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Management accounting is a broad and unexplored area. Management accounting is 

defined as a practice that provides decision-makers with financial and non-financial 

information. There is research suggesting that the use of management accounting can 

promote better communication, decision-making as well as more efficient use of 

resources. There is also research suggesting that management accounting would make 

the decision-making too rigid and the cost of maintaining a management accounting 

system would be too large. These mixed research results helped formulate the aim of 

this thesis. The aim is to study the effects of using management accounting. 

 

To fulfil the aim of this thesis, data from databases was collected and a questionnaire 

was distributed. The questionnaire was sent to small-, medium- and large-sized 

companies in Finland. The questionnaire was answered by 208 companies. T-tests, 

correlation and regression analysis was performed on the data. 

 

The results show that the use of and need for management accounting differ between 

industries. Small companies find that they do not have the resources or knowledge to 

use management accounting. Companies using management accounting find that 

management accounting helps with decision-making. This thesis provides new insights 

into how the industry sector, company size, capital structure and number of used 

management accounting methods determine the companies’ views of management 

accounting. As the study is conducted on only Finnish companies, the results from the 

study cannot be generalised, but they do reflect results from previous studies in other 

countries. In future research, it would be beneficial to focus on how management 

accounting differs between industry sectors and explore in more detail the effects of 

using management accounting by using a qualitative research approach. 
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Sammandrag:  

 

Ekonomistyrning är ett brett och outforskat område. Ekonomistyrning definieras som 

en praxis vilken förser beslutsfattarna med finansiell och icke-finansiell information. 

Det finns forskning som tyder på att användningen av ekonomistyrning kan främja 

bättre kommunikation, beslutsfattande och effektivare resursanvändning. Det finns 

även forskning som visar att ekonomistyrning kan göra beslutsfattandet för stelt och att 

kostnaden för att upprätthålla ett ekonomistyrningssystem kan bli för hög. Dessa 

motstridande forskningsresultat stöder formuleringen av syftet för denna avhandling. 

Syftet är att studera effekterna då ekonomistyrning används. 

 

För att uppfylla syftet med denna avhandling har data från databaser samlats in och ett 

frågeformulär har distribuerats. Frågeformuläret skickades till små, medelstora och 

stora företag i Finland. Frågeformuläret besvarades av 208 företag. T-test, 

korrelationsanalys och regressionsanalys utfördes på datamaterialet. 

 

Resultaten visar att användningen och behovet av ekonomistyrning skiljer sig åt mellan 

olika branscher. Små företag anser att de inte har resurser eller kunskap för att använda 

ekonomistyrning. Företag som använder ekonomistyrning finner att 

ekonomistyrningen hjälper till med beslutsfattande. Denna avhandling ger ny insikt i 

hur industrisektorn, företagets storlek, kapitalstruktur och antalet använda 

ekonomistyrningsmetoder formar företagens syn på ekonomistyrning. Eftersom 

studien har utförts endast på finländska företag, kan slutsatsen av studien inte 

generaliseras, men resultaten motsvarar de resultat som tidigare studier framtagit i 

andra länder. Framtida forskning kunde fokusera på hur ekonomistyrning skiljer sig 

mellan olika branscher och mer i detalj undersöka effekterna av att använda 

ekonomistyrning med hjälp av en kvalitativ forskningsstrategi. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

“Operating environments are becoming more competitive and complex as a result of 

globalization and advances in technology, making it more difficult for all companies to 

remain competitive” states Haron, Rahman and Smith (2013). Because of this ever-

changing environment, decision-making can be challenging for companies and their 

decision-makers. To make decision-making easier, companies can turn to management 

accounting (Saukkonen, Laine and Suomala, 2018). The objective of using management 

accounting is to support company management in their decision-making to obtain better 

practices within the company, to make the company as efficient as possible with its 

available resources (Aherns and Chapman, 2007). 

Research suggests that companies who use management accounting can experience 

considerable benefits. Some of these claimed benefits are improved communication 

within the business (Aherns and Chapman, 2007), knowing the limitations of different 

functions within the firm (Saukkonen et al., 2018) and better performance (King, 

Clarkson and Wallace, 2010; Lucas, Prowle and Lowth, 2013). But there are also claims 

that the use of management accounting has drawbacks, such as difficulty understanding 

data from the management accounting system (MAS) (Halabi, Barrett and Dyt,2010; 

Rikhardsson, Karlsson, Sigurjonsdottir and Himarsson, 2012) and that it reduces 

flexibility in decision-making (Shobrys and White, 2000; Saukkonen et al., 2018). 

Management accounting is a broad area (CGMA, 2017). There is room to explore more 

about management accounting and study the benefits of using management accounting 

and exploring possible drawbacks. Shields (2015) believe that studies that replicate other 

studies are beneficial in areas that are still largely unexplored. With this in mind, it is an 

excellent opportunity to gain more information on management accounting while 

conducting a study based on previous research in the area to help establish more 

accepted knowledge in management accounting. This can help with future research in 

the area. 

1.1 Research problem 

Management accounting (MA) and its effects are not a widely researched (Cleary, 2019). 

There have been some studies about the use of MA in small-to-medium-sized enterprises 

(SME) (e.g. Cleary, 2019; Marriott and Marriott, 2000), but there have been even fewer 

studies regarding the use of MA in larger companies (e.g. Ylä-Kujala, Kinnunen, 

Hyvärinen, Tynninen, Kärri and Ryynänen, 2016). There has also not been much 
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research regarding how the use of MA affects a company’s profitability. There is also a 

knowledge gap when it comes to what MA methods companies use and what their actual 

benefits are (Lavia López and Hiebl, 2015). Notably, small firms do not follow what is 

said in previous research since research is often based on large-sized companies (Halabi 

et al., 2010). Ahrens and Chapman (2007) also discuss that MA is a complex subject to 

study. It is difficult to accurately present the use of MA as the usage is continuously 

changing.  Shields (2015) believes that a contributing factor for the lack of research and 

the reason for making examination difficult is the lack of established knowledge.  

 

MA is a broad subject. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) point out that the term MA can include 

several different methods and techniques depending on the authors’ knowledge. 

Therefore, the specification will be made in this thesis to what will be included in MA: 

costing techniques, budgeting methods and performance management methods. 

 

The studies regarding MA in Finland have mainly focused on the usage of different 

practices and the perceived pros and cons of those practices. The studies have also 

focused on the differences between industries and what the future of MA will look like in 

Finland. These studies have also focused on predicting how the use of MA will look like 

in the future. (e.g. Hussain, Gunasekaran and Laitinen, 1998; Hyvönen, 2005; Ylä-Kujala 

et al., 2016) 

1.2 Objectives and research questions 

This thesis is inspired by Cleary (2019) and Rikhardsson et al. (2012) who study the usage 

of management accounting, the former in Ireland and the latter in Iceland. The purpose 

of this thesis is to conduct a similar study in Finland. The objective of this thesis is to 

study the effects of using MA. This thesis will try to answer if the usage of MA results in 

benefits for the company. The focus will be on medium to large companies but also taking 

small companies into consideration. 

1.3 Methodology 

Based on the objectives presented, relevant literature will be reviewed that explores MA. 

Because MA is such a broad area, to limit the area of research, the emphasis in this thesis 

will be on MA, performance management and strategic management. IT system and 

human resource system will be excluded despite being an essential part of MA as they 
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are considered not relevant to the objective of this research (see chapter 2.1 and figure 

1). 

An empirical study will be performed to explore how the use of MA can affect a company. 

A questionnaire was sent to small, medium and large companies in Finland. The 

questionnaire consisted mainly of multiple-choice questions. 208 companies answered 

the questionnaire from varying industries (see chapter 5). The answers from the 

questionnaire are combined with financial data from the databases Orbis by Dijk van 

Dijk and Voitto+. The data is analysed to examine if any correlations can be found 

between key financials and the use of MA or specific MA methods. 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is constructed as follows. First, previous studies will be presented, and the 

basics of MA will be discussed, followed by discussing the need for MA, the use of MA 

and how MA is used in Finland. Then the pros and cons aspects of practising MA will be 

discussed. An example case will be presented of how implementing new MA methods can 

benefit a company. This will be followed by discussing the methodology of the study, 

discussing the research method, how the data is collected and the research questions. 

The results from the questionnaire will be presented, followed by analysing and 

discussing the data. The thesis will end with concluding comments and 

recommendations for future research. 
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2 MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTING 

The key to success is believed to have data, information or knowledge fast and accurately 

(Cleary, 2019). Therefore, the use of MA could be thought to be a well-explored area. But 

despite this, there are still many unknowns when it comes to MA. In this chapter, an 

overview of MA will be presented. Different MA practises will also be presented, the need 

for MA, the use of MA and the benefits as well as drawbacks from using MAS will also be 

looked at. An examination of how MA is used in Finland will also be conducted. 

2.1 An overview of management accounting 

Culasso (2016, p. 1) defines MA as “[..] providing information and financial and non-

financial measurements to the managers, with the aim of achieving informed business 

decisions and improving the company’s efficiency and effectiveness.” Before taking a 

closer look at why MA is used, what is included in MA should be described. Culasso 

(2016, p. 2) specifies that information systems and human resources systems are closely 

connected to MA but are separate systems. Some authors include human resource 

systems with MAS as they assist with decision-making (e.g. Davila and Foster, 2007), 

while others point out that an information system is needed to maintain a functioning 

MAS (Haron et al., 2013). 

The company can also decide if it wants to adopt its MAS from a certain perspective 

(Guilding, Cravens and Tayles, 2000). The perspective the company can choose to adopt 

depends on the environmental factors and what the long-term goals are (Guilding et al., 

2000). The company can also use methods that are part of an MA perspective as an 

addition to the regular MAS (Pavlatos and Kostakis, 2015). Two of these perspectives are 

strategic management and performance management. Almir (2019) defines strategic MA 

as traditional MA, the only difference is that MA is viewed from a strategic point of view. 

He continues defining that traditional MA tends to only look at a company internally, 

whereas strategic MA views the company from an external point of view. Tillmann and 

Goddard (2008) define strategic MA differently as they view it as traditional MA but 

supporting the company in strategic decision-making. Lebas (1995) defines performance 

as managing different practices within a company that results in attaining goals that have 

been set. The goals have to be achieved within certain constraints, such as time. London, 

Mone and Scott (2004) similarly state that performance management can be a tool to 

help set goals for the firm. Lebas (1995) additionally state that performance management 
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is constructed of performance measures that help to support decision-making, it also 

helps support the constant need of improving practices within the company. 

In addition to the two management perspectives, there is also management control. 

Management control can sometimes be interchanged with the term MA (Culasso, 2016, 

p. 1). Ahrens and Chapman (2007) define management control as: 

Management control as practice is understood as a bundle of practices and material arrangements: 
Situated in offices and workshops, using configurations of machines and computers, 
organisational members negotiate strategies, budgets, and performance targets, they discuss ways 
of realising them alert others to contingencies, give orders, follow, dispute, or circumvent 
instructions, generate reports and make comparisons, give and receive advice, find excuses, take 
corrective action, etc. (Ahrens and Chapman, 2007) 

Based on this description of management control, MA and management control are not 

the same, but MA is a part of a management control system. In demonstrating this, 

Davila and Foster (2007) found that financial planning is the most used management 

control system, followed by human resources and strategic planning. 

To demonstrate, Figure 1 below visually explains what is included in MA. Figure 1 is 

created based on studies by Cleary (2019), Culasso (2016, p. 2, 10-12), CGMA (2017), 

Davila and Foster (2007) and Rikhardsson et al. (2012).  The grey boxes are areas part 

of MA, but they will not be extensively discussed in this thesis as they are not relevant 

for the study. 
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      Management control 

 

Figure 1 An overview of management accounting 

As shown in Figure 1, MA can be divided into 14 practices (CGMA, 2017). If compared to 

an MA perspective like strategic management, Guilding et al. (2000) divide strategic 

management into 12 practices. Among them, there are brand value budgeting and 

monitoring, competitive position monitoring and strategic pricing. This demonstrates a 

more intensive orientation on strategy than in traditional MA. MA can also be divided 

more conservatively. Cleary (2019) divides MA into three main areas: costing, budgeting 
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and performance management. This shows how the view of MA and what it contains 

changes between authors but still tends to include the same practices just under different 

captions. 

To better understand MA as a whole, it is good to understand the different functions. 

AlMaryani and Sadik (2012) state that there are four functions: support planning, 

performance evaluation, decision-making and control. Madegowda (2006, p. 5-7), on the 

other hand, divides the functions into six groups. The first two functions of MA are to 

provide relevant and qualitative data. Decision-makers would have to distinguish 

between irrelevant and relevant data in their decision-making, but if they use a well-

functioning MAS, then the system would automatically divide the data into the two 

groups. The system could also sort the data to suit the management at different levels in 

the company so that they have suitable information available for them to make decisions 

at their level. The data would also be more qualitative as it contains both quantitative 

and qualitative information. The third function, according to Madegowda, is converting 

data to a form that is useful to the managers. The fourth function is analysing and 

interoperating data. The fifth function is to support management in planning and be able 

to provide the necessary reports and other information needed. The last function is to 

provide control to the management. One example is MA tool that compares budgets and 

standardized practises with the actual practises and alerts the management when 

deviations are detected. It can be noted that throughout this thesis, this list of functions 

can be seen when discussing problems as well as opportunities when companies use MA. 

2.1.1 The need for management accounting 

There are numerous reasons why companies need MA to help support management in 

decision-making. As Nixon and Burns (2012) state, “ [...] change has become the most 

predictable characteristic of the business and economic environment.” This explains the 

management’s continuous need for new timely data to help make decisions. Also, 

Chenhall and Moers (2015) describe MA as “[…] a calculative practice through which 

innovation is achieved.” This matches Nixon and Burns (2012) statement, and they 

continue commenting that because of the uncertainty in the economic environment, 

companies have to rely on strategies to help the company with appropriate reactions 

towards the changes that occur. There is also the need for sense-making, as the decision-

makers need to understand the past and the current situation in addition to the predicted 

future before deciding on the action that should be taken (Tillmann and Goddard, 2008). 
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This uncertainty in the economic environment is found to especially affect the service 

sector, according to Hussain et al. (1998). They notice an increasing number of 

competitors and less rigged pricing, allowing companies to set their pricing 

independently and expand their product range. In this environment, they noticed that 

companies that understood their products and had efficient management tended to be 

more profitable. This is where they noticed the need for MA. However, the need for MA 

practises varies between companies: Madegowda (2006, p. 4) in Figure 2 lists five 

problems that companies face, creating a need for MA. 

 

Figure 2 The need for management accounting (from Madegowda, 2006, p. 4)  

One of the key functions for MA, according to Saukkonen et al. (2018), is to support the 

company decision-makers in their decision-making. It has been found that companies 

that grow fast tend to experience challenges with management (Davila, Foster and Jia, 

2015). Systems to support management are needed so that managers are not locked in 

administrative tasks but can instead focus on developing a growth strategy suited for the 

company (Davila et al., 2015). Shobrys and White (2000) additionally point out the 

importance to uphold consistency with decision-making providing another reason to 

why MA is needed. They warn that companies lacking consistency in their decision-

making can suffer negative economic consequences. 

As can be expected by the need for MA, new MA techniques have been developed in the 

past decades and the focus has shifted from only considering financial information also 
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to include non-financial information (Pavlatos and Kostakis, 2015). When including both 

financial and non-financial data, it provides a broader view of the company’s situation 

and can lead the company to more informed decisions. Pavlatos and Kostakis (2015) 

explain that these new MA techniques result from the increasing need for information 

by larger companies and the challenges that an unsteady economy provides. Despite the 

new accounting techniques, it has been found that most companies tend to prefer the use 

of older, more established MA techniques (Cleary, 2019). Rikhardsson et al. (2012) also 

find that companies prefer to use the most basic MA methods. They also point out that 

the use of non-financial information is very limited. Contradicting Rikhardsson et al. 

(2012) and Cleary (2019), Pavlatos and Kostakis (2015) study found that during an 

economic crisis, companies tend to shy away from the traditional accounting methods 

and prefer to use more modern accounting techniques, for example, cost accounting. The 

companies in Pavlatos and Kostakis’s study found that the non-traditional methods gave 

them better quality information. 

Saukkonen et al. (2018) find it important to study decision-making policies in 

companies. They believe it can result in a better understanding when it comes to the 

information that is needed to make well-informed decisions, as well as understanding 

the hurdles that might prevent the decision-makers from using MA information. 

Similarly, Ahrens and Chapman (2007) believe that the key to understanding a 

company’s practice is to track the reoccurring activities within the company. 

2.1.2 How management accounting is used 

The use of management control is central for organization in companies. It helps to 

connect different activities within the company (Ahrens and Chapman, 2007). 

Saukkonen et al. (2018) state so as well and further define that the information that MA 

provides helps with collective sensemaking and communication within the company. 

Ahrens and Chapman (2007) also reveal that accounting is connected to all daily tasks 

within the firm, the goal for the company is to outperform the accounting. 

As earlier mentioned, MA methods tend to be developed according to the needs of larger 

companies. This seems to match what has been found in studies regarding the use of MA. 

Lavia López and Hiebl (2015) found in their study that SMEs tend to use less MA than 

larger-sized companies. They also found a difference in the sample of SMEs in their 

study. The larger companies in the sample tended to use more MA. Cleary (2019) comes 

to the same conclusion when studying the use of MA in SMEs. Lavia López and Hiebl 
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(2015) found that not only does the company size affect the use of MA, but the increased 

use of MA could also be found in specific industries. They found that manufacturing 

companies to a higher degree were using MA than companies in other industries.  

 

These differences in MA practices between industry sectors can be explained by the fact 

that there is a difference in the company’s core practices. Therefore, there is a need for 

different MA methods. An example could be pharmaceutical companies, whose core 

practice includes research and development of products while these practices tend not 

to exist in retail companies. Because of this, pharmaceutical companies use MA methods 

and tools that support research and development, while retail companies would not use 

these methods. Another factor that could explain the differences between industries is 

the unique practices for the industry resulting in the use of strategies and business 

models by the majority of companies in an industry, which can pose an image of MA 

looking similar within that industry. Notably, differences between companies within the 

same industry can be found despite this. A third factor that shapes the use of MA within 

an industry is legislation and regulations. Practices seen as best practices can also shape 

the usage of MA. Industry-specific challenges can also shape the use of MA. They can 

derive new practices that can become a new standard within the industry. The fourth and 

last reason for differences in MA between industries is that some industry sectors need 

very specific tools or measures. For example, airlines use available seat miles, a specific 

measurement for air travel. (Messner, 2016) 

 

The industry is not the only factor that affects MA. The role of MA in a company varies 

and therefore, the way MA is constructed also varies (Saukkonen et al., 2018). This is 

proven in a survey by Davila et al. (2015). They find that companies that follow a cost-

leadership strategy, found management control systems more important than 

companies that followed a differentiation strategy. Contrary to Saukkonen et al. (2018), 

Davila et al. (2015) found that despite different strategies, the implementation of the 

basic management control systems does not differ, but the implementation of 

incremental systems did. 

It has also been found that the use of MA does not differ drastically during different 

economic situations. This is demonstrated by Rikhardsson et al. (2012) in their study 

regarding the use of MA during the enormous expansion of the Icelandic economy in 

2008. The authors expected a drastic increase in the use of MA methods among Icelandic 

companies but only found a slight increase, not being as drastic as expected despite the 
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immense economic growth. Pavlatos and Kostakis (2015) conducted a similar study 

regarding the use of MA, but their study was set during the economic crisis in Greece. 

Their study found little change in MA practices but saw an increase in long-term 

planning. Other changes they saw were the use of MA methods differed before the 

economic crisis companies viewed budgeting, cost accounting and strategy as the most 

important methods, while during the crisis, companies viewed strategy, budgeting as 

well as strategic MA as the most important methods. 

 

2.1.3 Factors limiting the usage of management accounting 

When studying factors affecting the use of MA among SMEs, Lavia López and Hiebl 

(2015) found that the limited resources were the reason for companies not taking 

advantage of MA. Halabi et al. (2010) found similarly to Pavlatos and Kostakis (2015) 

that accounting and accounting theory mostly is based on larger enterprises. Halabi et 

al. believe that this is a reason for the limited use of different accounting practices among 

smaller companies. They state that because most of the theory regarding accounting and 

the use of MA information is based on large companies, they find a big gap in theory and 

reality. 

Shobrys and White (2000) found that technology was not a limiting factor when it comes 

to a company enjoying a functioning system. They state that human behaviour, as well 

as organizational behaviour, are the limiting factors. They continue explaining that the 

resistance to change, for example, the use of new methods as well as acquiring new skills, 

is the real limiting factors. Shobrys and White list four recommendations for companies 

to help them construct a functioning production management system, thus removing 

some limiting factors. As can be seen below, this list of recommendations could easily be 

adjusted to any system. The recommendations are (Shobrys and White, 2000): 
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1) Evaluate the company’s current situation truthfully, including the 
standardized processes and current systems in use. Then evaluate if 
improvements are needed and how these improvements would be beneficial 
for the company, including how much they would cost. This evaluation has to 
be accepted at all levels of the company. If accepted, it can be the agitator for 
change.  

 

2) The goal for improvements should aim for two objectives concurrently. The 
first objective is to find the best practice within and outside the company’s 
industry. That way the company has a goal to move towards. Despite this, the 
second objective is to still set up clear and measurable goals throughout the 
improvement process. 

 

3) New methods and system upgrades alone are not enough. It is important to 
also find limiting factors to human as well as organizational behaviour and 
address them as well as try to correct them. 

 

4) Lastly, to make sure there truly is a lasting change within the company, there 
has to be regular audits that include the benefits that the changes have 
brought to the company. These audits have to be disclosed to everyone within 
the company to ensure the upkeep of the changes. 

 

As earlier mentioned, the information system that the firm uses is closely connected to 

the MAS. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016), as well as Haron et al. (2013), bring this up as a limiting 

factor stating that a functioning enterprise resource planning (ERP) system plays a key 

role for a well-functioning MAS. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) found that a well-functioning 

MAS needs a functioning ERP system, meaning that a company can have a great MAS 

but a lacking ERP system. This can result in the company not using the MAS to its fullest 

potential.  

2.2 Management accounting in Finland 

The questionnaire that will be conducted in connection to this thesis will be sent to 

companies in Finland. Therefore, it is beneficial to understand how the use of MA has 

developed in Finland during the last couple of decades and to examine the practices used 

by companies based on previous studies.  

A study conducted in 1993 reveals that Finnish service companies that take advantage of 

a MAS tend not to succeed. It is revealed that the companies have trouble with decision-

making, planning and management control. It is also found that the companies struggle 
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to meet the goals that have been set. It was found that companies struggled with cost 

accounting, especially with timely cost information and the remedy was the use of an 

information system. The study also revealed that the companies had expectations from 

the MAS but the system did not meet these expectations. It was suggested that these 

difficulties that companies faced as well as their discontent towards the MAS described 

the state of MA in Finland at that time. (Hussain et al., 1998) 

Despite the problems that arose from using a MAS, according to the study conducted in 

1993, there were positive aspects as well. It was found that setting several accounting and 

financial plans were beneficial, although it was labour-intensive. This resulted in the 

need for a computer-based MAS and a system that could store data. It was important for 

these systems to be user-friendly as there was a resistance to change among the 

employees. It was also noted that a MAS was an important tool that assisted the company 

when there were challenges. It was also found that using MA boosted the company’s 

performance. (Hussain et al., 1998) 

Newer research regarding the use of different MA practices in Finland shows that 

product profitability analysis is viewed as an important practice and is expected to be 

among the most important MA practises in the future. In the future, it is also believed 

the traditional financial practices will still be an important practice. Still, in addition to 

this, non-financial practice like customer satisfaction surveys as well as employee 

attitudes will be important tools. Additional practices that are believed to be important 

in the future are budgeting projects or tasks that are spread across different business 

units, ABC practices, benchmarking performed with other organisations instead of 

internally, balanced scorecards as well as investigating team performance. The quality-

fixed management system in Finland instigates large Finnish companies that can invest 

time and resources to test new practices. Because these practices are capital heavy, there 

is a need for more strategic advanced practices. It can also be noted that since Finland 

has a technology-heavy economy, it has been noted that different innovation tends to 

enhance the competition. This has facilitated the use of different systems such as ERP. 

It is believed that more different systems will be used in the future. (Hyvönen, 2005) 

It was also discovered that, depending on the industry, the extent to which the company 

was actively using certain MA practices varied. The forest industry found the traditional 

financial measures to be most valuable but believed that the focus would slowly shift 

towards non-financial measures such as customer satisfaction. The metal industry, on 

the other hand, preferred performance evaluation in the form of divisional profits and 
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budgeting in the form of controlling costs. The companies in the metal industry believed 

that these two MA practices would continue to be actively used in the future. The 

electronics industry found that the most beneficial practices were the use of non-

financial measures in the form of employee attitudes and strategic planning related to 

the budget. Some practices were popular among all industries, such as variable costing, 

budgeting and product profitability analysis. (Hyvönen, 2005) 

A more recent survey conducted by Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) regarding the use of MAS in 

Finland revealed that companies view MA as important. Many companies view their 

systems as current because they found them to provide the information needed to help 

with decision-making. They also found that the companies that did not find their MAS 

to provide the needed information were unsure of their actual needs. In addition to this, 

they also found that companies had problems with not having employees with enough 

knowledge of MAS, leading to not being able to use the system to its full extent. Ylä-

Kujala et al. also found that when it comes to the future of MA, there is negativity towards 

change. They found that companies were not interested in developing their MAS or 

implementing new methods. 
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3 EFFECTS OF MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTING 

In this chapter, the effects that can be experienced when using MA will be discussed. The 

effects of specific MA methods will also be looked upon. This will help to understand 

what should be expected when analysing the results from the study. 

3.1 Pros and cons with management accounting 

For companies wanting to invest resources into MA, there have to be several benefits that 

they expect to enjoy. That said, there will also be drawbacks with utilising such an 

intricate system. Ahrens and Chapman (2007) believe that companies' management are 

aware that there are limitations to accounting and reporting practices. Still, they use 

these practices to help with, for example, communication within the company as well as 

pursuing non-essential business objectives. Flexibility and willingness to change and 

adjust according to new needs are also brought up as an important factor. Ahrens and 

Chapman believe that when MA is used in this way, it can lead to significant benefits as 

it can help form company’s goals and help steer the company to suitable international 

action. Also, it has been found that management control systems are a good way for a 

company to overcome informal management styles based on continuous personal 

interaction that can be ineffective (Davila and Foster, 2007). 

Haron et al. (2013) reveal that management plays a significant role in MA. Their survey 

found that management consisting of people with both a broad range of experience and 

limited experience resulted in enhanced performance. They also pointed out that 

management has to regularly get additional training and continually develop itself to 

ensure that it follows the strategies it have set in place. They also find that the company’s 

vision and mission have to be clearly stated and communicated across all company levels. 

Like Ahrens and Chapman (2007), Haron et al. (2013) believe that communication is the 

key, pointing out that communication between management and shareholders also plays 

an important role. They also discuss the importance of internal and external 

communications being structured to guarantee that accurate and timely information can 

be provided. Haron et al. (2013) continue pointing out that the information has to be 

reliable and easily accessible. They continue detailing that reporting and analysis help to 

find potential problems. It can help address the problems and help take the right action 

to correct them. They also believe that these reports help the companies to steer toward 

their pre-set goals. 
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Contradicting what was previously mentioned, management being aware of flaws in MA. 

Although MA is more actively used among larger companies as previously revealed, it 

has been found that there is a severe lack of understanding of MA among large companies 

(Rikhardsson et al., 2012). This is even though most of the companies in question found 

that MA was important (Rikhardsson et al., 2012; Ylä-Kujala et al., 2016). As Ahrens and 

Chapman (2007) reveal, the issue is more significant than that. They state that there is a 

severe gap in understanding when it comes to the linkage between accounting and other 

practices within the company. They state that accounting is viewed as a social technology 

and not a strategic one. Rikhardsson et al. (2012) also detect this in their study regarding 

the use of MA and control practices. Companies did not have an interest in these 

practices and the companies did not recognize the value of internal control. 

The reason for this lack of interest in MA might be explained by Marriott and Marriott 

(2000). They find in their study that there is a lack of financial knowledge among smaller 

businesses. They found that smaller business owners and managers do not understand 

or take advantage of the information that reports produce.  Their study also reveal that 

companies feel that as long as the information from reports is somewhat accurate, that 

is enough. Halabi et al. (2010) comes to a similar conclusion in their study. In their study, 

one of the participants states that information from reports is beneficial as long as it is 

understandable. It is also revealed in their study that many small businesses do not 

produce reports due to that lack of understanding. Halabi et al. continue to speculate 

that this lack of understanding of financial information and the lack of reports might be 

the reason for so many failed small business ventures. Lavia López and Hiebl (2015) also 

come to a similar conclusion. They find in their study that smaller companies only tend 

to use MA to provide information to external actors such as banks. This is worrying as it 

has been found that there is a need for employees throughout the business with financial 

knowledge (Haron et al., 2013). Cleary (2019) also find that companies lack 

understanding of how to use the collected data most purposefully. He believes that 

overall, companies do not optimize the use of MA and think that there is potential for 

even more benefits if companies optimize their use. The low usage rate of strategic MA 

is believed to be partially due to this lack of knowledge and the faulty view of strategic 

MA methods in practice compared to studies (Nixon and Burns, 2012).  

It is also crucial for companies to pay attention to the way data is presented and 

structured (Tillmann and Goddard, 2008). It has been found that regular reporting not 

only makes timely information available throughout the company, but it can also raise 



 

 

17 

the accuracy of the information (Haron et al., 2013). Tillmann and Goddard (2008) 

found that MA methods can provide information that cannot be compared, thus leading 

it to be challenging to analyse the data. Therefore, the company must structure the MAS 

to produce data that easily can be combined and analysed. Tillmann and Goddard also 

discuss the importance of “bridging information”, meaning being able to connect MA 

information to the strategy and in this way helping to make the MA information more 

approachable and easier to understand. 

MA is a major part of strategic planning. Miller and Cardinal (1994) discuss how 

company size affects the potential positive benefits of planning. They state: 

[...] we suggest that both small and large firms can benefit from strategic planning. Large firms, 
however, appear to gain more because they can derive considerable benefits not only from adaptive 
thinking, but also from integration and control. Small firms can derive considerable benefits from 
adaptive thinking but probably gain less than large firms from the integration and control aspects 
of strategic planning. (Miller and Cardinal, 1994) 

This statement matches with other studies (e.g. López and Hiebl, 2015; Davila and 

Foster, 2005). Others do not agree with this and state that large firms cannot be adaptive 

as they have internal procedures that they have to follow. They argue that more benefits 

are because of larger recourses (e.g. López and Hiebl, 2015). Other benefits related to 

larger company size are using more progressive MA and control methods (Rikhardsson 

et al., 2012). When it comes to planning, Miller and Cardinal (1994) found that planning 

had a positive effect on company growth, they also found that planning positively 

affected profitability when data related to performance was used. They acknowledged 

that there was a lot of critique towards planning related to a lack of flexibility. They also 

point out that planning can drive out crucial innovations as they do not fit the plan. 

Similarly, it has been found that some companies seemed not to have connected strategy 

with performance management and these companies tended to suffer from the lack of 

focus on internal control (Rikhardsson et al., 2012).  

As Miller and Cardinal (1994) stated in the quote above about how small companies can 

benefit from using strategic planning, similarly Davila, Foster and Jia (2015) found MA 

beneficial for start-up companies. They found a positive connection between the use of 

management control systems and the valuation of the start-up company. They also found 

that management control systems signal better decision-making, company quality, and 

potential positive growth in the future.  

Halabi et al. (2010) found in their study that the use of financial information for 

reporting among small companies was found to be helpful as it made comparing reports 
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from different years possible. It was also revealed that the more knowledge a small 

company had of financial information, the more the company would use accounting 

reports and budgets. According to Halabi et al., this indicates that understanding 

financial information is beneficial. It has been found that accounting and finance 

knowledge among the employees at all levels in the company is important (Haron et al., 

2013). Halabi et al. (2010) continue by stating, similarly to Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016), that 

most companies do not use accounting reports to its fullest potential and hint that this 

could be beneficial if improved. They also found that when it comes to using MA in 

decision-making in smaller companies, they did not use accounting reports in their 

decision-making. Instead, they made their decisions based on what their bank balance 

told them. Halabi et al. (2010) believe that the way to persuade these companies to 

include financial information in their decision-making is to point out the usefulness and 

benefits more actively.  

The use of MA has many advantages and many of these advantages are connected to 

decision-making. The role of MA in the decision-making is considered by Saukkonen et 

al. (2018) to be important to understand. They point out that studying decision-making 

policies in companies can result in a better understanding of the information needed to 

make decisions and understand hurdles that might prevent decision-makers from using 

MA information. Saukkonen et al. believe in standardized decision-making practices but 

argue that there are risks that can cause poor decisions. To avoid this, they recommend 

companies to integrate different decision-makers’ views in the decision-making and start 

using unconventional information from MA methods to come to more unconventional 

decisions. 

Cleary (2019) found that companies that use MA experienced that they made better 

decisions. Shobrys and White (2000) also found that using different MA methods in 

decision-making improved the decision-making in four ways. Firstly, they discovered 

that the decision-makers would consider a larger number of solutions. Secondly, all 

available data could be taken into consideration. Thirdly, financial measures would be 

used in consideration of different solutions. Lastly, using different methods made it 

possible to make decisions with only a few decision-makers. For these improvements to 

be possible, the decision-makers needed to be willing to use new methods and know how 

to use the methods efficiently. Another important part of decision-making is the use of 

relevant information. Madegowda (2006, p. 5), as earlier mentioned, emphasizes that 

the decision-makers would have to distinguish between irrelevant and relevant 
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information. Still, if they use a well-functioning MAS, the system automatically divides 

the data into two groups. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) have also found that MA is beneficial. 

Interestingly, they found that if a MAS helped the company in the decision-making by 

providing relevant information, the company perceived the MAS as current. 

Shobrys and White (2000) continue on the subject stating that they believe that the 

reason for inconsistency in decision-making is that information is not passed between 

the different levels within the company. Davila and Foster (2007) believe that using a 

management control system can be the cure to this problem as they believe that the 

system can help move information within the company to the right decision-maker even 

as the company is expanding. 

Shobrys and White (2000) find that similar companies with similar practices tend to face 

identical problems, but they often come to different solutions. This, because most 

companies make decisions out of routine. Saukkonen et al. (2018) also find issues with 

the way decisions are made. They point out that established decision-making practice 

reduces the company’s flexibility and efficiency. They also find that the decision-makers 

lack an understanding of the information derived from MA methods and how to convert 

information to a more suitable form to meet their needs. This causes the decision-makers 

to use only a fraction of the available information. They also find that in some cases, the 

decision-makers do not understand the actual methods used. Saukkonen et al. describe 

that the more actors are included, the more information is excluded from the decision-

making process. This happens because the different actors tend to have conflicting views. 

They also find that the decision-makers do not deliberate on the decisions and therefore, 

unorthodox solutions are not considered. This leads to the tendency of conventional 

decisions. They argue that using a standardized process tends to remove any unique 

options from the table and that it can cause not using suitable MA methods and other 

not established methods in the decision-making. Evidence also shows risks when using 

a production management system. The company may become too inward-focused, 

leading to decisions being made that are not considering external factors (Shobrys and 

White, 2000). 

Lavia López and Hiebl (2015) also found evidence that SMEs performance tended to be 

positively affected by the use of MA. Cleary (2019) also concludes that companies that 

use MA have a “competitive edge” over other companies that do not use MA. Almir 

(2019) also found evidence regarding enhanced performance when using strategic MA. 

He describes the enhanced performance as significant. He continues to specify that the 
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effect of using one single MA method is not as significant as the use of multiple different 

methods. Further, he states that the data from these methods are good to use in 

evaluating potential future performance. Miller and Cardinal (1994) also found that 

planning is strongly correlated with growth. They found that planning has a positive 

effect on company profitability. Similarly, it was found that the use of strategic MA 

practices can be beneficial for achieving goals and overall being beneficial (AlMaryani 

and Sadik, 2012). Interestingly, it was also found that management control is as well 

connected to growth. Davila and Foster (2007) even go as far as to state that a 

management control system is required for a company to grow. 

In line with Almir (2019) statement that using multiple MA methods derives more 

benefits than using a single one. Tillmann and Goddard (2008) also found that the 

greater number of MA methods are used, the more benefits can be experienced. They 

found however, this when studying the use of strategic MA. In addition to numerous 

practices, Almir (2019) believes that the key when utilizing strategic MA and focusing on 

enhancing the company’s performance is to focus on non-financial performance. It has 

been found that more companies use non-financial measures such as balanced 

scorecards, customer satisfaction surveys and employee attitudes. Other non-financial 

methods that are not frequently used include team performance, qualitative measures, 

and supplier evaluation. It was found that among these measures that the measure found 

to be most beneficial was customer satisfaction surveys, while the employee attitudes 

were found to be the least beneficial measure. (Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998) 

Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (1998) found that financial measures are still the most 

used tool and the most beneficial practices in MA but states that the use of non-financial 

measures is important as those provide more varied information to the decision-makers. 

They continue stating that among the most used financial measures, three are related to 

budgeting while another three are associated with long-term planning. They also found 

that strategic planning and budgetary planning were MA practices that proved to be very 

beneficial. 

Because of the many new MA methods that have emerged, several studies have compared 

traditional practices to the new practices (e.g. Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998; 

Hyvönen, 2005). In these studies, there has also been a focus on whether using these 

different methods is beneficial. Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (1998) found in their 

study conducted in Australia, similarly to what was earlier discussed, that traditional MA 

practices were more popular than the new ones. They also discovered that the traditional 
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practices were viewed to be more beneficial than the newer methods. It was found that 

companies tended to use both newer methods and traditional practices as the companies 

believed that the newer methods would be the future in MA. Hyvönen (2005) came to 

the same conclusion in her study.  

In Cleary’s (2019) study regarding the use of MA in SMEs, he states that the cost of 

software causes accounting software not to be accessible to smaller firms. Ylä-Kujala et 

al. (2016) also found this and also, found that the high cost was not something only small 

companies had issues with. Regardless of company size, they found that some companies 

used systems that were insufficient to meet company needs because the company did not 

have the funds to upgrade due to the high costs. In addition to this, it was found that new 

strategic MA methods are more expensive than traditional practices (AlMaryani and 

Sadik, 2012). 

Even though it is clear that the maintenance of a MAS is challenging, Ylä-Kujala et al. 

(2016) found in their survey that most companies found their MA practices current as 

well as meeting their needs. Ahrens and Chapman (2007) similarly found in their study 

that companies are aware that their MAS is flawed, but in most cases, the companies still 

found their systems sufficient for day-to-day activities. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016), however, 

found that there were indications against change. Therefore, most companies did not 

implement new MA methods. They also found contradicting evidence showing that some 

companies did not understand their own needs and thus had difficulties implementing 

new MA practices. 

According to Thomas (2016), companies that already have a MAS in use but do not 

experience the expected benefits or find the system dated can, with the help of 

revisioning the system, get a MAS that supports managers in their decision-making and 

improve the company’s performance. He states that for this to be possible, the company 

has to have a system that enables easy communication throughout the company. After a 

revision of the system, there is instant feedback on whether the revision was successful. 

Revising a MAS requires a significant amount of time and recourses. Therefore, it is 

essential for constant feedback so that the company can invest time in the right areas. 

Thomas also found that this encouragement of communications often makes the revision 

successful, motivating to maintain it in the future. He, however, warns that if the 

company does not meet the goals that it has set regarding the revision of the system, the 

efforts invested in the revision can subside. This can lead to returning to the old system. 

This shows the importance of completing the revision of the MAS, as it not only will 
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provide a new system to support the decision-makers but also can help with internal 

communication within the firm.  An interesting similarity can be noted with Shobrys and 

White’s (2000) recommendations in chapter 2.1.3 regarding the construction of a 

functioning production management system and the recommendations that Thomas 

(2016) gives. 

 

3.2 Pros and cons with different management accounting practices 

In this part of the thesis, a more thorough picture of the different MA practices will be 

provided. Haron et al. (2013) have found that when a company uses MA practices 

appropriate to their operation, it will add a competitive advantage to the company. It will 

also support the company during trying times and help the company to attain and sustain 

steady growth and profitability. 

Cost transformation and management 

An important tool in decision-making is a costing system. Aleem, Khan and Hamad 

(2016) study the use of different costing systems in pharmaceutical companies. Their 

study reveal that almost half of the companies use marginal costing while the rest use 

either absorption costing or activity-based costing (ABC). Aleem et al. found that most 

companies are satisfied with their costing system, but the companies that used ABC 

tended to be more satisfied. They also found three significant problems with costing 

systems. They saw that companies' major problem was the faulty allocation of indirect 

costs. Two other problems were the complexity of the data that made the assembly of 

data difficult and the delay of data. They highlight that timely costing information is the 

key. They found that marginal costing was the best costing system. 

Financial strategy 

As earlier mentioned, Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (1998) found financial measures to 

be important for companies and the most used measure was planning the company’s 

financial position. It was also found that this particular practice was highly beneficial for 

the company. They also found that other financial methods that companies actively used 

were capital budgeting, formal strategic planning, and long-range forecasting. Only long-

range forecasting was seen as somewhat beneficial, while the other two practises were 

perceived as highly beneficial MA practises.  
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Internal control 

Haron et al. (2013) found in their study that a company can enhance its internal control 

by raising awareness within the different units in the company about the different 

internal controls in use. They continue stating that a whistle-blower program and a risk 

management program increase the company's internal control as it increases employee 

safety.  

The company must follow the different accounting obligations that are regulated and 

other activities that advocate the company (CGMA, 2017). Haron et al. (2013) relatedly 

believe that corporate social responsibility (CSR) is essential as it helps promote a 

positive image of the company and creates conditions for the company for consistent 

growth and profitability. They point out that CSR reporting can be essential for a 

company to convey that it has good ethics and is environmentally friendly as well as 

provide transparency of the work environment within the company. Similarly, Järvenpää 

(2009) finds that creating values within the company sets standards for how the 

employees’ conduct firm practices. 

One management practice that can be part of internal control is performance 

management. London et al. (2004) define it as a tool to assist management with setting 

goals within the company. As earlier mentioned, when discussing advantages with MA, 

communication is brought up as very important by several authors. London et al. also 

state that poor communication is the most common mistake when it comes to 

performance management. They continue to describe that poor communications within 

the company result in the management not knowing the different activates within the 

company. When this happens, it can lead to using wrong performance management 

methods and faulty development of performance management practices. London et al. 

(2004) also point out that the lack of knowledge in performance management methods 

can cause companies to quickly adapt new methods to their practice without testing 

them. This can result in significant problems as the produced information can be faulty. 

To avoid issues like these, they recommend companies to continuously work and develop 

their performance management methods and educate all the employees. This way, the 

methods can help steer the companies to better goal setting, which can help with 

evaluating the company's performance.  London et al. also underline the importance of 

feedback. They state that feedback is why progress is made and flaws are found. Without 

feedback, companies would not be able to make decisions that benefited them.  
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Management and budgetary control 

Haron et al. (2013) discuss how management has an important role in MA. They found 

an advantage in that management was supported by the rest of the personnel and that 

the management was able to implement several strategic movements within the 

company supporting the clearly stated mission and vision that management has stated. 

They continue pointing out the importance of the mission and vision to be known across 

all levels in the company. 

Budgeting is part of the management and budgetary control practices. King, Clarkson 

and Wallace (2010) found in their study regarding small businesses that companies with 

a budget that is written down seem to have a better business structure and a better 

strategy than other companies that do not write down their budget. On the other hand, 

they found that companies with a written down budget was often associated with an 

uncertain work environment. Despite this negative aspect, they found that companies 

with a written down budget did have a better performance. King et al. found that for 

companies to enjoy this effect, they would have to use a budget that matches the firms' 

needs and goals.  

Interestingly, it has even been found that the second most used MA tool using financial 

measures is budgeting for planning cash flows. This demonstrates the importance of 

budgeting (Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998). It was also found that the budgeting of 

the company’s day-to-day operations is actively used in firms and it is also found to be a 

beneficial practice for companies (Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998). In another 

study, budgeting to help with controlling cost was one of the most important financial 

measures in MA (Hyvönen, 2005). 

Price, discount and product decisions 

As earlier mentioned, benchmarking is already widely used, and it is believed to be a tool 

that will be more frequently used in the future. It was found that some companies use 

benchmarking regarding product traits. Overall benchmarking was not viewed as an 

extremely beneficial tool, but product trait benchmarking was more beneficial for the 

company. (Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998)  

When it comes to the products that the company offers and the price, research has found 

that the decisions made have been increasingly shifted towards customer experience. 
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This has resulted in increasing attention toward the products and services offered and, 

in this way, to satisfy customers (Haron et al., 2013). 

Project management 

Part of the project management is to make sure that the potential projects support the 

company’s mission and vision as well as based on the MA information available, make 

sure that the project is possible to conduct (Haron et al., 2013). 

Resource management 

A resource management tool that is especially used among process companies is product 

management system. Shobrys and White (2000) divide the product management system 

into three different parts. The first part is called planning system. This system's purpose 

is to coordinate long periods of efficient production. The second part is called scheduling 

system, which purpose is to decide what particular activity is to be performed at what 

time. Lastly, there is process control system that shows what activities occur in real-time. 

Shobrys and White point out that the three different parts of a product management 

system are entirely independent and tend to use different models and algorithms. 

Despite this, they should work together. 

Haron et al. (2013) find that the most crucial resource management area is the 

management of the firms’ employees. They found that motivated employees facilitated 

the company consistency to reach its pre-set goals. They found that the prerequisite for 

this was to provide a safe work environment that included training and motivation 

towards career advancement. They also found that supporting the employees as 

individuals and as teams as well as provide training and rewarding them helped the 

employees work more consistently following the company guidelines. 

3.3 Example case  

Providing a summary of what has been presented so far and demonstrating what has 

been discussed regarding the benefits that can be detected when utilizing MA, a study is 

presented. The study shows how different MA methods have different advantages. The 

study consists of the author discussing the changes that a company made to its MAS and 

the benefits it experienced because of these changes. Järvenpää (2009) presents in his 

study how a company which he named Blueco has changed its MAS through an extended 

period to adjust their system to their new needs. Järvenpää considers Blueco as a 
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company with “modern accounting”. In Table 1, the improvements that Blueco made to 

their MAS are listed and the benefits achieved by implementing that particular MA 

method.  

Järvenpää (2009) finds that because the management supports the changes and clearly 

states their expectations and their needs in the form of corporate values, this creates an 

environment that welcomes improvement and involvement and achievement. This also 

points to the central role of management accountants on all company levels. All of this 

was seen as the reason for the conducted changes to the MAS. Järvenpää, however, also 

notes that the company was under immense external pressure, which in turn also caused 

enormous expectations within the company, implying that there was a lot of pressure on 

the improvements that were implemented. 
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 Improvements 

 
Benefits 

Intensified reporting 

Faster analysis of data, providing better support 
to decision-makers. 

Launched official corporate values & new 
performance management system 

Together they added value in creating measures 
for customer satisfaction, employee involvement 

as well as quality. 

New accounting system 

Helping the accountants to meet heightened 
expectations due to the new corporate values. 

Revising management accounting system 

Simplifying and making routine accounting more 
efficient in addition to quickening the analysis of 
data and providing support to decision-making. 

Implemented “latest estimates” reporting 

Providing forecast information to decision-
makers. 

Rolling forecast & annual strategic planning was 
implemented 

Providing the company with a flexible strategy 
that could be altered if needed. 

New logistics system 

Enhance logistics, aid with product costing as 
well as pricing as profitability analysis. 

Starting to utilize ABC & open book costing 

Helped with supply-chain arrangements and 
contract suppliers as well as with cost 

management. 

Business excellence was implemented 

Provided the company with non-financial 
measures that helped with the new performance 

management system. 

Balanced scorecard was implemented 

Used to support planning both short-term and 
strategic. 

Launched values for the accountants 

Increasing the wilfulness for change among the 
accountants as well as increase business 

orientation in their practice. 

Table 1  Blueco’s MA improvements and experienced benefits (Järvenpää, 2009) 

Among these changes, some more notable improvements were the revision of their MAS 

as it changed the way the company did its routine accounting. Another noteworthy 

change was implementing the “latest estimates”, which was the trigger for the company 

to implement a rolling forecast later. At the time, the rolling forecast was considered one 

of the most important methods that the company used as it was implemented in 1998. 

The economic environment was extremely unstable at the time. (Järvenpää, 2009)  

Because Blueco’s goal was to create a MAS that supported company growth, Blueco also 

changed its accounting process by separating the everyday accounting practices and 

business controllers. This was part of their human resource management that had an 

active role in the changes. This was to ensure that employees received the training they 
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needed to support the changes and recruit new suitable staff. Job rotation was also a big 

part of these changes. (Järvenpää, 2009) 

Järvenpää (2009) finds that the combination of these changes made the company rely 

on regular, timely forecast reports. It was also found that the controllers started to take 

the new, more business-focused MAS for granted, which was heightened even more due 

to the increasing pressure from competitors. When looking at the overall benefits from 

the improvements made, the changes made Blueco’s MAS more efficient and quickened 

the accounting process. The changes also made more changes or revisions in the future 

possible. (Järvenpää, 2009)     
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4 METHODOLOGY 

To see what kind of benefits Finnish companies experience when using MA, a survey was 

conducted. In this chapter, the research method will be discussed, followed by discussing 

how data was collected. Then the research questions will be presented and the variables 

in the data from databases will be mentioned ending with a brief discussion about the 

strategy when analysing the data.   

4.1 Research method 

This study could be either quantitative or qualitative. It was however, decided that this 

study would be quantitative as it is inspired by Cleary (2019) and Rikhardsson et al. 

(2012) studies that are all conducted as quantitative studies. This also leads to the choice 

of using a questionnaire to collect data. The quantitative approach suits the goal of the 

thesis better than a qualitative study would. The study conducted by Järvenpää (2009) 

is an example of a qualitative study in MA, demonstrating that it can be conducted in 

both ways. 

4.2 Data collection 

The survey was conducted using a questionnaire that was sent to large, medium and 

small companies in Finland. The questionnaire could be answered in either English or 

Finnish and was distributed via email to the companies. The email addresses and the 

financial information were all derived from the database Orbis by Dijk van Dijk. The 

parameters used in Orbis is the Finnish Accounting Act’s (1336/1997) definition of large, 

medium as well as small companies. According to the Accounting Acts (1336/1997), 

chapter 1, section 4 a, b and c, large companies have a net turnover of over 40-million-

euro, total assets over 20 million euro and more than 250 employees. Medium-sized 

companies are defined as having a net turnover of 12–40-million-euro, total assets 6-20 

million euro and 50-250 employees, while small companies are defined as companies 

with a net turnover of 700000-to-12-million-euro, total assets between 350 000 and 6 

million euro and 10-50 employees. Other parameters used are that the companies have 

to be Finnish and there has to be financial information available for the years 2017, 2018 

and 2019. Also, the companies cannot be banks or insurance companies as they have 

different regulations and accounting practices (Beltratti and Corvino, 2008). A total of 

11 086 companies filled these requirements. After removing companies that did not have 

an email address or had a faulty email address and companies whose financial data was 

inadequate, a sample of 7102 companies were left. To these companies, the questionnaire 
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was sent in November 2020. The cover letter that was included can be found in Appendix 

1. The recipients had two weeks response time and a reminder was sent after the first 

week to increase the number of responses. The cover letter to the reminder email can be 

found in Appendix 2. 

 

Because there is not a lot of accepted knowledge in MA research, it is recommended to 

replicate other studies as it would increase the amount of accepted knowledge in MA and 

increase the study’s validity and reliability (Shields, 2015). Because of this, the 

questionnaire is based on Cleary (2019), Rikhardsson et al. (2012) and Davila and Foster 

(2007) measurement instruments regarding the use of MA methods and tools. Their 

studies also address the perceived benefits the companies have from using MA. It has 

been found that the same variables have been used in studies, but they have been labelled 

differently, leaving the participants to interpret what they mean (Shields, 2015). The 

questionnaire is built close to the studies mentioned above, including the terms used to 

avoid this. The only changes made to previous instruments are minor adjustments so 

that the questions are relevant for Finnish firms and so that the questionnaire supports 

the research purpose of this thesis. 

Following Shields (2015) recommendations of how a MA study should be, the 

questionnaire was constructed. As can be seen in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4, the 

English and Finnish questionnaire mainly consist of yes-no questions and multiple-

choice questions that are answered on a five-point Likert scale to make it easier to 

respond to the question. A few open-ended questions are also included to collect 

additional information. The questionnaire begins by asking about the company’s use of 

MA. If the answer is positive, i.e., that they have used MA for many years or implemented 

it in the past year, they will be directed to questions regarding what management tool 

they use. They will also be asked to agree or disagree with different statements regarding 

MA use. The questionnaire ends with two open-ended questions. Those companies that 

are not using or are only planning to use MA in the future will be directed to other 

questions, such as why they do not use MA, as well as questions similar to the agree and 

disagree statements as the participant who use MA answered.  Only some questions were 

mandatory to answer, this to increase the number of responses. These questions were 

marked with an * as shown in Appendix 3 and 4. Other parts, such as the open-ended 

questions, were voluntary to answer. This also made answering the questionnaire easier 

for someone that might not be very acquainted with MA. 
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Four people with insights into MA reviewed both the Finnish and English questionnaires 

to ensure that the questionnaire asked the same questions in Finnish as it did in English. 

They also confirmed that the Finnish terms used have the same meaning as the English 

terms. As the Finnish terms for the different methods are not always used, the English 

terms were included in the Finnish questionnaire to make sure the respondent could 

refer to the English term if needed. 

As earlier mentioned, the survey was sent to 7102 companies and 208 of these companies 

answered the survey. This relatively low answering rate at 2,93% may partly be explained 

by the uncertain market situation due to Covid- 19. This was also brought up by 

companies that emailed their regrets that they did not have the time to answer the survey. 

It is also notable that the survey was estimated to take 15-20 minutes to answer, which 

also decreases the number of respondents. A low answering rate can also be due to the 

nature of the questions. MA can be sensitive information for a company and despite this 

questionnaire being anonymous, companies still did not feel comfortable to part with 

this type of information. 

The results from the questionnaire will be connected to financial company-specific 

information collected from Orbis and Voitto+. The total dataset will be analysed using 

SPSS. The results will be compared to previous MA research in Finland and compare to 

the theoretical framework of this thesis. The analysis is conducted to answer the research 

presented below. 

4.3 Research question 

As stated in chapter 1.2, the goal of this thesis is to see what effects there are when 

companies use MA. Based on what has been previously discussed in this thesis, it can be 

assumed that MA is a broad subject. The same assumption can be drawn to the statement 

that there are many benefits connected to MA use. Because of this, the definition of 

benefits has to be more specific. Experienced benefits can be many (will be discussed 

more in chapter 5.2), but for this thesis, they have to be tangible benefits. This leads to 

that the research questions have to be financially focused. This can on the one hand, lead 

to very detailed research questions or comprehensive questions that might not give any 

answers. With these concerns in mind, the three research questions have been 

constructed. The research questions touch on the three most essential areas that should 

be the main concerns for companies when working with MA methods. 
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The first research question is about profitability. Almir (2019) and Tillmann and 

Goddard (2008) express that the key to experiencing most of the benefits of MA is to 

utilize multiple MA methods. Almir (2019) relatedly believes that there has to be a shift 

in focus to non-financial measures when focusing on enhancing company performance. 

He also adds that the benefits of using multiple methods are increased the more different 

methods are used. He states that the reason for these benefits is a large amount of data 

that is available when evaluating, for example, potential future performance. This results 

in the assumption that the number of MA methods a company takes advantage of will 

affect company profitability. It is stated that MA have many different positive benefits. 

It has been found that MA helps decision-making by providing relevant information (Ylä-

Kujala et al., 2016). In addition to this, other solutions can be considered when utilizing 

MA in decision-making. Better communication is also brought up as a positive effect that 

MA has. It is believed to bring significant improvements as it helps the company form 

goals and work towards them (Ahrens and Chapman, 2007). It would be assumed, when 

taking all of these different benefits into consideration, that companies that use MA have 

better profitability than companies that do not use MA, as it seems that companies have 

more data and better communication when making decisions. Leading to the research 

question: 

How does MA affect company profitability? 

 

The second research question addresses company efficiency. As Ahrens and Chapman 

(2007) stated, the goal with MA is to better company practises and use the available 

resources as efficiently as possible. Culasso (2016, p. 1) similarly states that MA provides 

information to decision-makers upon which they make decisions to improve company 

efficiency and effectiveness. An MA method found by Shobrys and White (2000) to 

increase company efficiency when it comes to production is resource management. This, 

together with the fact that it is found that a company with efficient management tends to 

be more profitable (Hussain et al., 1998), leads to believe that MA affects company 

efficiency leading to the following research question: 

 

How does MA affect company efficiency? 

 

The third and last research question is about the company’s capital structure and 

working capital. It is expected that there are some differences in capital structure 

between different industry sectors. As Messner (2016) describes depending on company 
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core practises, there are different needs, leading to the assumption of different capital 

structures. 

 

How does MA affect company capital structure/working capital?  

 

4.4 Data and variables 

In this study, both primary and secondary data is used. The primary data source is the 

questionnaire, while the secondary data sources are scientific articles and books and data 

from Orbis by Dijk van Dijk and Voitto+. The data from Orbis includes the variables that 

will be used for the analysis. The variable taken from Orbis is industry sector, operating 

sales, total assets, EBIT and financial revenue. This data is taken from the years 2017, 

2018 and 2019. The variables taken from Voitto+ are sales, sales_l, operating expenses, 

gross margin, EBIT-margin, ROA, ROE, accounts payable turnover, accounts receivable 

turnover, inventory turnover, capital turnover, assets, assets_l, equity ratio, accruals and 

working capital. The data derived from Voitto+ spans from 2010 to 2019. The data taken 

from Orbis is mainly used to identify the companies' industry sectors and determine the 

size of the company. The data from Voitto+ is used in the test that will be conducted to 

analyse the data from the questionnaire. 

 

4.5 Analysis strategy 

The analysis strategy of the data is the following: conducting t-tests and Mann-Whitney 

U tests to see if there is a significant difference between companies that use MA and those 

that do not. A t-test and Mann-Whitney U test will also be conducted comparing 

companies that use MA, manufacturing companies and companies that do not 

manufacture. This test aims to see if a difference between manufacturing and non-

manufacturing companies. Variables used in the t-test and the Mann-Whitney U test are 

taken from the Voitto+ database. The grouping variable is based on the data from the 

questionnaire or the industry sector from Orbis. 

This will be followed by correlation tests. The correlation test will be between the 

variables from Voitto+ and the ratings that companies gave different MA methods in the 

questionnaire to see if a correlation can be found. This would indicate that the company’s 

view on a specific method also can be traced in the key financial measures. If needed, a 

regression analysis will be conducted to give more information. All the tests will be 
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conducted on SPSS. These tests will be presented, followed by comparing them to 

previous studies presented in the theoretical framework.  

The analysis will be concluded by a discussion of additional data gathered from the 

questionnaire and comparing it to previous studies as well as answering the research 

questions. 
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5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter will present the results of the study. Starting by giving an overall view of the 

results from the questionnaire. This is followed by analysing the results from the 

questionnaire combined with the data from the databases. Results are then discussed 

and compared to the results of previous studies, including a discussion about how the 

use of MA looks like in Finland now compared to previous studies.  

5.1 Questionnaire results 

As mentioned, the survey was answered by 208 companies. Only 10 companies (5%) 

answered the questionnaire in English, while the rest, 198 (95%) companies, answered 

the questionnaire in Finnish. An interesting observation can be added. The companies 

that answered in English were all long-time users of MA. 

Of the 208 companies who answered the questionnaire, 21 (10%) of the companies are 

large companies, while the rest, 38 (18%) companies are medium-sized companies and 

149 (72%) are small companies. In Table 2 below, the different industry sectors 

represented in the sample can be seen. The industry classification is based on the Orbis 

database. As can be seen, the sample represents many different industry sectors, the 

largest sector being business services, 41 companies, and the smallest being 

biotechnology and life sciences, communication and, textiles and clothing 

manufacturing being represented only by 1 company each. Overall, the sample gives a 

good representation of different sectors, as most sectors are represented and the way the 

companies are divided between different industry sectors is somewhat even.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

36 

Sector N % Sector N 
% 

Agriculture, Horticulture & 
Livestock 

5 
2,40% 

Printing & Publishing 
 

2 
0,96% 

Biotechnology and Life Sciences 
1 

0,48% 
Property Services 

 
3 

1,44% 

Business Services 
41 

19,71% 
Public Administration, Education, 

Health Social Services 
8 

3,85% 

Chemicals, Petroleum, Rubber & 
Plastic 

6 
2,88% 

Retail 
 

19 
9,13% 

Communications 
1 

0,48% Textiles & Clothing Manufacturing 1 
0,48% 

Computer Software 
19 

9,13% Transport Manufacturing 2 
0,96% 

Construction 
21 

10,11% Transport, Freight & Storage 11 
5,29% 

Food & Tobacco Manufacturing 
 

5 
2,40% Travel, Personal & Leisure 8 

3,85% 

Industrial, Electric & Electronic 
Machinery 

 

7 
3,37% Utilities 5 

2,40% 

Media & Broadcasting 
 

3 1,44% 
Waste Management & Treatment 

 
3 1,44% 

Metals & Metal Products 
12 

5,78% Wholesale 14 
6,73% 

Mining & Extraction 
3 

1,44% 
Wood, Furniture & Paper 

Manufacturing 
8 

3,85% 

Total 
100% 

Table 2  Industry sectors represented in the results (n= 208) 

To further analyse the data collected through the questionnaire, the companies that 

answered the questionnaire are divided into 4 groups, based on the way the company 

answered in question 1, a.e. the company’s use of MA. Based on this, 115 companies had 

used MA for many years and 4 companies was implement MA that year. 23 companies 

would consider implementing management accounting in the future, while 66 

companies found no need for MA. Figure 3 below visually demonstrates how the sample 

is divided into these four groups. 

Further, an interesting observation can be made related to company size and MA use. Of 

the 21 large companies that answered the questionnaire, 20 (9,62%) had used MA for 

many years, while 1 (0,48%) company had taken MA into use during the past year. Of 

the 38 medium-sized companies that answered the questionnaire, 32 (15,38%) 

companies were using MA, while 4 (1,92%) companies were considering the use of MA 

and 2 (0,96%) companies found no need for MA. Among the 149 small companies, 63 

(30,29%) were using MA, 3 (1,44%) implemented MA during the past year, 19 (9,13%) 

considered the use of MA in the future and 64 (30,78%) companies found no need for 

MA. Figure 3 below provides a visual representation of this. 
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Figure 3 Use of MA according to the questionnaire (n= 208) 

The companies that have used MA for many years have used management accounting as 

an average for 14 years. The companies that had used MA were asked what MA methods 

they use. The respondents had 40 different methods to choose between in the 

questionnaire. They were divided into 4 different groups. The groups are budgeting and 

planning methods, financial evaluation methods, cost accounting and management 

methods and lastly, performance methods and evaluation methods.  

The first group presented below, in Table 3, is budgeting and planning methods. As can 

be seen, kaizen budgeting is the least used method in this group, only used by 3.48%, 

followed by zero-based budgeting (ZBB) at 6.09%. Also, ZBB has the lowest rating in 

perceived benefits for this group at 3.23. Beyond budgeting was also one of the least 

favoured methods as only 10 (8.70%) companies used it. On the other side of the 

spectrum is income statement budgeting that was the most used method of all the 40 

methods presented with 105 users, i.e. 91.30% used this method. It was also rated as the 

most beneficial MA method at an average score of 4.51 amongst all the 40 MA methods 

presented. 
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Budgeting and planning method N % 
Perceived usefulness (average) 

Human resource plan (HRP) 80 69.57% 
3.87 

Sales plan 88 76.52% 
4.18 

Raw material and stock budget 43 37.39% 
3.68 

Cash flow budget 90 78.26% 
4.14 

Investment budget 72 62.61% 
3.96 

Income statement budget 105 91.30% 
4.51 

Beyond budgeting 10 8.70% 
3.64 

Activity-based budgeting (ABB) 41 35.65% 
4.14 

Kaizen (continuous improvement) budgeting 4 3.48% 
3.36 

Rolling budgeting 42 36.52% 
3.86 

Project budgeting 72 62.61% 
4.28 

Zero-based budgeting (ZBB) 7 6.09% 
3.23 

Perceived usefulness scale: 1= Not at all useful, 2= Slightly useful, 3= Moderately useful, 4= Very useful, 5= Extremely 
useful 

Table 3 Budgeting and planning method use (n= 115) 

The second group of MA methods in the questionnaire consists of financial evaluation 

methods, presented in Table 4 below. This group of methods has the highest user average 

and the highest average when it comes to the score of perceived usefulness. The highest 

number of users had operating expenses approval procedure with 93 users at 80,87%. At 

the same time, the least used financial evaluation method is customer profitability 

analysis with a 61,74% user rate. As can be seen, most companies that use MA utilize 

different financial evaluation methods. 

Financial evaluation method N % 
Perceived usefulness (average) 

Capital investment approval procedures 83 72.17% 
4.05 

Operating expenses approval procedures 93 80.87% 
4.01 

Routine analysis of financial performance against 
target 

86 74.78% 
4.28 

Product profitability 76 66.09% 
4.25 

Customer profitability analysis 71 61.74% 
4.17 

Perceived usefulness scale: 1= Not at all useful, 2= Slightly useful, 3= Moderately useful, 4= Very useful, 5= Extremely 
useful 

Table 4 Financial evaluation method use (n= 115) 
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The third group of MA methods, presented in Table 5 below, is cost accounting and 

management methods. Among this cluster of MA methods, contribution accounting is 

the most used method at 64.35%. Lean accounting and Kaizen costing are the least used 

methods as only 2.61% translating into 3 companies that used these methods. It can be 

noted that the average score for perceived usefulness was lowest for this group of 

methods, being at 3.72, overall average. The number of users of the different methods 

was also lower than the other groups. 

Cost accounting and management method N % 

Perceived usefulness 
(average) 

Standard costing 60 52.17% 
3.97 

Activity-based costing (ABC) 41 35.65% 
3.82 

Lean accounting 3 2.61% 
3.22 

Marginal costing 27 23.48% 
3.83 

Full cost accounting 31 26.96% 
4.00 

Contribution accounting 74 64.35% 
4.24 

Target costing 32 27.83% 
3.82 

Kaizen costing 3 2.61% 
3.10 

Life cycle costing (LCC) 18 15.65% 
3.50 

Perceived usefulness scale: 1= Not at all useful, 2= Slightly useful, 3= Moderately useful, 4= Very useful, 5= Extremely 
useful 

Table 5 Cost accounting and management method use (n= 115) 

The last group of MA methods used in the study was performance measures and 

evaluation methods. As Table 6 below shows, in this group of MA methods, the usage is 

very varied. As can be noted, employee and customer satisfaction are used by the 

majority of the companies at 86.09% and 82.61%, respectively.  After income statement 

budgeting, they are the most used MA methods and have the best rating in perceived 

usefulness among the different methods presented. On the other hand, six sigma and 

residual income are methods that many companies do not use.  In this study, 4.35% uses 

six sigma, while 7.83% use residual income. It can also be noted that six sigma is the 

lowest rated method, at 2.77, among all the 40 methods that were included in the 

questionnaire. As can be seen, almost half of the companies use other non-financial 

measures that are not mentioned in the questionnaire. 

 



 

 

40 

Performance measure and evaluation 
method 

N % 
Perceived usefulness (average) 

Total quality management (TQM) 27 23.48% 
3.84 

Balanced scorecard 29 25.33% 
3.81 

Business excellence 13 11.30% 
3.45 

Lean management 31 26.96% 
3.91 

Strategy maps 39 33.91% 
3.88 

Policy development 70 60.87% 
4.00 

Six sigma 5 4.35% 
2.77 

Budget variance analysis 79 68.70% 
4.07 

Divisional profit analysis 86 74.78% 
4.28 

Residual income (EVA) 9 7.83% 
3.56 

Team performance analysis 39 33.91% 
3.88 

Employee satisfaction 99 86.09% 
4.28 

Customer satisfaction 95 82.61% 
4.32 

Other non-financial measures 57 49.57% 
4.02 

Perceived usefulness scale: 1= Not at all useful, 2= Slightly useful, 3= Moderately useful, 4= Very useful, 5= Extremely 
useful 

Table 6 Performance measure and evaluation method use (n= 115) 

When studying the number of MA methods companies use, it is immediately noted that 

the large companies use a larger number of different methods. The average number of 

methods that large companies use is 21.05, while medium-sized companies’ average is 

18.36. Small-sized companies on average use 16.21 methods of the 40 that are presented 

in the questionnaire. This can be compared to the overall average of 17.65. It can be noted 

that the range of used MA methods is quite extensive as it is between 4 and 37 methods 

in use among the 40 that the participant would choose from. Company size also seems 

to affect the rating of usefulness of the different methods. The average perceived 

usefulness rating for large companies is 4.15, while the medium company average is 4.12 

and the small company average is 4.04. The overall average of the perceived benefits is 

4.08. An interesting observation can also be made here as the lowest company average 

is 2.83 while the highest is 5.00. 
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Statement 
Overall 
average 

Small 
company 
average 

Medium 
company 
average 

Large 
company 
average 

Management accounting improves overall business 
performance 

4.38 4.27 4.50 
4.55 

A management accounting system is expensive to maintain 2.47 2.65 2.16 
2.40 

Management accounting tools are difficult to understand 2.50 2.65 2.31 
2.35 

Management accounting increases flexibility in decision-
making 

3.74 3.68 3.81 
3.80 

Management accounting enhances strategic decision-
making 

4.45 4.38 4.47 
4.65 

Our management accounting system meets our needs 3.56 3.54 3.63 
3.50 

Our management accounting system is outdated 2.70 2,.0 2.69 
2.70 

Our management system has flaws 3.46 3.37 3.47 
3.75 

Management accounting assists our organization to 
outperform rivals 

3.52 3.52 3.53 
3.50 

Management accounting helps retain competitive 
advantage 

3.76 3.70 3.84 
3.80 

Management accounting enhances company reputation 3.13 3.06 3.09 
3.40 

Management accounting enhances shareholder/firm value 3.97 3.87 3.88 
4.45 

Scale: 1= Completely disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= I don’t know (neutral), 4= Agree, 5= Completely agree 

Table 7 Perceptions of MA and ratings (n=115) 

To help to understand how companies perceive MA, they were asked to rate statements 

regarding MA. Table 7 presents the results. The different columns show the overall 

average as well as the average for small, medium and large companies separately so that 

differences between company size can be detected. As can be noted, there are not many 

differences between the different groups. The few notable differences are that large 

companies rate MA effects of enhancing company reputation considerably higher at 3.40 

than small- and medium-sized companies as they rate it at 3.06 and 3.09, respectively. 

This similar gap can be found when it comes to the statement that MA enhances 

shareholder/ firm value. Large companies, as an average, rate it at 4.45, meaning that 

they strongly agree with the statement, while small- and medium-sized companies’ 

average rates it at 3.87 and 3.88, respectively, indicating that they agree but not strongly. 

The companies that have begun to use MA during the past year (not included in Table 7) 

had similar results as those that have used MA for many years, however with two notable 

differences. Regarding the statements that a MAS is expensive to maintain and that MA 

tools are difficult to understand, they disagreed (2) with these statements more strongly 

than the companies that have used MA for many years. Table 7 will be discussed further 

in chapter 5.2 when analysing and discussing the results. 
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The participants that had used MA for many years were additionally asked to give a rating 

regarding how important they consider the use of MA to be (rating being; not at all 

important (1), slightly important (2), moderately important (3), very important (4) and 

extremely important (5)). The overall average of the participants was 4.17, rating it as 

very important. When dividing the answers according to company size, small companies 

had an average of 3.97, medium companies an average of 4.31 and large companies an 

average of 4.60. 

In the following subchapter, the data collected from the questionnaire will be analysed, 

discussed and compared to previous studies.  

5.2 Analysis and discussion of the results 

The first tests conducted in the analysis are traditional t-tests and the Mann-Whitney U 

tests. The variables in these tests are key financial values that all have an important role 

in answering the research questions. Because of the limited number of companies in the 

sample and to increase the amount of data, the tests are conducted with a pull sample 

consisting of data from 2010-2019 to increase the number of observations. This is done 

as the average use of MA is 14 years meaning that the majority of the companies’ data 

used in the sample is from years when the company has actively used MA. Notably, the 

number of observations per company varies for each variable. There is a fluctuation in 

the number of observations in the tests. 

The grouping variable for the first test is taken from the questionnaire answers, the 

companies that use MA and those who do not use MA. As mentioned earlier, most 

companies that use MA are large to medium-sized, while the majority of the companies 

that did not use MA are small-sized companies. This can explain some differences that 

can be seen between the two groups. There are significant differences in sales and assets 

between the two groups. Unsurprisingly, there is a significant difference between the 

operating expenses as the companies that use MA are larger, having higher operating 

expenses. In Table 8, a few interesting results can be seen. The traditional t-test finds no 

significant difference between the gross margin of the two groups, while the Mann-

Whitney U test finds a significant difference.  The average of the two groups indicates 

that the gross margin for companies that use MA would be higher at roughly 32%, while 

the companies that do not use MA have a gross margin of 28%. ROA and ROE can also 

be found to be significant in the Mann-Whitney test even though the average for ROA is 

identical. On the other hand, it is indicated that companies that do not use MA have 
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better ROE than companies that use MA. ROE is industry-specific, the reason for ROE 

being stronger for companies not using MA will be explained when conducting the next 

t-test. The equity ratio also shows a significant difference between the two groups. That 

said, as they are both positive and under 2.0, this indicates that both groups have a good 

debt-to-equity ratio. As mentioned earlier, it is expected that accounts payable turnover 

and accounts receivable turnover would be higher for the group that uses MA. Table 8 

shows that this assumption is valid and shows a significant difference between the two 

groups. Inventory turnover also indicates a significant difference between the two 

groups. However, it is also industry-specific. Companies that use MA have a higher ratio. 

On the other hand, the capital turnover ratio shows that companies that do not use MA 

have a higher ratio. This can, however, be explained by the fact that the capital turnover 

ratio varies between industries. This will be discussed later. The accruals are also found 

to differ between the two groups significantly. As Table 8 indicates, the group that uses 

MA has higher accruals. The working capital is also significantly different between the 

two groups. 
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 N 
Uses 

management 
accounting 

Do not use 
management 

accounting 
T DF 

P-value 
(T-test) 

P-value 
(Mann-

Whitney) 

Sales 
(MEUR) 

1673 39.800 3.441 6.979 1671 0.000** 
0.000** 

Sales_l 
(MEUR) 

1525 41.308 3.296 6.856 1523 0.000** 
0.000** 

Assets 
(MEUR) 

1689 45.798 2.210 5.400 1687 0.000** 
0.000** 

Assets_l 
(MEUR) 

1538 48.198 2.193 5.096 1536 0.000** 
0.000** 

Operating 
expenses 
(MEUR) 

1687 -6.590 -0.563 -6.844 1685 0.000** 
0.000** 

Gross 
margin 

1666 0.678 0.720 -1.066 1664 0.491 
0.010* 

EBIT-
margin 

1666 -0.336 -0.001 -0.718 1664 0.155 
0.734 

ROA 1689 0.117 0.117 -0.045 1687 0.521 
0.001** 

ROE 1689 0.038 0.122 -0.546 1687 0.783 
0.003* 

Equity ratio 1689 0.400 0.418 -1.176 1687 0.000** 
0.000** 

Current 
ratio 

1685 1.956 1.966 -0,071 1683 0.655 
0.071 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

1666 48.946 40.093 3.434 1664 0.000** 
0.047* 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

1557 662.239 541.039 0.368 1555 0.517 
0.002* 

Inventory 
turnover 

1557 115.894 49.607 3.510 1555 0.000** 
0.000** 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
1689 1.933 2.485 -6.753 1687 0.000** 

0.000** 

Accruals 1538 0.068 -0.071 1.038 1536 0.325 
0.001** 

Working 
capital 

(MEUR) 
1689 5.814 0.212 3.514 1687 0.000** 

0.000** 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 8 T-test: MA use 

Table 8 gives some notion of how MA affects companies, but as mentioned before, there 

are many industry-specific key ratios as well as the differences in company sizes that can 

affect the results of the analysis. To address the differences, a second t-test is conducted. 

In this t-test, the grouping variable is industry sector, i.e. if the company manufactures 

or does not manufacture. This split is made based on data from Orbis about the industry 

sector that each company is active in. There are around 200 manufacturing observations 

per variable and around 700 observations for the companies that do not manufacture. In 

this test, all companies use MA. As expected, the test shows that the manufacturing 

companies have significantly larger assets as well as significantly higher operating 
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expenses. Again, some differences can be explained by the difference in company size as 

the majority of manufacturing companies are large to medium size. This can partly be 

the reason for the significant difference in sales as well as assets and operating expenses.  

The fact that there is a significant difference between the assets of the two groups is not 

surprising as manufacturing companies would need more assets to be able to produce 

products than, for example, a service company. The fact that the operating expenses are 

also found to have a significant difference is unsurprising as it takes more resources to 

manufacture. The gross margin between the two groups is also significantly different. 

Companies that manufacture have an average gross margin of almost 46%, while 

companies that do not manufacture have an average of 28%.  ROA and ROE, on the other 

hand, have varied results. The Mann-Whitney test does not find a significant difference 

between the two groups while the traditional t-test does. In both cases, the 

manufacturing group has a weaker ROA and ROE than the other group. This result, 

however, can explain the result in the previous table. Manufacturing companies use their 

assets and with time, this means that the value of this asset will depreciate, leading to a 

lower ROA. This can also be connected to the negative ROE, as investments can cause 

this. Therefore, numerous manufacturing companies in the sample lowers the average 

ROA and ROE, making the companies that use MA have weaker ROA and ROE. In 

addition to this, it is also found that accounts payable turnover shows a significant 

difference between the two groups. In this case, however, the non-manufacturing 

companies have a higher rate. This is not surprising as it could be assumed to be slower 

in the manufacturing industry. Even though accounts receivable turnover does not show 

a significant difference, it is notable. When looking at the average, it is clear that there is 

a difference between industries once again. Related to industry-specific characteristics, 

the inventory turnover, on the other hand, shows a significant difference and 

unsurprisingly, the manufacturing group has a much higher rate. The capital turnover 

ratio is also significantly different between the two groups. This can also be explained by 

the manufacturing industry as there is more capital bound to be able to produce the 

products than other companies. This again explains the difference that could be detected 

in the previous table. This also explains the working capital that can be seen in Table 9 

below. Notably, the accruals are not significantly different between the two groups. This 

could be explained by the fact that both groups use MA.  
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 N Manufacturer 
Do not 

manufacture 
T DF 

P-value 
(T-test) 

P-value 
(Mann-

Whitney) 

Sales 
(MEUR) 

982 87.516 26.662 5.827 980 0.000** 
0.000** 

Sales_l 
(MEUR) 

110 95.426 27.224 1.855 108 0.003* 
0.023* 

Assets 
(MEUR) 

997 121.603 25.326 5.959 995 0.000** 
0.000** 

Assets_l 
(MEUR) 

902 140.257 24.606 6.278 900 0.000** 
0.000** 

Operating 
expenses 
(MEUR) 

995 -11.237 -5.332 -3.310 993 0.000** 
0.000** 

Gross 
margin 

975 0.543 0.716 -2.795 973 0.002* 
0.000** 

EBIT-
margin 

975 0.061 -0.445 0.532 973 0.303 
0.803 

ROA 997 0.099 0.122 -1.460 995 0.000** 
0.962 

ROE 997 -0.226 0.110 -1.490 995 0.041* 
0.106 

Equity ratio 997 0.376 0.406 -1.504 995 0.735 
0.217 

Current 
ratio 

993 1.959 1.955 0.017 991 0.997 
0.669 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

975 38.619 51.798 -2.751 973 0.000** 
0.008* 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

896 351.889 754.312 -0.665 894 0.220 
0.111 

Inventory 
turnover 

896 187.693 94.594 2.457 894 0.121 
0.000** 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
997 1.709 1.994 -2.705 995 0.000** 

0.026* 

Accruals 902 -0.027 0.093 -0.431 900 0.405 
0.329 

Working 
capital 

(MEUR) 
997 23.887 0.933 7.256 995 0.000** 

0.000** 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 9 T-test: Manufacturing differences 

These two t-tests give a lot of indications of how the use of MA affects companies. But to 

be able to answer the research questions, an additional test has to be conducted. 

Correlation tests are conducted to get more information about the use of MA. Before the 

test is presented, an assumption has to be made. The companies that use MA were asked 

to rate the methods that they use on a five-point Likert scale from extremely useful to 

not at all useful. The assumption is made that the rating also reflects the use of the 

method in question. This means that the more useful a method is, the more actively used 

by the company and vice versa. With this assumption, it is believed that correlations can 

be found between key financial figures and ratings of methods that would affect that 

financial figure. Again, a pull sample is used to increase the number of observations. 
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In the first set of correlations, the variables are budgeting and planning methods with 

the same key financials presented in Tables 8 and 9. The correlations for budgeting and 

planning methods are presented in two tables presenting the most important 

information from the correlation. Table 10 shows the results for the Pearson correlation, 

while Table 11 presents the results for the Spearman correlation. The complete 

correlation table is presented in Appendix 5. As expected, there are significant 

correlations with most methods for sales and assets. According to the Spearman 

correlation, investment budgeting has the largest significant correlation coefficient for 

assets. Kaizen budgeting also has among the largest correlation coefficients, both 

positive and negative, among the different methods. That said, when concentrating more 

on specific MA methods, it is clear that companies with fewer users also tend to have 

more negative correlations. In this case, beyond budgeting has only significant negative 

correlations, some of the coefficient being among the highest in the test. Kaizen 

budgeting also has less significant correlations than other MA methods and the majority 

of them being negative and some having high negative coefficients. Table 10 shows 

human resource planning to have mostly positive significant correlations. Investment 

budgeting also indicates more positive significant correlations than other MA methods. 

An interesting observation that can be made is that the sales plan hardly has any 

significant correlations However, this is not surprising as selling a product or service is 

the goal for the company, meaning that all companies have a strategy for sales even if 

they do not categorize it as a sales plan. Relatedly cash flow budget does not either have 

many significant correlations. Once again, it would be expected that companies would 

track cash flow, leading the result of the correlation test to be unsurprising.  
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 HRP 
Sales 
plan 

 

Raw material 
and stock 

budget 

Cash 
flow 

 

Investment 
budget 

Income 
statement 

budget 

Beyond 
budgeting 

ABB 
Kaizen 

budgeting 
Rolling 

budgeting 
Project 

budgeting 
ZBB 

Sales 0.124** 0.052 0.074 -0.029 0.159** 0.116** 0.062 0.145** 0.149 0.140** 0.166** 0.244** 

Sales_l 0.128 0.056 0.073 -0.022 0.161** 0.123** 0.050 0.164** 0.184 0.149** 0.171** 0.291** 

Assets 0.063 0.087* 0.044 -0.034 0.158** 0.127** 0.044 0.182** -0.094 0.051 0.150** 0.035 

Assets_l 0.062 0.094 0.460 -0.025 0.158** 0.129** 0.037 0.210** -0.071 0.057 0.158** 0.051 

Operating 
expenses 

-0.096* 0.049 -0.104* 0.034 -0.130** -0.128** -0.071 -0.108* -0.155 -0.136** -0.145** 0.073 

Gross 
margin 

0.055 -0.027 -0.080 0.015 0.013 0.082* -0.021 -0.262** 0.012 -0.023 0.091* -0.465** 

EBIT-
margin 

-0.055 -0.033 0.110* 0.113** 0.112** -0.028 -0.335** -0.203** -0.102 0.044 0.032 -0.328** 

ROA 0.121** 0.039 -0.078 -0.065 0.090* 0.001 -0.374** -0.256** -0.51* -0.008 0.107** -0.372** 

ROE 0.100** 0.023 -0.048 0.019 0.038 0.018 -0.227* -0.035 -0.008 0.043 0.019 -0.001 

Equity ratio 0.185** -0.022 0.020 -0.007 0.203** 0.069** -0.354** -0.303** 0.037 -0.027 0.030 -0.404** 

Current 
ratio 

0.077* -0.118** -0.072 0.055 0.084* -0.066* -0.295** -0.133* 0.625** -0.035 0.002 -0.431** 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

-0.014 0.007 -0.007 0.062 -0.146** 0.039 -0.147 0.075 0.174 0.055 0.093* 0.567** 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

0.101* -0.050 -0.118 0.020 0.016 0.048 0.033 -0.008 0.162 -0079 -0.143** -0.032 

Inventory 
turnover 

-0.064 -0.068 0.109* 0.046 0.068 -0.085 0.067 0.071 -0.393** 0.010 -0.071 -0.518** 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
-0.185** 0.022 -0.041 -0.070* -0.160** -0.141** -0.022 -0.202** -0.246* -0.092 -0158** -0.182 

Accruals 0.004 -0.220 0.124* 0.012 0.000 -0.082 0.039 -0.002 0.070 -0.010 0.040 -0.083 

Working 
capital 

0.019 0.133** 0.056 -0.043 0.123** 0.057 0.051 0.179** -0.098 0.074 0.075 0.215* 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 10 Budgeting and planning method Pearson correlation  

 

 HRP 
Sales 
plan 

 

Raw 
material 

and stock 
budget 

Cash flow 
 

Investment 
budget 

Income 
statement 

budget 

Beyond 
budgeting 

ABB 
Kaizen 

budgeting 
Rolling 

budgeting 
Project 

budgeting 
   ZBB 

Sales 0.187** 0.015 0.167** -0.047 0.277** 0.091** -0.100 0.041 0.153 0.152** 0.107** 0.188 

Sales_l 0.185** 0.013 0.148** -0.023 0.254** 0.102** -0.096 0.081 0.310** 0.176** 0.101** 0.258** 

Assets 0.269** -0.009 0.146** 0.004 0.327** 0.154** -0.143 0.145** 0.215* 0.156** 0.173** 0.154 

Assets_l 0.266** -0.020 0.129** 0.025 0.318** 0.142** -0.125 0.189** 0.303** 0.161** 0.182** 0.214* 

Operating 
expenses 

-0.247** -0.115** -0.321** 0.055 -0.310** -0.126** 0.188* -0.001 0.013 -0.158** -0.087* -0.106 

Gross 
margin 

0.155** -0.038 -0.322** -0.082* -0.011 0.069* -0.153 -0.262** -0.020 -0.039 0.029 -0.570** 

EBIT-
margin 

0.096* 0.051 -0.023 -0.047 0.200** -0.019 -0.493** -0.149** -0.241** 0.031 0.058 -0.508** 

ROA 0.009 0.070* -0.015 -0.055 0.065 -0.054 -0.423** -0.282** -0.254** 0.009 -0.040 -0.461** 

ROE -0.112** -0.020 -0.032 -0.075* -0.056 -0.078* -0.267** -0.124* -0.113 0.017 -0.020 -0.249* 

Equity ratio 0.177** 0.014 0.042 0.012 0.219** 0.063 -0.441** -0.301** -0.083 -0.026 0.021 -0.492** 

Current 
ratio 

-0.058 0.029 0.127** 0.054 0.169** -0.100** -0.382** -0.180** -0.648** -0.174** -0.237** -0.609** 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

0.011 0.051 0.152** 0.121** -0.042 0.002 -0.285** -0.087 0.125 0.146** 0.040 0.173 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

-0.064 0.170** -0.012 0.122** -0.073 0.050 0.044 -0.058 0.160 0.187** -0.038 0.318** 

Inventory 
turnover 

-0.288** -0.025 0.398** 0.062 -0.065 -0.128** 0.059 -0.005 -0.369** -0.113* -0.208** -0.490** 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
-0.225** 0.024 -0.020 -0.106** -0.195** -0.138** 0.094 -0.243** -0.260** -0.082 -0.196** -0.157 

Accruals -0.100* -0.022 0.139** -0.010 -0.033 -0.053 0.007 -0.001 0.074 0.054 0.002 -0.083 

Working 
capital 

-0.026 0.047 0.321** 0.037 0.123** -0.096** -0.269** -0.001 -0.426** -0.073 -0.212** 0.115 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 11 Budgeting and planning method Spearman correlation 
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Capital 
investment 

approval 
procedures 

Operating expenses 
approval procedures 

Routine 
analysis of 
financial 

performance 
against target 

Product 
profitability 

analysis 
 

Customer 
profitability 

analysis 

Sales 0.189** -0.087* 0.205** 0.203** 0.166** 
Sales_l 0.199** -0.084* 0.214** 0.215** 0.175** 
Assets 0.199** -0.101** 0.170** 0.157** 0.122** 

Assets_l 0.198** -0.106** 0.176** 0.174** 0.142** 
Operating 
expenses 

-0.127** 0.035 -0.209** -0.177** -0.157** 

Gross margin 0.059 -0.009 0.067 -0.032 -0.025 
EBIT-margin -0.054 -0.046 -0.037 -0.046 -0.045 

ROA -0.060 -0.077* -0.052 -0.033 -0168** 
ROE -0.043 -0.031 -0.046 -0.025 0.037 

Equity ratio 0.233** 0.046 -0.006 0.165** 0.082* 
Current ratio 0.072* -0.075* -0.101** 0.032 -0.083* 

Accounts 
payable turnover 

-0.019 0.073* 0.084* 0.131* 0.107** 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

0.091* -0.052 0.062 -0.020 -0.012 

Inventory 
turnover 

0.033 -0.098** -0.284** 0.071 0.021 

Capital turnover 
ratio 

-0.304** -0.203** -0.227** -0.240** -0.016 

Accruals -0.056 -0.042 -0.086* -0.013 0.026 
Working capital 0.192** -0.094** 0.108** 0.175** 0.147** 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 12 Financial evaluation method Pearson correlation 

 

 

Capital 
investment 

approval 
procedures 

Operating expenses 
approval procedures 

Routine 
analysis of 
financial 

performance 
against target 

Product 
profitability 

analysis 
 

Customer 
profitability 

analysis 

Sales 0.117** 0.081* 0.203** 0.109** -0.027 
Sales_l 0.112** 0.100** 0.221** 0.116** -0.035 
Assets 0.256** 0.181** 0.294** 0.207** -0.039 

Assets_l 0.258** 0.194** 0.309** 0.214** -0.031 
Operating 
expenses 

-0.190** -0.011 -0.242** -0.063 0.088* 

Gross margin 0.098** -0.139** -0.036 -0.051 -0.043 
EBIT-margin 0.025 0.008 0.031 0.143** 0.197** 

ROA -0.102** -0.052 -0.091* 0.084* 0.217** 
ROE -0.144** -0.061 -0.106** 0.024 0.142** 

Equity ratio 0.237** 0.012 -0.015 0.195** 0.072 
Current ratio 0.029 -0.190** -0.262** 0.102** 0.041 

Accounts 
payable turnover 

-0.049 0.096** 0.016 0.162** 0.113** 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

0.022 0.061 0.104** 0.092* 0.048 

Inventory 
turnover 

0.017 -0.051 -0.279** 0.062 -0.028 

Capital turnover 
ratio 

-0.309** -0.229** -0.212** -0.238** -0.007 

Accruals -0.047 -0.015 -0.096* 0.043 0.066 
Working capital -0.100** -0.058 -0.141** 0.136** 0.029 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 13 Financial evaluation method Spearman correlation 
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The next correlation test, presented partially in Tables 12 (Pearson correlation) and 13 

(Spearman correlation), is on financial evaluation methods. The correlation table as a 

whole can be seen in Appendix 6. Financial evaluation methods have the highest user 

rate of all the groups. This leads to expecting that more significant correlations would be 

found in this group of MA methods than in others. If taking the number of users as an 

indication, it would be expected that this group of MA methods would have more 

significant positive than negative correlations. Therefore, it is unsurprising from the 

correlation test that these methods significantly impact the key financials. A significant 

correlation can be found in most different methods when using Spearman and Pearson 

correlation tests. The capital turnover ratio has the largest number of significant 

correlations together with sales and assets. This is unsurprising, as it is expected that 

they would be connected to financial evaluation methods. One surprise, however, can be 

found in the results: operating expenses approval procedures have almost only negative 

correlations in the Pearson correlation test. It is interesting as the result is quite different 

from the Spearman correlation. This type of opposite results does not come up in other 

tests and therefore, it is left to speculations what could be the reason for this result. That 

said, overall, the result from this correlation test supports what has been earlier 

presented. It is clear that the use of financial evaluation methods impacts companies, 

which is further demonstrated by the number of users of these MA methods represented 

in the sample. 

The third group of correlation test relates to cost accounting and management methods. 

Again, the most important parts are presented in Tables 14 (Pearson correlation) and 15 

(Spearman correlation), while the correlation as a whole can be found in Appendix 7. 

Once again, there are significant positive correlations to a number of the different 

methods and sales and assets. The result for this group of MA methods is surprising as 

there are more negative significant correlations than in the other groups. What is not 

surprising is that once again, there is a clear relationship between the number of users, 

the method in question and the number of significant correlations. The only exception 

for this is standard costing which has less significant correlations than most methods in 

this group, although it is the most used cost accounting and management methods. The 

only method that seems to have a somewhat positive correlation is ABC. This supports 

what Aleem, Khan and Hamad (2016) have mentioned of the popularity to use ABC. 

Despite the mixed results of this group, it also supports what was earlier mentioned with 

this group. This group has the lowest usage rate of all the groups. With the results, this 

is not unsurprising. 
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 ABC 
Lean 

accounting 
Marginal 
costing 

Full cost 
accounting 

Contribution 
accounting 

Target 
costing 

Kaizen 
costing 

LCC 

Sales 0.269** -0.086 0.058 0.023 0.181** 0.054 0.171 -0.216** 
Sales_l 0.292** -0.124 0.106 0.030 0.198** 0.050 0.161 -0.238** 
Assets 0.258** -0.061 0.069 0.011 0.151** 0.110 0.245** 0.094 

Assets_l 0.278** -0.100 0.107 0.017 0.166** 0.114 0.217 0.083 
Operating 
expenses 

-0.281** 0.082 -0.034 -0.032 -0.158** -0.129* -0.255* 0.170* 

Gross margin -0.126* 0.057 0.207** -0.001 -0.054 -0.040 -0.200 0.085 
EBIT-margin -0.146** 0.055 -0.296** -0.049 -0.047 0.014 -0.213* -0.114 

ROA -0.193** -0.173 -0.404** -0.146* -0.044 -0.182** -0.256* -0.093 
ROE -0.077 -0.197 -0.114 -0.081 -0.035 -0.104 -0.166 -0.083 

Equity ratio -0.039 0.156 -0.343** -0.104 0.027 -0.161** -0.175 0.080 
Current ratio -0.144** 0.031 -0.304** 0.049 -0.010 -0.089 -0.085 -0.155* 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

0.167** 0.285** -0.012 -0.202** -0.087* -0.010 0.291** 0.017 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

0.019 0.164 0.053 0.012 0.086* 0.125* -0.038 0.000 

Inventory 
turnover 

0.000 -0.124 0.056 0.078 -0.025 -0.216** -0.079 -0.025 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
-0.166** -0.197 -0.187** -0.019 -0.029 -0.224** -0.194 -0.091 

Accruals 0.005 0.028 0.046 0.058 -0.015 -0.096 -0.121 -0.264** 
Working 
capital 

0.247** 0.111 0.065 0.027 0.141** 0.080 0.180 -0.239** 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 14 Cost accounting and management method Pearson correlation 

 

 ABC 
Lean 

accounting 
Marginal 
costing 

Full cost 
accounting 

Contribution 
accounting 

Target 
costing 

Kaizen 
costing 

LCC 

Sales 0.272** 0.314** 0.087 0.096 -0.005 0.154** -0.017 -0.219** 
Sales_l 0.290** 0.261* 0.203** 0.099 -0.001 0.172** 0.019 -0.213** 
Assets 0.286** 0.273* 0.190** 0.094 0.024 0.228** -0.041 0.026 

Assets_l 0.290** 0.212 0.295** 0.104 0.037 0.273** -0.007 0.019 
Operating 
expenses 

-0.228** -0.389** -0.108 -0.132* 0.083 -0231** -0.036 0.120 

Gross 
margin 

-0.175** 0.014 0.208** -0.040 -0.099* 0.101 -0.284** 0.048 

EBIT-
margin 

-0.242** -0.008 -0.227** -0.260** -0.096* -0.077 -0.233* -0.049 

ROA -0.305** -0.156 -0.299** -0.211** -0.068 -0.284** -0.298** -0.135 
ROE -0.240** -0.165 -0.152* -0.087 -0.086* -0.260** -0.165 -0.71 

Equity ratio -0.100 0.048 -0.382** -0.171** 0.011 -0.217** -0.182 0.038 
Current ratio -0.322** 0.121 -0.449** -0.057 -0.066 -0.127* -0.163 -0.275** 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

-0.041 0.251* -0.050 -0.246** -0.044 -0.023 0.343** -0.167* 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

0.147** 0.260* 0.020 0.156** 0.031 0.085 0.059 0.241** 

Inventory 
turnover 

-0.155** -0.157 -0.073 0.217** 0.094* -0.163** -0.137 -0.475** 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
-0.187** -0278** -0.215** -0.021 -0.043 -0.243** -0.149* -0.197** 

Accruals -0.179** 0.126 0.028 0.052 -0.061 -0.050 0.052 -0.240** 
Working 
capital 

0.132* 0.320** -0.099 0.142* -0.011 0.198** 0.076 -0.369** 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

Table 15 Cost accounting and management methods Spearman correlation 
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Table 16 Performance measure and evaluation method Pearson correlation 
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Table 17 Performance measure and evaluation method Spearman correlation 
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The last correlation tests most crucial parts are presented in Tables 16 (Pearson 

correlation) and 17 (Spearman correlation), it can be found as a whole in Appendix 8, is 

on performance measures and evaluation methods. The results are interesting as the 

methods affect different parts of the company. Therefore, it is difficult to compare the 

result to each other as the various methods support different areas of business practices. 

What can be found from the result is that they match what has been discussed previously. 

As Pavlatos and Kostakis (2015) discuss, it has been found that non-financial data is 

valuable in decision-making. As noted earlier, the number of companies that use these 

methods indicates that they already are in active use. This can further be detected in the 

significant correlations. Balanced scorecard seems, based on what has been previously 

mentioned, to have the potential to play an important role in decision-making. This is 

further supported as there is a significant correlation between balanced scorecard, sales 

and assets. Also, the coefficient is higher than for the other MA methods. A few 

interesting observations can be made regarding the correlations, specifically, the lack of 

significant correlations between employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction. There 

are other methods with fewer significant correlations, but the lack of significant 

correlation is notable due to the number of users for these two methods. But this lack of 

significant correlations can have a very easy explanation. It can be suspected that since 

all companies care, in some form, about their employees and their customers as they are 

the key to company existence. This means that companies might not actively do surveys 

about employee and customer satisfaction, but they most likely take feedback from both 

parties into consideration. Another interesting observation can also be made from the 

results. There is a clear indication that policy development can harm the company. This 

matches the way Saukkonen et al. (2018) views established decision-making procedures, 

as they believe to reduce flexibility, causing the user not to make the best decisions. 

Based on the t-tests and correlations performed it is challenging to answer the research 

questions. Therefore, an additional regression analysis is performed. First, the 

dependent variable has to be decided. In the questionnaire, the companies that use MA 

were asked in question number 6 if they agreed or disagreed with different statements. 

Four of these statements, MA improves overall business performance, MA enhances 

strategic decision-making, MA assists our organisation to outperform rivals and MA 

helps retain competitive advantage, were chosen to the summary variable. These 

statements were selected to measure how positively MA is viewed by the company. To 

further confirm the reliability of the four statements, Cronbach’s Alpha test is performed. 

The result from the test was o.671, which is above the acceptable level of reliability of 0.6. 
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The independent variables were then chosen. The independent variables were taken 

from Voitto+ and Orbis, as well as the data collected from the questionnaire. The equity 

ratio was chosen as an independent variable as it indicates the debt-to-equity ratio. ROA 

was chosen as a revenue indicator. Accruals was chosen as a quality indicator on the 

financial reporting. Assets was selected as a variable to indicate company size, a natural 

logarithm is performed, and the variable was named lnAssets. The last two variables were 

the number of MA methods used and the industry sector. The industry sector is divided 

into manufacturing and non-manufacturing companies. These two were chosen as 

previous research have found that they affect MA. 

 B Std.Error T-statistic P-value 

(Constant) 14.609 0.331 44.168 0.000** 

lnAssets 0.100 0,038 2,606 0.009* 

ROA 1.489 0.331 4.497 0.000** 

Equity ratio -0.384 0.250 -1.536 0.125 

Accruals 0.010 0.018 0.543 0.587 

Number of MA 
methods in use 

0.024 0.012 1.943 0.052 

Industry sector 0.064 0.156 0.412 0.680 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

R2= 0.037, Adjusted R2= 0.031, Regression p-value= 0.000 

Table 18 Regression analysis results 

The results from the regression can be seen in Table 18. As can be seen based on the 

results, the assets are statistically significant and show a positive beta. This indicates that 

the larger the company is, the more assets they have, the more positive view of MA the 

company has. ROA also shows similar tendencies, is also statistically significant, beta 

being positive, meaning that the higher ROA is, the more positive the view of MA is. The 

equity ratio is not statistically significant but does display a negative beta. This means 

that the higher the equity ratio, the more negatively MA is perceived. This leads to 

wondering why this is the case. One reason for this could be that the more equity a 

company has, the need for control diminishes and vice versa. The results also show that 

if the accruals increase, then the positive view of MA also increases. There could be 

multiple reasons for this. As mentioned, accruals are seen as a sign of quality in financial 

reporting. It could also be wondered if higher accruals indicate better developed MAS. 

In the results, it is also found that the higher the number of MA methods are in use then 
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the more positive the view of MA is. Finally, it is found that as the beta is positive, that 

the manufacturing companies have a more positive perception of MA. If the beta would 

be negative, it would indicate the same but for the non-manufacturing companies. The 

results are not statistically significant but show similar results as in Table 9. That is that 

there is a difference between industry sectors. 

To make sure that the results from the regression are reliable, the regression analysis 

was also conducted by changing the dependent variable. The data used for the variable 

was the same. The only difference was instead of using the summary variable, factor 

score was used. The results from this regression, with factor score, was close to identical 

to the regression using the summary variable as the dependent variable. The only notable 

difference was that R2 and adjusted R2 were lower. In the factor score regression analysis, 

R2 was 0.036 while adjusted R2 was 0.029. To further ensure the reliability of the results 

presented in Table 18, a correlation was performed, including all the variables. 

 Summary 
variable 

lnAssets ROA Equity 
ratio 

Accruals Number 
of MA 

methods 
in use 

Industry 
sector 

Summary 
variable 

 0.091** 0.095** -0.022 0.017 0.099** 0.027 

lnAssets 0.094**  -0.167** 0.034 0.008 0.411** 0.199** 

ROA 0.062 -0.262**   -0.010 -0.085** -0.046 

Equity 
ratio 

-0.014 0.013 0.310**  0.004 -0.048 -0.048 

Accruals -0.061 -0.008 0.150** 0.119**  0.007 -0.014 

Number 
of MA 

methods 
in use 

0.083** 0.387** -0.174** -0.087** 0.070*  0.137** 

Industry 
sector 

0.012 0.204** -0.002 -0.039 0.033 0.133**  

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

The table presents Spearman correlation in the lower triangle and Pearson in the upper triangle 

Table 19 Correlation of regression variables 

Table 19 shows that there are significant correlations between the variables. It also 

demonstrates that none of the correlation coefficients are too high, as this would render 

the results from the regression unreliable. 

Based on the analysis of all of these tests, a discussion is to be had while considering the 

research questions. The first question is how does MA affect company profitability? The 

results from the t-tests do not give a clear indication that companies that do use MA 
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would be more profitable. This is because the way the sample is divided leads to uneven 

groups, i.e. company size. However, the correlation tests indicate that there are positive 

effects that can be expected from using specific MA methods. But as clearly shown in 

Table 9, there is a difference between different industries regarding the need for MA 

methods. This is in line with Messner’s (2016) statement that the industry plays a role in 

the MA methods that companies choose to use. This would indicate that even if the 

company would choose to use the MA methods that show significant positive 

correlations, there would be no guarantee of a positive effect for a company in that 

specific industry. Relatedly it is found in the regression that there is a difference between 

industry sectors, this gives further support to the results in the t-test and Messner’s 

statements.  Additionally, it has been found that the larger the number of used MA 

methods and tools, the more benefits should be experienced (Almir,2019; Tillman and 

Goddard, 2008). This is further supported by the regression results that clearly show 

that the higher the assets and ROA, the more positive the view of MA is. With all of this 

taken into consideration, there is no clear indication that the use of MA would affect 

company profitability. What, however, can be found is that there is a difference between 

industries use as well as how MA is viewed. It is also found that the larger company assets 

are, the more positive view on MA the company has. As well as the higher ROA is the 

more positive view of MA there is. This, however, only creates more questions than 

answers as it does not indicate that the use of MA would affect company profitability. 

This leads to the next research question. 

The next research question is how does MA affect company efficiency? As has been stated 

before, efficiency is the true core of MA. Chapman (2007) and Culasso (2016, p. 1) stated 

that MA is used to help decision-makers make decisions using the available resources as 

efficiently as possible. This means that if MA could not be related to increasing company 

efficiency, then the use of MA would be rendered useless. The results from the analysis 

indicate that MA and efficiency are connected. The results in Table 9 show that the 

manufacturing industry strongly affects the results from the test. Therefore, when 

comparing the results from the two tables (Table 8 and 9) and focusing on the average of 

non-manufacturing companies and companies that do not use MA, a difference can be 

noted. This comparison is possible as the company size from the two groups is more even. 

Due to this, an additional t-test was performed, see Appendix 9. As the results show, 

there are many significant differences between these two groups. A related t-test was also 

performed where all manufacturing companies were removed from the sample. The 

results from this test did not have notable differences from the results presented in 
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Appendix 9. It can be noted in the t-test when comparing the companies that use MA 

(excluding manufacturing companies) and those that do not use MA that there is still a 

much higher inventory turnover hinting at a higher efficiency, this can, however, still be 

explained by the industry sector as inventory turnover is highly bound to the industry. It 

can also be added that efficiency can be connected to accuracy as accuracy is an integral 

part of efficiency. This is also demonstrated by the fact that the t-tests clearly show that 

the accruals are higher in Table 8 for companies that use MA. This is further supported 

by the regression results that show that the higher the accruals are, the more positive 

view of MA the company has. Accruals are often seen as an indication of quality in 

financial reporting, indicating that MA can support better quality in financial reporting. 

Additionally, to the results from the analysis, the answers that participants provided also 

paint a picture of added efficiency due to the use of MA. One participant described the 

importance of MA as follows: 

[Management] accounting helps bring focus and basis for future decisions and also teaches 
organisation on past decisions and impact they have in our financial performance. Reporting is 
also a way of communicating both the status and potential issues in a neutral way, focus on results 
rather than blame games etc. Agiliy and scenarios produced as part of [management] accounting 
help steer decisions especially in times of uncertainty. (large company that have used management 
accounting for many years, 2020) 

Another large company shares this view on MA but describes that MA creates the basis 

for decision-making while also providing the decision-makers with the needed data. A 

small company mentioning the same positive effects of MA also adds that MA offers 

justified reasoning for the decision-making, thus making it easier to make decisions that 

support company strategy and helps make the everyday activities in the company more 

efficient. This statement paints a picture of more efficient decision-making and makes it 

easier to react to internal and external changes. Another interesting comment that 

touches on company efficiency is made by a small company that finds that the use of MA 

helps to distribute resources throughout the company that makes the company function 

at the best possible efficiency. The fact that companies experience that they are more 

efficient when using MA and the fact that there are some, despite not being completely 

convincing, signs in the results of the analysis that companies are more efficient when 

using MA, would imply that MA is doing what it is meant to do, increase company 

efficiency.  

The last research question is how does MA affect company capital structure/working 

capital? It can be noted that based on the equity ratio that companies that do not use MA 

have more debt. It is not an alarming difference as both groups have an equity ratio under 
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1.00. It indicates that both groups’ assets are founded more by equity than debt. But as 

it is found by both t-tests to be significant, it shows the first signs of a difference in capital 

structure between the two groups. In the regression, equity ratio is the only variable with 

a negative beta. Meaning that the higher the equity ratio is, the more negative the view 

of MA is. This, however, does not explain the difference that can be found between the 

two groups in the t-tests. Another interesting observation can be made on the inventory 

turnover rate. The rate is considerably higher for companies that use MA. This means 

that there is not as much capital tied to the inventory. This can help explain the lower 

equity ratio that companies using MA have. That said, inventory turnover fluctuates 

wildly between different industry sectors meaning that these differences most likely can 

be explained by this. This leads to the belief that the differences found in capital structure 

are primarily due to the different industries. 

As can be noted when discussing the research questions, it is not possible with this 

sample of companies to detect strong results that would state clear effects, positive or 

negative, that MA has on companies. As revealed by the t-tests and regression analysis, 

there are clear indications that industry affects the use of MA, the view on MA, and the 

company's capital structure.  The sample consists of companies representing 24 different 

industry sectors, some sectors being represented by only one company. This means that 

even though it gives a great representation of how the use of MA is in Finland. At the 

same time, it does make it challenging to come to conclusions. In addition to this, the 

unevenness of company sizes that can be found in the sample makes generating clear 

results from the analysis not possible. There is also one additional reason behind the 

difficulty, it is stated by one company in responding to the open question for companies 

that do not use MA. The respondent wrote: 

Management accounting hasn’t been systematically used, has only been focused on certain small 
areas.  For the entire entity it would be beneficial to implement management accounting.1 (Freely 
translated by the author) (medium-sized company considering implementing management 
accounting in the future, 2020) 

This implies that despite the fact that the companies would define themselves not to be 

users of MA. There can be several companies in the sample that use MA sporadically. 

This can affect the results. Also, this comment helps explain the motivation for why 

 
1 Johdon laskentatoimi ei ole ollut systemaattista ja on kohdistunut vain tiettyihin pieniin osiin. 
Kokonaisuuden hallintaa varten käyttöönotto olisi kyllä tarpeen. 
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companies would be compelled to start using MA. In this case, the company believes that 

it would help to manage the company as a whole. 

When looking at the open answers from the questionnaire of why companies do not use 

MA, a few regularly occurring answers could be found. Some companies did not know 

what MA is, this matches Marriott and Marriott’s (2000) statement that there is a severe 

lack of financial knowledge among smaller companies. Others state that the lack of 

needing MA is because of the companies’ small size and the fact that there are no strong 

fluctuations, meaning that their expenses and sales are on similar levels from month to 

month. Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) also found that smaller companies not using MA was 

because of the cost. This reason is not mentioned among the answers from companies 

that do not use MA. But in the group that considers using MA in the future, the lack of 

resources was the most common answer to why the company does not use MA. Another 

common reason for not using MA is that the company has outsourced its bookkeeping 

and financial reporting. 

On the other end of the spectrum are the companies that use MA. They were asked about 

how they view MA. In addition to what has already been discussed concerning the 

research questions, several other positive effects connected to MA are mentioned. Many 

companies state that they manage the company based on financial data, this, would not 

be possible if they did not use MA. Many of these companies continue stating that MA 

brings attention to issues that have to be addressed, they even say that without MA, these 

issues would not be noticed as the companies have many moving parts and small details 

quickly go unnoticed. 

Of the companies that use MA, one large company’s statement stands out, they state that 

MA plays a key role for them as they are active in many industry sectors. This leads to 

the need for an effective MAS as it is the only way for the company to separate the 

different activities financially. The company also mentions that the various activities 

have different business models, this would not be possible without the use of MA. They 

also note that they have a reward system for the employees, the reward system is based 

on the data from the MAS. They finish by stating similarly to other companies that all 

their decisions are based on the data they derive from their MAS. This comment 

demonstrates in a different way how industry sectors affect MA as well as once more 

shows how MA is the centre of management control in large companies. A similar 

comment is made by a medium-sized company that states that MA is needed to detect 

areas where there is room for improvement while also providing the required 
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information to decide the actions for these improvements. The company also mentions 

how the need for MA differs strongly between industry sectors as some industry sectors 

can face problems that there has to be a reaction to. These reactions are possible because 

of the data that MA provides. The company also states that the need for predictions and 

plans for the future is crucial in some industry sectors as the market is constantly 

changing and the company needs to be ready to react. Similarly, another company 

mentions that after they started using MA, their 3-year forecast became more accurate. 

These different comments and the results from the analysis, match the results from 

previous studies. It was revealed that the use of MA was a crucial part of the company’s 

sense-making and could help plan actions according to the current situation they were 

facing and possible future scenarios that had to be taken into consideration (Tillmann 

and Goddard, 2008). This statement was supported by many of the questionnaire 

respondents commenting how MA helped make sense of financial information and help 

take the appropriate action. Related to this is the statement that MA helps with decision-

making (Saukkonen et al., 2018; Cleary, 2019; Shobrys and White, 2000). This is 

confirmed once again by the comment from the questionnaire, almost all the companies 

that use MA commented that MA helped with decision-making in some way. The 

comments from companies also mentioned similarly to Davila and Foster (2007) that 

the use of MA affected positively the management style of the company. Several 

companies also commented on how the use of MA affected the company's strategies. 

Strategies that different companies mentioned were affected by the use of MA were 

financial, operational and leadership. The effect MA has on financial strategies matches 

the statement from Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (1998). Similarly, to Davila et al. 

(2015), it was also commented how MA saves the management time and was able to focus 

on more demanding issues. 

The results also confirm other positive effects associated with the use of MA that previous 

studies have found. Lavia López and Hiebl (2015) and Cleary (2019) found clear evidence 

that SMEs use less MA than larger-sized companies. This is confirmed by the results 

from the t-tests in this thesis and the results from the regression analysis that clearly 

show that the more assets a company has, the more positive view they have of MA. In 

addition to this, Järvenpää’s (2009) discovery that manufacturing companies use more 

actively MA is also confirmed by the results from the regression analysis. 
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When comparing the results to results from previous studies in Finland, notably, the 

results seem to be similar. Hyvönen (2005) found that traditional financial practises will 

be actively used in the future together with non-financial practices especially mentioning 

customer and employee satisfaction. The results from the questionnaire reflect this 

prediction perfectly as financial evaluation methods are the most used MA methods and 

among the non-financial measures, customer and employee satisfaction were the most 

actively used measures and also, had among the highest average rating in perceived 

usefulness. The usefulness of customer and employee satisfaction is also commented by 

a company indicating that they experienced positive effects from using the methods. 

Hyvönen (2005) also predicted that project budgeting, ABC practises and balanced 

scorecards would play an essential role in the future. Based on the results from the 

questionnaire, this prediction also seems accurate as the use of project budgeting and 

ABC practices are popular among the questionnaire participants. The use of balanced 

scorecard is not as widespread, but with over 25% using the method, it is still a 

reasonably commonly used MA method. Hyvönen (2005) also found that the industry 

that the company was active in affected the use of MA methods and practices. The results 

from the analysis also confirmed this finding. As mentioned, the effect of the industry 

sectors that the companies belong to can be seen in both the t-tests and in the regression 

analysis.  

The more recent study by Ylä-Kujala et al. (2016) found that most Finnish companies 

that used a MAS perceived it as current. The results from the questionnaire confirm this 

perception. In the questionnaire, most companies experienced that their MAS was not 

outdated, and they found that their MAS somewhat met their needs. This also matches 

what Ylä-Kujala et al. discovered, they found that companies did not know what they 

needed from their MAS and that companies tended not to use MA to its fullest potentials 

due to the lack of knowledge. This could explain why companies did not find their MAS 

to meet their needs completely. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

In this thesis, MA is defined as a practice that provides financial and non-financial 

information to managers to help achieve business goals and improve company efficiency 

(Culasso, 2016, p. 1). It has also been discussed how MA has four key functions, that is 

support planning, performance evaluation, decision-making and control (AlMaryani and 

Sadik, 2012). It has also been discussed how MA is one part of management control and 

how MA can be divided into different practices depending on the author. In this thesis, 

MA is divided into 14 sections, according to how CGMA (2017) divides MA. These 

sections include cost transformation and management, financial strategy, internal 

control, management and budgetary control, price, discount and product decisions, 

project management and resource management, they are the areas of focus in this thesis. 

There are other ways to divide MA, Cleary (2019) divides MA in a very limited way, which 

is in three main areas that are: costing, budgeting and performance management. 

This thesis has also established that there is a need for MA. Madegowda (2006, p. 4) 

divided this need into five problems that companies face. He states that managers face 

an increasing number of complex issues, company growth creates problems, 

miscommunication between different levels of management, to make decisions 

management needs relevant information and due to how financial and cost accounting 

is focused it leads to management not receiving the required relevant information. These 

problems have led companies to use MA. 

From previous studies, it has been found that companies experience numerous positive 

effects when they use MA. It has been found that MA improves company communication 

both internally and externally (Ahrens and Chapman, 2007; Haron et al., 2013). MA was 

found to enhance strategic planning, while planning was found to affect profitability 

(Miller and Cardinal, 1994). It was found by Cleary (2019) that companies that used MA 

had a “competitive edge” over companies that did not use MA. Similarly, Lavia López 

and Hiebl (2015) found that company performance was positively affected when MA was 

used. The most prominent benefit of using MA was found to be that it helped with 

decision-making, MA provided decision-makers with the needed information to make 

the required decision (Halabi et al.,2010; Saukkonen et al., 2018; Cleary, 2019; Shobrys 

and White, 2000; Ylä-Kujala et al., 2016). 

It has also been found that there are drawbacks to using MA. It was found that the way 

MA data was presented and structured is important and that this was a difficulty many 
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companies faced (Tillmann and Goddard, 2008). It was also found that maintaining a 

MAS required a large amount of resources making the use of MA difficult for smaller 

companies (López and Hiebl, 2015). Another drawback of using MA was reduced 

flexibility, the use of MA was found to often lead to established decision-making 

practises, leading to not considering unorthodox solutions (Saukkonen et al., 2018). 

Despite drawbacks and limitations to MA, Ahrens and Chapman (2007) believed that 

company management is aware of the limits to accounting and reporting practices. But 

these limitations are not enough to dissuade companies from using MA as the positives 

are more significant than the negatives. 

Companies not to use MA have mainly been found to be the lack of understanding MA 

(Rikhardsson et al., 2012; Ahrens and Chapman, 2007). Connected to this is the 

resistance for change that can be found in most companies leading companies that do 

not have the required skills (Shobrys and White, 2000). Limited resources are also a 

factor that affects the use of MA (Lavia López and Hiebl, 2015).  

Although the questionnaire was answered by 208 companies, varying in size and 

industry sector, the sample was too varied to help answer the research questions. 

However, the sample is due to this a great representation of how the use of MA is in 

Finland. Based on the results from the questionnaire and the analysis, this thesis can 

confirm results from previous studies. That MA helps with strategic planning, efficiency 

and decision-making are confirmed by the results from the questionnaire. At the same 

time, the drawbacks of MA are also confirmed by the results from the questionnaire, such 

as MA requiring a large amount of recourses. The results from the questionnaire also 

confirmed that lack of knowledge about MA was one reason companies did not use MA. 

This thesis is not able to provide an answer to the research question regarding if MA 

affected company profitability. The other research question regarding how MA affects 

company efficiency, the results show that there is a connection to MA. The results are 

mainly based on comments made by companies, they overwhelmingly state that MA 

helps with efficiency. In addition to this, this thesis provides new knowledge about how 

companies view MA. It is found that the larger company assets are, the more positively 

MA is viewed. The same with ROA and Accruals. It is also found that capital structure 

affects how MA is viewed. The more equity the company has, the less positively MA is 

viewed. This answers the last research question regarding how MA affects capital 

structure. Additionally, the number of MA methods in use also affects the more methods 
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in use, the more positive the view of MA is. Lastly, it found that manufacturing 

companies have a more positive view of MA than non-manufacturing companies. This 

thesis also provides an updated picture of how MA is used among Finnish companies. 

These new findings help provide more information about MA, but there is still much that 

is unexplored when it comes to MA. 

6.1 Future research 

When it comes to future research, there are still many unexplored areas in MA. The lack 

of accepted knowledge in MA is also an aspect that has to be considered when planning 

research in the future (Shields, 2015). Therefore, it would be beneficial to follow Shields 

(2015) recommendation to replicate studies, as this thesis has. Shields states that 

replication has several benefits. One of these is that it makes comparing results possible 

when replicating a study. This leads to finding either consistent results or inconsistent 

results, which leads to an increased amount of accepted knowledge. Shields continues 

stating that replication is also an excellent opportunity to improve the used research 

methods and increase the results' reliability. It would be gainful that future researchers 

would keep these points in mind when researching MA.  

When it comes to areas in MA that should be researched in the future, there are many 

possibilities. But taking the results from this thesis into consideration, it would be 

beneficial to explore more about how MA differs between industry sectors. This thesis 

proves that there are differences between industry sectors but what the differences are is 

still unclear. It would also be interesting for studies conducted to concern what MA 

methods different industry sectors use and explore if a connection to a specific method 

and industry could be found. Another area of MA that would benefit from being 

researched in the future is to explore the effects of using MA in more detail using a 

qualitative research approach. This could help to provide more information on the effects 

that could be expected from using MA. There is room for many other studies in the MA 

area. Still, research in these two areas would provide much new information that would 

benefit companies that use MA or are considering implementing MA in the future. 
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APPENDIX 5 BUDGETING AND PLANNING METHODS   
CORRELATION 
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APPENDIX 6 FINANCIAL EVALUATION METHODS CORRELATION 
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APPENDIX 7 COST ACCOUNTING AND MANAGEMENT METHODS 
CORRELATION 
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APPENDIX 8 PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND EVALUATION 
METHODS CORRELATION 
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APPENDIX 9 T-TEST 

 N 

Uses 
management 

accounting 
(not 

manufacturing) 

Do not use 
management 

accounting 

P-value 
(T-test) 

P-value 
(Mann-

Whitney) 

Sales 
(MEUR) 

1461 26,662 3,441 0,000** 
0,000** 

sales_l 
 (MEUR) 

1341 27,224 3,296 0,000** 
0,000** 

Assets 
(MEUR) 

1477 25,326 2,210 0,000** 
0,000** 

Assets_l 
(MEUR) 

1354 24,606 2,193 0,000** 
0,000** 

Operating 
expenses 
(MEUR) 

1475 -5,332 -0,563 0,000** 
0,000** 

Gross 
margin 

1455 0,716 0,720 0,186 
0,672 

EBIT-
margin 

1455 -0,445 -0,001 0,092 
0,693 

ROA 1477 0,122 0,117 0,459 
0,005* 

ROE 1477 0,110 0,122 0,417 
0,026* 

Equity ratio 1477 0,406 0,418 0,001** 
0,001** 

Current 
ratio 

1473 1,955 1,966 0,685 
0,055 

Accounts 
payable 
turnover 

1455 51,798 40,093 0,000** 
0,008* 

Accounts 
receivable 
turnover 

1352 754,312 541,039 0,302 
0,001** 

Inventory 
turnover 

1352 94,594 49,607 0,000** 
0,558 

Capital 
turnover 

ratio 
1477 1,994 2,485 0,000** 

0,000** 

Accruals 1354 0,093 -0,071 0,218 
0,006* 

Working 
capital  

(MEUR) 
1477 0,933 0,212 0,000** 

0,159 

* Correlation significant at 0.05, ** Correlation significant at 0.01 

 


