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Abstract

Cases involving change towards a more strongly business-oriented, or business partnering, role for accountants have been documented but evidence of the extent of such change more widely is sparse and indicates limited adoption of the role in practice.  Extending the approach of Mouritsen (1996) based on the importance attached to accountants’ activities and using data from an international survey of over 3,000 professionally qualified management accountants, it is found that the importance of activities associated with this role is widely recognised, but only as part of a mix of other services provided by accountants.  Furthermore, the importance of business partnering activities varies dependent on characteristics of the firm and the accountant, which we interpret in terms of selective adoption of the role driven by institutional factors, such as isomorphic pressure, operational complexity and the ability to resource business partnering after meeting priority demands for other services, and the propensity of the individual accountant to perform the role.  Thus, understanding of the development of a more business-oriented role for accountants should recognise its complementarity to other services demanded of the finance function and the conditions that support its practice by the individual accountant.
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Introduction
A role for the accountant as an active participant in business decision-making, beyond the traditional role of a recorder and provider of information, has long been recognised but has more recently attracted attention as a signal of modern best practice.  Arguments that the activities of accountants have been, or should be, developing towards a greater business orientation, so that they act as “business partners”, have been advanced in the practitioner literature (see, for example, ACCA, 2006; KPMG, 2006; ICAA, 2001) and such change has been investigated in the academic literature using a case study approach (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2005; Byrne and Pierce, 2007; Järvenpää, 2007).
   However, evidence of the extent of such change more broadly is sparse (Burns and Yazdifar, 2001; Burns et al., 1999; Gould and Fahy, 2006; IBM, 2005; Malmi, 2001; Mathews, 1998; Siegel and Sorenson, 1999) and is derived from relatively small samples of practitioners in each case, thus limiting the representativeness of the results and the analysis of variation among accountants.

By using data from a large-scale, international survey in this study, we are able to investigate the importance of the business partnering role on a more representative basis than has been reported before and how this varies among accountants.  Thus, we test the validity of arguments that the salience of the business partnering role depends on the accountant’s characteristics, such as their functional relationship to business operations, and those of their firm that have been suggested as influential on accountants’ roles, such as competitive pressure (Burns et al. 1999) and size (Byrne and Pierce, 2007).  Furthermore, our analysis extends to the accountant’s traditional roles in responding to the needs of the firm for accounting information.  This serves two purposes.  First, it assists in defining the activities that may be associated with the business partnering role.  Second, we argue that performance of traditional roles constitutes a priority, so constraining development of the business partnering role, which should thus be seen as complementary to rather than a substitute for these other roles.

As a basis for hypothesis development and our empirical work, we construct a conceptual framework linking the activities of individual accountants to services provided by the finance function and accountants elsewhere in the organisation as a means of simultaneously representing the various roles of accountants in a standardised way.  This framework is used to formulate hypotheses as to variation in roles as reflected in the importance of activities associated with the accountants’ various roles, applying Mouritsen’s (1996) approach, which elicited the importance of activities undertaken by the respondent’s “accounting department”.
  In addition, factor analysis is applied to the importance ratings to identify sets of activities as services that can be associated with different roles.  However, the range of specified activities employed in this study is broader than that employed by Mouritsen (1996), with a view to better illustrating the potential range of roles, and the sample is not limited to senior personnel.  Finally, variation in the factor scores, as measures of the importance of these roles, is modelled by reference to explanatory variables comprising individual and firm characteristics expected to influence accountants’ roles.  
We find that activities can be empirically linked with roles discussed in the literature.  Some of those associated with business partnering, such as the provision of business advice, are not dominant but of comparable importance to more traditional roles.  However, the importance of business partnering as a separate activity is rated less highly, indicating a distinction between the concept of business partnering and the activities with which it has been associated in the literature.  Nevertheless, the importance attached to accountants’ roles is found to exhibit systematic cross-sectional variation consistent with expectation, although we do not find clear evidence of a link between the importance of business partnering and pressures for change in the accountant’s role from globalisation and competitive pressure.  Thus, this study contributes empirical evidence, derived from a relatively large-scale data-set, of the factors influencing accountants’ roles, confirming certain expectations derived from case studies but also identifies area for further research.  In doing so it also provides a more updated view of practice which challenges expectations of change in previous studies (Burns and Yazdifar, 2001; Siegel and Sorenson, 1999). 

The next section describes our conceptual framework and establishes hypotheses based on a review of the relevant literature.  Data collection and analytical methods are described in the third section.  The results of analysis are discussed in the subsequent section and the final section comprises concluding remarks dealing with the implications of the findings for further research.

Finance services and the accountant’s activities 
Accounting role change has been characterised in terms of closer involvement of the accountant in decision support and providing advice throughout the business, on both strategic and operational matters (Boer, 2000; Burnett, 2003; Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2005; Ezzamel et al., 1997; Granlund and Lukka, 1998a; Howieson, 2003; Maher, 2000; Parker, 2001), as well as applying specialist technical knowledge to the wider context of the business (Howieson, 2003) while employing a more forward-looking orientation (Byrne and Pierce, 2007).
  Furthermore, it has been suggested that the role change involves greater emphasis on management (in its broad sense of encompassing people, change and risk etc.) and leadership in the accountant’s activities (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2007; Granlund and Lukka, 1998a; Howieson, 2003; Parker, 2001; Robinson, 1999).

While this literature may be interpreted as suggesting that all accountants have been or should be abandoning more traditional roles to adopt the new role type, this would fail to recognise the context of the  continuing need for accountants to fulfil at least elements of those traditional roles.  Thus, not all accountants will be in a position to adopt the business partner role and there is a risk in seeking to characterise practice by reference to a representative or “typical” accountant.  Rather, it is necessary to understand what factors are associated with variations among accountants.  
Various theories have been adopted as lenses for examining role change, including organizational culture theory (Järvenpää, 2007), role theory (Byrne and Pierce, 2007) and institutional theory (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2005).  However, these studies were concerned specifically with the development of the business partnering role whereas an underlying theoretical approach is required here that enables the simultaneous consideration of a range of different roles in a standardised way.  Such an approach should also involve concepts that lend themselves to measurement in a form appropriate to a survey method, as the objectives of this study involve assessing the applicability of case study results in a large sample.  

Our framework treats the firm as demanding services the production of which entails the exercise of financial or accounting expertise (“finance services”).  These services are supplied by individuals within the firm undertaking relevant activities, with the level of service dependent on the quantity of effort allocated to those activities and the production technology, such as the levels of competence and seniority of the accountants responsible for service delivery, physical inputs besides individuals’ effort, e.g. information technology, and the organisational structures and processes employed in service production.  

This representation of service supply is relatively simple but embodies the key control variables available to the firm.  Given a budget constraint, the firm’s decisions about the allocation of resources and production technologies across services depends not only the costs of production but also an evaluation of the benefit derived from each service.  Thus, finance services and the activities associated with them are differentiated in terms of their value to the firm.  Within this framework, we interpret Mouritsen’s (1996) empirical measure of activity importance (“the significance of individual activities in the total portfolio of activities”, p.286) as a reflection of the value attached to those activities and the services with which they are associated.  However, Mouritsen’s (1996) study deals with a relatively narrow range of activities and treats the identification of finance services as a purely empirical matter.  Therefore, other sources must be consulted to establish theoretical expectations of how finance services might be distinguished. 

A common typology of accountants’ services and activities is not available.  Rather, authors have drawn theoretical distinctions appropriate to their own purposes or obtained empirical evidence for classification, as illustrated in Table 1, which summarises relevant studies of accountants’ activities and roles over the last 30 years together with recent examples from the practitioner literature.  Nevertheless, the summary reveals common themes that assist in identifying service types which at least constitute postulates for empirical testing later in this paper.  

A common distinction can be drawn between activities oriented towards business support, aligning with the business partnering role, and others broadly connected with accounting and financial control.  Thus, Hopper (1980) and Jablonsky et al. (1993) rely only on a binary distinction between business-oriented activities, encapsulated in the “service-aid” and “business advocate” roles respectively, and other activities.  Based on empirical evidence, Mouritsen (1996) again identifies business-oriented activities in the set of “consulting” activities.  Subsequent analyses from the practitioner literature tend to be more detailed but it is still possible to identify some correspondence with the earlier studies.  Notably, the business-oriented role is refined into constituent areas comprising strategic support, risk and project management (IFAC, 2005) which Accenture’s Sutcliff and Donnellan (2006) break down further.  

[Table 1 about here]

While this binary distinction between business support and other roles has been sufficient in certain studies (e.g. Hartmann and Maas, 2011; Maas and Matӗjka, 2009), analysis of those other roles into types with shared characteristics provides a more complete definition of different finance services against which to assess empirical results.  The sources summarised in Table 1 support such an analysis according to the purpose of the associated activities as either to secure the financial legitimacy of the firm or to provide information that supports management control.  In the former category, component activities are concerned with the process of generating financial information for use by external parties, particularly financiers, and managing financial resources in the interests of demonstrating stewardship and accountability.  These activities encompass those corresponding to Mouritsen’s (1996) categories of “book-keeping”, “banking” and “administering” in Table 1, while activities in the latter category correspond to his “controlling” category.   Thus, the distinction reflects the orientation of the information flows that are involved.  A further type of service, information technology, is indicated by IFAC (2005) but does not directly correspond to items in the other analyses, although it is an implicit part of many of them, e.g. Hopper’s (1980) reference to “financial systems”.  On this basis, a separate service line may be postulated but it remains an empirical matter as to whether it is seen as such in practice.
Applying this classification of services in the resource allocation decision outlined above, the firm faces a problem of the “theory of constraints” type in that generally the production of certain services must be prioritised, i.e. they have a higher relative importance while demand is unmet, requiring a certain level of production before discretionary allocation of resource to other services.  In this sense, the financial information service and an element of the systems service may be seen as the most fundamental since they are concerned with producing financial information to secure the legitimacy of the firm in the view of its owners and of other financial stakeholders, e.g. revenue authorities and regulators, and so constitutes a sine qua non or core competency (Mouritsen, 1996; Lambert and Sponem, 2012).    Subsequently, the management information service and associated elements of the systems service constitute secondary priorities given that they enable management to plan and monitor business activities.  It is only once these needs have been met that there is the discretion to allocate resource to the “higher level” needs represented by the activities comprised in the business support service.  Previous empirical evidence supports this concept, for example Byrne and Pierce (2007) find that information provision and interpretation are seen as more important than “decision partnering” in their cases, and we examine whether this is the case by reference to the hypothesis that:

H1: The importance of activities associated with the business support service is dominated by that of activities associated with the financial and management information services.

An interesting adjunct to this hypothesis is whether the importance of activities associated with the business support service has increased as suggested by previous commentators.  We do not advance a hypothesis in this respect in the absence of balanced panel data with which to test such a hypothesis.  However, we make an informal comparison between the results of the survey reported here and a previous survey of the same population in the results section below.
While H1 reflects the typical or representative case as a starting point, to investigate sources of variation within and between organisations we consider hypotheses derived from contextual factors that might influence the values of services and thus the importance attached to them. These are considered first at the level of the individual accountant and second at that of the firm. 
A widely discussed element in the development of business orientation is an increased emphasis on collaboration outside the finance function and working in cross-functional teams (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2007, 2005; Byrne and Pierce, 2007; Ezzamel et al., 1997; Granlund and Lukka, 1998a; Howieson, 2003; Maher, 2000; Robinson, 1999) since this better enables the accountant to understand business needs and facilitates access to specialist knowledge (Grant, 1996).  These advantages may be further enhanced by integrating accountants with operating units to meet their particular needs, i.e. decentralisation (Hopper, 1980; Simon et al., 1954).  Indeed, Hopper (1980) finds that managers’ expectations of the “service-aid” role are more likely to be met by accountants in decentralised positions, and was found to be the “most essential intervention” for introducing business partnering the case reported by Järvenpää (2007).
These observations can be represented as a greater productivity of the business support service per unit of effort by a decentralised accountant, and by such accountants seeing this service as of greater value than their counterparts in the finance function.  This argument is tested by reference to the hypothesis that:

H2: Decentralised accountants attach more importance to the business support service than do those in the finance function.

The accountant’s seniority level within their organisation may also influence their productivity and perspective on the value of the business support service.  It has been argued that the business-oriented role places less emphasis on technical knowledge and traditional skills, although these are still recognised as important (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2007; Howieson, 2003; Parker, 2001), and more on supplementary knowledge and business skills, notably in the consideration of non-financial information in the accountant’s work (Boer, 2000; Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2007; Granlund and Lukka, 1998a; Parker, 2001; Robinson, 1999; Vaivio, 1999).  Byrne and Pierce (2007) indeed find that such a range of skills and business knowledge are seen as important in interacting with the business.  Parker (2001) notes that the development of such skills requires experience and, we would suggest, may be seen as necessary for career advancement.  Therefore, those in more senior positions are likely to be more productive and more highly value the business support service than those in less senior positions.  Thus, we form the hypothesis that:

H3: Accountants in more senior positions attach more importance to the business support service than those who are less senior.

The corollaries of these hypotheses concerning the individual’s role in the firm are that those in the finance function or less senior are likely to attach more importance to the financial and management information services. 

With regard to organisational factors, firm size has been suggested as an influence on accountants’ roles (Byrne and Pierce, 2007), although Mouritsen (1996) reports limited evidence of association between activity importance and firm size (as represented by revenues).  In our conceptual framework, this factor operates through its impact on the demands for and thus the values of the various finance services.  With increasing size and complexity, demands for all services are likely to grow.  However, the values of services may change as the minimum service levels required for the core accounting services can be more readily met and resource becomes available for business support.  To illustrate, in very small firms, the legitimating function of the financial information service – basically maintaining proper accounting records –  and the management information service are likely to be seen as the most important services provided by accountants.  Business growth will involve increased demand for the financial information service, e.g. due to a greater volume of transaction processing.  Furthermore, increasing organisational and operational complexity will add to the demand for and value placed on information for managerial decision-making (the management information service).  Nevertheless, increasing size also introduces opportunities for economies of scale and resources for investment in information systems.  Thus, increasing size is not necessarily associated with a proportional increase in the amount of accountants’ effort needed for delivery of these finance services.  Instead, the firm is in a position to devote more of this effort to services seen as of higher value.  Furthermore, with increasing size and complexity, the benefits derived from the business support service are likely to be increased, for example as operational and strategic decision-making become more complex.  Therefore, we advance the hypothesis that: 

H4: The relative importance of the business support service increases and that of the financial and management information services decreases with increasing firm size. 

Other factors that may influence the demand for and thus the value of the business support service are suggested by the limited literature on the broad economic and technological drivers of change in accountants’ roles, such as: globalisation of markets (and thus increased competition), advances in information and production technologies, operational and management trends towards relationship management, outsourcing and leaner organisational structures and processes (Holtzman, 2004; Burns and Yazdifar,2001; Parker, 2001; Burns et al., 1999; Johnson and Kaplan, 1987).   For example, long term trends in the development of cost-efficient information and communications technologies have reduced the traditional role of the accountant in transaction processing and financial report preparation procedures (Carruth, 2004).  These technologies also facilitate outsourcing (Boer, 2000; Xydias-Lobo et al., 2004) and potentially reduce the demands on accountants by enabling operational staff to monitor performance and produce financial information themselves (Albrecht and Sack, 2001).  Thus, fewer accountants are required than would otherwise be the case (Ezzamel et al., 1997) or, more important here, those accountants can be deployed to realise the benefits of the business support service.  These drivers do not form a clear basis for cross-sectional variation across firms independent of size – declining costs have enabled firms of any size to access information and communication technologies.  However, globalisation and changes in competitive pressure are likely to vary in their impacts across economies and sectors respectively.  
While the degree to which each industry is “globalised”, may have more to do with the characteristics of the particular industry than it does with the country in which that industry is based (Hatzichronoglou, 1999), we form separate hypotheses regarding globalisation, treating it as primarily a macro-economic phenomenon, and as a force for increased competitive pressure, which may arise from causes other than globalisation (e.g. regulatory change) so that increasing globalisation and competition increase the value of the business support service.  Therefore, we form the hypotheses that:

H5: Accountants in firms operating within more competitive sectors attach more relative importance to the business support service than those in less competitive sectors.

H6: Accountants in firms operating within countries with more globalised economies attach more relative importance to the business support service than those than those in less globalised economies.

Data collection and analytical methods

The data employed here were derived from a survey commissioned by CIMA to review the curriculum for its professional qualification which was conducted over a period of six weeks during June and July 2007.  The instrument was substantially similar to one utilised in a survey five years before (“the 2002 survey”, described by Cooper, 2006) with some additions to improve coverage of subject areas.  As in that case, a web-based administration format was adopted with an email invitation to participate being sent to CIMA members and employer representatives.
After eliciting the respondent’s personal details and views as to the importance of specified technical topics, respondents were requested to rate 27 specified “activities or issues dealt with by Management Accountants in relation to their importance to the work carried out in your organisation” using a four point Likert scale coded as: 4 = “of critical importance”, 3 = “very important”, 2 = “of some importance”, 1 = “of little or no importance”.  Using an even-numbered scale avoids a ‘neutral’ central category which respondents could have used to reduce cognitive burden.

The items offered for rating provide some coverage of each of the types of service discussed above and were expressed in broad terms to maximise the scope of activities encompassed by the list while keeping the number of items manageable within the context of the survey.  For example, Mouritsen’s (1996) survey, see Table 1, included separate items for budgeting and variance analysis, which are captured in “preparation and interpretation of management accounting information” in our list.  Consolidating some of the more traditional activities in this way compared to Mouritsen’s (1996) survey facilitates inclusion of a wider range of items that might be associated with the business partnering role with only a relatively small addition to the 19 items included in that study.  Thus, we include items that might be expected to be associated with various aspects of the role: organizational management (e.g. “managing staff”, “leadership”), supporting the business in dealing with non-financial issues (e.g. “business ethics”, “green (environmental) issues”), applying business-oriented techniques (“strategic management accounting”, “value-based management”) and “provision of business advice”.  Furthermore, to test whether these items are empirically associated with the notion of business partnering, a separate item of “business partnering” itself is included.  However, in common with Mouritsen (1996), the list of items is intended to be illustrative of the variety of activities rather than exhaustive.  
In addition to rating the specified items, respondents were asked to indicate “any other activities or issues not covered above but which you feel are at least very important to the work carried out in your organisation”.  A small minority responded to this request, in most cases using the opportunity merely to emphasise previous responses or referring to particular accounting techniques rather than activities or issues.

To validate responses to the survey, a summary of initial results from analysis of the data were despatched to a randomly selected sample of 67 respondents who had indicated a willingness to be contacted with a request for a telephone interview or written comments.  Ultimately, seven telephone interviews were conducted and 10 written responses received.  These contacts consistently confirmed that the results were reasonable and did not reveal any difficulties with completion of the instrument that would affect the interpretation of the survey results as discussed below.

Throughout the analysis, the reported rating of the jth activity/issue item (j = 1, ….27) by the i th respondent (i = 1, ….I) is denoted by rij=[1,4].  The relative importance of the activities/issues across the sample for the purpose of testing hypothesis H1 is assessed by ranking the items according to their respective means, defined as:
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Following Mouritsen’s (1996) methodology, factor analysis is applied to identify underlying services, k (k = 1, ….K) by the associations among activities.  His approach is extended here in that factor scores are extracted for each individual as measures of the importance attached to the kth service, 
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The influence of factors on variation in the importance of each service is modelled using OLS regression for each service, with the resulting coefficients used to test the hypotheses advanced above.  For this purpose, the variables summarised in Table 2 are used as explanatory variables.  Those relating to individual characteristics are derived directly from information gathered in the survey.  Similarly, size, as measured in terms of number of employees, was directly elicited in the survey.  This measure of size is widely used and reflects organisational complexity (see the review in Hoque and James, 2000).  Furthermore, it is particularly advantageous in the current study as it is independent of the type of business, which would influence financial measures such as total assets or turnover, and avoids currency translation issues.
[Table 2 about here]
Measures of competitive pressure are derived indirectly from data gathered in the survey.  First, given the complexity of the factors that influence sectoral competition (see, for example, Porter, 1980), a common objective measure is difficult to identify but we select industry concentration, one of the contributors to degree of rivalry within Porter’s Five Forces, as a convenient proxy, which is operationalised with information on the sector in which the respondent’s firm operates.  Firms are aggregated into two main groups: HIGH CONC including sectors which are commonly characterised by high market concentration because of capital intensity, regulatory constraints etc. (see, as regards the UK, ONS, 2006), and so likely to be subject to low competitive pressure, and LOW CONC to encompass other commercial firms subject to higher competitive pressure, as shown in Table 3.    Respondents in private practice and consulting (PPC) are separately identified on the basis that the role traditionally adopted by external consultants resonates with that expected of the business partner (in the sense of the management accountant becoming an “internal business consultant”, Burns and Vaivio, 2001).  As the focus of this paper is on profit-motivated firms, respondents in non-commercial organisations (the public, education and not-for-profit sectors), are excluded from the analysis.  Second, competitive pressure is measured at the macroeconomic scale in terms of the extent of globalisation using an independent rating as explained in Table 2.
A final consideration in constructing our model stems from the possibility that individuals are biased in the way they interpret and respond to the Likert scales.  This is particularly important in an international sample since a number of studies identify cultural “response styles” (van Herk et al., 2004) that vary across countries (see further, Clarke, 2001; Diamantopoulos et al., 2006; Johnson et al., 2005; Roster et al., 2006; Stening and Everett, 1984).  Various methods to eliminate or control for such bias are reported in the empirical literature but without consensus as to the most appropriate (Fischer, 2004).  We introduce such a control by incorporating in the model the individual’s relative importance ratings given by 
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Thus, the individual’s score for each service is normalised with respect to their score across all services and the model of relative importance for service k takes the form:
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where (k is a constant term, the definitions of other variables are as shown in Table 2 and ( is an error term assumed to be distributed with the usual properties for regression.  To make the influence of the control variable explicit we rearrange (3) so that the regression model employed for testing hypotheses H2-6 is given by: 
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The sign of the coefficient on 
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 ((6) is predicted to be positive, i.e. the higher the respondent’s importance ratings, the higher their mean factor score and thus the score for any given service.  

Results and discussion

The survey attracted 4 631 usable responses, a response rate of approximately 11% based on CIMA’s report of the number of requests sent less “bounce-backs” from invalid email addresses.  After restricting the sample to those working within commercial entities, and excluding incomplete responses as well as 35 cases where the respondent gave the same importance rating to all 27 activities/issues, indicating a lack of engagement with the task, the sample employed here comprises 3 330 respondents.  Although the overall response rate is relatively low, the absolute number of responses is substantial and the sample is broadly representative of the population of CIMA members (according to CIMA) in terms of the sample characteristics shown in Table 3.  Furthermore, the distribution of respondents across the variable categories shown in this table constitutes a reasonable spread across categories, with relatively substantial numbers (at least 100) in each category.

[Table 3 about here]

Frequencies of the importance ratings by item are given in Table 4, along with indicative means and ranks, consecutively assigned from item number 1 according to whether the mean rating is significantly different (at p<0.01) from that of the top rated item in each rank according to the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test.  Overall, the ratings attest to the high perceived importance of the majority of items (at least 50% of the sample rate each of the top 19 items as at least “very important”) but the ranking procedure reveals a clear ordering among the items, indicating discrimination on the part of respondents.  

Traditionally core activities of the management accountant (represented by items 1, 2 and 4) remain widely recognised as such and at the foot of the ranking are activities that are specialised in that their significance depends strongly on organisational context (e.g. implementation of the Sarbanes Oxley Act) or where there is a developing role for accountants (e.g. environmental issues).  Between these extremes lies a range of highly important activities that confirm the diversity of management accountants’ work beyond management accounting per se.  Among these, leadership and project management (items 3, 5 and 6) figure particularly highly indicating the importance attached to the management accountant playing such proactive roles, consistent with the idea of increasing importance for the business partner role, as is the higher importance attached to providing business advice (item 8, 6th rank) rather than accounting advice (item 14, 8th rank).  However, “business partnering” itself (item 22) appears in the 13th rank out of 16.

[Table 4 about here]

Thus, there is mixed evidence of a shift in accountants’ roles predicted on the basis of earlier empirical studies (Burns and Yazdifar, 2001; Siegel and Sorenson, 1999) or practitioner commentators (such as IBM, 2005).  Leadership, strategic financial planning and providing business advice were strongly rated but value-based management and business partnering appeared much lower in the ranking.  
Applying factor analysis to the importance ratings yields six factors with an eigenvalue exceeding one, accounting for just over 60% of the variance in responses, with item loadings after Varimax rotation shown in Table 5.  By reference to items with a loading of at least 45%, a level convenient in this case for highlighting the main associations, the factors can be seen to represent distinct work areas, which can in turn be aligned with the postulated service lines.  

[Table 5 about here]

Factor 6 represents an underlying “Business information” area as its associated items deal with the core management accounting activities and is distinctly aligned with the internal information flows that characterise the management information service.  By contrast, factor 2 (“Financial”) represents activities connected with external reporting and financial stewardship and so aligns with the financial information service.  Similarly, factor 4 has a strong financial accounting element but also encompasses accountability issues such as implementation of Sarbanes Oxley (SOX) and internal audit (and so is referred to as “Compliance”).  The corporate governance item also loads relatively strongly on this factor, although somewhat more strongly on the “Financial” factor.  The identification of two factors that represent different elements in the financial information service suggests that that the importance of activities associated with these factors respectively is subject to different influences.  Notably, the activities associated with the “Compliance” factors are relevant to only certain firms, as discussed further below (see also, Byrne and Pierce, 2007, as regards SOX) .  Consistent with IFAC’s (2005) identification of information technology as a separable work area, factor 3 (referred to as “Systems”) draws together activities in this area and highlights that such work involves strong elements of staff and project management.

The remaining two factors are aligned with the business support service in that they respectively encompass business management (“Advisory & Strategic” activities, factor 1) and matters that have become more prominent recently (“Emergent issues”, factor 5), thus corresponding to the business-oriented role characterised in the literature.  For example, management and leadership activities that have been associated with business partnering (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2007; Granlund and Lukka, 1998a; Howieson, 2003; Parker, 2001; Robinson, 1999) figure strongly in factor 1.  The “provision of accounting advice” and “capital investment appraisal”, which load relatively strongly on the “Advisory & strategic” factor, have not been characterised as relating to business partnering but both have an advisory or prospective nature in practice and so a forward-looking focus.  However, otherwise the nature of the items loading on this factor are consistent with the ways in which business partnering has been previously described, notably through inclusion of various management activities, leadership and the business partnering activity itself.  

Based on the median importance ranks of the items associated with each factor (at the foot of Table 5), the dominance of “Business information” activities is clear.  “Advisory & Strategic” and “Systems” activities are positioned ahead of “Financial” and “Compliance” activities and all dominate “Emergent Issues”.  This positioning of the “Advisory & Strategic” and “Systems” factors owes much to the common inclusion of the highly ranked activities of managing staff and projects, which may be seen as of wider significance than only in respect of the activities within these factors.  Without these activities, the median rank of the “Systems” activities would be comparable to that of the “Financial” and “Compliance” activities but the relative position of the “Advisory & Strategic” activities would be maintained.  Therefore, hypothesis H1 can be accepted as regards the aspects of the business support service covered by “Emergent Issues” but is rejected as regards aspects covered by the “Advisory & Strategic” factor insofar as its activities dominate those associated with the financial information service (factors 2 and 4).  Nevertheless, the management information service, as represented by activities associated with the “Business information” factor, is dominant overall.  Furthermore, the “business partnering” activity is clearly distinguished from other activities associated with the business support service through the “Advisory & Strategic” factor.  This suggests that respondents see this activity as involving more than the performance of the other activities associated with this factor which is seen on average as of less importance.

Although the median importance of activities associated with the “Advisory & Strategic” service is higher than that of those associated with the “Financial” service, even the lowest ranked activity within this service (“analysis/application of IFRSs”) is seen as at least “very important” by more than half the sample. It should also be noted that the professional training of the accountants in this sample is strongly oriented towards management accounting and accountants with a different background might have placed more importance on activities associated with the “Financial” factor.  Overall, the view presented by these results is that activities associated with the more traditional services continue to be of substantial importance, consistent with previous findings (Burns et al., 1999; Burns and Yazdifar, 2001; Gould and Fahy, 2006; IBM, 2005; Lambert and Sponem, 2012; Mathews, 1998; Siegel and Sorenson, 1999) and the business support service is complementary to them in meeting the firm’s demand for finance services.
As noted above, in the absence of a balanced panel we do not have a robust basis for a comparison of item importance rankings derived from the respective means (
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) in this and the previous (2002) survey.  Furthermore, the current survey included four additional items, making direct comparison more problematic.  However, we undertook a comparison of the rank quartiles in which items are located to identify any broad trends.  This revealed that there is generally only movement among items at the margins, with the most notable change being the elevation of “preparation of statutory accounts” from the 3rd quartile in the previous survey to the 2nd quartile here.  Thus, the comparison over time did not indicate any appreciable change in the relative importance of items, which is perhaps unsurprising given that only five years had elapsed between the surveys and suggests that any change is occurring over longer timescales.  In addition, expectations of the shift in relative importance elicited in the 2002 survey are not borne out.  For example, the relative importance of the “preparation of statutory accounts” activity was expected to fall while that of most activities associated with the business support service was expected to rise.

Looking beyond the median medians in Table 5, it is notable that the “Strategic and Advisory” factor accounts for more than half of the variance explained by the six factors together.  Therefore, the importance of its associated activities varies more widely than that of other activities, suggesting a higher susceptibility to sources of variation and calling for an analysis of these influences.
The results from the regression of factor scores (Table 6) reveal significant variation with individual characteristics.  Those outside the finance function tend to attach significantly more importance to both of the factors associated with the business support service (“Advisory & Strategic” and “Emergent issues”) but less to those factors comprising the more traditional accounting activities (“Financial” and “Business information”), thus supporting hypothesis H2.  Increasing seniority is similarly associated with increasing importance attached to the “Advisory & Strategic” factor, consistent with hypothesis H3, but is negatively associated with the importance of “Emergent issues”, perhaps indicating a greater salience of green and social accounting issues among more junior, younger personnel.  However, this characteristic does not have an influence on the importance attributed to the “Financial” and “Business information” factors.  Thus, increasing seniority enables the individual to perceive the value of activities associated with the “Advisory & strategic” factor but not at the expense of diminishing that of the more traditional accounting activities.  Finally with regard to individual characteristics, the individual’s mean factor score is highly significant and with the expected sign in each regression, highlighting its importance as a control variable.  The causes of variation behind this control variable go beyond the scope of this study but we note that some cross-cultural bias in the reported ratings may exist.  For example, the grand mean rating across all items for UK respondents (2.64) is significantly less than that of other respondents (2.77) at the 1% level under both the t and Mann-Whitney tests.

[Table 6 about here]

Firm size displays consistent relationships with most of the factors in contrast with the finding of Mouritsen (1996).  The importance of activities associated with the “Strategic & Advisory” factor increases while that of activities associated with more traditional accounting services tends to diminish – a trend similar to that noted above in respect of non-finance respondents as compared to those within the function.  Furthermore, with increasing size the importance of activities associated with “Compliance” increases, reflecting demands from increased scrutiny of the firm.  By contrast the importance of “Systems” activities diminishes with increasing size, reflecting the capacity of the firm to establish a specialist IT function outside of finance.  Overall, there is clear support for hypothesis H4.
In contrast to the size variable, relationships between the “Advisory & Strategic” factor score and other organisational variables, insofar as they might proxy competitive pressures, are not consistent with expectation.  While the private practice (PPC) sector exhibits a significantly higher importance for this factor than the High Concentration group, the Low Concentration group (i.e. firms expected to be under more competitive pressure) is not significantly different in this respect.  Neither does the extent of economic globalisation of the country in which the respondent is located influence the importance of the factor consistent with the expectation that greater globalisation would result in a higher factor score. Indeed, those in less globalised countries tend to attach greater importance to activities associated with this factor than those in the UK reference group.
  Consequently, we do not find evidence in support of hypotheses H5 and H6.  Nevertheless, we note that some large part of the variation associated with the SECTOR variable may be attributed to the characteristics of the particular sector rather than as representing any response to competitive pressure.  For example, in separate analyses we find that firms in the financial sector (included in the HIGH CONC group) understandably place particular importance on items in the “Financial” factor (2).  Similarly, “Green issues” tend to be significantly less important for sectors outside manufacturing.
Conclusions 

In light of the widely discussed concept of accountants adopting a more business-oriented role, this study sought evidence of the importance of activities associated with this role in relation to that of activities associated more traditional roles and of factors influencing the ‘new’ business-oriented role.  Applying Mouritsen’s (1996) approach of eliciting importance ratings, and taking data from a large-scale, international survey of CIMA members, we identify associated activities that align with postulated service types, including a business support service that coheres with business partnering, and find that this service has not subsumed others but is seen as of comparable importance.  However, the importance attached to this business-oriented service is not uniform: its importance is influenced by the accountant’s circumstances, leading to variation within the firm and, at least in respect of firm size, variation among firms in ways consistent with previous case study evidence.   

While, in aggregate, the importance of many of the activities associated here with the business support service is widely recognised by practitioners, this needs to be viewed in the context of the continuing importance of other elements in the service-mix that accountants need to deliver.  Thus, the role of accountants in delivering this business support service is complementary to, rather than a substitute for, other demands.  This implies that the training and development of accountants should continue to be broadly based, both in terms of technical knowledge and exposure to the range of activities that accountants are expected to perform, reinforcing previous observations that business support depends on additional knowledge and skills rather than supplanting traditional technical knowledge (ACCA, 2006; Cooper, 2006; Gabbin, 2002; Pierce and O’Dea, 2003) so that developing this role among accountants may require particular attention be given to: i. The development of the non-technical skills that are not necessarily part of the accountant’s training but which are required to exercise some of the more highly ranked activities associated with business support in our results, such as leadership, management of staff and provision of business advice, and ii. making the exercise of this role and the ability to balance it with other roles (Maas and Matӗjka, 2009, Pierce and O’Dea, 2003) part of the assessment of the accountant’s ability to progress within the firm.  Nevertheless, the need for further research into the characterisation of the business support role is indicated by our finding that this is not seen as synonymous with business partnering, which is attributed with less importance than other activities associated with business support such as the provision of business advice.  In this sense Lambert and Sponem’s (2012) concern about the “contemporary fascination” with business partnering might seem justified but we observe that business partnering is still seen as of substantial importance in our sample.   

How far our results are representative of accountants more generally is a matter for further research since our study is limited by sampling from members of a particular professional body.  Although Granlund and Lukka (1998b) suggest that other factors are more influential than the normative pressures of professionalisation, common membership of a professional body in our sample may lead to some conformance in the views expressed.  Moreover, the body in this case, CIMA, promotes the business support role of the accountant and its membership may under-represent accountants involved in activities associated with other roles, for example, in financial accounting and reporting.  This possibility could be tested by drawing sample from the wider population of accountants in future work.  Furthermore, our study considered only the perspective of accountants, and consideration of the expectations of their “customers” in the business would be of interest in assessing how far the supply and demand for services are in balance, particularly given differences between these groups that have been identified previously in perception of roles (Hopper, 1980) and the usefulness of management accounting information (Pierce and O’Dea, 2003).

Our results demonstrate variation in the importance of roles and our conceptual framework suggests that this should be reflected in resource allocation among finance services but it remains to be seen whether this is the case in practice by reference to the effort devoted to each role, for example in terms of accountants’ time.  Further research addressing this issue would also be useful in assessing the extent of specialisation among accountants.   For example, decentralised accountants may be found to devote more time on average to business partnering activities than others but this raises the question as to whether this reflects a greater proportion of time spent in this way across all such accountants or a greater propensity for specialisation in this cohort.  If a specialised business partnering role is emerging then this has ramifications for future studies in that specialisation limits the ability to generalise accountants’ roles. 

The significance of firm size as an influence on accountants’ roles is clearly demonstrable in our results but other firm characteristics representing competitive pressure, and so expected to enhance the value attached to business support, were not found to have a consistent influence.  This may have been due to the use of relatively crude proxy measures to represent these characteristics: the level of economic globalisation of the country in which a firm operates may be a poor guide to the level of pressures from globalisation experienced by any given firm and the use of sectoral concentration resulting from barriers to entry as a proxy for competition is not uncontroversial (Carlton, 2004).  Alternatively, the “snapshot” approach using contemporary measures of competitive pressure and activity importance at a single point in time may be inadequate for identifying any relationship between the two.  Rather, any such relationship may only become apparent over time, i.e. by considering the extent of change in activity importance in relation to change in competitive pressure over a sufficiently long period.  Therefore, further research should consider more sophisticated measures of competitive pressure and the use of longitudinal studies over extended periods, which would also afford the opportunity to investigate the influence of other suggested underlying drivers of change in accountants’ roles, such as information technology.    

Other sources of inter-firm variation such as leadership and availability of financial resources, which have been found to be significant in the case of the adoption of new management accounting practices (e.g. Naranjo-Gil et al., 2009; Abdel-Kader and Luther, 2008), as well as firm culture (e.g. Järvenpää, 2007) also constitute interesting avenues for further large sample research.

The consistency of the results from the factor analysis of importance ratings with expectations of service types supports the usefulness of the conceptual framework advanced here and suggests that the framework can be more widely adopted in the further investigation of the accountant’s role, such as in the public sector context. 
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Table 1 Classifications of accountants’ activities and roles

	Hopper (1980)
	Jablonsky et al. (1993)
	Mouritsen (1996)
	IFAC (2005)
	Sutcliff and Donnellan (2006)a

	Roles
	Activities
	Operating profiles
	Features
	“Aspects” of work
	Activities
	Roles
	Capabilities
	Activities

	Book-keeper
	Implementation & administration of financial systems
	Corporate policeman
	Oversight & surveillance

Administration of rules and regulations

Accounting & auditing

Financial reporting

Budget/variance reporting
	Book-keeping
	General ledger

accounting

Financial accounts

Reports’ layout

Internal controls
	Financial reporting

Internal control
Business assurance


	Finance operations
	Transaction processing

Financial & regulatory reporting

Internal control

	
	
	
	
	Controlling
	Budgeting

Variance analysis
	Business accounts

Management information & analysis
	Finance operations
	Management reporting

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	EPM
	Planning & forecasting

	
	
	
	
	Banking
	Cash & currency management

Finance
	Corporate finance

Treasury
	EPM
	Financial risk management

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Capital stewardship
	Capital structure oversight

	
	
	
	
	Administering
	Debtor & creditor control

Payment routines
	
	Capital stewardship
	Working capital & balance sheet management

	
	
	
	
	
	
	IT
	
	

	Service-aid
	Satisfying lower/middle managers’ information needs for self-control 
	Business advocate
	Internal customer service

Finance and analysis

Monitoring operating & capital budgets
	Consulting
	Ratio analysis

Ad hoc analysis

Investment analysis

Internal consulting
	Strategic support
	EPM
	Identifying value-creation opportunities

Portfolio assessment & target setting

Performance management

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Risk management
Project management
	ERM
	Business, operational & event risk management

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Shareholder communications
	EPM
	Investor relations

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Capital stewardship
	Managing financial investments

Tax management

Intangibles management


a EPM = Enterprise Performance Management; ERM = Enterprise Risk Management

Table 2 Summary of explanatory variables

	Variable
	Definition
	Measure

	FUNCTION 


	Respondent’s functional attachment in relation to the finance function. 
	Based on categorical responses to the question “in which department or function do you mainly work?” to which finance/accounting was one alternative.  Those indicating their work as mainly relating to internal audit, treasury/risk management or information technology are classified as having a specialist function.  Other responses (e.g. operations, marketing) are grouped as having a business function.



	LEVEL 
	Respondent’s level of seniority. 
	Based on categorical responses to the question “which of the following best describes your position?” with 12 response alternatives available, aggregated into three broad categories.



	SIZE 
	Size of the respondent’s organisation in the country where they mainly work.

 
	Number of employees, organised in categories used in the survey instrument.

	SECTOR
	Business sector in which the respondent’s organisation operates.
	Sectors aggregated into categories reflecting concentration and thus likely competitive pressures, plus a category for the practice and consultancy sector (see main text).



	GLOBAL
	Extent of economic globalisation of the country in which the respondent mainly works. 
	Score combining data on a country’s trade, foreign direct investment, and portfolio investment and income per Lockwood and Redoano (2005).


Table 3 Sample characteristics 

	
	Frequency
	%

	FUNCTION
	
	

	Accounting & Finance (A&F)*
	2 221
	66.7

	Technical specialist - internal audit, treasury, IT (Specialist)
	213
	6.4

	Business (Non-A&F)
	896
	26.9

	Total
	3 330
	100.0

	LEVEL
	
	

	Director/Head of Function (Director)
	1 022
	30.7

	Manager/Controller (Manager)
	1 322
	39.7

	Accountant/Other (Non-Manager)*
	986
	29.6

	Total
	3 330
	100.0

	SIZE (number of employees in respondent’s country)
	
	

	>10 000
	450
	13.5

	2 501-10 000
	564
	16.9

	501-2 500
	698
	21.0

	101-500
	  761
	22.9

	1-100*
	  857
	25.7

	Total
	3 330
	100.0

	SECTOR
	
	

	Manufacturing (MFG)
	921
	27.7

	Retail, Trade, Distribution (RTD)
	457
	13.7

	Non-financial services (SER)
	331
	9.9

	LOW CONC
	1 709
	51.3

	Financial Services (FIN)
	554
	16.6

	Engineering, Construction, Extractive Industries, Utilities, Transport (EUT)
	524
	15.7

	IT and Telecommunications (ITT)
	307
	9.2

	HIGH CONC*
	1 385
	41.6

	Private Practice/Consulting (PPC)
	236
	7.1

	Total
	3 330
	100.0

	GLOBAL
	
	

	Countries more globalised than UK
	568
	17.1

	UK*
	2 139
	64.2

	Countries less globalised than UK
	623
	18.7

	Total
	3 330
	100.0


* Reference category in regression analyses (see Table 6). 

Table 4 Activities/issues ordered by mean importance rating and sorted by rank

	No.
	Activity/Issue, j (reference in questionnaire)
	Importance, % responses by categorya
	Mean, 
[image: image10.wmf]j

r


	Rankb

	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1
	
	

	1
	Preparation and interpretation of 

management accounting information (a)
	53.0
	39.5
	6.2
	1.3
	3.44
	1

	2
	Communication and presentation of financial information (j)
	41.3
	45.1
	11.6
	2.0
	3.26
	2

	3
	Leadership (w)
	35.6
	45.6
	15.4
	3.3
	3.14
	3

	4
	Development and implementation of management accounting systems (b)
	32.3
	49.2
	15.8
	2.8
	3.11
	

	5
	Managing staff (e)
	31.3
	48.1
	16.9
	3.6
	3.07
	4

	6
	Management of projects (f)
	27.0
	49.3
	19.9
	3.8
	2.99
	5

	7
	Maintenance of financial systems (l)
	22.3
	51.6
	21.5
	4.5
	2.92
	6

	8
	Provision of business advice (s)
	29.7
	40.2
	21.7
	8.4
	2.91
	

	9
	Strategic financial planning (r)
	25.7
	45.4
	22.3
	6.6
	2.90
	

	10
	Business ethics (y)
	25.8
	41.8
	25.7
	6.7
	2.87
	7

	11
	Preparation of statutory accounts (g)
	25.5
	36.7
	28.0
	9.8
	2.78
	8

	12
	Implementation of IT systems (d)
	19.6
	45.2
	29.1
	6.1
	2.78
	

	13
	Capital investment appraisal  (i)
	22.7
	39.2
	28.8
	9.3
	2.75
	

	14
	Provision of accounting advice (v)
	19.4
	44.8
	26.4
	9.4
	2.74
	

	15
	Corporate governance (u)
	19.9
	38.5
	30.6
	10.9
	2.67
	9

	16
	Management of IT systems (o)
	14.8
	41.8
	33.3
	10.2
	2.61
	10

	17
	Treasury management (h)
	19.8
	34.1
	31.3
	14.7
	2.59
	

	18
	Analysis and application of national accounting standards (t)
	15.0
	38.9
	33.9
	12.1
	2.57
	11

	19
	Analysis and application of International Financial Reporting Standards (c)
	16.3
	35.1
	33.0
	15.6
	2.52
	

	20
	Value-based management (x)
	13.1
	36.7
	35.1
	15.1
	2.48
	12

	21
	Internal audit (m)
	12.4
	34.5
	37.9
	15.2
	2.44
	

	22
	Business partnering (aa)
	15.5
	28.6
	33.3
	22.5
	2.37
	13

	23
	Accounting in a multinational context (q)
	18.3
	27.1
	25.1
	29.5
	2.34
	

	24
	Use of e-commerce tools (n)
	8.5
	27.8
	42.6
	21.0
	2.24
	14

	25
	Implementation of the Sarbanes Oxley Act (k)
	17.3
	20.1
	23.8
	38.8
	2.16
	15

	26
	Green (environmental) issues (z)
	6.0
	24.1
	44.1
	25.8
	2.10
	16

	27
	Social accounting issues (p)
	2.4
	15.3
	43.2
	39.2
	1.81
	17


a 4 = “of critical importance”, 3 = “very important”, 2 = “of some importance”, 1 = “of little or no importance”

b Rank is assigned consecutively from item number 1 according to whether the mean rating is significantly different (at p<0.01) from that of the top rated item in each rank according to the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test.

Table 5 Item loadings from factor analysis

	Activity/Issue (ordered by mean importance)
	Factor (Variance explained, %)a

	
	1 (31.50%)
	2 (7.82%)
	3 (6.77%)
	4 (5.90%)
	5 (4.32%)
	6 (3.95%)

	
	“Advisory & strategic”
	“Financial”
	“Systems”
	“Compliance”
	“Emergent issues”
	“Business information”

	Preparation/interpretation of management accounting information 
	.133
	.074
	.084
	.074
	-.009
	.815

	Communication/presentation of financial information 
	.412
	.204
	.043
	.115
	-.040
	.531

	Leadership 
	.746
	.055
	.312
	.054
	.006
	.077

	Development/implementation of management accounting systems 
	.111
	.076
	.368
	.072
	.113
	.724

	Managing staff 
	.514
	.089
	.561
	.085
	-.186
	.073

	Management of projects 
	.518
	.024
	.532
	.212
	-.066
	-.059

	Maintenance of financial systems 
	.010
	.332
	.489
	.202
	.156
	.376

	Provision of business advice 
	.709
	-.026
	-.066
	-.014
	.140
	.264

	Strategic financial planning 
	.568
	.206
	.127
	.226
	.176
	.165

	Business ethics 
	.518
	.207
	.126
	.253
	.345
	.009

	Preparation of statutory accounts 
	-.043
	.816
	.121
	.061
	.050
	.171

	Implementation of IT systems 
	.077
	.125
	.778
	.074
	.146
	.163

	Capital investment appraisal 
	.512
	.343
	.086
	.097
	.164
	.089

	Provision of accounting advice 
	.501
	.250
	-.100
	.007
	.198
	.413

	Corporate governance 
	.389
	.459
	.067
	.426
	.237
	-.038

	Management of IT systems 
	.099
	.155
	.773
	.038
	.308
	.113

	Treasury management
	.202
	.742
	.215
	-.023
	.109
	-.023

	Analysis/application of national accounting standards
	.165
	.631
	.028
	.338
	.163
	.202

	Analysis/application of IFRSs
	.059
	.509
	.096
	.495
	.118
	.172

	Value based management
	.615
	.036
	.167
	.112
	.372
	.128

	Internal Audit
	.100
	.357
	.275
	.501
	.233
	.097

	Business partnering
	.566
	-.087
	.054
	.248
	.381
	-.005

	Accounting in a multi-national context
	.174
	.070
	.071
	.748
	.091
	.115

	Use of e-commerce tools
	.129
	.110
	.472
	.110
	.508
	.082

	Implementation of SOX
	.119
	.059
	.070
	.804
	.125
	.017

	Green issues
	.287
	.157
	.098
	.126
	.705
	.035

	Social accounting issues
	.194
	.210
	.156
	.220
	.722
	.045

	Median item rank 
	6.5
	10
	7
	12.5
	16
	2


a Loadings of at least 45% are emboldened to indicate the  main associations with factors.

Table 6 Results of factor score regressions

	Service
	Financial information
	Management information
	Systems
	Business Support

	Factor
	2 “Financial”
	4 “Compliance”
	6 “Business information”
	3 “Systems”
	1 “Advisory & Strategic”
	5 “Emergent issues”

	Intercept
	.316 (.050)**
	-.221 (.047)**
	.267 (.048)**
	.046 (.050)
	-.576 (.048)**
	.168 (.049)**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FUNCTION
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-A&F
	-.188 (.037)**
	.072 (.035)*
	-.383 (.035)**
	.045 (.037)
	.258 (.035)**
	.196 (.036)**

	Specialist
	.058 (.065)
	.229 (.062)**
	-.510 (.063)**
	.198 (.066)**
	-.195 (.063)*
	.220 (.065)**

	A&F
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEVEL
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Director
	.040 (.042)
	-.309 (.040)**
	-.063 (.040)
	.082 (.042)
	.513 (.040)**
	-.263 (.041)**

	Manager
	.009 (.039)
	-.114 (.037)**
	-.041 (.038)
	-.009 (.038)
	.278 (.036)**
	-.205  (.038)**

	Non-manager
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SIZE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	>10 000
	-.457 (.056)**
	.617 (.053)**
	-.181 (.054)**
	-.326 (.056)**
	.442 (.054)**
	-.094 (.055)

	2 501–10 000
	-.405 (.052)**
	.518 (.049)**
	-.197 (.050)**
	-.161 (.052)**
	.372 (.050)**
	-.126 (.051)*

	501-2 500 
	-.250 (.048)**
	.532 (.046)**
	-.066 (.047)
	-.207 (.048)**
	.173 (.047)**
	-.182 (.047)**

	101-500 
	-.093 (.046)**
	.298 (.044)**
	-.068 (.045)
	.014 (.046)
	.071 (.045)
	-.222 (.046)**

	1-100
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SECTOR
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low Conc
	-.159 (.033)**
	-.148 (.032)**
	.182 (.032)**
	.035 (.033)
	-.016 (.032)
	.106 (.033)**

	PPC
	-.121 (.068)
	-.286 (.065)**
	.178 (.066)**
	-.209 (.069)**
	.452 (.066)**
	-.013 (.067)

	High Conc
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GLOBAL
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Higher than UK
	-.036 (.043)
	.361 (.041)**
	-.280 (.040)**
	-.075 (.044)
	.104 (.042)*
	-.061 (.043)

	UK
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lower than UK
	.024 (.041)
	.084 (.039)*
	-.294 (.042)**
	-.037 (.041)
	.174 (.040)**
	.034 (.041)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean Factor Score, 
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r

ˆ


	1.081 (.039)**
	.833 (.037)**
	1.060 (.038)**
	1.049 (.039)**
	.945 (.038)**
	1.031 (.039)**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F (sig.)
	68.372 (.000)
	93.442 (.000)
	81.394 (.000)
	59.827 (.000)
	85.803 (.000)
	63.877 (.000)

	Adjusted R2
	.208
	.265
	.239
	.187
	.249
	.197


Coefficient significantly different from zero at: *p<5%, **p<1%
� Various terms have been used to encapsulate this concept of the accountant’s role including “business advocate” (Jablonsky et al., 1993); “modern business-oriented accountant” (Granlund and Lukka, 1998a); “internal business consultant” (Burns and Vaivio, 2001); “strategic management consultant” (Holtzman, 2004), and “hybrid accountant” (Burns and Baldvinsdottir, 2005).  The term “business partner” is adopted here as it has been more widely used over an extended period (see, for example, Järvenpää, 2007; Siegel and Sorenson, 1999) and is recognised in the practitioner literature (e.g. PwC, 2008).


� Rather than “accounting department”, we refer to the “finance function” as this is more suggestive of a central responsibility centre charged with delivering services based on expertise in accounting and finance rather than a group of people occupying a physically distinct space designated as a “department”.  It also better reflects current practitioner terminology.


� References are confined to the academic literature but these themes are widely echoed in the practitioner literature.


� Although much of this literature is framed in terms of the work of “management accountants”, this term is generally used to refer to accountants working in organisations outside public practice (which derive their revenue from the direct exploitation of accountants’ time and expertise, e.g. audit firms) rather than solely to accountants whose primary function is to practise the discipline of management accounting or who are qualified as “management accountants”.  Thus, our interpretation aligns “management accountant” with IFAC’s (2005) concept of the “professional accountant in business”.


� Although this finding results from comparing the UK to 98 other countries in the sample, it is consistent with te finding of van Herk et al. (2004) who found that UK respondents displayed the lowest levels of “acquiescence” (the tendency to agree rather than disagree, or to be positive rather than negative) compared to those from five other European countries.


� Experimental testing of other measures, such as interacting globalisation with economic development, failed to identify alternatives that would elucidate a globalisation-based relationship with the factor score.  Neither was it possible to detect theoretically consistent relationships between this score and other methods of country characterisation such as Hofstede’s cultural measures.
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