
 1 

 
This article is downloaded from 

 

 
 

 
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au 

 
 
It is the paper published as:  
 
Author: Bisman, Jayne 

Title: Cite and seek: Exploring accounting history through citation analysis of the specialist 

accounting history journals, 1996 to 2008 

Journal Title: Accounting History  ISSN: 1032-3732 

Year: 2011-09-16 Volume:16 Issue: 2 Pages: 161-183 

Abstract: Elements of the history of research publications on accounting’s past are examined 
through an analysis of citations appearing in 546 articles published from 1996 to 2008 in the three 
specialised, English language, accounting history journals. The purposes were to enlighten 
understandings of this corpus of literature, particularly through the exploration of the significance, 
interrelationships and comparative dimensions of this journal network and its scholarly community. 
There was observable insularity in citation patterns within the specialist journals, and yet a degree 
of heterogeneity across these journals. The analysis also defined a group of core, commonly cited 
articles in these journals, although all such articles were drawn from generalist accounting journals, 
with the extent of citations to the broader business, economic and management history literatures 
illustrating minimal engagement with these related disciplines. The findings suggest that while 
accounting history, as a discipline, can foster excellence in research, there is considerable scope 
for addressing identified deficiencies in the literature and for expanding the research community to 
enliven the discipline. 
 
URL:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1032373210396336 
http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/R/-?func=dbin-jump-
full&object_id=28140&local_base=GEN01-CSU01 
 
Author Address: jbisman@csu.edu.au 
 
CRO Number: 28140 
 
 
 
 
 

http://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/�
http://www.csu.edu.au/�
http://bilby.unilinc.edu.au:8881/R?func=search&local_base=GEN01-CSU01�


 2 

 
Cite and Seek: Exploring Accounting History through Citation Analysis 

of the Specialist Accounting History Journals, 1996 to 2008 
 

 

Jayne Elizabeth Bisman 
Charles Sturt University 

 

 

 

Contact details 

Associate Professor Jayne Bisman 
School of Accounting  
Building S15 
Charles Sturt University 
Bathurst   NSW   2795 
AUSTRALIA 
Ph +61 2 6338 4101 or +61 2 6338 4233 
Fax +61 2 6338 4649 
Email jbisman@csu.edu.au 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Acknowledgment: The author gratefully acknowledges the valuable comments and 
feedback provided on an earlier version of this paper by Professor Garry Carnegie, and the 
encouragement offered to undertake the research, in the first instance, by Professors Joni 
Young and Garry Carnegie. The insightful comments and suggestions of the two 
anonymous referees in improving the paper are also recognised. 

mailto:jbisman@csu.edu.au�


 3 

Cite and Seek: Exploring Accounting History through Citation Analysis 
of the Specialist Accounting History Journals, 1996 to 2008 
 
Jayne Bisman 
Charles Sturt University 
 
 
 
Abstract 

Elements of the history of research publications on accounting’s past are examined through 

an analysis of citations appearing in 546 articles published from 1996 to 2008 in the three 

specialised, English language, accounting history journals. The purposes were to enlighten 

understandings of this corpus of literature, particularly through the exploration of the 

significance, interrelationships and comparative dimensions of this journal network and its 

scholarly community. There was observable insularity in citation patterns within the 

specialist journals, and yet a degree of heterogeneity across these journals. The analysis 

also defined a group of core, commonly cited articles in these journals, although all such 

articles were drawn from generalist accounting journals, with the extent of citations to the 

broader business, economic and management history literatures illustrating minimal 

engagement with these related disciplines. The findings suggest that while accounting 

history, as a discipline, can foster excellence in research, there is considerable scope for 

addressing identified deficiencies in the literature and for expanding the research 

community to enliven the discipline.  
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Introduction 

The history of historical research in accounting has been investigated to varying extents in 

the existing literature. Several researchers have examined this history in terms of 

historiography and methodological approaches to research in the discipline (such as Previts 

et al., 1990b, Zan, 1994, Fleischman et al., 1996a, 1996b, and Parker, 1999), while others 

have content analysed extant bodies of work in accounting history to determine the key 

themes and concerns addressed in the literature (see Carnegie and Potter, 2000b, Carnegie 

et al., 2003, Napier, 2006, Williams and Wines, 2006, and Hernández-Esteve, 2008). Still 

others have descriptively considered aspects of the history of the range of journals, 

conferences, and organisations that support accounting history as a research specialism (for 

example, Previts et al., 1990a, Guthrie and Parker, 2006, Richardson, 2008).  

 

Scholars deeply immersed in accounting history as part of their research agenda take for 

granted how this journal and authoring network is constructed, who and what is cited (and 

why), and what journals and articles are most influential in guiding what is researched and 

how it is researched. However, “given the frequent recurrence of a relatively select few 

authors” publishing in accounting history (Bisman, 2009, p.135), together with disparate 

cross-national concerns about the accounting history research community in terms of its 

limited extent, ageing faculty, or decline in numbers, commentators (such as, Fleischman 

and Radcliffe, 2005, Radcliffe, 2006, Guthrie and Parker, 2006, Carnegie and Rodrigues, 

2007) have come to a consensus that “attracting new, younger faculty to the community is a 

priority” (Bisman, 2009, p.136). These new researchers require an understanding of the 
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journal network and community, and particularly of the three specialist journals since these 

journals, with their specific historical focus and supporting scholarly groups, play a key 

role in providing impetus and opportunities for new researchers to publish in accounting 

history. Even for established accounting historians, there are benefits to be gained from 

enriching their knowledge of this journal network. Prior work in other disciplines has 

shown that research into “taken-for-granted-ness” concerning citation patterns is critical in 

challenging prevailing beliefs and in better understanding communities of practice and their 

social organisation (Skilton, 2006; also see Cozzens, 1985).  

 

The specialist accounting history journals offer unique prospects for all accounting history 

researchers by enabling publication of work on highly niche topics and of studies which are 

intensely specific as to context, time, and/or place. As a result, these journals are 

distinguished from the generalist or mainstream accounting journals which either do not 

publish historical work, or publish only those historical studies which have appeal to a 

wider audience base. However, due to their journal rank, of the select few mainstream 

journals which from time to time feature articles on accounting history, publication 

possibilities in them are often limited to the more elite, experienced and well-established 

researchers of accounting’s past. Consequently, investigating dimensions of the 

comparative and collective history of the three specialist accounting history journals, as a 

distinctive network, provides for a more concentrated perspective on the discipline and its 

literature. 
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Citation analysis provides a window for understanding facets of the structure of the 

accounting history journal and scholarly network, and only two prior studies (Anderson, 

2002, Carmona, 2006), both concentrating on literature from the 1990s, have attempted to   

do so. There has been no further work of this nature situated in later timeframes and, 

therefore, a primary purpose of the current paper is to empirically examine the relatively 

recent history of interplays, interdependencies, and connections (or distinctions) of the 

three focal journals in the discipline. This updating and extension of understandings of the 

interrelationships of the specialist journals through a relevant comparative analysis, aids in 

further enlightening conceptions about the construction of the journal network, its key 

articles and authors, significant past literatures in the genre, and whether literature from the 

new millennia has, as yet, become influential. The analysis also highlights the importance 

of a broader array of accounting journals in informing historical research in accounting and 

enabled an assessment to be made of the extent to which research in accounting history has 

answered calls to integrate perspectives drawn from business, economic and management 

history journals.  

 

Analysis of accounting literature 

In accounting history, as with other discipline areas, publication in a scholarly journal is a 

key ingredient in assessing and establishing the academic merit of a work and that of the 

author. “The academic journal is [also] the primary means through which a discipline 

defines its content and communicates that content among its members” (Schwartz et al., 

2005). Studies of aspects of publishing patterns in academic journals are popular within the 
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accounting literature (see, for example, Brinn et al., 1996; Jones and Roberts, 2005; Brown 

et al., 2007) and such existing evaluations of works have largely been conducted according 

to the methods of content analysis; essentially a form of “attribute study” (Brown et al., 

1989) producing taxonomies and typologies of the literature according to features of its 

content. These studies have variously functioned to categorise the accounting literature 

according to topic area and theoretical underpinnings of publications in specific journals 

(see Dyckman and Zeff, 1984; Needles, 1997; Krogstad and Smith, 2003; Meyer et al., 

2005; Walker, 2008), or in particular disciplinary areas of accounting (see Locke and 

Perera, 2001; Brown et al., 2007), or according to geographical focus (see Carmona et al., 

1999; Chan et al., 2007; Bisman and Liao, 2009).  

 

Within the domain of accounting history, content analysis studies have examined a range of 

characteristics of the literature including: authors and authorship patterns; editors and 

composition of editorial boards; subject matter (such as focus era and countries studied); 

archival sources and research methods; and nature of the reported history (for example, 

biography, prosopography, and historiography). A representative selection of such studies, 

and which provides evidence of increasing effort being devoted to researching and 

explicating the body of accounting history literature, includes Carnegie and Potter (2000a, 

2000b), Carmona and Zan (2002), Carnegie et al. (2003), Hammond (2003), Fleischman 

and Radcliffe (2005), Napier (2006), Williams and Wines (2006), Tyson and Oldroyd 

(2007), and Hernández-Esteve (2008). Additionally, a burgeoning area of this research is 

directed at examining bodies of accounting history research in nations where English is not 

the first language, or which is published in non-English language journals (see Zan, 1994; 
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Hernández-Esteve, 1995, 2008; Camfferman, 1997; Cinquini et al., 2008; Schäffer and 

Binder, 2008).  

 

In probing and apprehending a body of literature, the major alternative to content analysis 

is citation analysis. Carmona (2006) suggests that citation analysis studies are difficult 

because of the paucity of accounting journals in citation indices and databases, despite the 

promise for such studies to “contribute to the stream of research that examines the structure 

and diffusion of accounting knowledge within academic journals” (p.245). General 

accounting research studies adopting citation analytical techniques include those assessing 

the impact or influence of major mainstream journals and journal articles (see Brown and 

Gardner, 1985; Bricker, 1988, 1989; Brown, 1996; Chan and Liano, 2008, Wakefield, 

2008; Chan et al., 2009) and of books and non-serial materials (Beattie and Ryan, 1991), 

together with topic-specific works such as literature on the development of behavioural 

accounting research (Hofstedt, 1976), agency thought, or accounting education (see 

Gamble et al., 1987, 1995).  

 

In accounting history, citation analysis has been overlooked as a methodological technique, 

with the exception of the investigations of Carmona (2006) and Anderson (2002). Carmona 

(2006) used citations data (n = 17,709) drawn from 410 papers published in a slice of 

generalist accounting journals and the three specialist accounting history journals in the 

period from 1990 to 1999. The broad goals of that study were to use the results of both 

content and citation analyses to discuss academic performance reviews, journal impact and 

rankings, and the role of various publication forms in the dissemination of accounting 



 9 

research. Anderson (2002) also combined content and citation analyses in examining 

articles published in one of the specialist journals, Accounting, Business and Financial 

History, from 1990 to 2000.  

 

Accounting historians have called for the use of citation analysis in order to better 

understand our discipline (see Previts et al., 1990b; Badua et al., 2003; Carmona, 2006) 

and, consequently, in addressing both this imperative and the paucity of research in the 

discipline which employs citation analysis, this technique was used as the primary 

analytical method in the current study. Citation analysis is a “mechanism for tracing the 

evolution” of a discipline (Camacho-Miñano and Núñez-Nickel, 2009, p.754) and for 

determining and interpreting significant “intellectual heritage” in a field of study (Kostoff, 

1998, p.27). The technique can be used to build understandings of the intellectual structure 

of disciplines, the construction of research and communications networks, and the anatomy 

of scholarly communities and interdependencies (see Gmür, 2003; Lin and Glänzel, 2008). 

In addition to enabling discourse about these disciplinary networks, within an accounting 

context Wakefield (2008, drawing on Scott, 1991) notes that journal networks also develop 

and that they too may resemble social networks with researchers drawing on the pool of 

accumulated knowledge in the network and engaging in the exchange of information with 

one another. Richardson (2008, p.266) makes the point that accounting history is similarly 

embedded within a social network, in which the publishing industry and particular journals 

and related gatekeepers function to establish disciplinary identity, strength and success.  
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The journal network 

The journal network delineated for use in the current study comprises Accounting History 

(AH), Accounting Historians Journal (AHJ), and Accounting, Business and Financial 

History (ABFH), representing the internationally-recognised specialist English language 

journals in the area (see Carnegie and Potter, 2000a, Carmona, 2006; Richardson, 2008). 

This particular network is the principal focus since it is specifically devoted to the 

specialism. The choice of this network also reflects the observation that over the last couple 

of decades many of the generalist accounting journals have become increasingly concerned 

with publishing work on positive accounting theory, capital markets, and contemporary 

financial accounting (see discussions in Baker and Bettner, 1997, Baker, 2000, and Bonner 

et al. 2006). A further motivating factor for targeting this network derives from the study of 

journals and research themes conducted by Meyer et al. (2007, 2008). Using cluster 

analysis to survey citations in the leading generalist accounting journals from 1990 to 2004, 

the researchers found a large accounting theory/accounting history cluster which was the 

largest of ten clusters in their 1990-1994 co-citation network. For 1995-1999 this cluster 

had split into an accounting profession/accounting history cluster and an accounting 

theory/accounting history cluster, comprising two smaller clusters of a total of 13 clusters. 

However, by 2000-2004 the accounting history cluster had become a single cluster and one 

of the smallest of ten clusters. These results suggest that the journal network relevant to 

examining the accounting history specialism has undergone change, particularly from the 

mid-1990s, and even more so in the new millennia. This notion is further supported by the 
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inception of ABFH in 1990 and the internationalisation of AH in 1996 in operating to alter 

the journal set relevant for analysing citations in accounting history. 

 

Method 

The research project involved the collection, analysis and mapping of bibliographic 

citations derived from 546 scholarly articles published in the three focal journals across the 

13-year period from 1996 to 2008. Since relatively few accounting journals appear in 

existing citation databases,1 it was necessary for the researcher to manually compile a 

searchable database. This database was constructed in the form of a cross-citation 

transaction matrix (see Glänzel and Moed, 2002) for feature articles2 appearing in the three 

journals, and also included details of citations in these journals to works published in a 

range of other key, highly ranked accounting, business history, economic history, and 

business and management journals more broadly. Procedures used to obtain a preliminary 

listing of these other journals included an initial random sampling of citations in each of the 

three focal journals, reference to existing works which pinpoint the most influential 

scholarly accounting journals (such as Brinn et al., 1996 and Bonner, et al., 2006), and the 

utilisation of journal rating reports.3 Other relevant journals were added as they emerged 

during data collection, resulting in a database constructed of a total of 64 journals4 (see 

Appendix 1). 

 

Assessment was made of the level of cross-citation in the focal journal network and 

elements of self-citation, co-citation, and re-citation. Self-citation analysis entailed both 
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determination of the degree to which authors cited themselves (author self-citation) 

(Hyland, 2003) and more particularly of the extent to which articles in a journal cited other 

articles from that same journal (journal self-citation) (Nisonger, 2000). Co-citation, which 

occurs when two works are cited in the same article (see White and McCain, 1998), was 

also investigated as a means for revealing author associations and similarities of works in 

the discipline. Re-citation, concerning the practice of an author citing the same work in 

more than one of their own works, was also examined.  

 

Citation frequency, co-citation and re-citation also play a role in the recognition of 

particular works in accounting history as influential articles. Logic and existing research 

findings support the hypothesis that important articles are cited more frequently (Virgo, 

1977). Such oft-cited works may also be labelled core or key articles, influential works, or 

citation classics. In the context of scholarly journal articles in accounting, influential 

articles comprise a limited number of works which continue to be cited over time and 

function to preserve knowledge in the discipline (Bricker, 1988). For historical accounting 

research, the identification of such articles is of further salience since it aids in situating 

these works as “time-events in historical space” (Cronin, 2008, p.227) and contributes to 

defining the boundaries of the discipline and making accounting history visible 

(Richardson, 2008, p.257). 

 

The total number of citations per feature article varied from less than a handful to 593 (in 

Küpper and Mattessich, 2005), excluding references to archival materials, primary source 

documents, professional journals, and the popular press. Despite the likely impacts and 
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more enduring nature of books and research monographs (see Carmona, 2006), citations to 

these works were excluded following the notion that it is an “international convention” that 

“merit” is most often recognised through publication in scholarly journals (Schäffer and 

Binder, 2008, p.40; also see Schwartz et al., 2005).  

 

Threshold limits for influential works 

In identifying co-citations and determining frequently cited articles, there are no firm or 

generally accepted rules for establishing a threshold limit of citations (see, for example, 

Wang and Bownas, 2005; Schildt et al., 2006, p.401). Rather, researchers must develop 

bespoke procedures relevant to their particular datasets. Brown (1996) deemed an 

accounting classic to be a work which was cited at least four times per year since 

publication, while Chan and Liano (2008) decided that any work cited at least five times in 

a five year period would be included in their dataset for identifying influential accounting 

articles. In the current study, an influential work was considered to be any article which 

was cited 20 times or more over the 13 years examined. 

 

Period for the study 

The major consideration guiding the choice of the period for study was the objective of the 

research to examine interplays and interrelationships among the three relevant journals and 

the associated scholarly community. While AHJ has published feature articles since 1977, 

and ABFH since 1990, although AH was established in 1989 (see Carnegie and Wolnizer, 

1996, p.ix) it did not become an international, refereed journal until the News Series (NS) 

was launched in 1996 (Carnegie, 1996; Williams and Wines, 2006). Accordingly, 1996 
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represented the most appropriate starting point for making valid cross-comparisons of the 

three dedicated accounting history journals, as well as being essential for an analysis 

targeting a particular journal network (see Wakefield, 2008). This starting point is also 

relevant in that the 1990s, particularly the mid-1990s, represents the era in which 

accounting history came of age (Fleischman and Radcliffe, 2005; also see Carmona and 

Zan, 2002), and acknowledges the changes that appear to have occurred in the publication 

outlets for research on accounting history from the mid-1990s and into the 2000’s as 

suggested by the Meyer et al. (2007, 2008) study. 

 

Results  

From the three focal journals, a total of 6,108 citations to the complement of 64 journals 

were collated and analysed. However, to appropriately define the set of key citations, both 

to specific works and particular journals, the database was refined to remove any journals 

which were relatively rarely cited. In his citation analysis of articles appearing in ABFH 

from 1990 to 2000, Anderson (2002) discovered that the bulk of citations could be traced to 

around 25 journals. In light of this finding, a heuristic was applied for the purposes of the 

current study whereby a journal was deleted from the dataset if it failed to attract a 

minimum of 25 references in one or more of the three accounting history journals across 

the 13 year period. This resulted in a reduction of the set to only 27 journals (see Appendix 

1), while decreasing the number of citations studied by only 6 percent. After applying this 

protocol, many of the journals dropped from the dataset were those publishing works in the 

positivist, economics-based tradition of accounting research (see Appendix 1), in contrast 
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to the more interpretive, critical and sociological bases commonly reflective of historical 

accounting research. Further, a number of journals with an historical focus also fell short in 

meeting the criteria, such as Explorations in Economic History, Financial History Review, 

Journal of Management History, Labor History (USA) and Labour History (Australia). 

After excluding these journals, the citations analysed in the refined set numbered 5,750, 

with 39.7 percent of the total citations sourced from the reference lists of articles published 

in AHJ, 34 percent in AH, and the remaining 26.3 percent in ABFH (see Table 1). 

 

Table 1: Metrics for journals, articles and citations analysed 

 AH AHJ ABFH Totals 

Volumes  Vol. (NS) 1 to 13  Vol. 23 to 35 Vol. 6 to 17 13 per journal 
Number of issues  34 (2 to 4 p.a.)5 26 (2 p.a.) 39 (3 p.a.) 99 
Number of articles 154 163 229 546 
Number of citations analysed 1954 2284 1512 5750 
 

Journal self-citations and cross-citations 

In terms of journal self-citations, 51 percent of articles published in AH cited another article 

or articles from AH, and 70 percent of articles appearing in AHJ cited another article or 

articles from AHJ. In the case of ABFH, approximately 45 percent of articles included intra-

journal citations to other works in ABFH. Over time the statistics for such intra-journal 

citations increased for both AH and AHJ, although not for ABFH.  

 

Collectively for the three journals, a little over 27 percent (1565) of citations analysed were 

to other articles in the three journals; either cross-citations (inter-journal citations) that are 

indicative of the degree of citation reciprocity among the three journals, or journal self-
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citations (intra-journal citations), as shown in Figure 1. The data reveals that except in the 

case of AH, the newest of the journals to be internationally focused, citations to AHJ and 

ABFH were the most prevalent. However, AH featured the most even spread of citations to 

each of the three journals, while the other two journals exhibited a greater degree of inward 

focus in the pattern of citations. For example, of the 692 citations in AHJ which were to 

articles published in the three specialist journals, 366 (53%) of these were to other articles 

published in AHJ (refer to Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Trilateral citations structure of the specialist journals 

 

Prolific authors, author networks, and author self-citation 
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As a field of research grows and its role more critical “it will become … necessary to 

evaluate and identify its largest contributors” (Garfield, 1979, p.359). A group of prolific 

authors within the three focal journals was identified, using sole or joint authorship of at 

least six articles in one or more of these journals as a cut-off point (emerging from the data) 

in defining an author as prolific (Table 2). In addition to distinguishing those authors who 

have contributed a substantial number of articles to the specialist journals over the period, 

this set of authors also provided an appropriate sample for mapping other aspects of the 

accounting history research network of journals and scholars, and for exploring patterns of 

author self-citation and author-editor connections.  

 

Table 2: Prolific authors in specialist accounting history journals 

 

Author 

 

Country6  

Number of 

publications per 

journal 

 

Total 

articles 

 

Total 

weighted 
articles7 

 

Author 

self-
citations8  

Self-

citations 

per 
article 

(mean)9 AH AHJ ABFH 

Tyson USA 6 6 4 16 9.00 39 2.4 
Fleischman USA 5 7 2 14 6.75 50 3.6 
Lee, T. UK 2 5 3 10 10.00 17 1.7 
Maltby UK 4 3 3 10 7.00 11 1.1 
Carnegie Australia 3 3 3 9 5.17 36 4.0 
Edwards UK 1 5 2 9 4.50 28 3.1 
Oldroyd UK 2 5 2 9 6.67 10 1.1 
Parker, R. UK 3 0 5 8 6.33 10 1.3 
Boyns UK 1 3 3 7 4.33 23 3.3 
Previts USA 1 6 0 7 2.83 4 0.6 
Carmona Spain 2 1 3 6 3.83 8 1.3 
Craig Australia 3 3 0 6 2.33 7 1.2 
Funnell Australia 3 2 1 6 6.00 12 2.0 
Mattessich Canada 0 3 3 6 5.50 11 1.8 
Richardson Canada 2 4 0 6 5.33 13 2.2 
Spraakman Canada 3 2 1 6 4.00 10 1.7 
Vollmers USA 1 4 1 6 4.50 3 0.5 
Walker UK 2 3 1 6 5.00 13 2.2 
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Totals  44 65 37   
 

Statistics for author self-citations presented in Table 2 are understated since only self-

citations from an author’s works published in other journals in the refined journal dataset 

(of 27 journals – see Appendix 1) are included. For these prolific authors there was a 

statistically significant positive correlation (R2=0.62, p<0.01) between the total number of 

articles they published in the focal journals and the number of author self-citations in the 

broader journal dataset. 

 

Beyond author self-citations, there is also a complex and dynamic network of co-citation, 

joint authoring, and other interconnections amongst prolific authors. The network diagram 

presented in Appendix 2 models a range of relationships for a sample of these prolific 

researchers, together with selected authors of frequently cited works (detailed in Table 5) 

and several other researchers within the community of accounting historians. The network 

is far more complex and extensive than currently modeled. The only linkages appearing in 

the diagram are for joint authoring of particular articles appearing in the three focal journals 

from 1996 to 2008 (indicated by solid lines, with the extent of joint authoring indicated by 

line strength) and of editorial and editorial board associations as of 2008 (indicated by 

dashed lines). This small segment of linkages nevertheless provides a glimpse into the 

construction and especially the concentration of the authoring, editorial and citation 

patterns within this community, and of the organic structure of the network.10 

 

Engagement with other journals 
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Beyond focal journal and authoring interconnections, Table 3 displays the results for 

citations appearing in the specialist journals to the most predominant of the 24 other 

journals included in the final dataset (Appendix 1), demonstrating that six of those journals 

accounted for more than 51 percent of total citations analysed.  

 

Table 3: Citations to key accounting journals  

Journal AH AHJ ABFH Totals Percentage 

Accounting, Organizations and Society (AOS) 465 419 256 1140 19.8% 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 
(AAAJ) 

219 207 88 514 8.9% 

The Accounting Review (AR)11 98 210 85 393 6.8% 
Accounting and Business Research (ABR) 116 118 112 346 6.0% 
Critical Perspectives on Accounting (CP) 122 152 29 303 5.3% 
ABACUS 89 119 76 284 4.9% 
Totals 1109 1225 646 2980 51.7% 
 

AOS was by far the most popularly cited journal overall (Table 3), and more so than any of 

the three specialist journals alone (see Figure 1). AAAJ, while being cited less than half as 

often as AOS, was nevertheless cited more often than AH (at 5.8%, see Figure 1), and 

almost as often as ABFH (at 9.5%, refer to Figure 1). Apart from the three specialist 

journals and the six mainstream journals detailed in Table 3, no other journal received more 

than 3 percent of citations across the collective works published in the three focal journals.  

 

With the exception of ABR, citations in ABFH to the broader set of journals were 

considerably less compared to citations in articles published in AH and AHJ (refer to Table 

3). Conversely, a further differentiation in the citations structure of ABFH was the tendency 

for articles in this journal to include a larger number (and proportion, 51% in total) of 
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citations to articles in business history and economic history journals in contrast to AH and 

AHJ, although the number of citations to non-accounting history journals was relatively 

small overall (see Table 4).  

 

Table 4: Citations to business history and economic history journals  

Journal AH AHJ ABFH Totals Percentage in ABFH 

Business History 41 40 94 175 53.7% 
Economic History Review 38 36 82 156 52.6% 
Business History Review 28 28 41 97 42.3% 
Journal of Economic History 11 10 22 43 51.2% 
Business and Economic History 8 11 14 33 42.4% 
Australian Economic History Review 8 2 16 26 61.5% 
Totals 134 127 269 530 50.8% 
 

Influential works 

Using the procedure described in the methods section of this paper, 21 works were 

classified as frequently cited articles in the studies of accounting’s past published in the 

three specialist journals (see Table 5). These influential works derived from only six 

journals in total; none of which were specialist accounting history journals. Approximately 

67 percent of these core influential articles were from AOS, although the leading article 

(Carnegie and Napier, 1996) was published in AAAJ.  

  

Table 5: Influential works in accounting history 

 

Author/s 

 

Date 

 

Journal 
Number of citations 

per journal 
Total 

number 
of 

citations AH AHJ ABFH 

~Carnegie*^ & Napier* 1996 AAAJ 32 17 8 57 
~#+Hoskin & Macve* 1988 AOS 13 14 11 38 
#Miller & Napier* 1993 AOS 12 17 7 36 
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~#+Hopwood 1987 AOS 13 12 8 33 
~#+Loft 1986 AOS 11 9 12 32 
~#+Hoskin & Macve* 1986 AOS 11 13 6 30 
~Miller, Hopper & Laughlin 1991 AOS 11 12 5 28 
~#+Miller & O’Leary 1987 AOS 9 13 6 28 
Fleischman*^ & Parker, L.*□ 1991 AR 9 11 7 27 
~Hopper & Armstrong 1991 AOS 5 13 7 25 
#Walker, S.^ 1995 AOS 11 8 6 25 
Carmona^, Ezzamel & Gutiérrez  1997 AOS 10 9 5 24 
Previts^□, Parker, L.*□ & Coffman□ 1990b ABACUS 14 5 5 24 
Kirkham & Loft 1993 AOS 11 6 6 23 
Chua & Poullaos 1993 AOS 8 7 7 22 
Chua & Poullaos 1998 AOS 8 8 4 20 
Fleischman*^, Kalbers & Parker, L.*□ 1996 CP 9 10 1 20 
Fleischman*^ & Parker, L.*□ 1990 ABR 9 6 5 20 
Hoskin & Macve* 1994 AAAJ 7 9 4 20 
Previts^□, Parker, L.*□ & Coffman□ 1990a ABACUS 12 7 1 20 
Walker^ 1998 AOS 11 6 3 20 
 

Eight of the top ten of these articles were also identified as influential works in accounting 

history in Carmona’s (2006, p.257) study of citations in the discipline area for the 1990 to 

1999 period (see works marked ~ in Table 5). Several of the authors of the influential 

articles (Table 5) also match with those recognised by Anderson (2002) as prominent 

authors of papers published in ABFH from 1990 to 2000 (see author names marked * in 

Table 5), as well as with the 32 articles he found to be the most frequently cited works in 

ABFH over that time (see works marked # in Table 5). Of the 18 prolific authors in the three 

focal journals (identified in Table 2), five of these individuals also authored core articles 

(see authors marked ^ in Table 5). Significantly, five of the influential works (marked + in 

Table 5) have been identified as research classics or ‘near’ classics in studies of the 

generalist accounting literature (see Brown, 1996, and Meyer et al., 2007, 2008), and three 

authors (marked □ in Table 5) of the core articles12 have been rated among the most 

productive doctoral graduates or prolific authors of accounting literature in general 

(according to Hasselback et al., 2003).  
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An additional factor related to these influential articles concerns their enduring nature. 

Figure 2 displays a citation life-time curve (see Glänzel and Moed, 2002) for the most 

frequently cited article, including a superimposed linear regression trend line indicating an 

upward trend in citations over time.  

 

Figure 2: Citation life-time curve for Carnegie and Napier (1996) 

 

To provide a check of robustness concerning the identification of core articles, plots for the 

citation patterns of the other influential works detailed in Table 5 were made and generally 

revealed positive or stable trends in citations over time. These results assist in confirming 

the appropriateness of the method used for identifying works as core, given that after an 

“initial impulse phase following publication”, until about three to five years after 

publication, citation frequency either stabilises or declines, whereas key articles continue to 

be cited over longer timeframes (Bricker, 1988, p.121). 
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In addition to the articles disclosed in Table 5, a further 61 articles were cited between ten 

and 19 times in the three accounting history journals. While the majority (69.5%) of core 

articles and these other frequently cited works were published in the 1990s, five articles 

(6%) were published prior to the 1980s, going some way towards indicating the longevity 

of certain works relevant to historical research in accounting.13 

 

Findings and interpretations 

The analysis of citation structures presented in this paper provides for interpretations and 

commentary on various facets of historical research in accounting concerning the specialist 

journals, the journal network, influential articles, and the scholarly community, as well as 

affording insight into issues worthy of further research. 

 

Citation patterns and journal networks 

On average, the total number of citations provided in individual articles in the focal 

journals expanded across the period studied. Given that AH became an international 

refereed journal only in the first year of this study, and that ABFH was a relatively new 

journal (six years in press) at this time, an increasing wealth of material for accounting 

history scholars has become available and is being cited from (and within and across) these 

journals. In addition to the propagation of research in the specialist journals, there has also 

been accretion in the volume of historical work published in other accounting journals. 

Although there was a considerable degree of circumscription in the works cited in the three 
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accounting history journals, both in terms of intra- and inter-journal citations, six other 

accounting journals accounted for almost twice as many relevant journal citations 

(approximately 52% of total citations) as did the three focal journals (27% of total 

citations). Four of these other journals, ABACUS, ABR, AR, and AOS, are consistently 

highly ranked in the Social Science Citation Index (see Carmona et al., 1999), and all six 

journals, together with AHJ and ABFH, were ranked in the top 30 accounting and finance 

journals by Brinn et al. (1996). Overall, this citation structure suggests that there is not a 

significant schism between what may be perceived to be influential journals in the 

accounting discipline as a whole, compared to what are evidently (on the basis of citations) 

useful and authoritative journals for accounting history as a specialised component of that 

whole.  

 

Endorsing Wakefield’s (2008) argument about journal networks, in the sense that 

accounting history has a particular journal and co-citation network which is likely to be 

different to the journal network relevant to other specialisations in accounting, figuring 

significantly in the wider network of journals for accounting historians are those which 

publish works in the sociological, interpretive and critical traditions, such as AOS, AAAJ, 

and CP. These journals tend to reflect a different appreciation of the past and its importance 

in understanding the present in comparison to other accounting periodicals which have a 

quantitative and contemporary focus. It is also noteworthy that, beyond the three specialist 

journals, most of these key periodicals have featured special issues on the history of 

accounting (see Carmona and Zan, 2002; Carmona, 2006).  
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As a specific example, it was not unexpected that CP was one of the higher ranking sources 

of citations in the focal journals, particularly given that within critical theorists’ work there 

is a marked emphasis on detailed historical explanations (Chua 1986, p.620), and that ‘new’ 

accounting histories are usually, although not exclusively, situated within the critical 

interpretive paradigm (see Funnell, 1996, 1998; Parker, 1999; Fleischman and Radcliffe, 

2003). However, an unanticipated result was that CP was significantly less cited in ABFH 

(a UK journal) than in AHJ (a USA journal). Only 9.6 percent of total citations to CP 

appeared in ABFH, contrasted with 40.3 percent of citations to it in articles published in 

AH, and 50.1 percent in AHJ. This finding is of interest considering the observation that 

accounting research in the critical tradition is more prevalent (and often more publishable) 

in the UK compared to the USA (see Baker and Bettner, 1997; Lee, 2004; Scapens, 2006, 

p.332; Brinn and Jones, 2008). Hence, the uptake of critical interpretive approaches in 

accounting history among USA authors and/or published in the USA specialist journal may 

connote a further distinguishing feature of historical research in accounting compared to 

other streams of accounting research. 

 

Citation patterns and influential works  

While the quantum of historical research in accounting has blossomed during the period 

examined in this study, over 75% of influential articles (Table 5) were published prior to 

1996, and none were published after 1998. Despite some precedent for examining only the 

three accounting history journals (see Fleischman and Schuele, 2009), the use of a 

restrictive journal list may have a biasing effect for the determination of influential works 

(see Lee and Williams, 1999) and, therefore, analysing citations in these three periodicals 
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alone has likely presented a view prejudicial to the wider recognition of research into the 

history of accounting (see Carmona, 2006, p.242). However, having examined citations 

only in the specialist journals, it might be expected that the observed level of intra- and 

inter-journal citations in these focal journals would elevate citation counts for particular 

papers published in them to the point where one or more articles might meet the frequency 

criteria for deeming it influential. It is thus of concern that no articles published within the 

ten year period from 1999 to 2008 in either the specialist or generalist accounting journals 

appear to have as yet emerged as discernable influential works. Of additional import is that 

even by relaxing the cut-off threshold for influential works from 20 to 15 citations across 

the 13 years studied, and thereby adding a further 18 articles to the set, only four works 

(Parker, 1999; Hoskin and Macve, 2000; Carnegie and Napier, 2002; Carmona, 2004) were 

published after 1998, although three of these did appear in the specialist journals (two in 

AH and one in AHJ). 

 

These observations raise a number of questions in the context of influential works in the 

accounting history literature. Firstly, the results suggest that there may be an increasing 

time lag associated with the uptake of new literature, although this seems unlikely given 

growth in the availability of online periodicals databases. Alternatively, the results may 

signify that accretion in the volume (and availability) of accounting history studies has 

functioned to dissipate the effect of individual articles, or that historical research in 

accounting has experienced a period of inertia in terms of the creation of groundbreaking or 

noteworthy research.  
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The lack of influential works from the specialist journals also leads to concerns about 

whether perceptions of journal rank affect authors’ citation behaviors and/or choices of 

outlets for their work, particularly given that the specialist accounting history journals are 

generally not ranked as highly as the journals that published influential works in the field.14  

This finding can be compared with the results emerging from Carmona’s (2006, p.241) 

study of accounting history publications of the 1990s, confirming that there is “superiority 

of generalist over specialist journals” in the diffusion of historical research in accounting. 

However, while the generalist outlets predominated as sources of influential works in both 

Carmona’s and the current study, 61% of authors of influential works identified in the 

current study have directly supported the journal network by publishing in one or more of 

the three focal journals. 

 

The level of concentration in authorship in the discipline is marked. The influential articles 

were written by a total of 23 researchers, with 13 (57%) of those researchers authoring 

between two and five of those influential articles. The extent of author self-citation in the 

accounting history journals is also considerable (see Table 2). However, given the limited 

size of the accounting history community and authorship pool, rather than self-citation 

necessarily constituting an ego-centric behavior, self-cited works were often the seminal or 

only prior works in a particular topic area (for examples see the analysis of Fleischman and 

Radcliffe, 2005, pp.107-109). The level of author focalisation exhibited in the citations 

data, influential works, and scholarly network of accounting history may be indicative of 

the ‘grandee’ notion (see Wang and Bownas, 2005, p.3), representing an elite effect where 

publication opportunities in the ‘best’ journals are reliant on the connections of authors and 
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editors, and authors’ institutional affiliations and publications records (see Smith and 

Dombrowski, 1998; Lee and Williams, 1999; Chan et al., 2007). It can also be argued that 

‘editorial presence’ may affect citation behaviors, such that authors cite the works of editors 

of the accounting history journals to which they submit papers (for example, based on 

comparison of Tables 2, 5 and Appendix 2). Thus, citation patterns, including researchers’ 

citation identities and the citation images that they bestow upon others, may be “powerfully 

reflective” of not only intellectual affinities, but also institutional and social connections 

(Cronin and Shaw, 2002, p.46; and see Appendix 2). The sample of prolific authors, author 

self-citations (Table 2), and collaborative authoring and editorial structures therefore shows 

not only something of the intellectual and paradigmatic preferences and affiliations of 

authors, but also of the dynamics of the journal network relevant to the academy.  

 

However, a number of more compelling reasons can be advanced to explain why particular 

articles emerged as influential, frequently cited works (Table 5) in the specialist journals. 

The analysis of citation patterns showed that most of these works were widely referred to, 

regardless of the topic of the article in which they were cited. Numerous such articles 

represent core works concerning accounting historiography and are, therefore, useful in 

informing and framing a broad range of historical studies of accounting, with additional 

popular appeal since they also provide reviews, critique, and suggestions for the 

development of the accounting history literature (such as Previts et al., 1990a, 1990b; 

Carnegie and Napier, 1996; Fleischman et al., 1996a). Several influential articles have also 

served to break ground in launching or justifying new and alternative research trajectories 

in accounting history (and in accounting in general) in terms of methodological approaches 
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and theoretical perspectives (including Hoskin and Macve, 1986; Miller and O’Leary, 

1987; Hopper and Armstrong, 1991; Miller et al., 1991). Some of these and other 

influential articles have also provided the building blocks for the development or 

enhancement of research topics or research streams in various areas, particularly in respect 

to histories of cost accounting (including Loft, 1986; Miller and O’Leary, 1987; 

Fleischman and Parker, 1990; Fleischman and Parker, 1991; Hopper and Armstrong 1991; 

Miller and Napier, 1993; Fleischman et al., 1996a; Carmona et al., 1997), as well as the 

professionalisation of accounting (for example, Walker 1995; Chua and Poullaos 1993, 

1998), and gender issues in accounting (for example, Kirkham and Loft, 1993; Walker 

1998), and some have reinvestigated and revised existing historical studies in particular 

streams and themes (for example, Hoskin and Macve, 1988, 1994). Influential articles have 

also foregrounded the bigger picture issues of accounting as social discourse and as a social 

and institutional practice (such as Hopwood, 1987; Miller and Napier, 1993), and certain 

articles have introduced or enlarged the discussion and debate about new versus old 

accounting histories (particularly Miller et al., 1991; Fleischman et al., 1996a). The 

expertise of the authors, together with the focus and originality of these works, are factors 

explaining why these articles were published in highly rated generalist journals.  

 

Interdisciplinarity and the specialist journals 

For the three specialist journals there is a more contiguous relationship between AH and 

AHJ than there is with ABFH. The differentiation of ABFH from the more dyadic AH and 

AHJ is justified on the grounds that ABFH exhibited a lower incidence of both journal self-

citation and cross-citation (on a proportional basis, given the number of articles published 
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in the journal), less propensity for authors to cite articles from five of the six other key 

accounting journals (and particularly from CP), and a more noticeable tendency for authors 

to cite works from business and economic history journals.  

 

While it is generally accepted that ABFH is one of the three specialist accounting history 

journals (see Carnegie and Potter, 2000a, Carmona, 2006; Richardson, 2008; Fleischman 

and Schuele, 2009), the distinctions apparent in the results are a likely manifestation of the 

wider scope and focus of ABFH, which includes business, finance and economic history, as 

well as the relative heterogeneity of the disciplinary specialisations of contributors of 

papers to the journal. However, even after allowing for the effects of this diversity, 

differences persist. For example, in ABFH’s special issue on women, accounting and 

investment (Vol.16, No.2, 2006), influential or popular articles in accounting history 

concerning women (such as Lehman, 1992, and Kirkham and Loft, 1993) are minimally 

cited in comparison to the citation frequencies in articles on accounting and gender 

published in the other two journals (and particularly in AH).  

 

The results also evidence that with the exception of a small number of citations (and which 

were more apparent in articles published in ABFH) there is relatively minimal engagement 

by accounting history scholars with periodicals beyond accounting, such as Business 

History, Economic History Review, or Business History Review. Walker (2005, p.233), for 

example, argues that accounting history is a “myopic and introspective discipline” which 

could well benefit from “greater inclusivity” and an interdisciplinary approach, and Mathias 

(1993, p.271) suggests that “creative interchange” between the disciplines of accounting 
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history and business history would lead to the enhancement of both disciplines. For a 

prolonged period, there has been a well acknowledged desideratum for accounting 

historians to collaborate with, and draw on the work of business and management historians 

in forwarding the research agenda and realising the potential for research synergies (see 

Miller, et al., 1991; Parker, 1997; Carnegie and Potter, 2000a; Guthrie and Parker, 2006; 

Walker, 2008). However, this citation analysis study strongly indicates that a significant 

integration of such perspectives remains an unanswered challenge.  

 

Alternative interpretations of the type of insular citation patterns disclosed by this study are 

that the discipline is immature and inchoate, or that there is a particular importance ascribed 

to the journal network because of the specificity of the issues with which it is concerned 

(see Garfield, 1972; Bonnevie-Nebelong, 2006). For accounting history, the answer 

probably lies somewhere between these extremes. While accounting historians may not be 

drawing heavily on prior research from business and management history, there is a 

considerable level of engagement by these scholars with other accounting research 

literature and with the broader perspectives offered by sociological and critical interpretive 

frameworks, given the extent of citations drawn from journals such as AOS and AAAJ, 

which have traditionally championed these approaches. The extent of author and journal 

self-citation, as well as inter-journal citation, co-citation and re-citation in the literature are 

reflective of the intensity of author concentration and limitations in respect to the 

magnitude of the accounting history academy (see Tables 2 and 5 and Appendix 2). This 

key finding adds to the call for the accounting history scholarly community to bolster its 

ranks by attracting new researchers to the area. Growing the number of neophyte and 
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emerging accounting historians, as well as encouraging existing accounting researchers to 

add accounting history to their research profile, could also counteract the insularity, 

introspection and inertia in the discipline which this study has explored, and may provide 

fresh perspectives on old issues or introduce new directions in historical research in 

accounting. 

 

Avenues for future research  

Several suggestions can also be made for furthering the research agenda in respect to the 

issues canvassed in this paper and which would address a number of limitations of the 

study. One way forward is to undertake more mathematically sophisticated forms of 

citation and co-citation analysis using statistical clustering, multivariate, and indexing 

techniques, which have been employed to only a very limited extent in studies of the 

accounting literature (for examples see Bricker, 1989; Meyer et al., 2007, 2008). 

Assessment of the degree to which works from the three accounting history journals have 

made inroads into other literatures, by scrutinising citations in generalist and other 

specialist accounting journals, as well as in economic and business history journals, 

represents another potentially fruitful area for future research. Alternatively, studies of the 

literature including citations to books and other publication forms (as in Carmona, 2006) 

may yield a more elaborate understanding of the literature, as could examination of the 

complete history of citations from a journal such as AHJ, the specialist accounting history 

journal with the longest publication history of the three focal journals. There is also 

opportunity to conduct expert opinion surveys to explore the perceptions of accounting 

history academics concerning the relative importance of journal outlets, authors, and 
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articles in the discipline, and which would provide an extended view on the issues at the 

forefront of this paper.  

 

Concluding comments  

The relatively recent history of the specialist accounting history journals and of the research 

community underpinning that network, as anatomised in this study through the medium of 

citation analysis, advances and rejuvenates understandings of the comparative dimensions 

of the focal journals and their network, and pinpoints key journals, authors, and outputs. 

What is positive and promising for accounting history is the extent to which prolific authors 

and authors of influential articles in the discipline are ranked and rated by a variety of 

sources in terms of their contributions to accounting literature in the wider sense. While 

these authors often write on contemporary topics as well as conducting historical research, 

the results are nevertheless suggestive that accounting history, as both a research 

specialisation and a disciplinary community, can and does foster excellence in research. 

While some other scholarly networks in accounting have become hegemonic and exclusive, 

the identified distinctions and shortcomings of the accounting history literature provide 

empirical evidence to support and renew efforts to energise the discipline and to foster the 

active engagement of new scholars.  
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Notes 
 
1. Such as the Accounting Research Directory or Social Science Citation Index (see 

Carmona, 2006; Chan and Liano, 2008). 
2. The dataset excluded citations and references provided in editorials, book reviews, calls 

for papers, conference reports and compilations of publication lists provided in the 
various journals (in line with the exclusions applied in Anderson, 2002, and Tyson and 
Oldroyd, 2007). Similarly, in analysing the citations attempts were made to eliminate 
these works where they had been cited in feature articles. However, the data and 
analysis does include commentaries and replies in relation to features articles.  

3. Journal rating sources used included the Thomson-ISI Web of Knowledge Journal 
Citation Reports (2006), the Association of Business Schools (ABS) Academic Journal 
Quality Guide (Harvey et al., 2007), the Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC) 
(2008) Journal Ratings List, and Harzing’s (2008) Journal Quality List (developed from 
18 journal ranking sources in the USA, UK, Australia, Europe and elsewhere).  

4. A significant number of accounting journals were not included as they were not cited to 
any degree, or at all, and excluded from the list were non-accounting and non-business 
journals (such as law, sociology, history, and politics journals), since these publications 
traverse a broader field. Also omitted were journals in other than the English language. 
This parsimony in the selection of journals nevertheless provided a comprehensive list 
of the most frequently cited works appearing in articles published in the three specialist 
journals. 

5. Two issues of AH were published per annum from 1996 to 2003, three issues per 
annum in 2004 and 2005, and four issues annually between 2006 and 2008. 

6. Country was determined on the basis of the geographic location of the author’s primary 
institutional affiliation. 

7. Weighted publication tally is based on whether a paper was sole-authored (weighting of 
one), authored with one other researcher (weighting of 0.5), and so on. 

8. Based on the bibliometric literature, counts of author self-citations may take several 
forms. For example, it is sometimes suggested that in multi-authored articles self-
citation counts should include only citations to other works of the first author. However, 
in the current study citations to all works in the journal set of all authors of an article 
within the specialist journals have been included. 

9. Being author self-citations divided by total articles for each author. 
10. To more fully document such connections is a research project in itself which would 

entail the inclusion of other authors, authoring and editorial connections, and 
relationships outside the defined period and journal set. 

11. It should be noted that in some cases the citation statistics may be inflated where cited 
works actually constituted archival records, such as the range of articles from early 
issues of AR cited in the studies of Wright (AH 2006) and Fleming et al. (AH 2004). 

12. In addition, Thomas A. Lee, identified as a prolific author of works on accounting 
history (see Table 2), was rated by Hasselback et al. (2003) as one of the most prolific 
authors in the accounting discipline as a whole. 
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13. These articles were Yamey# (1949), McKendrick (1970), Johnson and Caygill# (1971), 
Johnson# (1972), and Watts and Zimmerman (1979), with those marked (#) recognised 
by Anderson (2002) as being among the most cited articles appearing in papers 
published in ABFH from 1990 to 2000. 

14. According to the rankings provided in sources such as Hasselback et al. (2000), Harvey 
et al. (2007), Australian Business Deans Council (2008), and Harzing (2008). 
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Appendix 2 An illustrative example of the accounting history authoring and editorial network 
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