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Taking Pluralism Seriously:

Embedded Moralities in Management Accounting and Control Systems

Abstract


Professor Norman Macintosh has long been a leading, and at times a dissonant, voice in critical accounting studies, exhibiting an intellectual dexterity seldom encountered in the accounting academy.  His work ranges from the application of traditional organizational theories within work organizations to poststructural renderings of capital market exigencies.  Here, we consider and extend Professor Macintosh’s work contemplating the morality embedded within, and propagated by, management accounting and control systems (macs).  We begin with Macintosh (1995) where he employs structuration theory in investigating the ethics of profit manipulation within larger, decentralized organizations, highlighting the fundamental dialectical contradictions within these work organizations, and the extent to which macs provide legitimating underpinnings for management action.  Given the demonstrated indeterminacy of traditional ethical reasoning in identifying the ethical value set upon which organizational behavior is to be evaluated, multiple perspectives must be taken into account.  We also situate Macintosh’s later work using Levinas in evaluating the ethics of macs.

We propose to extend the conversation through heteroglossic accounting, a topic introduced into the accounting literature by Macintosh (2002), emerging from his poststructuralist predilections.  Heteroglossic accounting calls for multiple accountings representing alternative moral voices.  A critical dialogic framework is proposed as a theoretic for imagining heteroglossic accounting that takes pluralism seriously by recognizing the reality of irresolvable differences and asymmetric power relationships associated with assorted moral perspectives.

Keywords:  agnostic pluralism, earnings management, ethics, heteroglossic accounting, structuration theory

Taking Pluralism Seriously:

Embedded Moralities in Management Accounting and Control Systems

INTRODUCTION


The social software of accounting represents a central theme running through the work of Professor Norman Macintosh.
  We pick up the thread in 1995 with the publication of his Critical Perspectives on Accounting article on the ethics of profit manipulation were he applies structuration theory.  In critiquing conventional ethical perspectives, he makes transparent fundamental contradictions within large, multinational corporations (MNC) and considers their implications of, and for, management accounting and control systems (macs).  This 1995 article represents the first serious foray by Professor Macintosh into morality embedded within and propagated by macs, a topic to which he has recently returned in a 2009 paper with Shearer and Riccaboni.  We extend this work by considering a critical dialogic framework grounded in agonistic democracy as a social theoretic for imagining and implementing heteroglossic accountings a topic introduced into the accounting literature by Macintosh (2002).


Professor Macintosh’s intellectual journey evidences a research program driven by an intellectual curiosity that moves through the nooks and crannies of social science, a journey that always seems to use the various theories and tools to meaningfully frame relevant accounting or accountability issues.  What began as endeavors to understand the work behavior of organizations and those that populate them using rather traditional theoretical constructs and methodologies (See Daft and Macintosh, 1978, 1981, 1984; Macintosh and Daft, 1978, 1987) grounded in normal science has thereafter evolved through many iterations into a poststructuralist critique deeply grounded in linguistic analysis (Hopper and Macintosh, 1993; Macintosh and Shearer, 2000; Macintosh et al,  2000; Macintosh et al, 2009) the logical consequence of which points toward the fabrication of heteroglossic accounting (Macintosh, 2002; Macintosh and Baker, 2002).


Macintosh’s work can be broadly characterized as constructing a critical social science for accounting as opposed to a critical social science of accounting (Dillard, 1991; Roslender, 1992).  The varied paths taken suggest an intellectual dexterity seldom seen in academic accounting and reflect a journey commandeering new and at times very different vehicles.  Such is, in our opinion, a mark of an inquiring and evolving scholar.  Given that we begin with Macintosh (1995), our discussion initially focuses on ethics, structuration theory and profit manipulation as they fit within a project that addresses issues relating to the distortion of understanding
, resulting in asymmetries of knowings that tend to privilege one group over another, with, Macintosh (1995) concludes, no legitimate warrants for doing so.


Here we consider work specifically located within the critical accounting project and employing theory and thinking from what some might call a critical or neo-Marxist genre.  If we might venture an opinion, the work from whence we begin is located just prior to or within the transition phase of Macintosh’s thinking taking a decidedly linguistic (poststructural) turn.  Macintosh (1995) may represent one of his last purely “modernist” renderings.  Though we might equally suggest that the treatment of ethics in quasi-relativistic terms portends the inclination toward more linguistic proclivities.  However, we believe the ideas developed and the theories considered have purchase in framing accounting questions and understanding the practice of accounting within organizations.  In fact, we might be more inclined to the efficacy of such work over the post modernist or poststructuralist renderings especially as they might provide a platform for taking pluralism seriously within the context of recognized unequal power relationships.

 
The conversation proceeds as follows.  In the next section, we review the ethics and the accounting codes Macintosh employs in considering the morality embedded within and propagated by macs.  First, conventional arguments concerning the propriety of profit manipulation are evaluated in light of traditional ethical reasoning.  Next, a Levinasian ethic (Macintosh, et al, 2009) is applied.  The third section recognizes the promise of heteroglossic accounting as a means for addressing the differing perspectives and information needs of alternative constituencies.  Next, the possibilities of heteroglossic accounting are explored within the context of a critical dialogic framework (Brown, 2008).  Recognizing the iterative and ongoing nature of the dialogical conversation, we pause this initial conversation after considering the limitations and reviewing the possibilities of heteroglossic accounting and agonistic democracy.  
ETHICS AND THE ACCOUNTING CODES

We consider Macintosh’s perspectives on the morality embedded within and propagated by macs.  Macintosh (1995) represents his first detailed exploration of ethics and macs within context of MNCs.  He formulates a critique of traditional ethics research as it relates to macs and then suggests that structuration theory provides a useful framework for understanding the interrelationship among power, representation, and norms and values within large work organizations.  We then consider his latest work (Macintosh, et al, 2009) addressing the basis of the morality associated with macs.  
The Conventional Ethics Perspective

Macintosh (1995) represents the author’s first serious consideration of the moral underpinnings of the social software of macs within MNCs and as such provides the starting point for our evaluation.  The author uses profit manipulation by business component managers within the context of management systems as the vehicle for considering ethics in organizations.  Ethics is initially differentiated from “socially acceptable behavior,” the concept generally used in the extant accounting research claiming to address the ethics of profit manipulation.  Macintosh then identifies the inadequacy of conventional ethical reasoning for studying complex contexts, which he argues occurs because of the atomistic assumptions concerning the individual in relation to society.  Traditional ethical analysis, Macintosh claims, leads to emotivism with no rational way of deciding among ethical criteria such as survival, justice, or liberty.  Structuration theory provides a means for gaining a more comprehensive understanding of the influence of values and norms on behavior within large corporations.  An example using Harold Geneen and ITT provides justification for this claim.


 The issue addressed relates to the internally reported and expropriated subsidiary profits by corporate headquarters.  Profit manipulation by the subsidiary managers is viewed as a manifestation of one of the inherent contradictions of capitalism – the socialization of production and privatization of product.  Local managers attempt to manipulate their profit figures in order to meet their earnings targets and to maintain local control of resources.  Management accounting and control systems therefore become contested terrain as each group attempts to manipulate the numbers to their advantage.  These conflicts are imbued with political and power contestations.  Macintosh (:291) claims that “ethical and moral choices made by business component managers do not exist independently of this struggle.”  Using structuration theory, 
 he incorporates the social and political elements in deliberating ethical behavior thus providing a more complete articulation of the manager’s “lifeworld.”  A more complete articulation provides a richer base from which to contemplate the ethics of profit manipulation and to recognize the morality embedded within, and propagated by, macs.  To understand profit manipulation by local managers, we must consider each of the structural dimensions (norms and values, representation, and power) and their interrelationships over time and space.  The ethics
 of behavior within complex social structures such as MNCs cannot be adequately considered independent of the plurality of its context.  


A rather lengthy excursus into moral philosophy concludes that “morality can only be understood and interpreted as part of a wider social setting in which it takes place” (p301).  Life cannot be viewed as a series of independent events that can be evaluated and responded to in light of some universal truth.  Events have a history and a context as do the agents who must decide how to decide the right thing to do.  Such decisions represent not only the enactment of the extant moral values, but also power relationships, and means and modes of communication.  


The “accounting codes” include accounting rules, concepts, and theories such as assets, depreciation, profit, transfer pricing, discounted cash flows, return on investment, etc.  These codes are inscribed in interpretive schemes such as variance reports, budgets, financial statements, etc.  The resulting signification structures are a means by which management makes sense of organizational activities and outcomes.  As such, accounting “is a major means by which executives and managers make sense of what they do” (:305).  


 Management accounting and control systems also reflect extant organizational norms and values that legitimate rights and specify responsibilities of participants, prescribe parameters of action and expectations, and sanction rewards and punishments.  For large, decentralized organizations, management accounting and control systems 

carry with them a set of values and morality legitimating profit seeking and living by the whims of the market….[M]orality is inextricably linked with the production and reproduction of meaning and influence in organizations; ethics is not separate from relations of power and discursive practices.  Management accounting systems are deeply implicated in the production and reproduction of ethical values. (Macintosh, 1995:305)  


Macintosh (1995) argues that fundamental dialectical contradictions exist between the objectives of the headquarters group and the component managers and that these contradictions manifest in and through the management accounting and control systems.  Thus, these systems become the contested ground of organizational struggles.  Alternative, often conflicting, ethical perspectives are implicated in the contested positions and are instrumental in framing and privileging particular discourses.  For Macintosh, no one position can be unequivocally christened as ethical and the others ruled out of hand.  Given this indeterminacy, power becomes the legitimating factor within organizations.  The privileged accounting codes reflect the moral positions of those in power and become a modality for action.  Recognizing the contested nature of ethics in organizations provides a means for unmasking the pseudo ethics that obscures exploitative social relationships. 


Continuing his structuration theory analysis, Macintosh points out that “ethics” research must recognize the fundamentally political nature of the social action space and must incorporate the requisite complexity and contestation.  This moves the conversation into the domain of social action and the components that enable and constrain behavior.  The historical, dialectical tensions within the capitalist organizations reflect the interrelationships among values, sense making, and power making visible the position of power and politics in the resolution of moral quandaries.  


Macintosh uses the example of profit manipulation
 to illustrate the morality embedded within and propagated by macs.  The primary critical contribution is enlightenment.  Seeing differently provides the possibility of moving beyond the atomistic ethics of economics, which currently dominates accounting research and accounting thought.  These insights extend beyond macs, however.  Empowerment comes as established ethical positions are opened to question, and their underlying political motivations become evident.  Programs for undermining the status quo can be contrived.  


Macintosh concludes that any metaphysical notion, such as justice, survival, or liberty, can be privileged only emotively.  With respect to intra-firm profit manipulation, “justice of all,” the premise upon which condemnation of profit manipulation by component managers is founded, can now be readily recognized as unethical.  What the critical project takes from this is the indeterminacy of what is generally accepted as an “ethical argument.”  This observation cuts both ways.  If, from a critical perspective, we chose to privilege liberty as the moral grounds to be embedded within macs, have we not traded one arbitrary, totalizing regime for another?  Next, we consider Macintosh’s latest work addressing the ethical groundings of the morality embedded within and propagated by macs.  
A Levinasian Ethic

Macintosh concludes his 1995 work without providing us much in the way of guidance as to how one decides in an ethically valid way.  Is it possible at some level to provide a grounding for ethically deciding?  And building upon such a grounding, are there avenues whereby power and conflict are recognized and used in a facilitating way to create more just and democratic social systems?  In response to the first question, we consider some of Macintosh and his colleagues’ more recent work (Macintosh et al, 2009; Shearer, 2002) where they invoke Levinas’
 ontologically situated ethics as an alternative ethical frame in considering the morality embedded within and propagated by macs.  The second question we address later using a critical dialogic framework.


Following Shearer (2002) and Macintosh, et al (2009), a Levinasian perspective
 takes a decidedly ontological viewpoint whereby the self is accountable to the other to sustain the other’s distinctiveness before encountering the other.  The obligation is prior to the encounter and, therefore, not motivated by reciprocity.  Thus, to impose a sameness or a mirror likeness upon the other is unethical.  Within the Levinasian model, ethics in some sense precedes the questions of justice, survival, or liberty considered earlier.  Given the portended and necessary existence of the other for establishing a differentiated self, the obligation to the other is present before the other is ever encountered.  Thus, not only are power motivated asymmetric exchanges deemed unethical, but also reciprocity or equality are inadequate bases upon which to evaluate the morality of behavior.  The responsibility to the other arises separately and distinctly from the other as the source of self, and before the other is encountered, and demands the integrity of the other’s radical difference.  


Levinasian ethics, in contrast to conventional business ethics, transcends the logic of self-interest seeking.

Levinas rejects the individual as existing only for her or himself.  Instead, Levinas insists on an absolute and irreducible difference.  Therefore, as much as self wants to exist as a being for herself and in herself, she cannot do so since the ethical obligation is already immanent before face appears.  In this phenomenological sense, self is transcended, existing attached to but different than other, before becoming self.  Self is always and already beyond herself.  ‘Prior to any act, I am concerned with the other.  And I am never absolved from this responsibility’ (Levinas, 1992 p. 290).  This immanent duty, this concern for other, commands that self does not violate other’s difference.  Thus, self must not demand other to take on any such mutual responsibility, for to do so would mean that other and self would be the same.  Such a condition would negate other’s uniqueness, the very thing that self needs to be self.  This desire of other’s radical difference is at the heart of Levinas’s ethics (Macintosh, et al, 2009:754).

Global capitalistic economic forces act through markets to the extent that they render us “unable to control, direct, confront or challenge the system” (Shearer, 2002:541).  Through a Levinasian critique of neoclassical economics, Shearer (2002) “demonstrates the ethical inadequacy of the economic conception of accountability, and provides the ethical foundation for a greater moral responsibility on the part of economic agents and entities” (:559).  Levinas’ ethics-of-being-for-the-other contradicts the self interested agency of the currently dominant neoclassical economic theory.  


Macintosh et al (2009) take “up these arguments and claims in the context of management accounting and control systems” and extend Shearer’s work in considering “the kind of ethics embedded in the management and control systems employed by global multinationals” (:752).  They analyze GE’s takeover of an Italian firm, Nuovo Pignone (NP), illustrating the specific role of macs, as the core component in to a far reaching accountability regime aimed at homogenizing and destroying difference, and facilitating expansion and exploitation exemplified in the takeover.  From a Levinasian perspective, GE acted unethically in destroying NP’s individuality.  “All were pressed into the GE universal corporate mold” which is unmistakably “doing violence to their otherness” (:759).  Such acts are legitimized through a market based morality grounded in neoclassical economics’ one dimensional, self interested, and egoist assumptions, and as a result, managers and employees are objectified as instrumental, utility maximizing agents.  Thus, they can be commodified and treated as objects of appropriation and “as such will remain accounted for but not accounted to….  The GE way discourse that is embedded in management and control systems is bereft of accountability to these others” (:760).  


Through this analysis, Macintosh (and colleagues) have again opened a space for resistance to the imperialism of multinational capitalistic enterprises by exposing the unidimensionality of the neoclassical economic discourse, the legitimating discourse of global market capitalism, whereas , previously, the argument illustrated the indeterminacy of alternative traditional ethical perspectives –  on epistemological or ‘knowledge’ grounds.  In more recent work, the argument is advanced on ontological grounds.  The common thread running through the conclusions of both discussions is the presence and criticality of difference, a difference that must be respected and maintained as a necessary condition for ethical actions.  From a critical perspective, however, this still seems to beg the question of praxis as we are still faced with the indeterminacy of the “ethical” solution.  


The question then becomes how does one decide?  Our interpretation of Macintosh’s deliberations is that given the indeterminacy of ethical choice, facilitating difference is required to maintain ethical integrity.  Within complex social systems, difference spawns conflict.  So, what we are confronted with is, following Levinas, ensuring the differentiation of other at one level and a mechanism directed toward coping the indeterminacy and ensuing conflicts at another.  


Mouffe (2000b) argues that while ethics can be considered in isolation, in the discursive activities associated with acting within complex social systems, ethics cannot be bracketed in political discourse, contrary to the view of idealist ethicist such as Rawls, Habermas, and Levinas.  As illustrated above, alternative, and often opposing, positions can be logically supported depending upon the privileged legitimating criteria with the privilege often bestowed through the application of power.  Thus, we still are confronted with an indeterminate situation at the point of action, not reducible to only one logically supportable ethical solution. As Macintosh’s (1995) structuration theory analysis demonstrates, democratic political processes provide a means for conflict resolution within indeterminate domains that holds the possibility of maintaining the requisite difference.  Within the context of complex social systems, the ethical context for action becomes polyvocal (Brown, 2008; Bakhtin, 1981; Macintosh, 2002) in that many perspectives can, and should, be allowed.  


In summary, we discussed Macintosh’s two perspectives on ethics and accounting codes.  First, we considered the critique of traditional ethics research in profit manipulation presented in the 1995 work, in which he commends substituting a structuration theory perspective for such purposes.  Next, we considered Macintosh, et al’s (2009) proposal that ethical critic of accounting codes, which employs a Levinasian ethical framework for evaluating the use of macs within MNCs.  Following Shearer (2002), they conclude that the neoclassical economic theory embedded within macs represents an inadequate, nay sinister, ethical grounding upon which to contemplate action.  Although a Levinasian ethic expands our understanding of accounting codes and the inadequacies of the economics based teleological morality that underlies them, we again confront indeterminate ethical decision criteria and the accompanying demand for maintaining difference.  In the next section, we propose heteroglossic accounting as one response to the ethical indeterminacy surrounding the form and use of macs.  As Macintosh (2002) points out, heteroglossic accounting provides a means for embracing and accentuating difference and the diverse accounting codes that accompany and support them.
THE PROMISE OF HETEROGLOSSIC ACCOUNTING

As we observed in the introduction, Macintosh’s 1995 work might also be viewed as his final purely modernist contribution.  By this time he had begun to produce papers which owe much to the postmodern/post structuralist social theoretic insights, as evidenced, for example, in Macintosh (1988), Hopper and Macintosh (1993).  Macintosh’s 2002 text, Accounting, Accountants, and Accountability, documents the culmination of his journey to a fully linguistically-informed poststructuralist standpoint.  Toward the end of the 2002 text, and in a paper on the Ranger Oil Company published in the same year with Baker,
  Macintosh challenges the critical accounting fraternity to explore and exploit the potentialities of heteroglossic accounting.  In our view, heteroglossic accounting, with its imperative that as critical accounting researchers we must recognize and expose the polyvocal nature of all accountings, promises a means of escaping from the indeterminacy characteristics of previous attempts to understand the ethical underpinnings of accounting practices.
This message is not that meaning is no longer meaningful, but rather that meaning never stands still; it is always on the move.  If this claim holds, then it also gestures toward the possibility of a different kind of accounting that is currently practiced, which might be called ‘heteroglossic accounting’ (Macintosh, 2002:129)


The idea of heteroglossic accountings is derived from the work of Mikhail Bakhtin, who Macintosh portrays as providing a potentially insightful poststructural perspective within literary theory. It is clear from the 2002 text Macintosh’s intellectual journey has persuaded him that literary theory has much to offer accounting researchers, and thereby affirming his earlier interest in deconstruction, which is itself revisited in chapter three of the text.  Bakhtin’s contribution to western thought dates from the mid 1960s.
 He distinguishes between the monologic and heteroglossic genres of novel.  The former genre is most familiar, since it is how we have traditionally received the novel.  In the monologic genre, it is the author who controls the text: the story is hers/his; s/he creates the characters; the meaning is prescribed by her/him; and the ending is similarly defined. Recalling the lexicon of deconstruction, the monologic novel is one in which ‘closure’ is a defining attribute, albeit not necessarily an attribute that an author seeks to conceal, in the case of popular romantic fiction for example, as opposed to more familiar targets for deconstructive analysis. 


By contrast, the heteroglossic genre is largely unfamiliar to us, although for Bakhtin it has long existed, including in the works of Dostoevsky, his fellow Russian. In the heteroglossic genre the author does not control the story, characters, meaning or ending. There is no attempt at closure. The characters are consciously “autonomous, self-conscious, unfinished beings who interact dialogically and on an uneven plane with the other characters and with [the author] himself” (Macintosh, 2002: 129). As a consequence the heteroglossic novel is “contradictory, developing, and unfinished”.  One way of conceptualizing the heteroglossic genre might be to designate it as being ‘in process’, in the sense that the author is continually involved in a dialogue with the text that necessarily continues after the text is completed, i.e. has been brought to an end via the act of publication.  The heteroglossic novelist never actually finishes a completed novel because s/he does not seek such finality.  Even when the author dies, the process continues, through the complementary continuing dialogue with readers, whose role it is to perpetuate the process in the same unfinished way.


Macintosh (2002) identifies Bakhtin’s concept of speech utterances as being central to his theoretical position. A speech utterance is “any concrete conversation, discourse, thought, or word as it is uttered in social settings” (:130), and which contains contradictory centripetal and centrifugal forces.  While the former impels the novel towards closure, the latter acts in the opposite way and is thereby more consistent with the heteroglossic genre. The related concept of heteroglossia captures the simultaneous effect of these two forces, which do not have the effect of cancelling each other out but combine to ensure that life itself is heteroglossic, or in Docker’s words:
[A] force field created by the general ceaseless Manichean struggle between centripetal forces, which strive to keep things together, unified, the same; and centrifugal forces which strive to keep things various, separate, apart, different.  (Docker, 1994, quoted in Macintosh 2002: 130).

This particular observation might also be read as a statement of the broader poststructural standpoint wholeheartedly commended to (critical) accounting researchers by Macintosh.


Having identified and briefly explicated the distinction between the monologic and heteroglossic genres, almost without exception the totality of accounting reports instantiate the former mode.  The traditional credibility of such reports, reports of, is based on whether they deliver representations that prove highly effective for those in whose name they have been produced.  As Macintosh observes, such reports “attempt to present a single meaning for each of the [constituent] accounts” (:130).  In the case of published accounts, the purpose of the auditor’s report is to ratify this singular meaning.  Embracing the literary metaphor, the auditor’s report, although in principle an independent text, is in fact invariably a highly congratulatory book review.  Employing highly persuasive words, Macintosh concludes that “[p]reparers and auditors, it seems, strive to tame the centrifugal force embedded therein, which wants to keep the meaning of the statements open, alive, and unfinished” (:130) in the problematic quest for heteroglossia, and thereby a healthy democratic order.



Macintosh continues by considering what a heteroglossic approach to accounting reports might look like.  We classify these as accountings for, for the user to create his or her own meanings.  For Macintosh one approach would be to produce a larger portfolio of information that would, in effect, acknowledge the very real possibility that alternative accountings could be produced, which of necessity might give rise to alternative outcomes and, in turn, different lessons for future actions.  Consequently, there would be a need to incorporate a series of robust explanations as to why one rather than an another alternative accounting has been selected, which would have the result of promoting the centrifugal forces within the text.  Macintosh exemplifies his argument with possibilities well recognized within the context of oil and gas accounting.  For those more familiar with managerial accounting, what is being suggested here is that accounting reports should commit to rehearsing the merits of full as opposed to marginal or activity-based costing as the basis for valuing stock and work-in-progress carried forward. Implicitly, conventional objections to the effect that it is desirable to privilege the ‘best’ method
 have no force in the pursuit of heteroglossia.


In the course of his argument, Macintosh talks of monologic accountings suppressing “other ‘voices”.  Although not acknowledged in the text, this would seem to accord accountings the status of “actants” as in actor network theory. Rather than debate the merits of such postmodern sociologia, however, we believe that it is more useful to acknowledge that the idea of other voices also appears elsewhere within the corpus of critical accounting research.  An early example of the project of promoting accountings associated with other voices can be found in a collection of papers published in the Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal in 1997 edited by Gallhofer and Broadbent.  This collection designated such interventions as the promotion of enabling accounting, which is acknowledged to be a project firmly locatable within the Habermasian critical social scientific tradition.  Gallhofer and Haslam (2002) and Roslender and Dillard (2003), among others, have affirmed the necessity to encourage the development of alternative, purposefully emancipatory accountings that consciously challenge the dominant parties in whose name and interests Macintosh’s monologic accounting reports are promulgated.


The difference between what Macintosh has in mind in advocating heteroglossic accounting reports and the enabling genre can initially be seen in two papers on the possibility of intellectual capital self accounting published by Roslender and Fincham (2001, 2004; see also Roslender, Stevenson and Kahn, 2006).  We refer to these as providing accounts by, in this case those who are being accounted for.  Roslender and Fincham argue that the various attempts to account for intellectual capital that have emerged since the mid 1990s have, like all previous attempts to account for people, sought to incorporate them in what Macintosh after Bakhtin has designated a monologic fashion.  These are accountings of.  Eschewing the conventional tripartite distinction between: human capital; customer or relational capital; and organizational or structural capital, Roslender and Fincham propose the use of a simple distinction between people, i.e. primary intellectual capital, and the many consequences of the exercise of their innate creativities, i.e. secondary intellectual capital.  Acknowledging the growing importance of all forms of intellectual capital, Roslender and Fincham conclude that since these necessarily originate with people, it is surely desirable to explore an arrangement whereby the people provide their own accounts of their creative experiences in the form of self accounts. For Roslender and Fincham, the very idea of ‘imprisoning people within other people’s [accountants’] stories’ (2001: 384) stands in total contradiction to their infinite capacity to contribute to the value creation and delivery process to which the monologic genre now seeks to accommodate.  Self accountings are but another name for heteroglossic accountings, with heteroglossia as the emancipated order envisaged by those who embrace the enabling genre of accounting reporting. 


It would be disingenuous to suggest that self accounting is the only alternative to Macintosh’s poststructural variant of a heteroglossic accounting.  A further contender also emerged at around the same time in the form of a social account (Cooper et al, 2005).  As with self accountings, the advocates of social accounts identify its Marxist origins, while also pointing out that it emanates from a different theoretical perspective to Gallhofer and Haslam’s emancipatory and enabling themes. Cooper et al. direct readers back to a previous generation of social accounting interventions, exemplified in contributions from Social Audit Ltd., Friends of the Earth and Counter Information Services, whose political radicalism stemmed from their authors’ characteristic total independence from business.  In essence Cooper et al challenge critical accounting researchers to revisit what in the 1960s and 1970s might have been designated a counter cultural genre of alternative, and hence heteroglossic accounting. The paper itself provides one approach to assembling a social account, in the form of a thoroughgoing oppositional report informed by the findings of a large scale questionnaire survey on student experiences of part time employment while being a full time undergraduate.  This would readily constitute a critical accounting intervention that is designed to formulate an explicitly different narrative (= account) on higher education practice, thereby promoting heteroglossia by another route.  It might also be observed that this particular genre makes explicit the need for a similar order of critical accounting intervention in the context of the production of self accounts. 


The knowing through information anticipates acting.  Acting emerges from deciding.  Given the diversity of perspectives, some means must be devised such that democratic processes emerge and are sustained.  Heteroglossic accounts issue from different perspectives with diverse interests and strategies.  The ultimate objective is to make possible more authentic forms of participation as part of more democratic organizational forms – as Brown (2008) puts it, actually taking pluralism seriously.  The morality embedded within and propagated by macs should facilitate more authentic forms of participation.  In the next section, we consider one way that this might be initiated extending the ideas emerging from our previous discussion of Macintosh’s conceptualization of ethics in organizations.

TAKING PLURALISM SERIOUSLY


Accounting codes that accompany and support difference generate the need for “alternative accountings”, inter alia heteroglossic accountings, that recognize the pluralistic nature of the contested context.  The commonality among these new accountings must portend a realistic formulation of democratic citizenship of, and within, work organizations facilitated by accountings of, by, to, and for.  According to Mouffe (2000b), what is on offer here is the “constitution of an ensemble of practices that make possible the creation of democratic citizens” which is dependent upon the “availability of democratic forms of individuality and subjectivity” (:95).  Such a perspective envisions democratic citizenship and adherence to democratic values differently than the traditional consensus-based perspectives.

If we cannot appeal to first principles in specifying and legitimizing the morality embedded within macs, then following Macintosh’s arguments, moral values ultimately reflect the exercise of power, with actions a manifestation of political processes.  As such, the action space becomes a politically motivated domain, and democratic political processes represent a legitimate modality for ethical deliberation.  One possible and promising theoretical frame is agonistic democracy/pluralism as described by Brown (2008), drawing on the political theory of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe.
  Brown (2008) holds that an agonistic approach can contribute to the critical accounting project while allowing it to remain true to a pluralistic agenda.  Extending and enriching the alternative accountings of Roslender and Fincham (2001, 2004) and Cooper et al (2005), we propose applying an agonistic approach specifically to the design and application of macs allowing for alternative moralities (e.g., justice, survival, liberty) to be embedded within and propagated them.


Mouffe (2000b) states that if we are to take pluralism seriously, we must abandon the fantasy of a rational consensus, because it is fundamentally inconsistent with the reality of human social existence.  Alternative positions (e.g., Rawls [justice] and Habermas [legitimacy] or deliberative [discursive] and aggregative [instrumental] democracy) replace one type of rationality with another and do not recognize the critical role of passions and affects in embracing democratic values.  Mouffe claims that democratic “citizens” emerge from being situated within “institutions, discourses, and forms of life that foster identification with democratic values” (:96) and that democratic institutions and procedures represent an assemblage of facilitating practices.  Power and antagonism are recognized as epistemologically central in social organizing, because they are constitutive of the separate identities whereby differences arise.  Agonistic pluralism or agonistic democracy is set forth as a more viable, albeit still somewhat idealistic and incomplete, alternative in facilitating a means of pluralistic and democratic deliberations within the current context of MNC.

Agonistic democracy/pluralism

Power, along with practices and Wittgensteinian language games, is central to the formulation of agonistic democracy, which assumes that it is impossible to establish consensus within a pluralistic world without exclusion.  While often bracketed in traditional discussions of ethics (Macintosh, 1995; Mouffe, 2000b), power is recognized as being constitutive of social relations, exposing the political nature of “objectivity.”
  Not inconsistent with structuration theory, power is seen as constitutive of actors’ identities, not as an external relation between preexisting or preconditioned identities but as an ongoing and iterative influence.  As such, the constitution of identities represents contested and exposed terrain.  Mouffe (2000b) sets forth the primary question of democratic politics as not how to eliminate power but “how to constitute forms of power compatible with democratic values” (:100).  


Moving politically beyond Macintosh’s neo-critical analysis, Mouffe states that the ideal of a democratic society emerging as one of harmony and transparency is impossible.  “Democracy requires…that the purely constructed nature of social relations finds its complement in the purely pragmatic grounds of the claims of power legitimacy” (:100).  On this supposition, Mouffe’s grounds her conceptualization of agonistic pluralism/democracy, a conceptualization that aims at establishing an us/them differentiation such that the differentiation is consistent with pluralistic democracy.  An important distinction is made between “the political,” which is the dimension of antagonism inherent in human relations, and “politics”.  Politics is seen as “the assemblages of practices, discourses, and institutions which seek to establish a certain order and organize human coexistence in conditions that are always potentially conflictual” (:101).  The always potential conflict arises out of the antagonisms inherent in human relations.  Arriving at a consensus would imply the eradication of the inherent antagonisms, which according to Mouffe, would obviate the possibility of democracy.  This leads us back to Levinasian ethics of “other” as a grounding were “other” precedes self.  Mouffe’s ideas concerning agonistic pluralism seem to contradict the preeminence of “other.”  However, to do away with the disagreements (differentiation) would eliminate the possibility of a differentiated self.  Thus, the ontological preeminence of “other” in creating self is substantiated, but the creation and recreation of a differentiated self is worked out at an epistemological level through the agonistic pursuit of diverse outcomes within the constellations of power.

If we accept the reality of the inherent antagonisms of social life, then the aim of democratic politics is to conceive of an “other” that is an ‘adversary’ whose ideas are challenged but whose existence is preeminent and whose right to defend the ideas is not questioned.  The position of other as adversary is in opposition to other as an ‘enemy’ to be destroyed.
  The essence of Mouffe’s position is the separation of the ideas from the right to have and defend them.  For example, at one level, there is agreement as to the ethico-political democratic principles of equality and liberty as well as their contradictory nature.  At another level, there is disagreement as to the meaning and implementation of these principles.  Because of the “ineradicable pluralism of value,” the antagonistic dimension cannot be eradicated or resolved by rational debate and compromise.  In fact, to do away with these disagreements would eliminate the possibility of democracy.  “Agonistic confrontation is…the very condition of existence.  Modern democracy’s specificity lies in the recognition and legitimation of conflict and the refusal to suppress it by imposing an authoritarian order….A democratic society acknowledges a pluralism of values, the ‘disenchantment of the world’…and the unavoidable conflicts that it entails” (Mouffe, 2000b:103).


Compared to other conceptualizations of democracy, at the level of social interaction, agonistic democracy shifts the emphasis from consensus to pluralism.  According to Mouffe, “a well functioning democracy calls for a vibrant clash of democratic political positions” (2000b:104).  Any consensus results from a provisional hegemony and thus is temporary.  The primary task of democratic politics is not to achieve a rational consensus devoid of passionate considerations but to create and sustain democratic processes by embracing and channeling the passions, not ignoring or excluding them.  The emphasis on consensus in traditional conceptualizations of deliberative democracy can lead to apathy and disaffection.  Further, given the indeterminacy of ethical reasoning, pluralistic debate and dialogue provide a viable means for evaluating alternative courses of action.  Next, we consider the implications of agonistic pluralism in work organizations as manifested in macs.

In an attempt to extend Macintosh’s work, we propose that agonistic pluralism be considered as a way of framing the sociopolitical relationships inherent within MNC.  In particular, we consider the relationships addressed in our previous discussion of Macintosh’s work.  We predicate the choice of agonistic pluralism on the recognition that certain conflicts are inherent among the different groups (e.g., those occupying different levels within the control hierarchies) that cannot be resolved.  As such, following Mouffe (2000b), we propose systems that recognize the necessity of such adversarial relationships as well as establishing realistic, meaningful dialogue among the adversaries.  Such systems identify values, specify power relationships, and articulate the underlying codes.  Anticipated actions can be considered in light of the alternative positions taken and the related value structures.


Taking pluralism seriously within work organizations requires a heteroglossic perspective that provides representations of multiple viewpoints and facilitates a dialogue among the text and the reader(s) (users).  For example, the positions of business component managers and headquarters management should be reflected in the accounting codes and resulting representations.  By doing so, we recognize the taken for granted meanings and relationships that reflect the morality embedded within macs.  Next, we propose a critical dialogic framework grounded in agonistic pluralism as reflective of facilitating processes useful in implementing heteroglossic accounting.
A critical dialogic framework


Brown’s (2008: esp. 12-17) critical dialogic framework provides a general set of guidelines useful in contemplating possibilities for heteroglossic macs within large organizations applied within the ethical indeterminacy of the inherently conflictual relationships between headquarters and organizational components.  Keep in mind that with the framework, we are suggesting techniques aimed at democratizing the contested social space facilitated by an accounting code where democratization implies maintaining essential differences.  Brown sets forth her framework as eight general principles gleaned from an extensive review of the critical dialogics literature.  


The first principle is to recognize the multiple assumptions, values, and perspectives held by the participants and to consider alternative techniques for identifying and representing these differences.  This requires a recognition of, and engagement with, a range of constituencies.  For example, not only would the headquarters’ management group, stockholders, and creditors be considered, so would local constituencies such as workers, the local community, public interest groups, local government, suppliers, and customers.  Each of these groups might bring different information needs, expectations, and values not reflected in current macs.  The management information systems would need to be based on alternative moralities and evaluated based on the needs, expectations, and values of the various groups.  Such requires new and creative heteroglossic accountings that reflect alternative moralities embedded within and propagated by the macs.  Stakeholder theory provides an analogous conceptualization.


Brown’s (2008) second principle in applying a dialogic framework concerns the reductionist inclinations of the instrumental rationality of accounting that manifest as exclusive reliance on quantitative, especially monetary, valuation.  Alternative, nonmonetary, nonfinancial representations supplement the traditional monetary representations of macs.  These might include measures in nontraditional areas such as worker self accounts, accounts from members of civil society, local resource needs statements, and community norms and values.  Herr, we begin to move beyond the traditional stakeholder theory formulations.  

The third principle states that the participants need to be open about the subjective and contestable nature of the calculations underlying the representations included in the macs and  how these interact with alternative perspectives in regards to what constitutes equitable, just, and/or objective decision rules and the related representations.  Macintosh’s studies of ITT and GE illustrate the subjective and contestable nature of the morality embedded within macs implemented by headquarters in order to control the actions of business component managers.  
The fourth principle recognizes the need to make the representations, decision rules, and implications understandable by non experts.  Brown (2008) suggests that this requires recognizing different view points within and between experts or, in this case, managers.  She points to the need for “organic” experts who facilitate the effected groups in developing macs with the group’s values and norms.  Likewise, “border crossing” experts are necessary to initiate and sustain understanding and facilitate polyvocal dialogue and debate among disparate perspectives. The application of structuration theory and Levinasian ethics represent alternative socio-theoretic perspectives useful in specifying differences within and among constraints.

 The application of heteroglossic accountings facilitates interactions within and across boundaries, with learning flowing both ways facilitating creative imaginings.  Experts learn from the non experts and vice versa.  Part of the process recognizes the grounding of technique in values and assumptions that reflect the interrelationships among expertise, knowledge, and power.


Principle five pertains to ensuring the efficacy of the participatory process.  Not inconsistent with Habermas’ theory of communicative action, each participant is insured the opportunity and facility to speak and be heard.  Access to information necessary for supporting debate is presumed.  Efficacy of the participatory process suggests to us an interactive and dynamic heteroglossia whereby, as with Dostoevsky’s novels, the story is every unfolding through the ongoing dialogue between the author (information provider) and the reader (information user).  The multiple accountings provide a facilitating means for this dialogical process.   


Principle six recognizes the need to be cognizant of power relationships.  As illustrated in Macintosh’s work reviewed above, macs embody, formulate, and modify power relationships by directing the allocation of resources.  Heteroglossic macs make visible the decision processes and the related distributional effects.  As marginalized voices are identified, accounting techniques and practices need to be developed so these positions can be differently and clearly anticipated (e.g., Roslender and Fincham’s self accounts).  Likewise, these voices must also retain the right to remain silent until they can participate on their own terms with their own voice. 


Principle seven recognizes the transformative potential of dialogical accounting.  We recognize the potential for heteroglossic macs to be used pluralistically for agonistic discussion, debate, and reflection.  Dialogical accounting, through macs, constructs, reinforces, and modifies the facilitating practices of agonistic democracy and provides the context for action as structures merge from the dynamics and ongoing structuration processes.  This context constructs, reconstructs, and modifies the institutions and discourses that foster identification with democratic values.

Principle eight concerns the need to resist new forms of monologic discourse.  Once new polyvocal macs techniques and practices have been developed and implemented so as to facilitate debate, discussion, and reflection, care must be taken so that a new tyranny does not replace the old ones.  Multiple and competing (heteroglossic) macs can be employed to monitor activity in helping to maintain the contestability of the representational technologies.  Next, we consider how we might apply the critical dialogical framework in developing macs.  

The application of the critical dialogical framework

We advocate the democratization of accounting technologies through the application of polylogic
 accounting techniques.  Brown’s (2008) eight key principles are useful in implementing heteroglossic macs.  Here, we attempt to draw on Macintosh’s previously reviewed work in considering how to develop these systems from a polylogical perspective.  Management accounting and control systems are a set of accounting tools designed to assist organizations and their managers in identifying resource needs of business components, the allocation of resources across organizational programs and components, planning, evaluating outcomes, and rewarding performance.  Macintosh and colleagues describe how both Harold Geneen and Jack Welch used traditional macs in a monological way as the primary means for control within ITT and GE respectively.  The choices given the business component managers were monologic, or “Hobson”
 choices.  


If we design and implement heteroglossic macs, they would assist not only headquarters management but also other constituencies such as the business component managers, workers, supply chain partners, members of the community, and civil society.  The focus would be to include and represent information reflecting the broad implications of the business component’s activities.  Areas to be considered in bringing about this heteroglossic accounting include actual and anticipated economic, environment and social impacts.  Examples of some of the items that would be usefully included are affluence discharges, energy consumption, worker associations, community programs, education and training, skill enhancement, and diversity programs.  


Heteroglossic macs provide a comprehensive starting point for pluralistic discussion and decision making.  To adequately sustain agonistic pluralism, the systems’ content would be dramatically altered from the current offerings.  Also, we would expect to see significant differences across organizations as well.  The alternative formulations that include plural values, participation, and democratic dialogue provide a means for exploring and challenging possibilities.  The political and the subjective are explicitly acknowledged.  The process of reflexively working with other components both inside and outside the organization to provide accounts is recognized as at least as important as the content of the accounts.  Alternative decision models and evaluative mechanisms move beyond the traditional neoclassical economic valuations and comparative methodologies.  


Groups within different ideological orientations aided by the appropriate expertise would construct separate system components as a means of identifying, explaining, and justifying differences and different ways of knowing, facilitating an articulate and forceful voice by all engaged.  For example, workers may be more interested than management in issues relating to freedom of association and redress of grievances, work place safety, enhanced job opportunities, community involvement, and family benefit opportunities.  On the other hand, environmental groups may be more concerned with species extinction and the effect of local actions on the larger ecosystem.  Workers and business component managers may be more concerned with local human, social, and cultural capital where as headquarters management might focuse on financial concerns and resource appropriation.  


Heteroglossic systems are necessary to recognize the inherent tensions among the economic, social, and environmental aspects of sustainability.  Generalizing from Brown (2008), different epistemologies and value structures could be available for constructing context sensitive schema and decision rules.  The accountant can assist in developing representational schema and decision rules that incorporate, in a meaningful and legitimate way, the varied perspectives, values, knowledges, and conversations of the relevant constituencies.  Again, as Brown points out, in light of agonstic pluralism, we are not pointing toward unifying positions of alternative constituencies or even of members of the same group.  Both commonalities and differences are reflected.  


 Alternative ethical decision rules on offer within a business component might include ones with a deontological perspective suggesting duty and intent should be weighted more highly than those taking the more traditional neoclassical economic, or teleological, perspective whereby the outcomes are more heavily weighted.  Local management may favor a fair trade policy with their suppliers where as headquarters might favor a cost minimization strategy.  Some constituencies may consider social responsibility more important than, say, profit maximization.  “Rather than ‘over emphasizing’ individual or group perspectives, agonistic exchanges could be structured around documented typologies of competing ideological discourses.” (Brown, 2008:20)


By admitting to inherent conflicts, accountings can possibly move toward greater transparency with respect to the underlying, and at times tacit, value judgments, assumptions, uncertainties, and techniques involved.  Democratic consideration requires the pluralities emerge and play a part.  For example, as the differences in the values of the different constituencies are exposed, they help the individual(s) more clearly articulate and understand their own values as well as better comprehend positions taken by others.  As one gains a clearer perspective of alternative positions, the possibility exists for a more authentic conversation that is more likely to lead to constructive dialogue and to facilitate informed action.  


Clearer understandings also allow for more crisp articulation of conflicts, which facilitates differentiating between primary and secondary differences in positions.  Focusing effort on conflicts that do not actually exist or that are really manifestations of other more fundamental ones enhance the possibilities for meaningful dialogue as well as the competency and respect for the agonists.


Referring to Soderbaum’s work,
 Brown (2008) states that as individuals and groups become more dialogically accountable to each other, and the opportunities for imposition become more limited because power tends to be more defused.  The obscured assumptions, values, and interests become transparent through comparisons across competing positions.  Dominant, allegedly universalistic, positions are demystified by evidencing their partiality and incompleteness.  For example, the current practice of privileging headquarters management’s claims to “objective” information in order to expropriate resources from the business component and, therefore, the local economy, reflects institutionalized power relationships, enabling certain possibilities while constraining others.  


The more alternative perspectives are permitted, the more likely maximizing market capitalization will be viewed as one of many alternative evaluation criteria.  This does not imply that one’s view should change, though the possibility exists.  What this does imply, according to Brown, is a more robust democratic consciousness and greater mutual respect, increasing the ability to cope with the inherent and permanent differences.


In summary, we propose heteroglossic accountings as facilitating polylogic context in order to provide a more complex and complete platform for ethical deliberation by providing access to competing, and often incompatible, perspectives.  The representation of business component performance can vary depending on physical location, interests, values, and world views.  No one representation encompasses the full terrain.  Such a perspective allows for absolute comparisons and specifications of criteria whereby one perspective may be judged “better” than another, but no perspective can claim to be complete.  However, what agonistic pluralism coupled with heteroglossic renderings do provide is a more explicit specification of the underlying ideologies, assumptions, values, worldviews, and power relationships that inform the positions as well as the resulting privileges bestowed.  It makes more transparent the centrifugal and centripetal forces operating both pulling the conversation toward hegemonic consensus as well as pushing it toward antagonistic separation.  This is especially important in an area such as macs where powerful hegemonic forces are currently in place and have been for long periods of time.

Sustainability reporting as a heteroglossic accounting


We briefly consider sustainability reporting as an example of how an alternative voice can expand the process and content of knowings through macs.  These systems are predicated on traditional financial (quantitative) dominated accounting models that privilege the “corporate” perspective, ultimately market capitalization, over all others.  Sustainability reporting can move toward exposing the ideologies, assumptions, values, institutions, and worldviews that underlie monologic accounting systems, creating new visibilities whereby the socially constructed nature of the traditionally unquestioned parameters of material realities become evident.  As the subjectivity of the positions become evident, the contestability of the associated truth claims rises.  The neoclassical economic ideology is shown to be one alternative in a constellation of others including ecological sustainability and social sustainability.  Decision “rationality” becomes contingent both within and across ideological perspectives.  Such recognized contingencies open space for new understandings and new imaginings.  These new openings facilitate polyvocal discourses as well as enhance accountability.


Business component management can begin to express how the actions of the business  influence local social sustainability, and these descriptions compared with the traditional neoclassical economics based macs.  The absence of human rights, diversity initiatives, workplace safety, workers rights, human capital, etc. within the current macs become starkly evident.  Pursing the comparisons, the alternative values such as private property’s privilege over community property and assumptions such as the efficacy of self interested behavior taking precedence over collective considerations become visible and can be problematized in the course of the dialogue.  Each position can be called to account for, and evaluated in light of, their underlying ideology.  Power relationships and impositions are exposed along with the privileged knowledge regimes that tend to dominate problem framing and decision processes.  As such, all engaged in the dialogue can and will critically reflect on the organization, its practices, and how these are reflected in, and facilitated by, macs.

A PAUSE IN THE CONVERSATION


Heteroglossic macs must be designed and implemented to facilitate polylogic discourse within a context of agonistic pluralism and would embedding alternative conceptualizations of morality.  Such polyvocal accountings would, for example, account in a communitarian way and in a labor theory of value way, and in a way that privileges the assessment of human rights implications.  Avoiding monetary reductionism requires more transparency and more “humanization”.  Accounting must move beyond the fallacious presumption that it possible to present an unbiased, objective reality.  Values beyond economic values must be recognized, articulated, and presented.  This means giving non economic “events” a voice within the information system and giving nonmonetary representations a place in the constellation of information values used for decision making.  

Realizing the potential of agonistic pluralism in designing and implementing heteroglossic macs is not unproblematic, however.  One of the fundamental difficulties is to attain the information needed.  As currently designed, information systems capture mostly financial information.  For example, if published corporate social responsibility reports are any indication, a substantial amount of information related to social and environmental responsibility is either not collected or is not currently available.  Experts such as accountants need to develop effective ways to assist all constituencies in understanding complex systems and representations.  All of these will require significant resource allocations as well as significant realignments of prevailing power relationships.  Such issues are as basic as the current market hegemony that requires short term economic gains the dominant criteria for performance evaluations.  With respect to heteroglossic macs, the most significant challenge maybe to overcome the totality by which management capture has taken place.  


For those, especially managers, accountants and engineers, who are steeped in the linear, objective modernist logic, pluralism in “truth” can be a difficult concept to abide.  However, such a realization moves the objective from searching for some external, observable answer to a more subjective evaluation of situationally contingent outcomes.  Communication is central to a polylogic approach and requires all parties to both speak in a comprehensible manner and listen in a spirit of comprehending.  However, there is a legitimate concern with agonistic pluralism leading to an uncritical relativism and ultimately an inability to act.  Sooner or later someone must act, and a decision made requiring a choice among meanings.  One of the purported attributes of agonism is that it recognizes the necessity of making a decision but does not valorize consensus that gives an erroneous appearance of depoliticizing the act of deciding.  What is valorized is the right of each to articulate a position and to be heard.  What is explicitly recognized is the influence of power in the choice.


Again relating back to Levinas, tensions arise between action and an ethical responsibility to the preexisting “other”.  “Agonistic ethics requires us to take responsibility for our beliefs and actions…and to be prepared to have them interrogated by others.”  (Brown, 2008:24).  All logics are viewed as political and must be continually open to political contestation.  Organizations can be viewed as competing sets of narratives.  Enlightened organizations do not attempt to eradicate or transcend differences but provide a context where each has a sense of responsibility to, and for, the other to listen, interrogate, and disagree.  Such should be the basis for the moralities embedded within heteroglossic management accounting and control systems. 
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� Macintosh (1985) represents one of the first, and seminal, attempts to systematically consider the social software of management accounting and control systems.  


�Depending on one’s proclivities, one might call this the creation of false consciousness.


� Structuration theory represents a sensitizing framework that recognizes the necessary interrelationships among the norms and values found in the societal as well as the organizational culture (legitimation structures), the power relationships that control the allocation of resources (domination structures), and the means for communicating and understanding within the organization (signification structures).  In Giddens’ formulation, action is the result of both human agency and the influence of structure.  Structure enables and constrains action, and through the actions of the agents, structures are created, reinforced, or changed.  Giddens refers to this process as the duality of structure.  Agency is manifested as the ability to act otherwise if the actor so chooses.  Structures are the means by which social systems are reproduced across time and space.  Giddens claims that structures exists as agents’ memory traces and are instantiated only in action. The structuration theory component most directly implicated in the investigation of profit manipulation by business component managers is the “dialectic of control” whereby the subordinate is seen to retain some element of agency thus implying choice.  Given this assumption concerning the volition of the actor, action must be considered within the context of the dynamic interrelatedness of social structures that relate to morality, meaning, and power.  See Giddens 1976, 1979, 1984.


� Macintosh claims that ethics has not been appropriately addressed in the extant literature.  First, what is being considered is “socially acceptable behavior” associated with profit manipulation, not the morality of such actions on the part of management.  Second, the methodology used, Likert scales, presumes that ethics can be progressively specified.  That is, can an action be “somewhat” ethical or “somewhat” unethical?  A behavior is either ethical or not, with not gradations in between.  Third, ethics concerns values (what ought to be), not facts (what is) in a scientific sense.  As such, using “scientific” methodologies to study ethics might not only be inadequate but misleading.  While such observations might seem obvious, they have not been adequately understood or attended to in the literature on accounting ethics.


� Merchant, (1987), Pant (2001) and Lambert and Sponem (2005) provide ample evidence of profit manipulation by business component managers.  


� Levinas (1969, 1985, 1998, 1999), Critchley and Bernasconi (2002), Robbins (2001).


�Also see Roberts (2001, 2003), Bevan and Corvellec (2007) and Lewis and Farnsworth (2007).


� Macintosh and Baker (2002).


� Bakhtin’s writings date from the early twentieth century but were not translated until after the middle of the century.


� Something one will be very familiar with if they have ever taught introductory cost accounting.


� See Laclau and Mouffe (1985/2001), Laclau (1966), Mouffe (1993, 1995, 2000a, 2000b, 2002, 2005).  These ideas were first introduced in accounting by Mouck (1995).


�  This follows from Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985/2001) position that acts of power are constitutive of what is claimed as social objectivity, implying its political nature.  Mouffe (2002b) notes Laclau and Mouffe (1985/2001) conceptualize “hegemony” as the outcome of the collapse of power and objectivity.


� Mouffe (2002b) differentiates between antagonism, which is associated with an enemy, and agonism, which is associated with an adversary.  


� Following Bebbington et al (2007), Brown (2008) uses the term dialogic, but we feel a more appropriate term is polylogic indicating the possibility of many different perspectives.


� Taking the one offered or nothing.


� See Soderbaum (1982, 2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2007).
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