(1977 : but earlie r editi on obviously) different 

methodologies (and concentrates on one) and for that reason 

should probably be di smi ssed as being irrelevant in the light 

of contemporary views on theories. However it is interesting 

in that i t represents an early example of methodological 

analysis and the conclusions appear t o be fairly true for 

accounting ; that is , the objectives of acc ounting established 

give a good indication of the sc ope of the discipline. 

Penman ' s (1973) compass is larger : it c onsiders a framework 

suitable for accounting theory. After a brief introduction, 

ontological questions in accounting are raised. The next 

section discusses construct formi..' , ati on as the basis of 

theory construction and the final section s "answer" the 

ontological questi ons with r ecourse to the construct 

formulation process . The work relies heavily (though not 

solely), for its analysis of scientific t heo r ies , on the 

efforts of Carnap , Hempel and Margenau and as such is open 

11 to all t he criticism levelled against these writers . 

Const r ucts exist on a higher , theory plane and are 

11. Which form the baqis of the first part of se'c'tion VI of 
this research ·work . Penman lists three works by each of these 
writers, including Carnap , R, The Logical Structure of the World, 
Routledge and Kegan Paul , 1967; Hempel , Carl, Aspec t s of 
Scientific Explanation, Free Press , 1965 and Philosophy of 
Natural Science, Prentice Hall , 1966; and Margenau , Henry, The 
Nature of Physical Reality : A Philo sophy of Modern Physics , 
McGraw Hill, 1950 



developed from the, lower, real world (empirical) plane 

through the process of refinement of perc eption to 

conception to construction . Constructs are subjec t to 

deduct i ve processes using syntactical rules and these 

emerge after a process of verification, real world 
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concl~sions which through the medi a of statistical 

inferences and experimentation can be used to describe and/ 

or predict real world events . This is very much the ideas 

of Henry Margenau 12 and with one or two minor modific1.tions 

is the view most encountered in the literature on accounting 

t heory construction . Penman (1973) thus avoids the 

misguided oversimplification of Hendriksen , the generality 

- of Most ar+d present s a more sophisticated version of 

McDonald . 

A paper delivered at a seminar in 1966 forms t he basis of 

Deinzer (1 968 ). However seventy pages of notes to this 

paper form the bulk of the work (with an appendi x exce rpt 

from John Dewey) . The result is a disjointed work , 

difficult to follow and ~t appears to be heavily influenced 

by the so called rigours of economic science presented in 

the Krupp book in which Margenau (1968 ) appe ars (The 

Structure of Economic Science, 1960) . 

12. See Margenau (1960) for an outline , Margenau.(1961) 
for the de t ail 
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PRESEN'rED PAPERS 

There have been s everal symposia in account ing since 1960 

which have had accounting thebry as a major , if not the 

only , t heme . The proceedings of these symposia have 

contri bu~ed significantly t o the l iterature on .theory methodology . 

A good example is Stone (1971) which is r efered to below. Goldberg 

( 197 1) opens with a quote from William James and this sets 

the theme fo r hi s paper although "common sense " rather 

than "pragmatism" would be a more suitable description . 

Goldberg suggests that there are three varieties of 

accounting theory; one a nor mative - deq.ucti ve approach :.:>.nd t he other 
, 

two ind~ctiv.~ , the distinction in the latter being on the 

basis of predictability . The argument recalls Goldbe r g 

(1 965) and tends to favour an empiricist approach . However 

it is a logically impossible empi r icism, one that appears 

to deny positive theorizing! 

In commenting on Goldberg 's, paper Zeff (1971a) provides 

an excellent , if too brief , summary of much research-

t heorizing in accounting . Its main usefulness is in its 

championing the cause for soundly based scientific theorizing 

in place of authoritative professional pronouncements . 

There are four significant symposia which had as their 

theme accounting research. Sterling in the Introduc tion to 

Sterling (1972a) shows that "there have been a number of 

attempts over the years to provide a concise definition of 

the " scientific method . " All of these attempts have failed . 

They haye failed because , as the historians of science have 
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shown, sometimes science progresses in one way and sometimes 

in another" (J ) and this is one of the earliest 

acknowledgements by accountants of a broader vi ew of 

scientific progress . Caplan 's (1972 ) subject is "accounting 

research as an information source for theory construction", 

though the content is little more than an attempt to justify 

empirical research on the basis of it providing the 

information f or minor the or~es : 

11 1rheory construction based on good 
empirical research • ... will move 
us forward very slowly ...• But in 
the long run this kind of r esearch 
appe ars more likely to win the race 
in building a basic the ory of 
ace onnting". ( 48) 

Williams '( 1972) takes Caplan to task on eight counts : his ., 

major criticism is the complete lack of rigour in Caplan 

(1 972) . . On this point there is little doubt that Williams 

is e~tirely justified but the preferred method of Williams 

f or theory construction is the Penman ( 1973) - type 

discussed above . (There are reasons for this suggested a 

little later) . Caws (1972) takes a similar pose on this 

mat t er in his critique of Ijiri ( 1972b ) . 

Dopuch and Revsine (1973) in evaluating accounting research 

from 1960 - 1970 , required Nelson ( 197 3) to exarnine "A 

Priori " research in accounting and it is little wonde r that 

he was not sure of the ful l meaning of his task as the term 

appears to have -Oeen' coined for him . They seem to have had 

in mind what Iselin (1971) did: Theory constructed along 

normative - deductive lines . Nelson , accepting this , 

suggests that , " the 1960s was a golden age i n the history 

of a Eriori r esearch in accounting", ( 4) ye t devote s half 
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of his paper to "a priori research" undertaken outside this 

time frame. He doe s not discuss philosophical considerations 

in theory construction . Given the topic, i t is an extremely 

disappointing paper which left open the way to the original 

research in this present analysis . 

The three other sections of Dopuch and Revsine are research 

in management accounting , behavioural science and accounting 

research, and empirical research in accounting . It is only 

the last of these that could contribute to the debate on 

theory constructi on but discussion tended to be directed 

towards practical problems in researph • 

. , 

Previts (1975) contains only one paper with direct relevance 

to this work - that by Sterling ( 1975) . Discussion of this 

is left to later in this work . So too is Chambers (1976) 

in Previts (1 976 ) . 

INSTITUTIONAL EFFORTS 

There exists in accounting a body of literature on theory 

which could bes t be classified as institutiona~ represented 

on one extreme by Grady (1965) and. at the other by ASOBAT 

(1966). Grady (1965) epitomizes the worst in such an approach: 

it is little more than a list of current procedures and. while 
,. ' 

it may be a useful guide for further theorizing it can itself 

in no way be the "theory " it was supposed to be . 

It has already been stated that frustration with the lack 

of pr.ogress in forming a theoretical structure had reached 
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a peak in 1959 in the USA. Therefore , as also mentioned , 

the APB was set up by the AICPA with the a i m of solving 

the basic structural problem . To assist it a ful l time 

Accounting Research Division (ARD) was also set up and had 

by 1 July 1960 its first full time di rector and eight 

research s t udies with authors scheduled . The firs t two of 

these we r e , basic postulat es and broad principles . The 

first research study was written by M:oonitz (1961) . 

"In 55 pages of broad ranging discussion, the author 

developed a framework of three tiers of postulates , 

comprehending the environment , the field of accounting itself , 

and imperatives . Since a study of this sort had few 

precedeni:s in the accounting literature , it is probably fair 
., 

to say that many readers , not to exclude the Board , did 

not know what to make of it ." (Zeff , 1971 b , 17 4) Needless 

to say the study was reJected as too academic. While the 

argument developed is i n fact philosophically tame , its 

rejection by practioners highlighted the general framework 

for what they saw as being a theory - pr obably a set of 

working rules to be followed in particular circumstances . 

In fact , Zeff (1971b , 174) continues wi th, "Seldom had 

accountants formalized their conceptual schemata in terms 

of postulates , whether or not rigorously derived " . It 

is ironic that these same expressions (called postulates by 

Moonitz) are today being used as the basis of professional 

pronouncements in the USA , UK , Australia , New Zealand 

and by the I . A.S . C. Needless t o say also , t he APB 

did not follow up with " the issuance of a pronouncements " 

as had been their original frame of reference . Nor did they 

issue any pronouncement following the third researc h study , 
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Sprouse and Moonitz (1962). In fact the rules for 

publication of future studies were changed to require 

the approval of the majority of the Board. Not only does 

this serve to illustrate the innate conservatism of a 

body supposedly serving the public interest, it exemplifies 

the m~st pernicious professional politicing . 13 The 

Board's response was to commission Grady (1965). Whereas 

Yu (1976) stated that he was not concerned with "accounting 

theory per se" (above) these last four works are and 

therefore could on those grounds be excluded from a survey 

on written exposition of theoretical method. However because 

they indicate attitudes of a large numbe r of accountants to 

theory as .,such they are useful in appreciating the problems 

of theory acceptance . They represent the practitioner -

professional - institutional approach to theory . It is 

also -useful to examine the academic-professional - institutional 

approach . Because of its apparently highly significant 

influence on writers subsequent to its publication, 

ASOBAT (1966) is an important work . 

The charge of the Committee was: 

"To develop an integrat ed statement 
of basic accounting theory which 

13 At least iwo points concerning these matters are worthy of 
note. First, it appears the profession (in the USA) has 
"reaped what it so,wed " with all the troubles' 'facing· it at 
the moment wit'h Congressi onal investigations and the like. 
Secondly , a criticism of Sprouse and Moonitz was their 
suggestion of replacement cost as a suitable recording 
"cost ": in the USA certain replacement cost information 
is now mandatorily required to be reported by companies 
per SEC regulation. 



will serve as a guide to educators , 
practitioners and others interested 
in accounting ." 
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The effort is not the first by the AAA but it does represent 

a significant change in direction. As Sterling (1967a) 

points out, a committee effort has the added constraint 

(over an individual) in that it must achieve general 

agreement be tween members but he does concede that the 

document is "revolutionary " when compared to contemporary 

practice and education . One of the reasons for this is its 

methodology which, Sterling (1967a , 96) says is "self-

consciously antithetical to the previous inductive or 

empirical methods''. Despite this it appears to have been 

well reatl : by at least March 1970 , Deinzer had identified 
•, 

more than fifty articles citing it (1 971 , 114). 

ASOBA~ defines accounting in terms of identifying, measuring 

and communicating economic information, then proceeds to 

develop the theory on this basis . To do so it f irst 

examines the objective s of accounting which would then 

permit an identification of the scope of accounting and then 

the methods used . These methods - the methodology - includes 

" the various techniques and procedures used by accountants " 

and the purpose in developing a theory of accounting "is 

to establish standards for judging the acceptability of 

accounting methods" (6) . The Committee then turned to 

presenting standardis that would "provide the means of 

acceptL1g or rejecting accounting methods " (6 , emphasis 

in original) . Unlike earlier effort s the Committee 

prescribes these : they ar e deduced from the preceding 

definitions and statements . 
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The American Accounting Association has since 1969 

issued as a supplement to its journal - The Accounting 

Review 14 - the reports of its various committees . The 

Committee on Accounting ~heory Construction and 

Verification (1969 - 70) Report is contained in AAA ( 197 1b ). 

The charge of the Committee was: 

" .. . to search out the sources of 
accounting theory ; suggest criteria 
for the verification of accounting 
theory; and recommend the ory 
construction methods appropriate 
for thought . Emphasis should be 
placed on empirical verification 
of accounting theories" . (197 1b, 50) 

The title of the Committee, let alone its charge , presumes 

the theory construction methodology : verification , for 
, 

many., is an untenable methodological presupposition. 15 

There are at least two reasons , however , why this work is 

significant in exrunining accounting theories: first , it 

draws attention to the fact that Accountants were aware 

of the need for some basic work on theory construction, 

and, secondly, the members of the Committee were, what 

could be described as, "signific ant contributors " to the 

literature in accounting theory. To continue this latter 

poin t , in fact their recent contributions have shown that 

either the report was heavily influenced by their ideas 

or their work in producing the report greatly assisted in 

formulating their ideas . The allusion to the significance 

of the author , Williams (1972), mentioned earlier refers 

14. Actually as from 1978 this practice has been abandoned. 

15. This point is t aken up in Section VI of this analysis. 
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to this point. 16 

The method supported by the committee is positivistic -

axiomatic calculi to which partial observational 

interpretation is given : it is the method commonly found 

in most of the less recent literature in t~e physical and 

social sciences . The Carnap - Hempel type of analysis is 

followed . 

The introduction takes an over view and , given their 

overall subsequent analysis , a rather paradoxical allusion 

to Kuhn is made. Theories are first of all "a set of 

sente.nces" so some space is devoted to explaining some 

principles of semio t ics : syntactics, semantics and 

pragmatics. The importance of verification - a principle 

with which even the scientific empiricists are not entirely 

happy - is stressed as is the idea of planes mentioned above: 

Theory Plane In uts ~ Syntactical 
Manipulation --!1 Outputs I 

Observational Plane 

0 (f.l 
0 (j) 

§ s 
(j) § 
0 c+ 
c+ I-' · 
1-'·0 
0 p.l 
~ I-' 
m 

0 Ul 
0 (j) 

§ s 
(j) § 
0 c+ 
c+ I-'· 
I-'· 0 
0 p.l 
::s 1--' 
m 

Source : AAA ( 1971b) 58 
. . 

16 . The members of the committee were , Thomas H Williams 
(Chairman), William H Beaven, Danie l 1 McDonald, K 
Fred Skousen and Robert R Sterling . 



A tentative metatheory for accounting is suggested : 

different researchers could , as , it is suggested they 

have already, concentrat e on sub- areas . 

and : 

however: 

"In the syntactics area , we have 
the entire history of trying to 
develop 'concepts' or 'principles'. 
The idea behind stating such concep t s 
or principles is to allow one to 
deduce the correct procedures in 
a specific case " . (58) 

"The pragmatics area includes the 
whole of the 'behavioural ' 
research in accounting". ( 59) 

"The semantic connections .on the 
output side are even more neglected . 

. , The extant theory of accounting 
has not been confirmed. It is 
difficult to know just what one 
would mean by 'confirmation ' in 
connection with the extant theory". (59) 
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Thi s l ast point is of considerable significanc e to the 

committee for it indicates lines open to future accounting 

theoretical thinking. First they suggest that accounting 

could claim t o be non-empirical in which case confirmation 

loses meaning . To the uninitiated this may seem so but, 

they argue , there is little future in this line of argument. 

Secondly , they could "attempt to alter the theory so that 

the outputs would be subject to direct verificati on " (60 ). 

Thi s is rejected in favour of the third alternative of 

expanding the "Theory of Accounting" to include decision . . 
, 

theori~ s : · acco\mting becomes "the measurement - communication 

function of the decision process " . 

To suggest, to those clinging , as fervently as a religious 

fanatic, to the theory construction process described that 
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it may be wrong is heresy. Ir0nically, the report of 

another committee of the same period (on Foundation of 

Accounting Measurements: AAA 1971a) opens with ·a discussion 

of the decision theory and its relevance for accounting 

and concludes witb · a discussion of theory construction. 

The. process described in this instance follows the modified 

(semantical emphasis) logical empiricm of Mario Bunge 17 

The most recent institutional or committee discussion of 

methodological aspects of accounting is the AAA' s Committee 

on Standards for External Financial Reports , Statement on 

Accounting Theory and Theory Acceptance (AAA , 1977). There 
, 

na~. ho~ever been several other publications dealing with 

matters of "theoretical concern" prior to this and subsequent 

to ASOBAT (1966) . One such document is AICPA (1970): 

APB Statement No 4, "Basic Concepts and Accounting Principles 

Underlying Financial Statements of Business Enterprises" . 

The AICPA were still searching for the elusive definitive 

statement on principles; Moonitz ( 196 1 ) and Sprouse and 

Moonitz (1962) had been emphatically rejected and there was 

ambivalence towards Grady (1965) . While this statement 

shows the influence of ASOBAT it readily admits to being 

17. This is probably a gros s oversimplific ation in the 
appreciation of Bunge ' s work and may po s sibly be not 
entirely ac curate: some philosophers change their 
views more than , others . The report however presents 
that interpretation of Bunge . This influence is likely 
due in no small pa rt to the fact that one committee 
member, Mattessich, was at the time heavily influenced 
by Bunge. Another member, Ijiri , was deeply interested 
in measurement theory which would further indicate 
a natural proclivity to Bunge's work on semantical 
aspects of theory construction . 
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descriptive and not prescriptive. While it was not 

intended to provide a theoretical f~amework the statement 

is deficient as a theory, according to Hendriksen (1977), 

for several reasons . His first criticism concerns the 

semant ic descriptions of certain concepts : t hey are 

synthetic . Secondly there is no logical relationship 

between objectives and the det a~ led principles. Thirdly 

the lack of verifiability by which Hendriksen seems to 

be implying semantical connection - his first criticism . 

In short, to Hendriksen, "Statement No 4 is not a theory 

of current accounting practice nor a clear statement of 

generally accepted accounting principles " (84). 
, 

·, 

The AAA Committee on Research Methodology report is 

c~ntained in AAA (1972a). However prior to its report 

be~ng published, a colloquium had been held and the papers 

presented there were in fact the reports of individual 

committee membe r s with a few extra commentaries . The 

proceedings of the colloquium are contained in Sterling 

( 1972a), discussed above . 

Although it is difficult to pinpoint a specific t ime, 

there was around about 1970 a change in emphasis in works 

on accounting theory . While some may see it as the 

maturing of a science , the cynic may well be moved to .. . 
comment that ~t - is' the final ad.mis.sion of failure. 

Whereas 1960 18 closed the curtain "bushfire" 19 on 

18. Approximately: Establishment of APB, publication of Moonitz 
(1 961 ) amongst other t hings . 

19. Solutions devised to extinguish the flames of trouble areas . 



31 

official pronouncements on theoretical issues and wholesale 

"induc ing" of theories, and opened the season on broad 

methodological debate , 1970 introduced a new style of 

performance : theorizing has become more specifically related to 

sub- areas of the accounti~g arena . The emphasis is no longer on 

ge~eral methodo logical matters but is related to aspects of 

accounting such as financial reporting, behavioural theories, 

commilllication theories, information theori es, systems conc epts, 

measurement theory, international accounting, social performance 

measurement and other matte rs. 

Whereas in previous discussions financial reporting was the end 

result of an overall financial accounting paradigm, it ,now became 

a subject in its own right : accounting as it was previously 
, 

reco,gµize,d to be has become fragmented with groups of researchers 

all working towards their own minor goals. It is as if, in 

Kuhn ' s -terms, there had been the "period of pronounced 

professi-onal i.nsecuri ty generated by the persistent f ailure of the 

puzzles of normal science to come out as they should" (1 970a) 

(pre 1960), followed by "the prol iferation of articulati ons , the 

willingness to try anything , the expression of explicit 

discontent , the recourse to philosophy and to debate over 

fundamentals" (91) (1960s) followed by the return to the puzzle 

solving of normal science . 

Whether this is in fact so is obviously dependent on many 

factors not mentioned and it is part of the purpose of t his 

research to examine, just those. However a pre:..requisi te would 

be the substitution of a new paradigm yet in accounting there 

is none . This tends to lead to the pessimistic conclusion 

described above . 
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To illustrate this movement away from the general aims it 

is only ncessary to look a t the AAA committees report ing 

in 1976 and 1977 : 

1976 professional examination, accounting 
for social performance , international 
accounting in developing countries and 
financial accounting standards(on 

FASB Discussion Memorandum on Ma~eriality) . 

1977 (includes) editorial policy of the 
Accounting Review, accounting in the 
public sector, managerial planning 
and control, international accounting 
operations and educ a t ion. , acc ounting 
by debtors and creditors , accounting 
treatment of changing prices, and 
ot her admini strati ve - educ~tion 
oriented committees. 

A similar trend is noticeable in the practioner 

profes~ional bodies. The report of the Trueblood 
., 

Committe l~ (AICPA, 1973) is a good example : the title 

is "Objectives of Financial Statements" and that is 

exactl~ _ what the Committee investigated. The basis of 

their re search was empirical and de scriptive; it , in their 

own words , "solicited the views of mo re than 5,000 

corporations , professional firms, unions, public intere s t 

gr oups , national and international accounting organisations , 

and financial publications conducted more than 50 

interviews with executives 35 meetings ... a review 

of pertinent writings in accounting, economics and 

financial analysis " (1 0) . 

The profession in ~he United States is currently 

preoccupied with two matters . Firs t , there is the question of 

survival in light of two Federal Government (Senate) 

investiga tions (The Metcalf Report, "The Accounting 

Establishment", US Senate Document , 95- 34; and the forthcoming 

Moss Report). · 
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Secondly , through the FASB, it is attempting to establish 

a conceptual framework for financial accounting and 

reporting. 

"A conceptual framework is a constitution , 
. a coherent system of interrelated objectives 
and fundame n tals ·that can lead to 
consistent standards and that prescribes 
the nature , function and limits of 
financ ial accounting and financial 
statements " (FASB, 1976, "Scope", 2) 

A little further on it is stated : 

and 

"concepts cannot be expected automatically 
and unequivocally to resolve specific 
problems. Like a constitution, a 
conceptual framework •. . will require 
interpretation and, occasionally, 
ammendment ." 

,"Thus a conceptual framework is a guide 
.,for predictable analysis and judgement" . 

(FASB, 1976, "Scope" , 6) . 

To some this may sound very much as if they are attempting 

to provide a theory of accounting . However the work itself 

is unfinished (FASB) and research has not yet established 

the meaning of "theory": the ques tion therefore is open-

ended , left unanswered. 

This is the environment in which, the latest institutional 

or committee discussion of methodological aspects of 

accounting was published : (AAA, 1977). For those 

interested in methodological aspects of accounting theories 

the report provides little over which to enthuse . It 

consi~3ts of five qhapters : . . 

1 . Introduction 

2 . Alternative Theory Approaches 

3. Criticisms of Pre sent Theory Approaches 

4. Difficulties in Achieving Consensus: A general view 

5. Implications. 
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While chapter1 provides some accurate observations (most 

of which have already been noted in this report) , chapters 

2, 3 and 5 are fairly predictable of accounting theory 

discussions. 

The Introduction provides an overview of a~counting and 

the need for theories: 

"In the view of thi s Committee, a single 
universally accepted basic accounting 
theory does not exist at this time~ 
Instead, a mul tiplici t;r of theories has 
been - and continues to be - proposed. 
Therefore, this statement cq.nnot 
provide acc ounting with an unequivocally 
acceptable conceptual superstructure 
when the underlying foundation has not 
yet settled". ( 1) 

The need for theories is then discus s ed in relation to 

~sers and environment. The first part of chapter 2 

involves a brief survey of the ideas of 11-:;lassical 

approaches to theory development". Most of those chosen 

were written prior to 1960; of the four that were not 

two a re, Moonitz (1961) and Sprouse and Mooni t z (1962), one 

is ljiri (1975) which is to be discussed later in this 

anal.)'sis and the last is one to whic h it seems every 

respectable work on accounting at a conceptual level 

must make reference. Edwards and Bell (1 961 ) has been 

excluded from this research effort on the ground s of its 

specificity - .it is related to income measurement and while 

it adds useful idea.s and concepts to practical ac counting 

considerations as a methodological s tudy it is fairly sterile . 

The analysis of these "classical approaches " is along the 

lines sugges ted by Hendriksen (1977) and is consequently 

fairly unsatisfactory . Distinction is made on the basis of 
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deductive and inductive emphases. A second classification, 

which includes many more recent studies , is termed 

"The Dec ision - Usefulness Approach" which could well be 

taken a s a euphimistic description for practical approaches . 

The range of emphases in this group is extremely wide and 

includes such works as ASOBA'r (1966), AICPA (1970), AICPA 

(1973), all the behavioural theories and the investment 

market approaches. No doubt the authors of many of the 

"classical approaches " would have felt their work should 

have been included! Equally Edwards and Bell (1961) would 
. 

seem to f it the requirement s of the thi rd classificatio n: 

information economics approar.hes . In fact most of the 

works i'n this third classificat ion are by non accountants 

and appear in traditionally non accounting sources. 

Critic isms ·of present theory approaches are considered 

under six headings, all of which are practical problem 

areas . The fourth chapter takes a broader view of theory 

construction and in fact considers the work of Kuhn (1970 a ) 

in relati.on to accounting theory. Unfortunately it is all 

too brief and they acknowle dge · that a Kuhniananalysis 

may very well not prove satisfactory . In fact they go 

even further in suggesting that "the existing state of 

theoretical conflict in accounting " may not need to be 

understood i.n terms of a philosophical perspective of the 
20 history of sc~ence . 

. . , . 
The Committee concludes, like so 

20. The earlier allusion was made to Lakatos ' work as an 
alt ernat ive to Kuhn and hence the reference to 
"history" r athe r than "philosophy " of sc ienc e. 
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many others working in other social sciences, that there 

is a multiplicity of paradigms. This present work will, 

subsequently suggest that this may be an oversimplification 

of Kuhn's work arising out of a misunderstanding of the 

difficult notion of paradigm. 

The committee sees three implications of their investigations -

implications for further research - first , "theory closure 

. cannot be dictated", meaning that an accounting theory 

. will achieve "dominant acceptance" because of its proven 

long run efficacy. Secondly, "external reporting theory 

has a wider scope than that which has been generally 

perceived", which has already been indic8.ted in t his , as 

yet inc omplete, literature survey. Thirdly, "all the ory 

approaches are flawed when viewed from the perspective 

of some alternative approach", which sounds remarkably 

like, Paul Feyerabend' s comment: 

" .... it will become clear that there is 
only one principle that can be def ended 
under all circumstances and in all stages 
of human development . It is the principle: 
a.nything goes " (1975, 28). 

JOURNAL ARTICLES 

This literature survey has so far examined accounting 

literature which has been concerned with accounting theory 

methodology; it has covered the field in groups. First is 

examined the general ~extbook approaches, secondly the 

major works of indi viduals (books), thirdl.y the "symposia 

approach" (group discussions on papers by individuals) then 

fourthly the institutional approach . This leaves at least 
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one source; one in which by far the greatest diversi t y 

exists - journal articles. These are now analysed. 

Although not strictly speaking a seminal work, one article 

which because of its enormous subsequent discussion and 

influence can be seen to be a major motiva~ing force 

in the accounting theory methodology debat e since 1960 

is Devine (1960). The paper expresses the intention of 

examining "some methods of inquiry" and suggesting "certain 

types of investigation that seem to be appropriate for the 

study of accounting" (387 ) . It examines the (then) current 

thinking by social scientists on what constituted the 

scienttfic method and relating this to accounting on the 
., 

basis for further research and theorizing . The emphasis 

i 's the · nece ssary pre-requisite of the establishing of the 

purpose or objective of ac counting: . . . 

"The mos t urgent field for accounting 
research may not be related to 
problems concerned with the efficient 
measurement of transaction flaws 
unless efficiency itself is defined 
in t erms of the accomplishment of 
sociall y worthy objectives " (399 ). 

The method is "scientific method '-' which, Devine argues, 

is " c o:n1Josed primarily of the interacti on of deductive 

methods and the philosophical doctrine of empiricism ."( 342) 

As indic a ted the work is not the first to call fo r a 
. 21 scientific: . 9.ppr.oac:h to accounting .. 

. . 
'· 

However the call 

21. The work of t he two major authors examined in this 
re searc h had long before made such appeal - Chambers 
(especially : 1955) and Ma ttess i ch . 

. , 
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was t aken up in re s ponse to Devine (1960 ) and the f irst 

was Bedford and Dopuch (1961) . Whereas Devine had argued 

on the basis of logical structure and deQuctive systems, 

measurement and induction, behavioural research and welfare 

and normative responsibilities, Bedford and Dopuch oontend 

that the last three areas are not independent areas of study 

a~d an in~ppropriate perspective had been created by 

Devine (1960) . The methodology suggested however is that 

seen to exist in the social sciences (which in turn are seen 

to mirror , or rather foll ow, those in the physical sciences), 

that is the logical empiricism of people such as Woodger _' s 

(The Technique of Theory Construct~on , (1 939 ) • 
• 

... . , 

. 
Given . this entry cue , the stage was set for what was 

described above as , a decade of methodologica l debate . 

PhiJmophical concepts and questions were introduced freely. 

Gordon (1960 ), although concerned s pecifically with income 

and wealth measurement sees this as the basic task of 

accounting : "Accounting theory in t he measuremen t of an 

economic entity ' s income and wealth invol ves the 

discovery and in some sense the verifi cation of principles 

or rules which will make the practice of accounting in the 

actual tasks of measurement more effective" (603). 

Research provides the basis of theory construction (and 

verification) -and 'he i s percept '. ve enough to note that 

"acc ounting theory is l argely deductive i:n nature " and 

"there appears to be little room for empirical research" 

(607 , emphasis in original) "A formal methodology is a 

s ig~ of measuring maturity in any discipline ", asserts 
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Fl~1ders (196 1) who demonstrates t he relationships between 

philosophy , history, arts and science through the use of 

" tools " (grammar, mathematics and l ogic) in a schema called 

"systematized learning" and then discusses the similarities 

between economics and accountancy . The "methodological 

fermen+ in accountancy r eflects the searc h for a broad 

gauge ' Newtonian ' theory of accountancy" (574) which , 

given that Einstein had worked ~ome sixty years earlier, 

is not a very flattering prospect for accounting • 

. 
It is significant t o Dopuch ( 1962) that "studies in 

accountancy have not been related expl i citly to philosophical 

school~ of thought which might possibly bear upon the . . , 
discipline " (251). By showing that certain metaphysical 

assum~tions are common in both areas Dopuch relates 

pr~gma~~ sm to accountancy . The argument is conjecture 

and the result hardly eugenic . While the motive is 

indeed grand the connection is tenuous and the work , 

regrettably perhaps has had little perceptible influence 

on sn'bseq_uent writings . 

Another ec or..omist attempting to lend shape to the 

amorphous mass of the account ing methodology debate is 

Milt on Spencer . In Spencer (1963) he attempts to prese~t 

a formal axiomati sation of accounting "in a manner 
. ' 

pa~~lleling the kind of work done in economic theory 

during the last for ty years" . (310) His interest 

therefore is axi omatic method as a means for imparting 

logical structure t o "accounting science" . To anyone 

interested in theory methodology the question of 
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demarcation for science, social science and non science 

is inextricably bound up with the question of method. 

Mautz (1963) in asking the question , "i s accounting a 

social science ? " appears 'to recognize that but relie s 

on what a re probably outmoded sources for describing 

the method which could account for such s t atements as 

"If accounting is to be a social science, it must also 

accept more responsibility for value judgements " (1963, 32 1) . 

It was noted earlier that Hendriksen (1977) in the chapter 

entitled , 11 The Me thodology of Acc ouriing Theory" descr~bes 

several approaches to t heory ; this. is especially so of 
, 

earl.ier .,edi tions , and it would appear that this is due to 

the nature of the work . It is a synthesis , and as such 

represents the literature. In fact there are several 

"approaches " advanced in the literature , for example , 

Schrader provides a so called "inductive approach ", for, 

it is felt that "inductive method clarifies the nature and 

limitations of accounting data and of the interpretive 

reports r eflec ting those data" ( 649). Hendriksen cites 

Frerngen (1967) and Cowan (1968) as examples of a pragmatic 

approach. In fact , strictl y speaking, such an approach 

would imply rigid behavioural objectives . Fremgen , 

however concentrates on defi ning usefulness or, to use 

his expression, "utility". He then proceeds to outline .. . 
methods by which ~seful principles may be achieved and 

in so doing moves away from users to a concept similar to 

t hat de scribed in ASOBAT (1 966 ) as "relevance ". 

Cowan ( 1965 , 1968) is also concerned 
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with usefulness: "Accounting is utilitarian", he opens . 

However he concentra t e s on needs and in so doing fore-

sha dows the behaviourists and the current debat e on 

objectives of financial Feports . Although methodologically 

it is not easy to agree with his argument it is an i mportant 

work for the reason stated above. 

In a short a r ticle, Bedford (1967) notes the 

expanding boundaries of accounting . This is also the 

subject of Birke t t (1970) who as s umes a systemic viewpoint . 

These discussions are obviously significant in examining 

theoretical literature as very often this very problem -
., 

the establishment of disciplinary parameters - contributes ... 
in a major way to the "success" or "failure " of the theory 

descr~ption (if not the theory itself). In an historical 

pe~spe~~iv~ Baladouni (1966) also looks at accounting. 

I n doing so he makes several points c oncerning the question 

of methodol ogy . 'l'he " accounting uni verse" is important, 

therefore what is it? It is a "grand behavioural process. 

It is behavioural because it i ·s related to human conduct; 

it is a process because it is a series of interactions 

conducing to an end" (216). Its identifying feat ures are 

unive rsality , prehensivenss, subst ance and methodology . 

Thi s last feature is described as bringing "about a necessary 

awareness concerning the special methods, techniques and 
, . 

pr~qedures . utilized by revealing t heir merits as well as 

their deficiences" (217). Buckley, Kircher and Mathews 

( ·1968) attempt to provide . a review of progress towards 

establishing a methodology on which to develop accounting 

theo"'ries: 



"If a general methodology in accounting 
could be agreed upon, theories 
developed within this framework 
would stand a better chance of 
gaining wjdespread approval . As 
it is now, both the ends and the 
means are constantly in dispute. 
Adherence to a general framework 
or methodology is the hallmark 
of theory formulation in ·many 
other disciplines" (1968, 374) 

However al t hough being capable of recognizing the 
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symptoms the authors are unable to prescribe a cure and 

the article falls far short of what it promises to be. 

No definite guidelines for methodology are stated ; merely 

possibilities are suggested. 

" 

Th~ .sam~ can be said for Beams ( 1969 ) which follows the 

pattern of Dopuch (1962) . Wheeler (1970) also adds little 

new information. 

It was earlier suggested that there was some significance 

in the membership of the AAA committee producing AAA (1971b) . 

Profe ssors T. Williams and ~ Griffin were colleagues at 

the University of Texas, AuSin, when the former was a 

member of the committee . A series of a rticles by both 

or one of these two authors contributed to the accounting 

theory literature at that time. The major emphasis is on 

verification aspects of theories and early versions f ollow 

very similarly the line of argument in AAA (1971b). The . . 
" firs t of these- was· Williams and Griffin ( 1969). In an 

earlier work the same two authors had investigated the 

relationship between mathematics and accountancy (Williams 

and Griffin , 1964) . The first part of this article draws 

heavily on ideas of mathematical verification, and especially 
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the work o~ Hempel. Verification is essential in 

establishing the correspondence between t he theory and 

the phenomena experienced or observed (146). Recognizing 

that this may allow a "set of theories purporting to 

explain the :=mme physical' phenomena" to exist, verification 

is used in its more general sense - of determining truth. 

In m?thematics truth is synonymous with consistent 

logical relations, in the physical sciences it is 

correspondence with observables, but in the social 

sciences the answer is not so easy. The authors turn firs t 

to economic theory in an attempt to discern some pattern. 

While no single empirical verification ~oncept in eceQnornics 

exists it does, the authors suggest, approach that in the 
, 

' 
ph~sicai sciences. If accounting theory has a real world 

frame of reference then it too must seek veri.fication in 

terms -of observables. What then are these real world 

referent s ? - The authors suggest a few . An extensive 

appendix to the article examines recent empirical research 

studies on the basis of certain a reas of practical 

significance for verification in accounting. 

Griffin ( 1971 ) extends the argument substituting the 

word validat i on for verification the economic "model" 

is again described and related to acc ounting . The 

develop~ent of positive (cf normative) accounting theory, 

as in economi cs, is encouraged. Griffin (1972) opens with .... .. 
a much .more· gerier~l discussion of ·philosophical concepts 

which a re then extended to accounting. Accounting is 

viewed as having developed fir s c inductively then 

deductively (a priori). Evidence provided shows that 

"an.· appropriate methodology should be dictated by the nature 
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of the discipline: in accounting, apparently, evidence 

continues to accumulate showing that some theories can 

be "validated a priori, theories which appeal to reason 

and do not require resor~ to empirical verificati on. The 

cogency of other propositions call forempirical testing to 

establish their verifiability" (15). With such a conclusion 

there seems little point in having written the article! 

Griffin and Deskins (1972) although appeal ing t o theory 

methodologists with its title contains nothing relevant 

to the field. 

While this survey has examined only works relevant to the 

g.enera:lt methodological debate there have been works· which 

"' have examined aspects of accounting theory fo rmulations. 

If accounting is a process of measurement and communication 

then bo th these aspec ts must feature i n methodological 

debate: they do. However it would not be practicable to 

include a survey of all the se other areas in additi on to 

the lengthy analysis of general me thodological aspects . 

Profe s sor Norton Bedford has m~de communication theory 

his area of speciality and has - develope d his income model 

(Bedford, 1965) on this basis (together with much of his 

other work). Ijiri is probably one author who has 

contributed most to the discus sion of measurement theory 

and accounting: in fact two of his major works are 

direc te d to this ~ubject and they form part 'of the major -
. . . -· · . 

analysis of thi s research effort. Similarly Sterling (1970) 

devotes much of its space to measurement theory. The 

subject becomes at times an inte gral part of methodological 

arg\fillent as in Mattessich (1964) and Sterling ( 1970). · 
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The reverse is also often true; for example, Larson 

(1967) and especially Larson (1969). The latter has 

contributed significantly to familiarizing many accountants 

with the work of Henry Margenau: The construct formulation 

process described by Penman (1973) is an extension of the 

Margenau description expounded by Larson (1969). 

If recent at tempts to determine users of financial reports, 

along the lines earlier suggested by Cowan (19 68 ) and carried 

forward in FASB (1976) is significant, then behavioural 

theories will become an integral part of accounting theory. 

An early example is Prince (1963) but considerably more 

sophistication has been subs equently built in. The concept 

of systems and systems theories are so all embracing 

it would be difficult to know where to begin such a survey: 

The s ubj ect is inextricably linked to developments in all 

areas of business economics. Some work is easy to cite as 

being directly relevant, for example, Hines (1975). More 

importantly the work of Mattessich has developed into the 

more highly esoteric aspects of information systems theory 

in an attempt . to determine a suitable accounting 

epistemological basis. 

Considerable effort has been recently devoted to exrunining 

the relati onship of modern portfolio theories to accounting 

and although they may liberally be included under the 

heading of behavioural theories they form such a significant 

subgroup as to stand on their own (many of the t heories 

do not bear much resemblance to behavioural theories 

anyway). 
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Defining accounting in the context of its broad social 

goals obviously has implications for the development of 

accounting theories. In fact two works have developed 

highly significant theories along these lines: Gambl i ng 

(1974) and Enthoven (1973). Interestingly h~wever the 

sta~ting point for both appears to be the more general 

theory work of Mattessich. 22 

Most of the discussion has concerned work carried out in 

the United States because that is where a large portion 

of it has taken place (if not written ~here, published 

there). However the one writer w~o has contributed most 
• 

fo .. t .he a,dvancement of accounting theory is significantly 

non American - Australian Raymond Chambers. There have 

been other significant contributions from Australia. The 

British have tended to avoid considerable methodological 

debate and many concepts are authorita~ively proclaimed. 

Prac tical problems have assumed a greater proportion of the 

efforts of accountin& thinking vhich is understandable in 

light of the major economic problems facing_ or which have 

faced the British economy . Although some effort has been 

devot ed to theoretical issues New Zealand thinkers have 

tended to be less concerned with philosophical issues and 

more concerned with interpreting or devising the numerous 

professional pronouncements. 

This survey has included an examinati on of United States 

22. More especially Gambling 



47 

doctoral dissertation abstracts and an exhaustive search 

has failed to indicate any which investigate the 

philosophical aspects of accounting theory methodologies 

since 1960. 

TWO SIGNIFICANT ARTICLES 

The literature surveyed concludes with a review of two 

contributions by Australians; one published in Britain, one 

in the United States. 

In Kam (1973) the author states that "the accounting 
, 

pro.f~ssi,on appears to be moving in the direction of 

science." Science, to the author, is similar to that 

described by the logical empiricist s . Tilley (1972) is 

also conscious of the scientific trend and his article, 

"Account i ng as a Scientific Endeavour: Some Questions the 

American Theorists ~nd to Leave Unanswered" he raises 

que stions which appear to have been overlooked in the 

mainstream of accounting literature: "The unstated 

a s s umptions whi ch the current 'scientific accountants' 

bring to t heir work" (288) 

His firs t question concerns the overall aim of these 

accountants and he shows that i n f ac t the notion of 

"sci.entific ·met hod'' ·is not new and· has "been in and out 

of f ashi on since the turn of the century" (288). However 

in the past it failed to produce usef ul insi ght into 

accounting and did not, Tilley as s erts, because of the 
~ 

f a iJ,'ure to relate theoretical propositions to empirical 
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evidence. "The result is that the field of accounting 

is littered with a host of untested speculations which 

no science could ever tolerate" (290); which presupposes 

an understanding of science as some unified body of 

knowledge supported by sets of facts which are all 

confirmable by reference to the empirical phenomena they 

represent. This is a pure vision of science which no doubt 

many "scientists" would like to hold. However it is a 

logical empiricist view of scientific knowledge which has 

in recent years been subjec t to considerable pressure because 
' it has been shown by many researchers that taken to its 

extreme it is doubtful whether anything could be considered 

"scient'ific". Given his conception of science, Tilley 
., 

finds the decision - oriented approaches to establish 

s?ien~ific accounting theory quite unsatisfactory for they 

do :no t .justify either t heir faith in or their meaning of 

specific method. 

To Tilley science is, as mentioned above, that presented by 

Cohen, Nagel, Ackoff and Russell 23 An important question 

is · whether science is identifi~d :by content or method. In 

coming down on the side of method he is supported by the 

work of the "philosophers of social science" and especially 

23. Cohen MR and Nagel, An Introduction to Logic and Scientific 
Method, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1943; Ackoff RL, . 
Scientific .J.VJ.ethotl ·Optimizing Applied Research Decisions, 
Willey, 1962; Russell, Bertrand, The Scientific Outlook, 
George Allen and Unwin, 1949 and later, Woolf A, 
Essentials of Scientific Method 2nd Ed, George Allen and 
Unwin, 1928; and Campbell NR, Foundations of Science: 
The Philosophy of Theory and Experiment, Dover Publications, 
195'7; and others. 
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Richard S Rudner (Philosophy of Social Science, Prentice 

Hall, 1966). 

Nevertheless science also has other characteristics which 

Tilley lists as: 

"(a) General discrimination 

· (b) Generality and system 

( c) Empirical verification" (293) 

Ti lley (1972) is important in a survey of extant accounting 

theoretical writing for it presents ideas, which around the 

time of publicat ion , were dominant . . It summarizes (not 

intentionally ) the theoretical articles. in leading journals. 

It presents ideas found in AAA (1971a), AAA (1971b), ,, 
Penman 01973), Iselin (1971) and Yu (1976). It presents 

1 . t~e ideas ten years after the first publication of Kuhn 

(1970a) . Kuhn's ideas had already been alluded to (for 

example~ AAA, 1971a) but it was not until Wells (1976) 

that, in the mainstream theoretical literature, a full 

attempt was made to relate them to accounting developments. 

The first part of Wells (1976) is devoted to a fairly 

literal summary of Kuhn's general thesis (Kuhn 1970a and 

Kuhn 1970b are the main references use d). Accounting 

schools of thought are suggested and a possible accounting 

disc~plinary ~atrix is outlined. The notion of professional 

insecurity is then illustrated with the meth.o.dologi~ al ... 
... ~ 

debate~ in. ·accounting. In these Wells notes two themes, 

first t he search for assumptions (examples given include, 

Moonitz, 1961, ASOBAT, 1966, and Ijiri, 1967) and secondly, 

the concern with principles and theory construction generally 
't 
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(examples given include, Chambers, 1955), Mattessich, 

1957, Devine, 1960, Chambers, 1963 and Sterling 1970b). 

The main thrust of the paper is to provide a rationale 

for the different views on accounting for inflation. 

The schools of thought are shown to exist in relation to 

the various notions of inflation accounting. Flamholtz 

(1976) also provides a rationale for Kuhnian model in 

accounting. Her discussion, however, is not restricted to 

notions of inflation accounting. Instead she examines 

financial accounting in whole and it is probably for this 

reason that her argument is unconvincing - her scope is too 

broad. This is a trap Wells (1976) does not fall into but 

f~r this research effort one particular comment is of 
• ' . ..., 

particular significance: 

"If t he analogy presented above is 
correct i.e., if Kuhn's notion of 
a revolution can be applied to 

· · accounting, then it appears that 
accounting is emergin~ from a 
state of crisis" (480). 

CONCLUSIONS 

This lengthy li terature survey has been necessary to 

demonstrate that there has existed, at leas t since 1960 

if not before, considerable concern over the theoretical 

structure o~ ~ccounting. Intellectual dissatisfaction 

has existed because of the lack of me thodolo.gical guide;Lines 
... 

for research. Professional dissatisf act ion has existed 

because of the lack of methodological -guidel ines for 

practice. Professional concern has arisen not so much 

from the failure of accounting to predict, prevent or 
-<: 

othBrwise indicate the numerous business failures but more 
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from the challenge from outside. Non accountants are 

requiring accountants to be accountable: (The Metcalf and Moss 

Reports, above) are they fulfilling their roles as effectively 

as possible. 

Accounting literature has always had a strong practical 

emphasis because of the nature of the disc~pline . Attempts 

to develop a theoretical structure have always reflected 

this concern. This is borne out in the literature surveyed 

above. The survey grouped the literature into various 

categories. These were textbook presentations, major 
. 

single author works, symposia or confe rence papers , 

institutional or group pres.entations and finally journal 

articl~s. The common theme has been concern for ., 

methodological explanations for accounting. In developing 

ideas. · most authors have agreed that a scientific approach 

is _ nec~ssary . It is in their conception of science that 

most authors have differed. They are probably also agreed 

that in deciding a desirable framework recourse to other 

disciplines is a necessary prerequisite. This same soul 

searching has occurred in these other disciplines. The 

discipl ine most often associated with acc ounting is 

economic and it is interesting to observe that the process 

as having continued for some t ime : JN Keynes (father of 

the more well known J M Keynes) in fact was the author 

of such a book as early as 1891 (The Scope and Method of 

Political Economy-1 ·24 Accounting, as an i~tellectually 

24. Mark Bl2ug ' s , Economic Theory in Retrospect (Rev Ed , 
Richard D Irwin 1968) provides a good overall survey, 
S. Krupp's The Structure of Economic Science (Prentice 
H~ll, 1960) an influential example (several papers)~ 
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rigorous and demanding subject, has only recently 

emerged from a fairly primitive set of technical 

procedures. It is only natural therefore that the ideas 

and concepts of the more.academically respected disciplines 

be investigated and observed in order to determine the 

necessary methodological prerequisites. Most of the early 

work surveyed reflected this - the comparison was continually 

made with the more established social sciences . The next 

phase developed from this and soon recourse was made to the 

"primary sources" · of methodological preconditions: the 

epistemological discourses in the philosophy of science. 

As with their counterparts in the other newer disciplines 

~he ac~ounting theorists opted for the most apparently 
., 

accepted paradigm. The literature at this stage therefore 

reflected the ideas of the logical empiricists whose 

views dominated not only the literature of the philosophy 

of science but also the theoretical discussion in the so 

called social sciences. · 

By 1970 challenges to the logi:cal empi ricist view of 

theories were being noted in many of these . social sciences. 

By far the most popular of these challenges were the ideas 

of Popper and .Kuhn . Whereas the work of Popper requires a 

fairly extensive understanding of many philosophical aspects 

Kuhn presented something radically different and on the 
, .. ' 

surfacE;? ea'.3.il;)'." .grasped. Where it is difficult to trace 

the development of some theoretical construct an early 

explanation is to say it arrived like "a shot out of the 

blue": a revolutionary idea. It is this aspect of Kuhn's 

work' that has achieved considerable popular appeal and· it 
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is found in the work of many disciplines. Early 

allusions to it in the accounting literature were promises 

of what was t o come and by 1976 Kuhnian development had 
. . . 

become a regular part of .accounting curricula and theoretical 

literature. 

Othe r themes have persisted in the literature and a not 

easily explainable one is the systems viewpoint. It has 

in fact existed seemingly distinctly from the mainstream 

described above . Systems is a ubiquitous concept and 
.. 

it is this very characteristic which makes description 

difficult . While many wri t .ers have maintained an overall 

t€leol~gical-like stance others have concentrated on sub-

areas . These have taken many forms and descrtptions. 

Still others have presented theories of sub areas of 

accounting: theories developed with sufficient rigour to 

warrant mention in any general survey of accounting thought 

(but regretably not in a survey of general accounting 

t hought) . 

However this survey has considered only the major themes 

in accounting theory construction. The phase s have 

appeared to follow that described above - pre-methodological, 

general methodological concern, specific me thodological 

concern, and innovative methodological concern. A 
... .. 

sig~ificant . se.ction ·has been omi tt.ed - the work of four 

very influential theorists who form the main subject of 

this analysis. 
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Buckley, Buckley and Chiang (1976) gi ve four different 

research strategies: 

1. Opinion Research _ 

2. Empirical Research 

3. Archival Research 

4. Analytic Research 

According to the descriptions they give, this present analysis 

belongs to the domain of neither opinion nor empirical 

research. "Archival research is concerned with the 

examination of recorded facts" and can be further classified 

as primary, secondary or physical. .Analytic research 

involves "breaking ·down the problem into its component 

parts so as to discover its true nature and the causal , 
relationships among its variables". 

This research effort falls between the se two descriptions . 

To .the ·extent that it examines extant ideas it is archival. 

It does not involve the use of fo rmal techniques found in 

archival research such as, for example, content analysis. 

Nor does it formally utili ze sampling techniques in a strict 

technical sense: works selected a re a pri ori. In thi s sense 

it fits more closely the analytic mode . The major deficiency, 

as Buckley, Buckley and Chiang (1976) see it, of analytic 

research is its inability or unwillingness "to apply the 

scientific me~hod". As a major thesis of this analysis is 

that no one r eally knows what the "scientifi.c. methofi" is, 
-~ . 

it ·perhaps . circumvents t his proble·m. 

This re search effort then involves an historical examina tion 

of some theories of ac counting in an attempt to determine 
~ 

their relation to the differing views of theory construction 
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in the philosophy of science. Models for t his approach 

do exist. The initial conception was a result of reading 

Suppe ( 1974). Suppe is in two parts and it is the first 

section that inspired this work. It describes existing 

thought on theories then follows this by an examination 

of contemporary thinkers in an attempt to discern a true 

structure of scientific theories. The second part contains 

the proceedings of a symposium . 

Since commencement on this research effort two accounting 

models have been published: the firs t is Anderson(1976) 

and the second the AAA Committee on Concepts and Standards 

~or External Financial Reports (AAA, 1977) . Reference has 
., 

already been made to the latter. Anderson (1976) is 

specifically conce rne d with selected income measurement 

theories but his method is very similar to that conceived 

for this work. 

The theorists selected for this study are: 

Raymond Chambers 

Yuji Ijiri 

Richard Mattessich 

Robert Sterling 

Anderson (1976, 2) says "no group of authors can be proven 

to be definitely more appropriate for examination than any 

other". Nevertheless reasons can be given to support a 

particular· ·choice-: · 

Anderson's first choice - -criterion is that the authors be 

"modern contemporaries". They would the refore be more 
~ 

lik~ly to address themselves to the same sort of problems. 
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Anderson also suggests that "it helps if all participants 

in the project have a common basis for understanding each 

other" . In this work the selected authors do obviously 

have a common basis but they certainly do not understand 

each other as the criticism of each other's works described later 

bear out . That they can provide differing , solutions for the 

same problem is the major motivating force for this work. 

These authors are among the most prolific in the accounting 

literature. While this extends the research effort it does 
.. 

provide a greater frame of reference on which to de duce the 

writers' particular predilection for theory construction • . 
Andersdn's third choice-criterion is that the authors 

... 
have expressed their views" in a major work." This too 

was the case in this effort and these major works were all 

publis~ed since 1960. 

Anderson's fourth choice-criterion was that "authors whose 

theory construction was thought conducive to the type of 

analysis of interest were sele~ted". This is also true of 

this work in the context of some points made above, especially 

the fact that authors selected are the major contributors 

to accounting theory on the basis of output and apparent 

influence on other writers. 

.. .. ... 
It was men~ion.ed in the proposal for this research that 

"it is highly improbable that one year, viz 1960, would 

mark any turning point: to consider, for example, the 
. . 

theoretical writings of Chambers and Mattessich only since 
. . . .. 

1960 ~would be to preclude some important methodological 
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exploratory work". However the literature has borne out 

the fact that there was a perceptable change in emphasis 

around 1960. The APB was set up and the Accounting 

Research Studies (Moonitz, 1961, Sprouse and Moonitz 1963, 

etc) were commissioned. Devine's call for greater attention 

to methodological detail also appeared at tµis time (Devine, 

1960). In addition, as mentioned above, the major works 

of the selected authors have appeared since that date. 

Anderson (1976) further states that "the development of a 

useful methodology for theory comparison is a major 

potential benefit (of the study )". He then lists five 

characteristics of the de sirable methodology all of which 

seem fairly obvious to a critical reader . The fifth is 

that "~he methodology had to provide a oasis for comparing 

the · autf?.?rs" (5). His methodology is a cross comparison 

technique based on a rectangular matrix structure. Because 

there are insufficient common features which could serve as 

elements this sort of approach is deemed inappropriate for 

this research effort and it is the models provided by Suppe 

and AAA (1 977) that are followed. · That is, .a descriptive but 

logical analysis highlighting the main features in 

relation to dominant themes in the philosophy of science. 

This then requires a preliminary detailed discussion of these 

dominant themes found in the literature of the philosophy 
•·· ... 

of science •... The. comparison will follow that. 

. ~ 



v HYPOTHESIS 58 

It is considered highly likely that this analysis will 

show that there is no one methodology in accounting that 

is more suitable for developing theories than others. The 

authors selected for study have claimed a certain 

methodology but this has not affected their theories, 

although it has influenced the way in which they attempted 

to work. This, it will be shown, is due to a lack of 

knowledge of the way theories are constructed. This is 

not peculiar to accounting theorists alone, for as Suppe says: 

"For more than fifty years pb,ilosophy 
of science has been eng~ged in a search 
for philosophic understanding of 
scientific theories; today it is still 
searching" ( 4). · 

The nex~ section will briefly follow the progress of this 

s~arching. It may well be that t he re is a distinction 

between philosophy and empirical disciplines which as 

Law (1975).argues makes epistemological issues, as 

conceived by philosophers of science, unhelpful. This does 

not account for the popularity of Kuh..Yi.ian thought the 

influenc~ of which is felt throughout all the sciences. 

Why other ideas have not been as readily acc epted is 

probably due more to what Castelis and de Ipola (1976) call 

"epistemological obs tacles" than to carefully considered 

philosophies. As with many fields of study there are 

different lev~ls of interpretation of notions i n the 

philosophy of science. Kuhnian theory is an .. j_deal ~xample . 
..". . . . 

Its.general notion is attractive because it is simple, and , 

like distance, simplicity lends enchantment. In this case 

a more literal interpretation may be afforded enchantment 

for it is as if he (Kuhn) had cast a spell over the theorists 
-t 
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in many fields. Writers such as Baumberger (1977) have 

argued that much of the misinterpretation is due t o Kuhn 

himself . That there is probably some truth in thi s i s 

evidenced by the effort that has been devoted to Kuhn and 

his supporters to further explain some of hi~ notions 

(not least of which is the notion of"Paradigm") . 

Other exponents of epistemological processes have not been 

free from critic i sm ; for example Popper and his work have 

been the subject of many a debate . The latest wri ter to 

provide the science philosophers with t .raumatic , cogni tiyely 

dissonant experi ences is Paul Feyerabend whose dadaist 
, 

sentime~ts have resulted in a general stirring in the 

academic bowels . 

The literature surveyed showed that accounting theorists 

have , in the main, not kept pace with developments in the 

philosophy of theories . This is unders ~andable for the 

survey also showed that in respect to philosophical 

development accounting emerged in 1960 from a fairly primitive 

state . It may still be fairly philosophical ly primitive 

but the sort of thought development outlined by the survey 

would tend to suggest not . It would hopefully suggest 

that , inspired by the work in other disciplines , acc ounting 

has worked towards providing a methodological structure for ·-. 
itself.- Althcrugh ,.,developing very 1ate accounting is in no 

worse position methodologically than many other disciplines : 

all are reliant on developments in the philosophy of 

science which is itself in disarray . The methodological 

unc~rtainly is apparent in other disciplines as it is in 

accounting . An analysis of four substantial theorists in 

accounting will demonstrate this . 
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THE RECEIVED VIEW 

At the beginning of the centUry there existed three main 

German sc i entific philosophy schools. These were 

mechanistic materialism ( "A blend of Comptea~ positivism, 

materialism and mechanism" ; Suppe, 1974, 8) , Machian neo

positivism ("Science i s no more a conceptual reflection 

upon facts whose elements are contents of consciousness 

given to us by sensations", Suppe , 1974 , 9) and neo

Kantism ( there are sensations which are in fact structures 

of phenomena of an ideal world structure and scientific . 

laws exist to describe this structure) . All three denied, 
, 

or .w~re .,incompatible with relativity theory and quantum 

theory - the new physics . This was so even though the 

Machia.n positivists were the most sympathetic and the 

resul t -was . a philosophical crisis - what new philosophy 

of science needed to be adopted to explain the nature of 

scientific inquiry . Several a tt empts were made and t he 

two most acceptable were a modified neo- Kantism (under 

Erns t Cassirer) and "a weakened version of Mach ' s neo-

positivism" in which the leaders were Hans Reichenbach 

(Berlin School) and Moritz Schlick (Vienna Circle) 

(Suppe , 1974, 11) . Both these latter groups firmly 

affirmed Mach's verifiability criterion but also admitted 

ma thematics and they were to dominate the physical and 
4•· ' 

social ·science~' fdr . approximately fifty years . The subject 

matter of scientific theories was phenomenal regularities 

which could , nevertheless,- be characterized in theoretical 

terms . The se theoretical terms would be explicitly defined 

" in ~·erms of phenomena and al though they may be in mathematical 
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terms these were in reality nothing more than conventions 

with increased mathematical influence (in the Vienna Circle) 

it was finally considered that mathematical logic would 

be the most satisfactory ·medium for scientific theories: 

a ' the ory is "to be axiomatized in mathematical logic 

(first order predicate calculus with equality)" (Suppe , 

1974, 12) . The axiomatizations had to include various 

explicit definitions for the theoretical terms of the form : 

Tx .= Ox , 

Where T is a theoretical term, 0 an observation term and 

the relationship called a correspondence rule. This was to 

be what Suppe (1974) calls the Received View 25 
, 
., 

The initial version of the Received View is summarised by 

Suppe . ·( 16-1 7) as a "mathematical logic 1 meeting the 

following conditions : 

25 . 

" (i) The theory is formulated in a 
first-order mathematical logic 
with equality , L. 

(ii) The nonlogic terms or constants 
of 1 are divided into three 
disjoint classes called 
vocabularies: 
(a) The logical vocabulary 

consisting of logical 
constants (including 
mathematical terms) . 

(b) The observation vocabulary , 
Vo, containing observation 
terms . 

-(c) The theoretical vocabulary, 
Vt, containing theoretical 
terms · · 

..' 

Much of the earlier parts of this section are strongly 
influenced by - in fact follow - Suppe (197 4, 1 - 232) . 
The Received View was central in the logical ·positivism 
developed by the Vienna Circle and the subsequent 
developments. The actual naming is attributed to 
H •: Putman in 1962 

' . 



(iii) The terms in Vo are ·interpreted 
as referring to directly observ- · 
able physical objects or directly 
observable attributes of physical 
objects. · 

(iv) There is a · set of theoretical 
postulates T who·se ·only non
logical terms are from Vt 

(v) The terms in Vt are given an• explicit 
definition in te·rms of Vo by 
correspondence rules C-that is, 
for every term 'F' ih Vt, there must 
be given a definition for it of the 
following form: 

( x ) ( Fx .:: _Ox ) , 

where 'Ox' is an expression of L 
containing symbols only from V0 
and possibly the logical 'vocabulary." 
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'Phe Re~eived View underwent an evolution over the next fifty 

years. Although it is interesting to trace this transformation 

it ·is not within the scope of thi s research effort to do so: 

Suppe .<.1974) does and ends with a final version of the 

Received View (50 - 53). It is mainly the items (ii) , 

(iii) and (v) which change most . 

Carnap in 1956 26 gives the final version of (i): 

"The re is a fi r st-order· language L . 
(possibly augmented by modal operators) 
in terms of which the theory is 
formulated and a logical calculus K 
defined in terms of L" ( Suppe, 197 4, 50). 

The second part, (ii) is worded a little more prec isely in 

light of the changes and becomes: 
.... .. 

. "Th~. nonlogical or desc riptive primitive 
constants (that is, the 'terms') of L 
are bifurcated into two disjoint classes: 

26. Carnap, Rudolf, "The Methodological charac teristics of 
theoretical concepts "in Feigl, H and Scrivans; M (Eds) 
Mµmesota Studie s in the Philosophy of Science, Vol .III 
University of Minnesota Pre sf' , 1956 



Vo which contains just the observation 
terms; 

Vt which contains.the nonobservation on 
theoretical terms; 

Vo must contain at least one individual 
constant" (Suppe, 1974, 50) 

63 

The question of interpretation is of vital concern and it 

was the subject of considerable debate and consequent 

reworking in the Received View framework. The matter is 

closely interrelated with correspondence rules. The fi :.13.l 

version is greatly extended and given by Suppe (50-51) as: 

"The language L is divided into the 
following sublanguages , and the calculus 
K is divided into the following subcalculi: 

(a) The observation language, Lo, is a 
sublanguage of L which contains no 
quantifiers or modalities, and 
contains the terms of Vo but none 
from Vt. The associated calculus 
Ko is the r estriction of K to Lo 
and must be such that any non-Vo 
terms (that is, nonprimitive terms) 
in Lo are explicitly defined in Ko: 
furthermore, Ko must arunit of at 
least one finite model. 

(b) The logically extended observation 
language, Lo, contains no Vt terms 

and may be regarded as being formed 
from Lo and adding the quantifiers, 
modalities, and so on, of L. Its 
associated calculus Ko is the 
restriction of K to Lo. 

(c) The theoretical language, Lt, is 
that sublanguage of L which does 
not contain Vo terms; its associated 
calculus Kt, is the restriction of K 
to Lt. 

These sublanguages together do not exhaust 
L, for L also contains mixed sentences -
that is, those in which at least one Vt 
and one Vo term occur. In addition it 
is assumed that each of the sublanguages 
above has its own stock of predicate and/ 
or functional variables , and that Lo and 
Lo' have the same stock which is distinct 
from that of Lt" 

As with (ii), (iv) is modified to be consistent with other 

changes: 



"Lo and its associated calculi are given 
. a semantic interpretation which meets 
the following conditions: 

(a) The domain of interpretation 
consists of concrete obser
vable events, things, or things
moments; the ' relat ions and 
properties of the interpretation 
must be directly observable. 

(b) Every value of any variable in Lo 
must be designated by an expres si on 
in Lo. 

It follows that any such interpretation 
of Lo and Ko, when augmented by approp
riate additional rules of truth , will 
become an interpretation of Lo and Ko . 
We may construe interpretations of Lo 
and Ko as being partial semantic 
interpretations of L and K, ·and we 
require that L and K be given no 
observational semantic interpre·tation 
other than that provided by SQCh partial 

, semantic interpretat i ons." 
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The 'final part is the most detailed part of the Received 

Vi~w. _ Along with interpretation it received considerable 

attention. Suppe notes that no single comprehensive 

account of the main architects of the Received View, 

Carnap and Hempel exists. He has extracted his final 

version from most of their recent writings : other versions 

exist. Given this the fifth element becomes, in Suppe's 

words (1974, 51 -2): 

"A partial interpretation of the 
theoretical terms and of the sen
tenc es of L containing them is 
provided by the following two kinds 
of postul ates: the theoretical 
postulates T (that is, the axioms 
of t he theory) in which only terms 
of Vt occur, and the correspondence 
rules or postulates C which are mixed 
sentenc·es{ · The correspondence rules 
C must satisy the following conditions: 

(a ) The set of rules C .nus t be finite. 

(b) The se t of rules C must be logically 
compatible with T. 

(c) C contains no extralogical term that 
~ does not belong to Vo or Vt. 



(d) Each rule in C must contain at 
least one Vo term and at least 
one Vt term essentially or non
vacuously. 

Let T be the conjunction of the theoretical 
postulates and C'be the conjunc t ion of 
the correspondence rules . Then the 
scientific theory based on L, T and 
C consists of the conjunction of T 
and C and is designated by 'TC' ". ; 
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Suppe readily a dmits he is making a value judgement in 

"making the Hempel 's and Carnap' s version the final version". 

He claims it is "the most sophisticated and least vulnerable 

version". 

Adherents of the Received View he l d it to be an adequate 
, 

explanation of all scientific theories and if a theory did . . . " 

not meet the conditi ons above then it was not scientific . 

How.ever it has come under serious attack. 

The conditions laid down in the final version are seldom 

achieve d. It can only be held to be an ideal which is rarely 

achie ved. Logical positivism is a very restrictive and 

even simplistic philosophy. Not all scientific theories can 

be . axiomatized as has been demonstrated in ·the theorie s 

which have been held and contributed to t he development 

of many disciplines (for example , anthropology , sociology, 

paleontology and many others). This is adequately demon

strated by Suppe (1974) even accepting the qualificati on of ... ... . 

"frui tf'ul" :· · f'rt:ti tfcl axiomatization because "any theory can 

be axiomatized in a trivial fashion " ( 63 ) o 

Suppe (and others, f or example Naess, 1972 ) have also shown 
-(' 

that· the Rece ived View has been severely attacked for its 
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reliance on the observational - theoretical distinction. 

There have been three sorts of attacks: first, it has 

been shown that the analytic - synthetic distinction, 

derived from Kant, is unt'enable. Secondly "the 

observational - theoretical distinction cannot be drawn 

for scientific languages" (Suppe, 1974, 67), and thirdly 

the history of scientific progress has shown observations 

incompatible with the observational - theoreti cal distinction. 

In fact Suppe (1 972) argues that"the observation - theoretical 

distinction obscures much that is epistemologically 

important and revealing about how theories relate to ur 

connect with phenomena" (18). 
, 

., 

The notion of partial interpretation is axial to the 

Rece :L ved View as it is involved in the analytical-synthet ic 

distinc.tion , the observational - theoretical distinction 

and doctrines about meaning . However it is, as writers 

have shown (Suppe, 1974 and Suppe, 1972), "notoriously 

unclear". 

The Received View described above· is the formal notion of 

scientific theory development held by philosophers of 

science for some time. It is important to all disciplines 

where there have been advocates of scientific theory 

construction. Just as a detailed description of it is 
, .. , 

withou~ the - sc~pe ·of this research· effort, so is a detailed 

analysis of arguments levelled against it . In general 

terms it is the ideal form of logical positivism or 

scientific empiricism described by many writers . Attacks 
'(" 

on it have been sufficiently common for it to be rejected 
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by most philosophers of science.~ (according to Suppe). 

Criticism varies with what critics feel is the greatest 

source of inadequacy: 

"Philosophy of science is not a 
monolithic enterprise and there is 
wide diversity of opinion among 
philosophers of science as to the . 
effect of these various criticisms ' 
on the Received View" (Suppe, 1974, 116). 

Advocates of scientific theory construction have relied on 

such notions held by the philosophers. In so far as 

accounting is concerned it has been shown in the literature 

survey that what was for the most part described as proper 

theory construction was in fact significantly derivative 

o! the ,Received View. For example: Yu (1976), AAA (1971b) 

ana Pe~an (1973) 27 

If the Received View is not accepted by philosophers of 

science,what is? Unfortunately there is, as yet, no clear-

cut answer, so much so that the methodologic~l turmoil found 

in other disciplines is no less apparent in the philosophy 

of science. Various suggestions ha ve been made from 

positions of modified positivism _to complete methodological 

anarchy. If the "experts" cannot find an answer, it is highly 

unlikely that others relying on them will. This in fact is 

the central proposition of this research effort: there is 

no one theory methodology that is accepted as being more 

Accepting this, t his-·-present work correct t han others • 
.. / . . . . - . 

anal ysesextant theories from different viewpoints and find 

27. Diagrammatic presentations are afforded: See Yu (1976), 
23, 24 and 92; AAA, (1971b), 58 and 60; and Penman, (1973), 
20.?, 212, 217 and 219. All make the theoretical
c9servational distinction and support the strict 
formalisation. 
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perhaps support for one methodology as seeming to be able 

to explain theory construction better than others. 

Attention is now turned to briefly reviewing some of the 

alternatives suggested • . Suppe (1974) in rejecting the 

Received View in fact suggests that an adequate analysis 

of theories must possess the following nira ~haracteristics ( 117): 

1. The analytic-synthetic distinction 
must not be presumed. 

2 . No distinction between direct
observation and nondirect ob
servation terms may be assumed. 

3. Theoretical terms must be construed 
as being antecedently me~ningful, 
though their incorporation into a 
theory may alter their meanings 
to an extent. 

., 

4. The meaning of theoretical terms 
may incorporate, or be modified 
by, recourse to analogies and 
iconic models. 

5. The procedures for correlating 
theories with phenomena must not 
all be viewe d as integral compon-

· ents of theories; at least some of 
them must involve auxiliary 
hypotheses and theories. 

6. The proce dures for correlating 
theories with phenomena must 
allow for causal sequence cor
relations and for experimental 
ones; the experimental correlat
ions must be spelled out in full . 
methodological detail: 

7. The analysis cannot view the entire 
content of theories as being axiom
atizable or formalizable. 

8. Whatever formalization is involved 
must be semantic, not syntactical. 

9. The· analysis of theories must 
include the evolutionary or deveLop-

_me.ntal ~-aspects of scientific 
theorizing, and not limit itself to 
providing canonical formulations of 
theories at fixed stages of 
development . 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE RECEIVED VIEW: SKEPTICAL ANALYSES 

There are three groups of alternatives to the Received 

View of theories according to Suppe: 

Skeptical Descriptive Analyses 

Weltanschauungen Analyses 

Semantic Apprcaches 

Suppe describes skeptical descriptive analyses as being 

similar to the above mentioned primary proposition of this 

effort: 

"Rather than presenting an analysis 
how theories ideally should be 
formulated (an ideal that theories 
in practice fail to meet),, it is 

, held that an adequate analysis of 
. theories should characterize t heories 
'as they are actually employed in 
science • " ( 1 97 4, 1 20) 

~uppe. sees Peter Achinstein 28 as a central figure in the 

skeptical analyses . Feyerabend is included in the 

Weltanschauungen analyses approac he s but his work published 

since Suppe went to press would no doubt make him a leading 

contender for Achinstein's "posit ion". Essentially these 

philosophers despair of there :ever being an'.3-lysis which 

will indicate deep properties common to all theories because 

of the vari ety of extant theories . Suppe is critical of 

such a stance because e.l though there are many sorts of 

theories (see Rapoport , 1958), this does not mean that 

"theorie s are merely possibly entertained systems of .. .. , 

proposi tions 0
: • The· fact that there are many different 

theories (along the lines of Rapoport, 1958) suggests that 

there is indeed no general structural analyis of theories 

possible but there are reasons to suppose deep structural 

28. See, for example, Achinstein, P, Concepts of Science, 
Johns Hopkins Press, 1968 
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properties are common to all theories. 

WELTANSCHAUUNGEN ANALYSES 

Those adopting Wel tanschauungen Analyses are Toulmin, 

Kuhn, Hanson, Popper and Feyerabend. There; are others but 

these represent the more important ones. Not everyone 

would agree with this general "grouping" because of the 

widely disparate analyses offered by these philosophers. 

However their similarity is in their viewing scientific 

progress as being from within a conceptual perspective which 
' ' 

is shaped from the way scientists experience the world: .. 
. , . 

science is an ongoing c.ul tural activity with all its ., 

dynamical, dialectical and normative aspects, 

To '.roulvi.in, . theories are laws, hypotheses and ideals of 

natural order. Although they are used to predic~ their 

ma in function is to provide explanations of those 

recognised regularities . Prediction or forecasting "is 
r 

a craft or technology, an application of science rather 

than the kernel of science itse.lf" (Toulmin·, per Suppe, 

1974, 128). His account is instrumentalistic and his 

theories contain two components: first, ideals of natural 

or der, and secondly , other laws used to account for 

phenomenal deviations from the ideals. "Scientifi c 
.... ~ 

the9ries are f~rmulated, judged, maintained and developed 

relative to a Weltanschauungen which inc+udes the changed 

meanings attached to terms after they undergo a language 

shift resulting from their incorporation into the theory" 

(Suppe, 132). This denies the Received View's theory 
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· reduction assumption and theoretical terms become theory 

dependent while retaining part of their pretheoretic 

meaning. 

The Received View's doctrine of neutral observation 

language is discredited by Hanson (1958~ who early 

demonstrates that observations are in fact, "theory laden". 

In these there lies a logic of discovery. "Theories put 

phenomena into systems" (Hanson, 1958, 90) and this means 

that they are not discovered by induction but by 

retroductive inference. Hanson does not, however, 

present any detailed analysis of theorizing and his 

retroductive reasoning depends heavily on his doctrines 

of theory laden observation and meaning dependence. 

For most people interested in the development of scientific 

knowledge the work of Popper, Kuhn and Feyerabend is both 

interesting and stimulating . They are this in themselves 

and in their interrelation: Kulka (1977, 325) suggests 

that what was "the Carnap-Popper controversy has been 

overshadowed by the Popper-Kuhn controversy 11
•
29 To do 

their work justice in the context of such a research 

effort is obviously not possible. However it has been 

claimed, earlier , that these philosophers, and most 

especially Kuhn, have been interpreted superficially and 

it is hoped that this work does not fall into the same mode. 

A popular view of Popper's work is that for him science 

cannot progress through induction. Consequently the 

verification criterion of cognitive significance is rejected. 

29 . A fascinating account of the former is contained in Michalos , 
Alex C, The Popper - Carna p Controversy , Martinus-Nijhoff , 1971 
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Scientific theories cannot be verified by observational 

evidence but they can be observationally falsified. Hence, 

observational evidence is important only for its ability to 

falsify hypotheses and "only those general statements which 

are falsifiable are to be classified as genuine scientific 

sta~ements" (Harre, 1972, 60). The main problem of 

philosophy of science is the growth of knowledge and this 

cannot be reduced to a study of artifical languages 

(artifical logical calculi) and he~ein lies his second 

criticism of the Received View. 

In Popper ( 1956) he describes thre,e views of knowing -
, 

tn~ .e sse,ntiali st, the instrumentalist and one involving 

conjectures . He rejects the first two in favour of the 

thi'rd· and it is from here that t he often quoted statement 

is . taken-. that scientific theories are " ... genuine 

conjectures - highly informat ive guesses about the world 

which although not verifiable (i.e. capable of being shown 

true) can be submitted to severe critical tests. They 

a re serious attempts to discover the truth" (1956, 382). 

Because t heorie s are conj ecture~ · science ought to 

proliferate theories as much as possible subj ecting them 

to possible empirical falsification. It is through this 

process that scientific knowledge progresses - the 

conjectures are continually revised to answer additional 

refutations ...:·· 11we -!.learn from our mi s takes". He is, as 

Law (1975, 318) calls him, "a revolutionary conventionalist". 

Thi s is an allus ion to the work of others such as Kuhn and 

Feyerabend for, while Kuhn holds the view that explanat ion 
-;: 

for .' scientific change is within the realms of the social 
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psychology of discovery, for Popper, "scientific change 

is rational or at least rationally reconstructible and falls 

in the realm of the logic of discovery" (Lakatos in Lakatos 

and Musgrave, 1970, 93) •. 

Suppe contends that the work of Paul Feye~abend develops 

out of Popper's philosophy: he. accepts "that theories are 

falsifiable but not confirmable , that theoretical and 

observation terms are dispositional and theory-laden, 

that science ought to proliferate theories, and the growth 

of scientific knowledge comes via that proliferation of 

theorie s " (197 4, 170). Feyerabend is said to have taken 

~opper''s neo-rationalism and carried it to its ultimate 
.•, 

conclusion and in so doing has attracted such descriptions 

as . methodological dadaist (Tibbets, 1977), "egalitarian 

romantic", "against intellectual standards" (Hattiangadi, . . 

1977) and epistemological anarchist (Kulka, 1977a) . He would 

prefer the designation "theoretical pluralism". This 

theory pluralism is the core of his work. He sees the 

Received View version of scientific theorizing revolving 

a round two self imposed conditions. The first of these 

is the consistency condition (derivability conditi on) and 

the c ondition of meaning invariance (stability thesis). 

Like Hanson, he believes factual observations are context

dependent and· hi s attack on the Received View is to show 
.... ... 

the t~o condi~ion~ described untenable . 

His alternative is "that it is possible to have a philosophy 
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of science wherein theories are testable on the basis of 

observation" (Suppe , 1974, 177). 

Since Suppe (1974) , Feyerabend ' s book, Against Method has 

been published (Feyerabend, 1975) in which his ideas are 

a li.ttle more advanced (or extreme) . In this i t is 

apparent that he has taken the Weltanschauungen analysis 

to i t s limits . Recently three reviews of the work attempted 

to assess its contribution for understanding the epistem

ological processes of scientific progress (Hattiangadi , 1977; 

Kulka , 1977 ; Tibbetts , 1977) . Feyerabend ' s respo~se 

(1978) is caustic , bitter and at ttmes destructively 
, 

ad p~mi~em . So much so in fac~ that in repl y , one of the 

reviewers (Hattiangadi) has asked , if it is acceptable for 

Feyerabend to argue for anything goes why cannot a reviewer 

of .his .work be ~ranted t he same prerogative. 

This is in no way presented to suggest that Feyerabend ' s 

contributions be dismissed. Although , as mentioned above, 

the present analysis can do little more than present the 

'essences " of recent work in t he philosophy ·of sc i ence , it 
v 

is important to note Feyerabends' main thesis fo r i t is an 

interesting and valuable analysis for understanding 

scientific progress . According to him options must a t all 

costs be kept open : a single methodological or epistem-. . 
ological prescrription must not be -exhorted. It is however 

some of his apparently more extravagant claims that have 

attracted most criticism . While it is not unusual for 

radical viewpoints to attract follower~ extremism is 

lik¢ly to frighten off sympathisers. Such is the case with 



75 

Feyerabend's insistence on the inclusion of certain areas 

of study, which most people have considered pseudo-science, 

as subjects worthy of the nomenclature of science ; for 

example, magic and astrology. Little wonder then that 

reviewers are led to make statements such as: 

"I agree with Feyerabend that to deny 
. a priori that non-scientific techniques 
are effective is dogmatism. But to 
assign equal or greater success to 
nonscientific procedures, as does 
Feyerabend is in my opinion socially 
irresponsible, for it only reinforces 
the beliefs of that segment of society 
who retain a stone-age mentality 
towards anything beyond their comprehension." 
(Tibbetts, 1977, 26a). 

And, when confronted with several ~ntries under the heading 
, 

"wicked ._remarks" in the index, it is hard to know just how 

serious he is. (His response, Feyerabend, 1978, could 
-

perhaps be an indication of his intention!). 

Hattiangadi (1977) sees Feyerabend's main arguments as 

being grouped around into three attacks, or "salvoes" on 

traditional thinking on methodo l ogy . The first of these is 

"a general one against all int:ellectual standards", the 

second , "against the particular intellectual standards 

associat ed with respect for facts" and the third, against, 

"methodological rules". Following on from these is an 

analysis of Lakatos's work and amongst other things the 

"incommensurability" argument so central in Kuhn ' s work • .. . 
Hi s .. conclusion ·is-'" that "science is much closer to myth 

than scientific philosophy is prepared to admit". His 

answer lies in methodological pluralism or anything goes 

or methological anarchy or what ever euphemistic 
- ~ 

de s,cription is suitable . 
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Of all the philosophers of science in recent years the 

one whose work has attracted t he most attention of 

writers and researchers out side that field is Thomas Kuhn. 

He in fact is the only one of the "new" scientific 

philosophers whose analysis has been related to accounting: 

see , for example , Wells (1 976) , AAA (1977) .and Flamhotz 

(1976) . It was mentioned above> however t hat this wide 

appeal is partly due to an oversi mplified interpretation 

of the full implicati ons of his work . It is now apparently 

f ashionable to drop his name in somewhere , as for example 

in AAA (1971b) . Of the accounting writers making r eference 

to Kuhn ' s work, Wells (1 976) provides the best summary . The 

n-0tion ~f revolutionary progress in any di scipline is 

undoubtedly an attractive way to describe t he devel opment 

of thought . Howeve r it often seems that something very 

basic is overlooked and that is the notion of 

incorrunensurability . 

The Received View theorists (o~ more generall y , the logical 

iempiricists) sought an explanation for al l theories in terms 

of form. Their tool was modern l ogic and if all theorie s 

or theoret ical statements can be reduced to a logical form 

then it follows they must succeed . A major danger i n 

such analysis is that it would be concerned with a static 

view of scienc'e : a cross section of science at some stage 

of dev~lopment~ . 'Ilhose proposin ~ alterati on have argued 

for an understanding of the development of scientific 

thought : the dynamical aspects . Logical method must 

then be exchanged for hi storical method and that i s what 

the Weltanschauunger analysts (most ) have been concerned with . 
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None more so tha~ Kuhn and it would seem that this 

historical approach is a first point of attraction f or 

many would- be-Kuhnists. This is despite the c l aims by 

some that his analysis is sui t c:")le for t he study of the 

history of science but not f or a novel new metatheoretic 

conception . I t is also despite claims by Fopper that it 

is an approach concerned with " the psychology of research." 

There are also apparent "stages" in the development of the 

Kuhn hypothesis,first of which was the publication in 1962 

of hi s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Cert~in 

areas were found by critics to be µnsatisfactory, so a post-
, 

script ~as added to a second edition of the book (1970a) . 

This included some of the ideas developed in some work 

written slightly prior to this but published later: Kuhn 

( 1970b . ; 197 4) • The"third stage " is found in Kuhn 

(1976) and has not been fully appreciated by the scientific 

community (or found to be utterly unsatisfactory , see 

Feyerabend, 1977) . 

Given the historical emphasis of Kuhn ' s work , he has tried 

to show that all science consists of re volutionary 

discontinuities and nonrevoluti onary periods. His analysis 

sees disciplines passing through several stages : 

Preparadigm (unsc i entific chaos) 

Ac~eptapc& of a dominant paradigm (~ormal science) 
Crisis due to anomalies in accepted paradigm 
Extraordinary or revolutionary science (search 

for a new paradigm - scientific chaos) . 
Acceptance of dominant paradigm and normal science 

(puzzle solving). 
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The greatest dissatisfaction with his notion as presented 

in his first edition was his use of the term "paradigm" 

and consequently in his second stage (Kuhn, 1970a etc) 

he distinguishes between.a disc i plinary matrix and 

exemplars . The former represents the overall structure 

of that which scientists hold common to the~r discipline 

and the latter concrete problem solutions accepted by the 

scientific community . A disci~linary matrix contains 

shared exemplars . 

There are two other very important (but related) notions 

in the Kuhn thesis . The first is that scientific knowledge 

µrogre~ses discontinuously; it does not , as previously held , 

progress through accummulation . Toulmin had, much earlier 

i'mplied it but it becomes central to Kuhn's notion of 

progress through revolution. The second notion is that of 

incommensurability . One paradigm replaces a previous one 

and cannot be explained in terms of it. Kuhn differs from 

Popper in that with this progress through revolution there 

is no method of strict theory history of falsification and 

corroboration. The thesis is some times called , as Stegmuller 

( 1976, 137) points out , "Kuhn. ' s i rrationali sm", a name which 

is "however, quite misleading, because it make s one think 

of an irrational philosophical position on Kuhn's part". (137) . 

Kuhn himself has ~ecently clarified his idea.of his ' use ' of 

the term incommensurability: 

" •.• when I spoke of theories as 
incommensurable , r meant that they 
could not be compared ...... In 
applying the term incommensurability 
t o theories , I had intended only to 
insist that there was no common language 



within which both could be fully 
expressed a.nd which could therefore 
be used in a point-by- point 
comparison between them". (1976, 191) 
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Kuhn's posit ion is both attractive and alarming in its 

apparent simplicity. The former is borne out by the 

acceptance afforded it in many disciplines,, in economics 

(e.g. Stanfield, 1974) in sociological study (e . g. Ford, 

1975), and accounting (e . g . Wells, 1976) to name but a very 

few. The latter is evidenced in the considerable criticism it 

has been subjected to from other philosophers of science 

(e. g . Lakatos and Musgrave, 1970) . It is suggested that 

its appeal is often unwarrante ~ and its use as providing 

an explanation for epistemological questions in many areas 
·-

has been based on an oversimplified appreciation of it. 

This is not so much a criticism of Kuhn ' s thesis as so 

much of the people who have "used" it. Even so, Kuhn's 

early use of the term paradigm was severely criticised 

for its vagueness (Lakatos and Musgrave, 1970) and he has 

been forced to qualify it (Kuhn, 1970b; 1974). One 

writer has even suggested that much of Kuhn's appeal lies 

in the fac t that in the environment of stric t logical 

empiricism Kuhn humanised scientific work: 

"After decades during which science 
had been viewed as a series of 
disconnected logical decision calculi 
(which may ultimately be performed 
by computers and thereby by totally 
rationalized), there comes a fellow , . . 
who cj.~r.es~' to say that, after all, 
science is genuinely and basically 
human . . •. Kuhn was the author who 
brought man back into the picture .. " 
Baumberger, 1977 , . 3). 

More than just this however , there is , in Kuhn ' s work , 

muo"{l< that is esoteric and as yet unresolved. Many que 'stions 
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need to be answered and much more detail given to some 

aspects . The wholesale adoption of the overall superficial 

characteristics is premature to say the least. Many of 

these attempts themselves lack the de tail for they cannot 

provide the answers. For example to simply outline the 

thesis then fit convenient historical "facts" to the overall 

framework and offer that as explanation for theory 

development (e.g. AAA, 1977; Stanfield , 1974) is not 

acceptable. 

Ironicall~ formalism against which Kuhn was reacting has 

recently contributed to the methodological rigour of his 

~hesis! a set theoretical presentation. It has arisen 

largely from the work of Joseph Sneed (Sneed, 1971) and 

has been contumeliously referred to by Feyerabend (1977) 

as ~ "K~ Sneedified" . Most of the work has subsequently 

ca rried out by Wolfgang Stegmuller, 30 Sneed having developed 

his view on the basis of particle mechanics only. However 

Kuhn (1976) says "the new formalism makes important new 

territory accessible to analy~ic philosophy of science" (179) 

and " ... even its elementary structural form captures 

s ignificant features of scientific theory and practice 

notably absent from the earlier formalisms ... " (180). 

Stegmuller claims even more advantages (1976, 10-14) . 

.. . 
Sneed's formali.sm.'requires the sp~cification of a theory. (T) 

which dema.Ylds specification of not only a core (K) but also 

JO . Most of Stegmuller's work has been in the German language 
which has necessarily restricted its reading in the English 
$p.ceaking world. However works are now being printed. in 
Epglish and although Stegmuller (1976) is the translation 
of volume II of an extensive treatise on the philo s ophy of 
science it contains most of his ideas on matters relevant 
to this work . 



81 

a set of intended applications (I). The theory may be 

presented as an ordered pair: 

T = ( K, I) 

The core, K, is made up of M, a set of models, Mp, a set 

of possible models, Mpp, a set of possible ,Partial models, 

a set of possible, constraints, C on these models and a set 

of variables (Sneed, 1971, Chpt 7) 

such that K = (M, Mp, Mpp, C, v > 
and therefore T = < M, Mp, Mpp, C, v, I > 
A student of a scientific theory, familiar with Mpp will 

attempt to determine Mp and " .• it is a large part of what 

S{!ienti'fic, or at least physics, education is about" 

(Kuhn 1976, 181 ). In addition to this "creative imagination 

required to find an Mp corresponding to a non standard 

Mpp .. is among the criteria by which great scientists 

may sometimes be distinguished from mediocre" (Kuhn, 1976, 181). 

Herein lies a question, for neither Sneed nor Stegmuller have 

much to say about this process outside fully mathematized 

theories: 

Essentially Sneed's theory is a set of distinct applications: 

"learning a theory is learning successive applications in 

some appropriate order and (that) using it is designing 

still others" · (Kuhn, 1976, 182) . The second part of the 

quotat~on re{~r~ vo the notion that applying· a theory - . . . 

means discovering ~ applications which are found 

extensionally (as members of I) or by expanding the core K 

to get E. To Sneed and Stegmuller this expansion occurs 

mos-t·iy within normal science. However they also recognise 
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that in some instances this would represent what Kuhn 

calls a scientific revolution and Kuhn (1975) is concerned 

at the difficulties of identifying these. 

The expanded core would contain new constrai~ts (Ca), a set 

of additional functions (va) and a set of special laws 

for special applications (L), and: 

E = (M, Mp, Mpp, C, v' L, Ca, Va) 

and therefore 

TE =<M, Mp , Mpp, C, v, L, Ca, va, I) . 
"Two men who subscribe to different cor,es ipso facto hold 

different theories. If , however, they share belief in a 
, 

corrµnon core and in certain of its exemplary applications 

they are adherents of the same theory even though their 
. 

beliefs about its permissible expansions differ widely." 

"A core, in short, is a structure that cannot, unlike an 

expanded core, be abandoned without abandoning the 

corresponding theory" (Kuhn, 1976, 187) o 

The above has necessarily been an oversimplification of 

those new ideas, however the value to understanding Kuhn ' s 

notion of theory dynamics should be obvious: a formal 

analysis to understand the distinction between normal and 

revolutionary progress. . .. 

Returning to Suppe's (1974) analysis he discusses criticism 

of the Weltanschauunger analysis under which the headings 

corresponding to recurrent themes in the works: 
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- Observation is theory laden 

- Meanings are theory dependent 

- Facts are theory laden; 

all of which leads him to enquire as to "How plausible 

is it to suppose tha t each person working with a theory 

possesses a Wel tanschauung? n . ( 218) At lea!iJt two 

substantial d~velopments have taken place since the question 

was asked which could indicate answers in the affirmative.3 1 

It is nevertheless interesting .to note that Suppe concludes: 

" •••. the Weltanschauung is an exceedingly 
. complex entity, being approx.imately the 
whole of one's background, training, 
experience, knowledge, beliefs, · and 
intellectual profile which is of possible 
relevance to working with ~theory. 

,, Once this is realized, ·"t becomes 
·exceedingly doubtful whethe r a 
Weltanschauung can be the joint 
possession of a group of scientists -
as, for example~ Kuhn's analysis 
requires". ( 218) 

SEMANTIC APPROACHES 

Suppe refers to the third group of al ternatives to the 

Received View as, "Semantic Approaches". Theories are 

seen as extralinguistic entities describable by their 

linguistic fornulation. The notion of models plays an 

important part. The idea that scientific theories have as 

their subject matter a class of phenomena is al so important. 

(Suppe, 1974, 223 ; Suppe 1972, 12-13 ). These . . phenom.ena are 
,. 

its intended· sco'pe . and, "A central ·task of a theory, then, 

31. The Sneed-Stegmuller anaiysis of Kuhn and the extreme 
me thodological anarchism of Feyerabend, discussed above. 
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is to present descriptive, predictive, and pos s ibly 

explanatory acc ounts of the behaviour of physical systems 

which correspond to phenomena" (Suppe , 1972, 13 ). 

Suppe's own work serves to exemplify t he semantic approach . 

The approach is complex (e specially as much of the work 
i 

has been directed towards mathematical physic s) and, as 

Suppe himself readily admits (1974 , 230 ) is still in the 

process of development . The development has he claims, 

been sufficient to indicate "a promising approach to 

analyzing theories ". 

SIJl\/IMARY' 

Tnis section has traced the main ideas appearing in the 

philosophy of science relating to the process of theory 

construction . That described by many authors in many 

disciplines as the "scientific method" has been a reflection 

of the majority view : in almost every case this has been 

along the lines of the Received View . Frustration and 

dissatisfaction with many unsatisfactory aspects of that 

analysis has led some writers to cast serious doubt s on 

it. According to these "new" writers theo r ies are heavily 

influenced, or even dependent on, the the orists'ow~ personal 

view of the world . To support this view wri ters have drawn 
, .. 

example.s fr~m:.t;tie history of science . 

The work of Thomas Kuhn ha~ been popular to the extent of 

being a fashion. Kuhn ' s own anal ysis provides a justification 

for -his argument in the sense that it represents a significant 
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break in past notions full of ambiguity and anomaly. 

The acceptance afforded his work however appears to stem 

from its apparent simplicity : it is very easy to·see 

sudden changes in commonly held beliefs within a discipline 

but this does not necessarily explain how the change came 

about. Realizing this many philosophers of science, 

including Kuhn himself , have been developing a more 

rigorous analysis. It is from this work that most 

advances in understanding the theory process are most likely 

to eventuate. This particular analysis has necessarily 

been simplified and synoptic. It does ?rovide, howev~r, 

the basis for the analysis in the µext section . 
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It was mentioned above (in section IV) that works do 

exist which provide a good basic framework also suited for 

this research effort. One such work is Anderson (1976) 

who also discusses the work of Sterling and Ijiri . While 

recognising that the discussion in the previous section 

sug§ests that it is not possible to make such a distinction, 

i t is stressed that this analysis is concerned with the form 

and not the content of the work of some accounting 

theorists. Therefore unlike Anderson (1976) which has its 

central subjec t, the notions of inc~me measurement , this 

work examines the manner in which notions such as those 

were derived . There are three basic sources of such , 
information: first, there are the works of the particular 

the ori sts which are directed to the presentation of their 

theories, secondly there are the works of the theorists 

which describes their own views of the theory construction 

process, and thirdly, there are the works of ethers 

analysing these theorists' works (mainly in the form of reviews) . 

The fir s t two sources are most important to this work -

the theorists' works in light of the developments sketched 

in the last section . 

BRIEF CHRONOLOGICAL SURVEY 

If it were possible to devise scales to meas.1\I'e wri ~ten . 
, - . . .. 

work and relevant contribution to ·accounting thought then 

it would be possible to graph the work of Chambers, Ijiri , 

Mattessich and Sterling over the last thirty years . In 

such circumstances the graph line for Chambers would 
. -: 

probably be a smooth parabolic curve with its highest point 



representing Chambers (1966a) . Ijiri's would be a much 

steeper bimod~l curve the peaks indicating Ijiri (1967) 
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and Ijiri (1975). Although Mattessich's curve would be 

gently rising to a high point representing Mattessich (1964) 

it would soon leave the graph and enter another dimension: 

although still concerned with theory his later work has not 

be en Testricted to accounting theory . Sterling ' s curve 

would be as steep as Ijiri's though wi t h only one high point , 

representing Sterling (1970b ), and a significant right skew . 

There is little doubt that the above description would be 

rejected as being wildly speculative . It was included ~o 

provide a more dramatic visual image of the differences in , 

the contributions made by the four theorists to accounting 

. thought . 

(a) · Rayinond Chambers 

Chambers ' contribution to the accounting theory literature has 

been both extremely substantial and extremely significant . 

For the theory - analysist the work of no other accounting 

theorist is so complete . His work prior to his Autobiography 

(1966a) demonstrates the build up to that work and his work 

subsequent to it has reinforced the theory contained therein. 

His autobibliography (1 977) while not including all his work 

is sufficient to demonstrate that his contributions to accounting 

thought , even though they are considerable have been. 

consistent. It is not as easy to say the same for his views 

on theory construction which is perhaps quite natural 

gi ven developments in the philosophy of science . 
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Chambers ' article (1955a) has been regarded as a seminal work 

in modern scientific accounting. To Yu (1976 , 99) it is. one 

which "has since rendered a tremendous impact upon accounting 

thinking". In AAA (1977, ·12) it is held to be "the 

starting point for a decision - usefulness th~ory of 

fina11cial accounting" . His articles ( 1955b) , ( 1957) and ( 1960) 

are extensions of the first mentioned work and the process 

culminates in his (1961) and is reinforced i n his (1962) . 

Even if Chambers himself had not stated as much (1974c, 10) 

there would be little doubt that " Toward~ a General Theory 

of Accounting" (1961) contributed significantly to his book 
, 

(196.6a): . "Much of thi s par t of the paper (i.e. 1961) 

developed into the earlier chapter of Accounting Evaluation 

and Economic Behaviour •. • " As mentioned (1966a) represents 

the-high point in the Chambers curve . His work subsequent 

to this has been of four main types. First there is the 

rigorous defence of t he theory in Accounting Evaluation and 

Economic Behaviour (AEEB) (1966a). Secondly there is the 

extension of that work or , more: correctly , the minor 

amendment to it; for example, (1970a). There has in most 

Western countries been considerable interest in accounting in 

inflationary time.s, for obvious reasons. Chambers ( 1966a) provides 

the most satisfactory t~1~ )retical answer and recognizing this 

as a good "selling point" of his theory, Chambers has 
' . , 

devoted ·consiaerable effort in making concerned parties 

aware of his work: this is the third type . The labels 

"other work" or "miscellane·ous " are never very satisfac t ory 

for they can never indicate the extent of the efforts 

incl~ded therein. However to avo id unnecessary detailed 

. . 
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classification this is the fourth type of his work . This 

classification is general and most works overlap 

considerably because behind all of them is the -omnipresence 

of the theory in AEEB (1966a) . Therefore there is purpose in a 

book such as Securities and Obscurities (1973a) fo r , while 

demo.nstrating the commonality of anomalies ·in accounting 

practice, the notions in AEEB (l966a) are noted as being the 

only possible solution. 

(b) Yuji I jiri 

In suggesting that the curve for Ijiri ' s work would b~ 

bimodal, allusion was being made t o.his two major works on 
, 

(I'inancial) accounting theory: (1967) and (1975 ) . These 

a r e by no means his only works and in fact he is a very 

s ignificant contributor to an area of accounting and 

management knowledge well outside the scope of this 

research effort - management information and control 

systems . Ijiri (1967) was not his first major work and 

developed around some previous work - more especially, 

I-jiri (1965), Ijiri (1966 ) , Ijiri and Jaedicke (1966) and 

Ijiri, Jaedicke and Knight (1966 ). It "inquires into the 

measurement aspects of accounting . Measurement is the 

core of accounting" and an understanding of it is a 

necessary prerequisite for understanding accounting . 

Ijiri (1967) is an attempt to provide a theory of accounting .. . 
"as it ·is and i1t>t ·#as someone thinks it ought to be " (x) 

In attempting to make his book (1967) readily accessible to 

the comprehension of a wide audience Ijiri had simplified 

man~ of his expressions. This no doubt caused a little 
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frustration and in his second bo ok (1975 ) the previous analysis 

is condensed into two chapters and presented more vigorously. 

There appear to have been only a few papers published between 

1967 and 1975 and they, often the result of conference -

symposia contributi ons, are also incorporated into the 

latter book. The remainder of the argument is new. 

There' does not appear to have been any further, r eadily 

available material published by Ijiri since his (1975). 

(c) Richard Mattessich 

The pattern of the theoretical contributions of Mattess ich 
' 

comes closest to that of Chambers, initially . His first 
., 

major wa.rk is his Accountancy and Analytic Method (AAM) (1964) 
·-

but the ground work had been laid earlier . In fact his article 

' oi· 1957 _is to his A.Aii/I ( 1964) as Chambe r s' article of 196 1 is 

to Chambers 1 AEEB (1 966a ) . The titles of Mattessich's 

works are usually indicative of t he1r contents. His early 

work therefore is primarily concerned with two aspects of 

accounting . Hi s first concern was with devising a far 

more rigorous theoretical base ~o the discipline . This 

he argued would be achieved through greater use of 

mathematics . His second concern was in relating the 

then much more theoretically structured discipline of 

economics to accounting . Mattessich ' s cultural background 

is probably significant in respect of this second matter for 

he is a German by bjrth and the accounting di'stipline i s · -·- . ... 

there (Europe) much more imbued with theoretical economic 

t
. 32 no ions. 

32 . Se.e-:: Choi, DS and Mueller , Gerhard , An Introduction to . 
Multinational Accounting , Prentice Hall , 19'78 
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His first major work is entitled, Accounting and 

Analytical Methods. Apart from some intellectual 

sparring with Chambers, starting first with his comments 

on Chambers' review of his A.AM (1964) 33 and continued in his 

articles of 1970(a) and 1971, his work begins to move 

rapidly away from accounting. He first conqerns himself with 

epistemologic al questions in accounting: as witnessed by 

his working paper (1968), his paper to the International 

Conference of Accounting Educators (1970b) and the award

winning (AAA Significant Contribution to Accounting Literature, 

1972) article of 1972. The title of every subsequent work 

alludes to systems and it can safely be assumed that this 

di'f'ficfil~_ to define subject area becomes his major interest. 

Although not available at time of writing this research effort, 

his latest work i s entitled , Instrumental Reasoning and Systems 

Methodology. 

(d) Robert Sterling 

Sterling has produced only one major theoretical work, 

(1970b). This is claimed to b~ basically his doctoral thesis 

33 . The opening remarks are well worth reproducing in full: 
"The great Sphinx of Giza is more than evidence of the 
achievements of ancient Egypt; its mutilated face is 
symbolic of man 's reaction to novel or foreign ways. 
Superstition and intolerance tempted a Mameluke 
ruler to ord~r the destruction of this unique cultural 
monument in 1380. Mamelukes' cannon shots partially 
destroyed the nose and the beard of the Sphinx but, 
imparted a nsw m~aning to it. For nearly six 
centuries the mysterious smile of this recumbent 
figure bears witness to people ' s behaviour towards 
things they refuse to comprehend. For this the 
Mamelukes may even be praised . Similarly Chambers 
ought to be praised for finding my book worth 
bombarding with eighteen pages of piercing critici sm". 
(I~a.,ttessich, 1967, 119) 
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(adapted) written ten years earlier. Almost all his other, 

shorter, work is concerned with establishing some basis 

for accounting theory. In addi~ion he has edited several 

collections of papers on .theoretical aspects or instigated 

their publication. Further, he has been involved in at 

least two committees which have produced s~gnificant 

theoretical contributions: AAA (1971b) and AAA (1977). 

Unlike the other three theorists there is no discernible 

published development leading to Sterling (1970b). 

Nevertheless a pattern of his other work does emerge; one 

in which there is an awareness of some developments in the 

philosophy of science . As with Mattessich 's work the titles 

~e fai"rly indicative of contents and mostly allude to 

theory. Whether these works actually "develop" is questionable 

and discussed more fully below. 

THE MAJOR WORKS 

It was mentioned above that the first source for analysis of 

the theoretical viewpoints was , the major works . These are 

the theories themselves represented by Chambers (1966a) , 

Jjiri (1967) and Ijiri (1975), Mattessich (1964) and 

Sterling (1970b). A useful starting point for analysis is 

the authors ' statement of purpose. 

Accordi.ng to _C)l.?-mbers (1977, 18), ;tis (1964) ·· ;,presents the 

theory of what was subsequently called continuously contemporary 

accounting". "It is straight exposition" concerned not with 

analysing or criticizing extant practice but prescribing 

the · .theory. 
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It has already been mentioned that Ijiri (1967) has as 

its primary aim the probing "into the foundation of 

accounting" in particular measurement aspects. "The 

objects of this study are the account ing theories and 

practices that are now social ly accep ted". ( 1967; x) 

That Ijiri (1 975 ) is enti tled Theory of Ac counting 

Measurement is sufficient to conclude that he is attempting 

to theor ize . The assumption of acc ounting as a "system 

designed to faci.li tate the smooth functioning of 

accountability relationships among intere sted partie s " is 

made early on and I ·jiri then proceeds to deve lop a the ory 

on this basis . Mattessich (1 964 ) states clearly that, 

"JI'he purpose of t his study i s to present a unified frame of 

accounting ... " ( 1964, ix ). Similar conclusions to those 

deri ved from the title of Ijiri (1975) can be de r i ved from 

th~ ti~le of Sterling (1970b): The ory of the Measurement 

of Enterprise Income (TMEI) . 

From the above it is obvious that all five works were 

presented as theories. The qu~stion now is how were these 

theori es presente d? An answer · t o this sort of question is 

rare ly easily found and this case is no exception . An 

answer would require an acceptance of theory construction 

procedures which the last section showed does not exist. 

The que stion can therefore be modifi ed to, how did the 
.. . 

theorists perceive theory construct i on t echniques as 

illustr ated in their major works? 

A scientific theo ry, ac cording t o the Received Vi ew, is a 

dedu-cti vely connected bu.n.dle of laws whi ch are appl icable 
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to observable phenomena in ways specified by the 

correspondence rules. At this level of generality 

Chambers (1 966a) and Sterling (1 970b ) would seem to be 

ideal candidates for such a classification. On a more 

formal level the Final Version of the Received View 

presented by Carnap and Hempel , according 4o Suppe (1974, 50) 

has been di sc ussed above (in Section VI). In essence this 

is that there is an L (first order language) divided into 

L0 (observation language) and Lt ( theoretical language) 

defined in terms of a logical calculus, K (and therefore 

K0 and Kt) and correspondence rules, C. There are howeve r, 

other versions of the Received Vi ew though they "can be 

cQnside~ed as being variations on stages in the development 

of the Received Vi ew sketched abo ve" ( Suppe, 197 4, 50) . 

Kapl an · (1964), for example, distinguishes be tween 

concatenated and hierarchial theories. The former is 

one in which component laws are fil l ed into a network of 

relations "so as to constitute an identifiable configuration 

or pattern", the latter, one in which "component lanes are 

presented as deductions from a :small set of bas i c principles". 

However , Kaplan admits "they are often re garded as marking 

the earlier and later stages of theory formation " (1 964, 298). 

This sort of description could well be applied to the work of 

Mattessich (1964) and Ijiri (1967 and 1975). If it is, as 
.. . ' . 

Suppe s:tate_s , . 9- .variation on the R~ceived View description . 

Ijiri (1967) and (1975) concentrate on measurement . 

Mattessich (1964) "suggests that 'knowledge of the 

achievements of modern logic, t he philosophy of science , 

measurement theory , management and behavioural science , 
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objective is to attempt such a synthesis" (Chambers , 

1966c , 102) . To conjoin these different areas would 
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obviously be concatenation and in providing a theor etical 

synthesis would be a concatenated theory in the Kaplan sense . 

Mattessich also provides eighteen basic assumptions of 

accounting although he admits that they are "variously 

called accounting ' postulates ', ' principles ', ' standards ' 

etc " (30) . These provi de " the foundati ons " of accounting 

and as such the analysis corresponds t o Kaplan ' s hierarchial 

theory construc tion. 

This sort of analysis, other than tending to be a little 

overly simplistic, does little more than provide support 

fo_r th~ commonly held notion that "facts " can easi ly be 

produced to agree with any argument . Therefore all that 

can seriously be noted from the above is that all authors 

have suggested thei r works provide theories and that these 

theories could well have been :constructed on methods 

proposed by logical positivists . A far more satisfactory 

approach is to examine briefly the views enounced by the 

theorists - in the works in question . 

Chambers evinces his method of constr ucti on in the 
.. . 

Introduction- ~1 966a , 6-8) . The following are quoted from 

there : 

. -: 

"This method begins with observation 
that there is a class of objects , event s 
or operations , possessing some 
simila~ities and distributed in some way 

" 



through the universe of experience . 
Each of these notions may be more 
or less vague at the onset ; each 
comes to be more clearly defined 
as inquiry proceeds " . 

" We conjecture further .. . " 

"We select, a number of statements .. " 

"The set of statements which define' 
accounting ..• " 

"But conjecture is not good enough for 
a process which has wide applications. 
The theory must be tested" (Emphasis added) 
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These comments tend to suggest an amalgam of Received View 

and Popperian positions and the Popper influence is most 

especially so regarding the last quoted statement . In fact 

Chambers' continues from that last quotation with: "The 

first stage in this tes ting process is deductive of all 

possible consequences of the theory" - a claim which 

ec_hoes. strongly Popper ' s ( 1959, 32- 34) "Deductive Testing 

of Theories" . 

The point is made even more strongly by comparing "the 

objective of deduction is to ~evelop fully the meaning of 

the t heory "(Chambers , 1966a, 7) with "the purpose of this 

last kind of (deductive) test is to find out how far the 

new consequences of the theory .. . stand up to the demands 

of practice" (Popper , 1959 , 33) . 

.. . 
Chambers ' inSj..$te.nce on the importance of observation 

suggests a li.0~eived View approach. His subsequent 

elaboration of the processes of reasoning bears this out 

even more (Chpt 1). His insistence on testing of 

propositions goes beyond Popper ' s requirement to the extent 
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of requiring verification. His separation of propositions 

into formal (through rules of correspondence) and 

empirical further supports a Received View position . 

Ijiri's work (Ijiri, 1967; Ijiri, 1975) appe~rs to be even 

mor~ heavily influenced by the Received View viewpoint. 

His initial concern in (1 967) i) language. A theoretical 

language is seen as necessary for theorizi ng and axiomatic 

calculus is the most suitable ianguage . Rul es of correspondence 

are therefore crucial and modern measurement theory is the 

medium. He provides three axioms - the axiom of control, 

axiom of quantities and the axiom of exchange - and in doing 
, 

so his purpo se is heuristic rather than ostensive. The 

result is that ljiri (1967) is more tentative than a 

formal general theory should be. It does not describe or 

explain every situation so in this sense fails as a general 

theory. The axiomatic approach has been criticized34 by 

philosophers of science and it i s doubtful whether it can 

eJ"er establish the ories - it can be little more than 

analytical. 

The conce rn with language and the three axioms are retained 

in Ijiri (1975) . This work could be described as a more 

rigorous extension of the earlier work, Ijiri (1967). It 

easily dist inguishes between inductive and deductive models, .. ... ~. 

descriptive alfd' nirmative models and theories and policies. 

This last distinction is important for the terms are 

intermingled in extant accounting and it is important "because 

the lack of such a distinction is perhaps one of the most 

' 34. See Toulmin, Stephen , "The Structure of Scientific Theories" 
in Suppe (1974), 600 - 614 
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serious impediments to making accounting research 

scientific. The distinction needs to be made because 

issues of theory must be resolved by scientific means" (10). 

Logic plays an essential role in his scientific means 

(Chpt 2) yet the central theme of the theory - accountability 

is derived by "a reverse - inductive analysis" (AAA, 1977, 10). 

Popper has shown that inductive logic cannot exist! 

Mattessich (1964) presents an axiomatic model of accounting. Much 

of the book, AAM, is analytical and descriptive: considerable 

space is devoted to examining measurement theory, and 

central themes in economics and management science. 

Techniques developed within these other disciplines are 

regarded as being useful to developing accounting as "the 

quantitative description and projection of income 

c~ulation and of weal th aggregates" ( 426). A set of 

eighteen basic assumptions of accounting forms the basis 

of the theory - that which is presented as an axiomatic 

model. As such, the criticisms of axiomatization alluded 

to above apply equally well to Mattessich's approach. 

Unlike Ijiri however, Mattessich does not have confidence 

in an inductive logic: " ... as long as Hume's rejection 

of the induction principle cannot be refuted on better and 

firmer grounds than has been the case thus far ... " (233) 

The term "model" has many uses and many varied meanings. 

Possibly the most common use is describing any mathematical 

representation of some complete notion. However it is used 

in the scientific - philosophic sense to indicate a model 



99 

of some things - as an icon: it is structurally 

isomorphic to what it models. Such models are use~ 

to explain certain notions in many disciplines and 

they are especially common in economics. Suppe (1974) 

states: 

"There is no doubt that the formalism 
.of theories can be interpreted in 
terms of iconic models and that 
doing so often is heuristically 
fruitful in suggesting hypotheses, 
developing theories and so on". (99) 

Much of the work on such models has been done by 

philosopher Mary Hesse 35 , Although they were 

earlier conceived of by Nagel. 36 Sterling claims his TIVIEI 

(1970b) was not published for ten years . The book 

is very neatly organised and adopts the model form 

of explana t ion which owes much to Nage,l . Accepting 

Sterling' claim, the work must have developed prior 

to Hesse's more rigorous model - analysis and Kuhn's 

work (although it is cited in the bibliography). 

The model is only useful in simplifying the semantic 

interpretation of the theory - the partial 

interpretation of TC (using the notation described 

above in showing the final version of the Received 

View). The following is adapt ed from Suppe (1974, 

98) and shows more clearly the place of models 

according to Nagel: 

35. See, for example her Forces and Fields, Littlefield, 1965 and 
Models and Analogies, University of Notre Dame Press 1966 

36. Especi ally, The Structure of Science , Harcourt Brace, 1961 
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This model explanation is tha t to which Sterling (1970b) 

aspires. It is therefore to this extent that Sterling does 

not accept an unqualified Received View stance. Sterling 

even goes further for he ackno:wledges the work of one of the 

severe critics of the Received View which had been 

published at "time of writing": NR Hanson (1958). He 

accepts Hanson's notion of the ory laden perceptions. 

(Sterling , 308 - 9 ) 

•· ' 

It was stated in -' earlie r secti ons of this re s earch effort 

that the Received View has dominated thinking on the ory 

construction i n this century . It was also shown to adopt 

concepts devel oped in the philosophy of science. Its notions 

of ·~heory construc tion have largely been derived through 
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other disciplines. If t he Received View has been 

dominant it follows that accounting will also reflect 

this. An examination of the major works of Chambers , 

I jiri , Mattessich and Ste.rling bears thi s out and 

although not the only influence the Received View approach 

is implicit in varying degre es of these worki . 

It was mentioned that these works are only one source area 

fo r determining the epistemological persuasions adopted by 

these theorists . They have all wr itten on theory processes 

and these are now examined . 

TBE WORKS ON THEORY CONSTRUCTION 

As most of Ijiri ' s work on theories has been incorporated 

into one of two major works, little more can be said of his 

view of or position on theory construction . Ijiri (1965) 

provides his early thoughts on axioms of accounting. The 

set of axioms (and the set of measurement rules they 

facilitate) is extracted from ~onventional accounting but 

is "suffic ient to explain the majority of the principles 

and practices in convent ional accounting" (36). 

Inductive logic was "developed" by Received View the orists 

(more particularly Carnap and Reichenbach - see Suppe, 

197 4 , Chapter 1) t,o enable verification of g'eheralizations 
. - ., ' ... 

about experience . It is interest ing to note Ijiri ' s 

comments in this respect (1 965 , 37): 

. -: 

" . . . though t he truth of the axioms 
_canno t be proved (in the purely 
philosophical sense), they are 
empirically supported since the 



axioms are abstracted from what 
accountants have been doing in 
their daily practices". 
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These comments taken in conjunction with his statement 

that the axioms are "tied in logically and mathematically 

with t he se t of measurement rules" tend to indicate that 

his .axioms are in fact only theoretical constructs 

(T Terms) . 

Ijiri (1971a) is contained within (1975) as the specificat ion 

of the need for logical in accounti~g theory processes. 

(1972b) develops the (contrapositive) induc tive method 

espoused in (1975) as does his (19?3) . , 

S~erling has devoted considerable effort to accounting 

the ory construc tion. One of his earliest works was 

Sterling (1967a): a review of ASOBAT (AAA, 1966). This 

work has been briefly discussed in a previous sec tion and 

Sterling's review highlights the lack of rigour and 

precision, or, to be more correct, the need for more 

precision and rigour . What is' most significant however 

is that Sterling makes two allusions to Kuhn's , Structure 

of Scientific Revolution. The work is revolutionary in 

its depar ture from previous so-called theories and its 

adoption of a world view. 

•· . 
·' 

The purpose of Sterling (1967b) is " to abstract a general 

statement of present accounting theory". Of all the 

works discussed so far this work would come closest to 

fitting the Received View of theories appellation. In 
' . 

ter~s of The Final Version described by Suppe (infra) 
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Sterling (1967b) is a work which can fit those requirements. 

Sterling (1970a) is even more directly concerned with 

accounting theory constructi on and that it had a strong 

influenc e on AAA (1971b) is immediatt~l~r clear. As with 

many other of Sterling's works (or those in which he was 

involved) discussed so far, there is an early allusion to 

Kuhn with no subsequent Kuhnian analysis . In this case 

the allusion concerns Kuhn's notion of anomalies but the 

rest of the paper is devoted to explaining a logical 

positivist view which fits the Fina} Version (above) more 

closely than Sterling (1967b) . Whereas · the earlier work 

c?ncentyrated on the developing 1 (first order language) 

an~ K (logical calculus) greater stress in this instance 

is laid on verification and interpretation. Although 

because of its purpose it is understandable, it is 

unfortunate that Sterling (1 972a) is not more detailed for 

it is in this work that the fact that there may be no one 

prescribed methodological basis for scientific theory 

construction is recognised. This is borne out by: 

and 

"A major part of the sc i entific 
process is the scientist's 
creation of the method which 
all ows him t o carry out his 
investigation" ( 4) 

"Thus, -the ' dat a grubbing' of the 
empiricist, the ' abstrac t meand
erings' of the mathematician or 
logici.-an, -'and the 'idle dreaming' 
of the t heorist are all appropri qtd 
methods. The only thing that is 
inappropriate is the perjorative 
terms used to desc-ribe them." (5) 

, .. 

It may well be that recognition of this led Sterling to 

turh-: to a systemic approa·~ h in Sterling ( 1972c). It has 
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not been possible within the scope of this research effort 

to discuss systemic theorizing 37 Baldwin (1967 , 66 ) 

states that : 

"Whenever a t heory explains an 
event solely in terms of its 
final r esult or i ts functional 
value wi t hout describing the 
mechanism by which that result 
is obtained the theory is called 
teleological" . 

Sterling (1972c) is concerne d with teleologicalexplanation 

and although it would be unfair to say that he is unconcerned 

with th1:l mechani sms of accounting he is more interested in 

a decision model approach. All too ·often , he argues , 
' 

operational constraints obscure teleological considerations . 

, 

Baldwin.(1967 , 66) also states that "whenever these 

teleological explanations have ari sen in physics or biology , 

they have been eventually superseded by causal explanations". 

This may also be the case in accounting though it is 

tentatively suggested that the discipline is in a too 

primitive theoretical state for this to be of immediate 

concern . However , as noted, systemic theorizing , with 

which modern teleological noti cns are usually associated , 

is beyond the limited scope of this analysis . 

Other than display an insensitivity to the paintings of 

Matisse and Piccaso , Sterling ( 1975a) a.chi eves little . 

Methodologically he is primarily concerned with observation _, 

and rules of correspondence . "A basic tenet of science is 

that there be agreement among independent observers" (30) . 

Added to this is his statement that "If accounting is to 

be a~ empirical science , then we must redefine our discipline 

37 . See Churchman ( l 968) and Gigc h ( 197 4) 
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so t hat it is base d upon laws instead of conventions " (30). 

These laws will be scientific - "testable empirical 

generalisations". An example is given. This sort of 

statement is similar to those used by advocates of the 

covering law model and Suppe (1 974, 230) states that, 

"The covering law of sc ientific explanation t ac itly 
" 

assumes the Received View". Sterling's example definition 

(law?) is indeed derived from his income theory and in his 

insistence on empirical testing - would appear to be 

supporting Received View principles . 

It is extremely difficult to follow the reversal in views from 

St,erlin&' s "Introduction" ( 1972a ) to his "Nature and 

Verification of Theories" ( 1976a). Whereas the 

fo.rmer was declaiming me thodological pluralism the latter 

appears to be rigidly expounding a Received View position. 

Given the present state of the philosophy of science the 

Received View does offer security in that its dominat ion 

has resulted in it being freely encountered in the literature 

on theories. Sterling's apparent reversal can only be 

seriously explained on the basi~ of his dissatisfaction 

with the l ack of methodological rigour of alternatives. 

This also implies, however, ignoranc e of the Sneed-Stegmuller 

formalization of Kuhn's work , for anyone seriously concerned 

with theory co~struction should at least acknowledge it. 

As explained earlie~ Kuhn's work has been recD~nised in a 
. . ~·' .. ·' 

very wide range of disciplines . 

Mattessich's early work on accounting theory was, as note d 

above , largely incorporated . into his AAM (1964). However his 
• 1 
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interest in economics and philosophy was indicated early 

in his career. This has now become clear from the 

translation (in 1976) of his (1947). It may be that 

perceived limitati ons of accounting in satisfying these 

interests have resulted in his later work reflecting this 

ear1y interest . 

Only three of his numerous works since his AAM (1974) are 

directly (or indirectly in fact) concerned with accounting 

theory construction - They are (196 ~ ), (1970b) and (1972). 

Mattessich (1968) is an attempt to provide a basis for 

accounting theory construction . Many of the then extant , 

problems of scienc e philosophy are discussed and rel a ted to 

a~ c ounting . Early in the work the intention is expressed: 

"It is to be hoped that account ing contains 
a core of propositions that are open 
to refutation and that lend themselves 
to testing and verification" (3) 
(emphasis in original) 

The terms used in the above quotation are fairly indicative 

of the emphasis of the work. Although Popper and Kuhn are 

alluded to, the work rests largely on a Received View 

stance. 

Both Mattessich's (1970b) and (1 972 ) are general calls for 

greater method_ological r i gour in accounting theory 

formulation. Nothing new is presented and emppasis _is 
.' 

placed on ~atters such as systematic testing procedures to 

enable verific ation or refutati on: 

... 



"This testing of a general accounting 
theory by way of the empirical 
verification or refutation of its 
interpreted systems, seems to me 
the only way of conforming to the 
requirements of an empirical disci:pline". 
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It has already been mentioned that most of Mattessich's work 

has been devoted to management science and systems research 

and· its applications . It is therefore well removed from 

this analysis.38 

Like Ijiri and Mattessich, and as mentioned above, much of 

Chambers' early work has been"developed into "his major 

work. Chambers has been one of the (if not the) mos~ 

prolific writers on accounting theory and as such it would 

be a di~ficult task to analyse all his work. As this 

~nalysis is attempting to establish his position on theory 

construction - methodology, only works di rectly relevant have 

been examined for this purposeo 

Chambers (1955a) is, as its title suggests, a plan which 

a subsequent theory may follow. Although four basic 

premises are suggested it is largely a descriptive work. 

Accounting theory to this point is unscientific and 

unstructured. Before theory can be soundly constructed , some 

basic considerations need to be accounted for. This work 

suggests them~ Chambers (1955b) continues these ideas. 

The distinction between rules and theories i-s. explained.. In 
·' . . 

1953 AC Littleton published his Structure of Accounting Theory 

38 . His "New Contributions -to the Set - Theoretical Formalization 
of Accounting and Management information theory, "in 
Proceedings of the First Annual Conference of the Canadian 
.Ipsti tute of Administrative Sci enc es, 197 3, 1-19 to · 1-53 
footnoted in (1975c) is not available in Australasia. 
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(AAA). In his 1956 article Chambers rejects the so called 

inductive methodology of developing an accounting theory. 

Chambers (1957) is disappointing and does not provide the 

detail promised in the title. Chambers (1960) however, does: 

the conditions necessary for scientific research are set out. 

While Chambers (1961) does not discuss methodological 

questions it does attempt a theoretical presentation. In 

fact it c oncludes with forty "foundations assumptions or 

postulates" and twenty one "derived principles". The 
. . 

former are perceived (observed) reai world conditions and 

the princ i ples are l ogically derived from them. Chambers 

(.1962) ' is in a similar tenor to ( 1960). A futile though 

persistent theme in accounting literature to this time was 

the "debate" on whether accounting was an art or a science . 

In reali ty what appeared Go be the bone of contention was 

the extent to which systematic theorizing could be utilized. 

If it was an "art", accounting could then assume a position 

similar to seventeenth century alchemy - s upposedly 

analytical but in fact highly :subject to "professional 

opinion". Abstract accounting· theorizing was regarded as 

being impractical and unnecessary; and so it would be, 

Chambers (1965) argues , if it were done in vacuo. The paper 

presents some ideas on the nature of theorie s then discusses 

"some incidents in the development of accounting theory ". (24) 
.. . 

. ' 

"A theory is a well ordered set of stat ements about classes 

of things and classes of events which are in some way 

connected in an experience of the~. T~e function of a the ory 

is ·tu explain how things and events are connected" (1971 a , 138) 
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This statement is the most explicit notion of a theory 

discussed by Chambers. The paper is directed to theory 

construction and the view presented appaars to be a 

modified Received View: .events are to be converted to 

theoretical calculi which must then be related back to 

the real world through the actions of R, a receiver . 

There is no emphasis on verification but the concept of 

validation is taken up in ( 1971 b): "to validate an 

accounting theory is to bring forward proof that an 

application of the theory has usable produc ts or worthwhile 

consequences" ( 13). Correspondence "between theoretical 

terms and the real world is the central theme of (1972a) 

, 

Stenhouse (1973) describes the importance the ethologist, 

N' -Tinbergen, attached to observation in developing his 

theories. Chambers (1973a) is a working example of this 

sort of observa tion and (1973b) in fact argues for its 

importance in developing ideas . It is not the sort of 

observation from which theories are supposedly (according 

to some ) induced . Rather it is a cathartic, purifying 

process which enables the construction process to be 

undertaken . It i s therefore a prerequisite of theory 

construction and not part of the theory . 

Few authors produce a paper describing their 

particulartheory constructi on similar to Chambers (1974c) . 
Kuhnian analysj.s has shown that the acceptanc'e of a · new · . ... . .. . 

paradigm (disciplinary matrix) is a matter of faith. The 

author of a new theory therefore has a "hard sell" and he 

must attempt to convince others of his theory ' s suitability . 

This: may well have been part of the reason for Chambers ( 197 4c), 



110 

granted that it was intended as an introduction for the 

reprint of his (1966a). The paper is largely descriptive 

and does not detail much of the formal construction process. 

The importance of observation is again stressed. This, as 

noted above, in no way suggests the importan.ce of 

emp~ricism and much of contemporary empir1cal accounting 

research is classed "counter-productive" (22). The 

correspondence between the observable and the theoretical 

is a problem. While observation "cannot prove what is right 

or best or most useful" it can be suggestive: it may 

reveal flaws or faults in what is currently done. 

, 
CRITICAL WORKS 

The literature survey above (Section III) discussed the works 

of. acc ounting writers generally on theory construction. 

Some works not mentioned are those aimed specifically at 

critical analyses of the works of the four selected 

the orists. In the hope that these may throw some light 

on accounting theory construct·ion these works are now 

briefly di scussed . Reviews form the largest part of this 

group and regrettably they usually aim at specifics rather 

than consider the overall theoretical approaches. Consequently 

they add little to this research effort. 

•· . 
Solomons ( 1966')' ii{ a good example ·of a reviewer "missi ng 

the po int" for in stating that he could have been "spared 

the first hundred pages of the book" he is overlooking that 

which is basic to Chambers' theory. Solomons is more 
. . 

conqerned with the work4s "wealth of quotable footnotes" and 
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other specifics . Cr use (1 967) is concerned with the lack 

of refe renc e to general systems theory as , he argues, 

"it underlies the very concept of the book". This may 

be so but it may equally 'demonstrate t he ubiqui t ous nature 

of systems theory. Measurement is an important aspec t of 

Chambers' theory (1974c). In cri t icizing this 

aspec t Larson and Schattke (1966) were attacking an 

integral part of the theory. Measurement rules are 

Chambers' correspondence rules through which observation and 

the oretical constructs are related. Chambers (1967b ) 

meets the criticisms re-emphasizing the importance of 

measurement theory to his theoreti9al method. 

Iselin (1968 ) is another work which does not bear up to its 

title. Although promising to assess Chambers ' theory, 

it .is more concerned with specific features : "possible 

inadequacies and inconsistencies within Chambers ' system .. " (232) 

Chambers ' review of Mattessich (1964) has already been 

alluded t o . It is one of the few analyses of his work 

(Chrunbers, 1966c). Of the several points Chambers t akes 

issue with Mattessich those concerning the chapte r on 

empirical hypotheses (1 964 , Chapter 7) are of interest here. 

Mattessich distinguishes be tween sc ientific and pragmatic 

hypotheses. The distinction, to Chambers, is empty : 
, .. 

testing of a ·3cientific hypothes i s is the same as testing 

a pragmatic hypothesis. Mattessich also errs in di s tingui s hi ng 

between rules and hypotheses. Rules are based on hypotheses 

and the two are therefore not distinct . The whole chapt er 

is; 'suggests Chambers (117), "a tentative sally in the 
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direction of scientific~ rigor". The review reaffirms the 

views on theorizing held by Chambers and discussed above 40 

It is difficult to determine the extent to which Ijiri 

(1 967) can be said to present a theory. While this was 

an expressed intention, other than suggest ~he three axioms 

basic to accounting, because of its emphasis on measurement 

it is likely such a work can only produce a sub-theory to 

be filled into a l arger theoretical work. That this may 

be correct is borne out by the fact that Ijiri revised his 

work and produced his (1975). It is also suggested by 

default in the two major reviews of this (1967) - Bedford (1968) 

and Chambers (1972b). Neither work examines the book on 

its theoretical methodological basis other than to raise 

questions concerning the axioms. Actually Bedford goes 

further by stating that: . . 

" • . . The objectives are not well spe cified . 
One is not certain whether Ijiri's book 
should be measure d by its new contribu
tions to basic acc ounting concepts or in 
terms of the insights gained from a formal 
representation of the f undamental 
proportions of account~ng". (Bedford, 1968, 270) 

Clarke (1976) examines the work of both Matte ssich and 

Ijiri. It does in fact describe a practical test of 

Ijiri's three axioms although i+.s broader goal is research 

into management information systems (MIS), a subject which 

Clarke suggest·s is at present "quite unscientific". This 
" . 

work then ( Cl.aJ'ke ,. 1976) "sought to apply a little · ;f the 

understanding of the rigorous approach to theory construction 

40 . Compare with the quotation from Most (1977, 15) early 
in Section III, concerning the idea of a theory being 
~,set of acceptable hypotheses. 
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which is part of the essential methodology science " (2) 

The truth and utility of Ijiri's axiomatized accounting 

theory was laboratory (computer) tested. The analysis is 

formal and rests on the assumption that account ing is an 

instrumental science. Popper (1959) rejects this approach 

to theories as was indicated in Section VI ,above. 

Axiomitization is also regarded .as a development of the 

Received View (in general that is). The testing of 

Ijiri's axiomswas to determine their truth and adequacy 

and although Ijiri never intended the axiomatization to be 

so ri gorous (Clarke, 9), no errors were found. However 

it "was not logically sufficient". Clarke substi tuted 

seventeen axioms. Although very interesting Clarke's 

(1 976) relevance to his work is limited because , as stated , 

its primary concern is Intelligent MIS and its assumption 

on .the nature of theories. . . 

Mattessich (1971b ) cri ticize s Sterling's TMEI (1970b) for it s 

teleological approach in general. Given Mattessich's 

subsequent personal interest this is a little ironic. 

Valuation is a prime concern of Sterling (1970b) and 

Mattessich finds several areas of contention. No specific 

comments are directed to Sterling's (1970b) theoretical 

strQcture other than: 

... 

"Whereas the structure of the latter 
(i.e. Edwards and Bell , 1961) may .. . 
be comparerd to that of a G.othic 
cat hedral in which every element 
fulfils an indisputable architectonic 
function, Sterling 's work rather 
resembles a Baroque building, 
endowed with rich ornamentations, 
often fascinating, but not always 
contributing to the support of 
the major structure" (Mattessich, 
1971b, 193) . 



(a) 
MUOR WORKS 

( b) 
WORKS ON THEORY 
CONSTRUCTION 

(c) 
CRITICAL WORKS 

CHAMBERS 

( 1966a) 
The development of a theory 
along inductive processes is 
rejected. Observation is seen as 
a crucial feature and is the 
basis for conjectures from which 
theories will be deduced. Test
ing of the theory indispensible 
and although at first this will 
be Popperian-type deductive 
testing it is, finally verif
ication in the Received View 
sense. It is a "theory of 
accounting in the present 
context of institutions" 
( 1966a, 15) 

Significant works: (1971a), 
(1973b) (1974c). Theories seen 
as formal explanations of 
phenomena: scientific theories 
in the Received View manner, so 
rules of correspondence and 
verification actually articu
lated in (1971a). This ~osition 
greatly modified in his {1973b) 
although the necessity for 
empirical testing was still 
held to be important. Observation 
seen as paramount precondition 
for theory construction. His 
(1974c) is largely descriptive . 
of the development of his (1966a). 
He acknowledges influence of a 
Received View Source (8) and 
claims also his theory was der
ived from economics and measur·ement 
theory ( 21). 

Attacked for his lack of posit
ivist rigour (e.g. Larson and 
Schattke, 1966) and his non 
reference to systems theory 
(e.g. Cruse, 1967) although the 
need for this is not explained 
or justified. 

BRIEF SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT THEORY METHODOLOGY ELEMENTS 

IJIRI 

(1967) ; (1975) 
A strong Received View 
~osition adopted: existing 
{conventional) accounting 
axiomatised "in order to 
explain complicated phenomena 
to a satisfactory degree" 
(1967, 88). Formal aspects 
stressed, especially measure
ment (1967). Largely devoted to 
prescribing formalised techni
ques on which to base extant 
accounting and therefore falls 
short of a strict theory. 

Most of his works relevant to 
theories have been incorporated 
is his major works. Axiomat
ization seen as a necessary 
formal precondition to theory 
construction. He also argues 
for logic and inductive processes 
for construction and verification 
(1971a; 1972b) 

Ijiri (1967) is described as a 
descriptive theory attempt 
(McDonald, 1972) and Ijiri 
(1975) is held out as an 
example of "inductive 
theorizing (AAA, 1977) 

MATTESSICH 

(1964) 
Received View in Kaplan ( 1964 ) 
sense: axiomatisation on 
formal - "logical II baSiS Of 1 a 
assumptions. 

Significant works; (1957) 
(1968), (1970b) and (1972~. His 
early work concentrated on 
attempting to mathematize 
accounting and hence give it a 
positivistic formalism. His 
article of 1972 was seen as a 
significant contribution (prize 
winner, AAA) and it continued the 
plea for a scientific approach 
which prescribed a formal process 
for theory construction. His 
latest works have been 
directed towards systemic 
explanation but have also been 
more concerned vi th management 
science than accounting. 

Mattessich's work bas not attracted 
much critical attention other 
than Chambers' review (1966c). 
Despite this award winning 
article (1972) his work has been 
largely ignored by US theorists. 
He has exerted some influence, 
through acceptance, outside the 
USA (e.g. Gambling, 1974) 
Chambers' review criticizes his 
definitions primarily but does 
also deny much of Mattessich's 
uses of hypotheses - they are 
seen to be inconsistent and not 
satisfactorily demonstrated as 
relating to accounting. 
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STERLING 

(1970b) 
Primary concern is measurement 
of enterprise income. How
ever in attempting such an 
understanding of accounting 
is important. The analysis 
is presented along the formal 
Received View lines although 
it uses the traditional 
economic simplified economic 
model approach. The theory 
is seen as a neat formal 
structure with measurement 
procedures an important 
characteristic. 

Significant works: (1970a) 
(1975a) and (1976a). Almost 
all his work appears 
committed to a strong logical 
positivist position. This 
is despite his acknowledgement 
of methodological pluralism 
(1972a) and his reference to 
Kuhn in several places (e.g. 
1970b). It is also despite 
his membership of Committees 
relying on Kuhnian analysis, 
notably AAA (1977). 

Sterling's work has influenced 
much of US accounting theory as 
is evident from its continued 
references. Very little 
criticism has been levelled 
at bis work. Mattessich's 
review (1971) of his TMEI 
(1970b) is one of the few 
critical assessments made. 
Even so it is the subject 
matter rather than the theory 
construction which is 
criticized, in fact, Mattessich 
says: "Even those disagreeing 
with the somewhat narrow frame 
of premises and the conclusions 
of Sterling's book, will 
recognize that it is a highly 
stimulating contribution in 
theory construction" 
(Mattessich, 1971, 176-77). 
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SUMMARY 

The primary interest of this research effort is theory 

construction in accounting. In order to determine some 

general pattern the work of four significant theorists 

was examined and it was stated that the concern was more 

with form than content. After a brief chronological survey 

of the work of the selected theorists , their "major works" 

were discussed. It was expected that there would be a 

primary source in determining the theorists' c oncepts of 

accoux1ting theory construction and i't was contended that 

only their views on this were relevant to the pre s ent 

analys~s. A second source of info rmat ion on the theorists' 

views was thought to be their writings particularly 

dl.rected to the subject. All had in fact published papers 

di rec tly relevant. In most instances these ideas tended 

to be consi stent with those contained in the major works. 

The third source of information proved to be the most 

disappointing. This was discussions of the the orists' 

work by others. Reviews were the most common and because of 

the significant extent of academic incestuousness, most 

reviews were by one of the others . Little new can be 

extracted from such a situation as , even with the best of 

intentions , such work can only hope to reinforce the 

writers partic.ular predilections . 



VIII CONCLUSION 

Naess (1972, 57) has suggested that: 
"The vigour and the confusion of the 
. debate on the nature of theories are 
in no small measure due to the same 
factor: the vagueness and ambiguity 
of the term 'theory' ." 
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As early as 1958, as noted. earlier, Rapoport (195 8 ) presented 

several meanings of "theory". It could be suggested that the 

argument of this research effort is reductio ad absurdum. 

In attempting to determine the common basis for theory 

construction in accounting it was shown that no single method 

of theory construction exists. It was in fact central to the 

analysis in Section VI that those who have argued that there 

is only one scientific theory construction process have erred. 

Ne¥erthe~ess there are countless references to a scientific 

method. Although different authors have varied their 

descriptions slightly, they have described essentially the 

same process . In technical term . ..; this process has been - . 

described as logical positivism, scientific empiricism, 

logical empiricism or the unity of science movement. 

Suppe (1974) has referred to th~ theory construction view 

espoused by advocates of these movements as the Received View 

and that term has been used in thi s analysis. The method was 

not constant and changed over its sixty years of philosophical 

dominance . Four features are essential to it: 

1. The distinction between the theoretical 
and an observation language. . .. 

. 2. Rules o1' correspondence. 

3. Empirical confirmation or verific a tion 
of theories . 

4. The reductability of theories. 

In practical expositions the theoretical -
. ·t 
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observational term distinction has been 

desc ribed in terms of two planes - a theoretical plane and 

a real world plane. Recent work has shown this distinction 

to be untenable for several reasons including that 

observation is theory-laden, meanings are theory dependent, 

and facts are theory-laden. The author's view of the world , 

his Weltanschauungen, will determine the full meanings of 

terms. 

The subjec t of rules of correspondence is large in itself 

and changed substantially over the life. of the Recei v~d View. 

Whereas they were initially conceiyed as fulfilling three 
, 

runctio~s - defining theoretical terms, giving those terms 

cognitive significance and specifying admissable experimental 

procedures for applying the theory to phenomena - the first 

declined in importance . Corresp ondence rules are strictly 

speaking not part of the theory ; rather they are "auxillary 

hypotheses of procedures for applying the theory to 

phenomena" (Suppe, 1974, 103). There are very many ways of 

applying a theory to phenomena which means there will also 

be very many correspondence rules. Thirdly some writers 

have shown that the experimental connections between 

phenomena and theory is "over simple and epistemologically 

misleading 11
•
40 

·-. 
The untenabilrty of the conf i rmation or verification of 

theories has been widely demonstrated by Popper ' s falsifiability 

criterion. Other criticisms have been levelled at the 

40. E-specially the work of Patrick Suppes - see Suppe, 197 4 
106-109 and 221-230 
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principle and on the most basic level the question of 

validation is likely to become one of the reliability 

of measurements . Closely allied to the Received View 

notion of confirmation is the positivistic treatment of 

the ory reduction. There are diff erent ways in whi ch 

the ~ry reduction takes place but it is essentially to 

overcome the problem of apparently confirmed theories 

subsequently being proved false that the notion was 

developed . 

Criticism and reaction to the formalized view of theo~ies 

held by the advoc a tes of the Receiyed View are many and 
• 

w1despread . The situation had become serious : According 

to Baumberger (1972, 2), 

"The only admissible scientific study 
of science, the only science of science , 

.the only metascience with any claim 
to s cientificity was their own formal 
logic of scienc e. In their hierachical 
conception of science this logic was 
the superstructure which logically 
controls the admissible 'ob jec t ' 
scienc es , the so-called formal and 
nomologicall y oriented 're al' (or 
'special') sciences." 

Reaction agains t this formalization has resulted in a variety 

of alternative views of the theo ry process. This is evident 

in the works of Kuhn, Popper, Hanson, Feyerabend and many 

others who view theories as deep conceptual systems which 

provide a perspective , for viewing the world - a Weltanschauung • .. . 
As such, "thecrriei are viewed as essentially dynamic, 

growing entities, and it is maintained that theories cannot 

be understood if divorced ·frorn the dynamics of their 

development" (Suppe, 1974, 114). On the other hand the more 
. '1 

cynical commentators have suggested the appeal of Kuhn ' s 
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ideas is due to his having "brought man back into the 

picture and reminded people of a few conspicuous facts 

that tended to be overlooked by philosophers and scienti sts 

al ike " (Baumberger, 1977, 3) . Although this comment may 

reflect it s authors ' inherent conservatism, it does reflect a 

basic insecurity by those attempting to det'ermine a proper 

basis on which to develop scientific theories . Do theories 

emerge as revolutionary new explanations of natural phenomena 

in the manner propounded by KuhH? Is it necessary to , as 

Popper (1959) suggests , deny the "psy-chology of knowledge " as 

useful in understanding theory construction? Does 

Feyerabend ' s extremist notion of "anything goes " or 

methodological anarchy really provide the answer as to how 

k:r;iowledge of the world is acquired? Is the e x:planation 

found in a manner similar to Crick and Watson's discovery 

of ·the structure of DNA - "controlled accident 0 ? 

There being no one theme in the philosophy of science , it is 

little wonder that accounting theorists have no t agreed 

on theory construction process~ The literature survey of 

Section III showed that in fact a vast number of views 

exist. The work of four leading theorists was examined in 

Section VII with the intentions of discerning some indication 

of theory proc.esses . The section opened and closed with 

comments to the effect that it was form and ppt content 
_, 

which was the prime concern. If , as suggested in Section VI , 

theories are not merely possibly entertained systems of 

propositions , what common basis exists f or determining 

whether accow1ting theories can be said to be scientific 
. ~ 

and ~ for deciding which is a more soundly constructed theory . 
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In the closing stages of Section III the work of Ian Tilley 

was discussed and the question as to whether science is 

identified by content or method was rai sed . In fact the 

subsequent analysis of the ideas of Weltanschauungen 

advocates showed that the distinction was arbitary. If 

Chambers' theory is determined by his worl~ vision 

then his content also demonstrates this. 

Although purposely not mentioned at the time the analysis 

of his work tended to bear this notion out. Ijiri in 

his concern for precision and on understanding of the 

process of comJnunicating accounting 'information was in 

fact working with correspondence rules. Suppe (1974) 

has argued that if formalization of theories has a place in 

their construction then it will probably be as semantic 

formalization rather than axiomatization. Ijiri's work 

falls between these two ideas. As such it is doubtful 

whether he was in fact scientifically theori zing : he 

was merely formally describing extant practices. 

Similar arguments hold for Mat~essich and Sterling. All 

three have had measurement as a central concern. In any 

view of theories it is difficult to conceive of measurement 

as forming part of the theory-proper . This i s so unless, 

of course, the theory is the theory of measurement . If 

accounting exists purely to provide measures of certain 
•· . ~. . .. 

economi.c data . .then' such concern may well be justified for 

a theory of accounting would merely be a sub-theory of 

measurement. This is not ~o because all of the theorists 

have not defined accounting as such. 

. ·! 
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There are at present considerable research efforts in 

accounting being directed to establishing the empirical 

foundations of certain ideas. This is very adequately 

demonstrate d by the literature. The regrettable aspect 

is that the authors of these efforts are claiming to be 

assisting in the formulation of theoretica~ concepts. 

In most cases they are doing little other than provide 

statistical support for the likely common occurrence of a 

preconception of the behaviour of certain phenomena. 

This is very much the situation in research into the 

stock market to "determine" ac counti.ng needs. The above 

analysis has shown that this is not the process by which 

knowledge proceeds. At most these sort of research 

efforts are little more than puzzle solving in the Kuhnian 

sense. · 

The above analysis has also shown that of all the accounting 

t heorist s, Chambers is the most logically consistent and 

the most rigorous in his presen vation . One possibly 

disturbing feature however is ~is insistance on the process 

of observation as the basis for inquiry. This problem is 

connected to the previous and also the process of 

testing. Popper, however has said that" .. it is clear 

that an account of experience - of an observation or the 

result of an e·xperiment - can in the fi r st place be only 

a singl}lar st.~teme-nt and not a universal one·;,· ( 1959; 28) 

He argues it is therefore not possible to develop a 

theory (universal statement) on this basis. It was 

suggested in Section VII that Chambers' observation can 

only~ be similar to that conceived by Tinbergen - as the 



mind-clarifying, cathartic precondition for theory 

development. 
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The work of Chambers, Ijiri , Mattessich and Sterling 

was selected on the basis of their apparent influence 

on accounting thought. They were considered to be leaders 

in the field of accounting theory and all had produced major 

works purporting to be theories of or fo r accounting. No 

central principles of theory construction have been 

discerned. In science "the intensive study of the history 

of science by professional historians or scientists with 

genuine historical training, brought forth a wealth of 

a@tonis!1ing details and also new points of view" (Naess, 

1972 , 10) . It may well be that this is the way for those 

interested in understanding how ideas have developed have to 

work . This of course begs the ques tion and it may in fact 

be seen that acc ountine has not developed sufficiently: 

its scientific history may well be to o bri.ef. If so, 

then there exists a "chicken and egg" situation - how can 

accounting thought develop . The solution lie s in borrowing 

concepts from more developed disciplines. If there is 

uncertainty in those disciplines it will only be 

transposed into accounting . An analysis of recent 

accounting theoretical writings certainly tends to bear this 

out. 



123 

APPENDIX 

Although it is normal to include all works cited or 

referred to in the bibliography because of the nature of 

this work the relevant works of the four major theorists 

examined have, for ease of reference, been listed 

separately in this appendix. These works are not all 

the works by these particular theorists - only the ones 

'..lSe d in the research analysis. 

(a) CHAMBERS, Raymond J 

1955a 

1955b 

1956 

1957 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966a 
. 1 

1966b 

"Blueprint for a Theory of Accounting", Accounting 
,Besearch , 6, January 1955 , 17-25 • 
.. 
"A Scientific Pattern for Accounting Theory", 
Australian Accountant, 25 , October 1955 , 428-34. 

"Some observations on Structure of Accounting Theory", 
Accounting Review, 31, October 1956 , 584-92. 

"Detail for a Blueprint", Accounting Review, 32 
April 1957 , 206-15. 

"The Conditions of Research in Accounting", Journal 
of Accountancy, 110, December 1960. , 33-9 

"Towards a General Theory of Accounting", in Sidebotham 
R, Introduction to the Theory and Context of Accounting, 
Pergaman Press, 1965 • . 

"The Resolution of Some Paradoxes in Accounting ", 
Occasional Paper No 2, Faculty of Commerce and 
Business Administration, University of British 
Columbia, 1963. 

"Why Bother with Postulates?", Journal of Accounting 
Research , 1, Spring 1963 , 3~15. 

"Conventions , Doctrines and Common Sense", Ac countan~ 
·Journal· 43/ February 1964 , 182-7. . 

"The Development of Accounting Theory", in Chambers , 
Goldberg and Mathews (eds), The Accounting Frontier, 
November 1965, 18-35. 

Accounting Evaluation and Economic Behaviour, Prentice
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, February 1966. 

"Prospective Adventures in Account ing Ideas", Accounting 
Review; 42, April 1967, 241-53. 
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1966c "Accounting and Analytical Methods: A Revi ew Article" 
Journal of Accounting Research, 4, 1966, 101-18. 

1967a "The Foundations of Financial Accounting", Berkley 
SymposiUl!!. on the Foundations of Financial Accounting 

January 1967 , Uni versity of California at Berkeley , 
26- 44 . . 

1967b "Continuously Contemporary Accounting - Additivi ty 
and Action", Accounting Review, 42, Oc'tober 1967 , 
751-7. 

1968 "Accepted, Better or Best ? - The Goal of Inquiry in 
Accounting", Singapore Accm.mtant, 3 1968, 27-33. 

1970a "Second Thoughts on Continuously Contemporary Accounting", 
Abacus, 6, September 1970 , 39-55 . 

1970b "The Commercial Foundati ons of Accounting Theory", 
in Stone, Williard E (Ed), Faundations of Acc ounting 
Theory , 1971, 59-77 . 

1970c "Accounting - From a Logical Point of View", Singapore 
,.Accountant , 5 , 1970, 13-18 . 

1971a "Accounti ng Theory Cons tructi on", Proceedings of Third 
International Conference on Accounting Educat ion , 
Sydney , October 1972, 138-51. 

1971b "The Validation of an Accounting Theory" , Waseda 
.Business and Economic Studies, 7 (1971), 13-18 

1972a "Acc ounting Theory, Practice and Policy", Singapore 
Accountant, 7, 1972 , 39-43. 

1972b "Measurement in Current Accounting Practice ", Accounting 
Revi ew 47 , July 1972 , 488-509 . 

1973a Securities and Obscurities , Gower Press, Melbourne, 
May 1973 . 

1973b "Observation as a Method of Inquiry - the Background 
of Securities and Obscuri ties ", Abacus , 9 , December 
1973 ' 156-75. 

1974a "The 'Ob,jectives ' of Accounting", Singapore Accountant, 
9' 1974 ' 39-45. 

197 4b "Third Thoughts ", Abacus, 1 O, December 197 4 , 129-37 . .. . 
197 4c ·11 '.l'he De\Tel6pment of Theory 0f Continuously Contemporary 

Accounting", Working Paper 13, Academy of Account ing 
Historians , December 1974 • 
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1976a "The Possibility of a Normative Accounting Standard", 
Accounting Review, 51 July 1976 . , 646- 52. 

1976b "Accounting Principles and Practices - Negotiat ed or 
Dictated? ", November 1976 , in Previts (1 967) 1-22 . 

1977 An Autobi bliography, International Centre for Research 
in Accounting , University of Lancaster, 1977 

(b) IJIRI , Yuji 

1965 

1966 

1967 
~ 

1971 a 

"Axioms and Structures of Conventional Accounting 
Measurement ", Accounting Review, 40 , January 1965, 
36- 53 

"Physical Measures and Multi-Dimensional Accounting" 
in Jaedicke , RK, Ijiri and Nielson (Eds) Research 
in Accounting Measurements , AAA, · 1966 • 

• The Foundat ion of Accounting Measurement : A Mathematical , 
Economic and Behavioural Inquiry , Prentice Hall , 1967. 

"Logic and Sanctions in Accounting", in Sterling , R 
and Bentz (Eds) Accounting in Perspective , South 
Western, 1971, 3- 28 . 

1971b . "Axioms for Historical Cost Valuation : A Reply" 
Journ::-~l of Accounting Research , Spring 1971 , 181 - 87 . 

1971 c "Critique of the APB Fundamentals Statement ~' Journal 
of Accountancy , November 1971 , 43- 50 . 

1972a "Measurement in Current Account ing Practice: A Reply ," 
Accounting Review, 47 , July 1972 , 510- 26 

1972b "The Nature of Accounting Research ," in Sterling , (1 972a) , 
59- 26 . 

197 J ''A Priori Research in Ac e Jun ting : A Critique "in 
Dopuch and Revsine , 1973 , 20- 25 

1975 Theory of Accounting Measurement , American Accounting 
Association, Studies in Accounting Research , No 10 , 1975 
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(c) MATTESSICH, Richard 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1964' 

1967 

1968 

1970a 

1970b 

1971a 

197 1b 

1972 

197 4 

"The Constellation of Accounting and Economics'' 
Accounting Review, 31, October 1956, 551-64 

"Towards a General and Axiomatic Foundation of 
Accountancy, with an Introduction to the Matrix 
Formulation of Accounting Systems", Accounting 
Research, 8, Octobe r 1957, 325-55 . 

"Ma thematical Models in · Business Accounting", 
. Ac counting Review, 33, 1958, 472-81 . · 

Accountancy and Analytic Methods, Richard D Irwin, 1964. 

"Accounting and Analytical Methods: A Comment on 
Chambers' Review", Journal of Accounting Research 
5, 1967, -119-23. 

On the Truth Acee tabilit and Verification of 
ccounting Propositions, Working Paper No 7 

Faculty of Commerce and Business Administration 
(FCBA) University of British Columbia (UBC), 
Octobe r 1968. · 

.. 
:•on the Perennial Misunderstanding of Asset 
Measurement by meaps of 'Present Values'", 
Cost and Management , March-April 1970, 29-31 . 

"Some Thoughts on the Epistemology of Accounting" 
2nd International Conference of Accounting 
Educators , London, Proc?__~dings , 46-53 

"On Further Misunderstanding about Asset 'Measurement' 
and Valuation: A Rejoinde r to Chambers' Article", 
Cost and Management , March-April 1971, 36-42 

"The Marke t Value Method Acc ording to Sterling: 
A Review Article" Abacus, 7, 1971, 176-92 . 

"Methodological Preconditions and Problems of A 
General Theory of Accounting", Account ing Review, 
47' 1972' 469-87. 

"The Judgement and Reduction of Value Judgements 
in Systems", Management Science , 21, September 197 4 
1-9. 

1975a Non-Verbal Propositions and Imperatives: On the 
Relation.ship Between Sentances and Physical 
Configurations of Systems, FCBA, UBS Working Paper 
No 294 , January 1975. ·· · 

·' 
1975c Fundamental Probl ems of a Teleological and Instrumental 

Theory of Social Accounting , FCBA, UBC, Working Paper 
302, April 1975 • 

. .. 
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(1947) Information and Knowledge Economics : A Border Area 
of Philosophy and Economics , FCBA, UBC , Working 
Paper No 317 (translation of an earlier article in 
German language) . 

1976 Normative Versus Positive Systems: On the Relation 
Between Normative, Teleology and Mental istic Aspects'· 
FCBA , UBC, Working Paper No 390 , May 1976. 

Instrumental Reasoning and Systems Methdolog;y 
(publication announced to be in 197.7 but as 
yet unseen) . 

(d) STERLING, Robert R 

1966 "Operational Analysis of TraP,itional Accounting" 
Abacus, 2 , December 1966 . 

1967a "A Statement of Basic Accounting Theory : A Review 
Article" , Journal of Acco'\,m ting Research, Spring 

, 1967 , 95- 112 . 

1967b "Elements of Pure Accounting Theory", Accounting 
Review, 42 , Jan 1967, 6'r- 73 . 

1968 "The Going Concern : An Examination", Accounting Review , 
43 , July 1968, 481-502 . 

1969 "A Test of the Uniformity Hypothesis " Abacus 5, 
September 1969, 37-47 . 

1970a "On Theory Construction and Verification", Ac counting 
Review, 45, 1970 , 444-57. 

1970b The Theory of the Measuremeht of Enterprise Income , 
Univers ity Press of Kansas , 1970 

1972a Research Methodology in Accounting , "Introduction ," 
Scholars Book Company, 1972, 1-7 . 

1972b "Decision Oriented Financial Accounting", Accounting 
and Business Research, 2 , Summer 1972 , 198- 208 . 

1972c "An Explication and Analysis of the Structure of 
Accounting", Part One, Abacus, 7, 1971, 137- 152 ; 
Part Two , Abacus, 8 , 1971, 145- 162 . .. . 

·' 
1975a "Towards a Science of Accounting" , Financial Analysts 

Journal , September-October 1975 , 28- 36. 

1976a "The Nature and Verification of Theorie s " in Previts , 
Gary J (Ed) Papers , Presented at the Accounting Research 
Convocati on , University of Alabama , November 1975 . 
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