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The paper examines the impact of family and size on accounting 
outsourcing decisions and interactions between those variables. 
Based on a survey from German and Polish companies, we employ 
Bayesian logistic regressions for testing hypotheses and 
interactions of independent variables. The results support 
the hypotheses and indicate the combined influence of family 
firms and, therefore, family-social perspective and size on 
accounting outsourcing decisions. Larger firms are less likely to 
outsource financial and managerial accounting regardless of 
family influence, but in smaller firms, more significant family 
influence results in a lower likelihood of accounting outsourcing. 
This paper addresses a topic missing from the literature on 
the combined effects of size and family on accounting 
outsourcing (including financial and management accounting 
outsourcing at the same time). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Outsourcing offers companies several benefits: 
flexibility of operations, concentration on core 
activities, access to appropriate sources of 
knowledge and skills, improvement in the quality of 
tasks performance, and cost reduction. These results 
in increased productivity and profitability (Aman, 
Hamzah, Amiruddin, & Maelah, 2012; Kremic, Tukel, 

& Rom, 2006; Asatiani, Penttinen, & Kumar, 2019). 
Also, Quinn (1999) indicated that companies that are 
successful in the marketplace make investments in 
three areas of outsourcing, namely: ―traditional 
service or functional activities performed in-house; 
complementary, integrative, or duplicative activities 
scattered throughout the company; and disciplines, 
subsystems, or systems in which outsiders have 
greater expertise or capabilities for innovation‖ 
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(p. 14). It means that outsourcing is a powerful tool 
to generate business value and gain a competitive 
advantage (Maelah, Aman, Amirruddin, Auzair, & 
Hamzah, 2012). The transferring of 
functions/processes is a common practice among 
private and public organizations and is one of 
the main elements of business strategy (Maelah, 
Aman, Hamzah, Amiruddin, & Auzair, 2010). 

In a competitive business environment, it is 
apparent that companies outsource non-core 
functions to others (Kim & Won, 2007). One such 
function that is readily transferred to a third-party 
provider and thus benefits is accounting (Juma’h & 
Wood, 1999; Barrar, Wood, Jones, & Vedovato, 2002; 
Kakabadse & Kakabadse, 2005; Smith, Morris, & 
Ezzamel, 2005; Aman et al., 2012; Asatiani et al., 
2019). Accounting outsourcing covers a wide range 
of activities. It includes simple activities 
(e.g., financial records), processes requiring more 
significant and more complex knowledge and 
analysis (e.g., treasury services, tax strategy or 
financial planning and analysis, and even internal 
reporting), and also other tasks of management 
information system (Krell, 2007; Lepistö, Dobroszek, 
Lepistö, & Zarzyck, 2020). It is indicated that 
the finance and accounting outsourcing market is 
growing and will continue to grow (Krell, 2007). 
Accounting outsourcing can take many forms. 
The accounting function can be performed a short 
distance from the principal or even in another 
geographical area (offshoring). This means that 
while outsourcing is associated with potential cost 
savings, there can also be risks behind it, such as 
loss of management oversight and control (Kremic 
et al., 2006; Maelah et al., 2010). In particular, 
the issue of control in accounting can be seen in 
the context of family firms which are often small- 
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Lubatkin, 
Simsek, Ling, & Veiga, 2006; Moores & Salvato, 2009). 
Following socio-emotional wealth theory (SEW), 
family members and owners in family firms 
management want to preserve family control over 
operations (Gomez-Mejia, Haynes, Nunez-Nickel, 
Jacobson, & Moyano-Fuentes, 2007; Gomez-Mejia, 
Cruz, Berrone, & De Castro, 2011). Thus, we expect 
family firms to be reluctant to use outsourcing in 
accounting.  

Family firms have specific characteristics that 
non-family businesses do not have. These include 
family ownership and power, family involvement in 
firm management, close family relationships with 
managers, and reputation, family emotional 
commitment to the firm, as well as ―dual‖ social 
capital (firm capital and family capital) (Anderson & 
Reeb, 2003; Villalonga & Amit, 2006; Carrera, 2017; 
Biswas, Roberts, & Whiting, 2022). These 
characteristics are important factors that influence 
business decisions and affect accounting, including 
financial accounting and management accounting 
practice and decisions about outsourcing in this 
area. Taking into account that family firms are seen 
as less professional than non-family firms (Hiebl & 
Mayrleitner, 2019), what may impair their 
competitiveness (Nandan, 2010; Lopez & Hiebl, 
2015), the outsourcing offers a way to get access to 
professional services faster than compared to 
building up such services internally. In addition, 
family firms most often appear as SMEs 
experiencing resource constraints more quickly 
(Lopez & Hiebl, 2015), and outsourcing offers 
an opportunity to reduce this burden. Both lines of 

argument support the thesis that outsourcing 
the accounting function is a promising option for 
family firms and SMEs. The main reason behind 
the decision to outsource accounting in SMEs seems 
to be, in particular, cost reduction, as expressed by 
the transaction cost theory (TCT) (Everaert, Sarens, & 
Rommel, 2010). 

In this regard the tension between two essential 
theories (SEW and TCT) regarding the extent of 
accounting outsourcing: family influence (social 
capital) versus size (organizational capital). Yet, 
extant research is silent in which way this 
interaction plays out in family firms and SMEs. This 
is unfortunate for accounting scholars, given that we 
have an incomplete picture of the organization of 
accounting functions in SMEs and family firms. 

The paper examines the impact of family and 
size on accounting outsourcing decisions and 
interactions between those variables. 

We conduct an empirical study with German 
and Polish firms over the year 2017–2018. We test 
three hypotheses on the effect of firm size, family 
impact on the prevalence of outsourcing financial 
and management accounting and analyze interaction 
effects between the variables mentioned above. 
The results indicate the impact of size on 
outsourcing as both financial and management 
accounting are more willingly outsourced in smaller 
companies. Interestingly, larger firms use less 
outsourcing independent of family influence, but in 
smaller firms, an enormous family influence 
decreases the level of outsourcing which supports 
the proposed interaction effect. 

The paper contributes to the literature on 
accounting in SMEs and family firms in several ways. 
First, there are many studies on accounting in SMEs 
in general, including those pointing out 
the specificity of the accounting in this kind of 
organization, and in the context of large companies, 
but also the need to improve accounting services to 
more accurately determine financial performance, 
but also to support the management process 
(Jayabalan, Dorasamy, Raman, & Ching Ching, 2009; 
Maseko & Manyani, 2011; Belal, 2013; Nwobu, 
Faboyede, & Onwuelingo, 2015). In addition, 
the publications broadly refer separately to the 
presentation of financial accounting (Tanwongsval & 
Pinvanichkul, 2008; Ezejiofor, Ezenyirimba, & Olise, 
2014; Zotorvie, 2017) and management accounting 
(Nandan, 2010; Lopez & Hiebl, 2015; Azudin & 
Mansor, 2018). In our study, both accounting 
subsystems are included. Second, given the critical 
role of family firms, especially being SMEs (Chen, 
Hsu, & Chang, 2014; Evert, John, McLeod, & Payne, 
2016), researchers have conducted many accounting 
studies in this regard, verifying the specificity of 
accounting and indicating that there is 
the development of accounting systems, but they are 
less professional than for non-family businesses 
(Salvato & Moores, 2010). Most scholars discuss, but 
also separately, the financial accounting in family 
firms in the context of quality of information and 
financial measurement (Cascino, Pugliese, 
Mussolino, & Sansone, 2010; Ghosh & Tang, 2015), 
and the management accounting in family firms 
concerning the control management, which has 
an informal nature (Hiebl, Feldbauer-Durstmüller, 
Duller, & Neubauer, 2012; Hiebl, Duller, Feldbauer-
Durstmüller, & Ulrich, 2015; Neubauer, Mayr, 
Feldbauer-Durstmüller, & Duller, 2012; Hiebl, 2013). 
Third, there is a variety of research on accounting 
outsourcing in general that indicates the importance 
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of the transfer of these functions from the point of 
view of cost reduction (TCT theory) and of quality 
improvement (Nicholson, Jones, & Espenlaub, 2006; 
Maelah et al., 2012; Rogošić, 2019). However, there is 
scant research in this area in the context of SMEs 
(Jones, U., Peter, & Douglas, 2001; Jayabalan et al., 
2009), and practically none for family businesses. 
Therefore, our study fills a research gap in 
the research on outsourcing in family firms (Hunter 
& Cooksey, 2004). In particular, they indicate using 
SEW theory that family firms are more likely to 
engage in captive offshoring (i.e., make strategy) 
rather than offshore outsourcing (i.e., buy strategy) 
(Pongelli, Calabrò, & Basco, 2019). In this regard, our 
study addresses a missing topic in the literature, i.e., 
the outsourcing of financial accounting and 
management accounting in SMEs and family firms 
based on SEW and TCT using two variables: the size 
of the organization and social aspect, i.e., family 
impact.  

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 
gives a literature review and derives hypotheses. 
Section 3 describes measurement and statistical 
inference, while Section 4 contains results. Section 5 
discusses the results and concludes the paper. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOSESES 
DEVELOPMENT 
 

2.1. Accounting outsourcing and family firms 
 
Accounting is a crucial business function and a key 
information system (Ahrens & Chapman, 2007; 
Maelah et al., 2010; Songini, Gnan, & Malmi, 2013). 
It primarily deals with the financial measurement of 
business activity and provides information for 
managers, including planning and control, and 
decisions (Eierle & Schultze, 2013; Hemmer & Labro, 
2008). Yet, the institutionalization of accounting, 
the use of instruments and methods differs in 
different types of firms, especially family firms and 
SMEs (Salvato & Moores, 2010; Zotorvie, 2017). 
The accounting function, especially financial 
accounting, can be transferred to external service 
providers, which is claimed to reduce the costs and 
risk, increase profitability and improve the firms’ 
value (Barrar et al., 2002; Kakabadse & Kakabadse, 
2005; Smith et al., 2005; Jiang & Qureshi, 2006; 
Asatiani et al., 2019). Previous research explained 
outsourcing accounting in SMEs using TCT, which is 
associated with drivers such as asset specificity, 
environmental uncertainty, behavioral uncertainty, 
and frequency (Brouthers & Nakos, 2004; Everaert 
et al., 2010).  

Nevertheless, the situation for family firms 
seems to be different (Memili, Chrisman, & Chua, 
2011; Songini & Gnan, 2015; Chua, Chrisman, & 
Bergiel, 2009). SEW theory predicts that family firms 
are less professionalized in managerial practices, 
organization, knowledge, and thus accounting 
(Prencipe, Bar-Yosef, & Dekker, 2014; Hiebl & 
Mayrleitner, 2019). The intertwined nature of family 
and firm distinguishes family firms from other 
organizations as the family members are closely 
related to the firm and may influence decisions in 
the company (Cascino et al., 2010; Lopez & Hiebl, 
2015; Martínez-Ferrero, Rodríguez-Ariza, & Bermejo-
Sánchez, 2015). The preservation of the social and 
emotional wealth of the family becomes the basic 
reference framework used by family businesses to 
make important strategic decisions (Berrone, Cruz, 
Gomez-Mejia, & Larraza-Kintana, 2010; Gomez-Mejia 

et al., 2007; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011). Moreover, in 
family-owned companies, control is not executed 
through formal management accounting tools, but 
mainly through informal control relating to family 
ties, relationships with employees, or identity 
building (Moores & Mula, 2000; Neubauer et al., 
2012; Hiebl et al., 2015; Bisogno & Vaia, 2017). This 
is because the owners, managers, and employees are 
frequently family members (Handler, 1990; Stewart 
& Hitt, 2012; Chen et al., 2014). Thus, the situation 
for family firms concerning outsourcing decisions 
seems to be driven by the above-mentioned specific 
factors. We assume that to maintain control over 
accounts and financial information, firms with 
a higher level of family influence rely more often on 
internal functions and less on external contractors 
providing accounting services (Neubauer et al., 2012; 
Senftlechner & Hiebl, 2015; Pongelli et al., 2019). 

Interestingly, TCT theory supports this view, 
as family firms may experience higher levels of 
opportunism of external accountants. The lack of 
trust for external contractors represented by family 
members may result in a reluctance to use 
outsourcing of accounting (Everaert et al., 2010; 
Maelah et al., 2010; Pongelli et al., 2019). Memili et 
al. (2011), while analyzing such factors as human 
asset specificity, threats of opportunism, and risk 
aversion, indicate that family firms with no complex 
business will be less willing to outsource certain 
functions or tasks as they experience lower 
transaction costs for internal services compared to 
non-family firms (Aubert, Rivard, & Patry, 1996; 
Everaert et al., 2010; Aman et al., 2012). Building on 
our literature review, we developed such hypotheses: 

H1a: Family firms use less outsourcing of 
financial accounting. 

H1b: Family firms use less outsourcing of 
management accounting. 

 

2.2. Accounting outsourcing and company size 
 
In SMEs that make up most firms in most economies 
(Mitchell & Reid, 2000; Cusmano, Koreen, & 
Pissareva, 2018; Abrie & Doussy, 2006), 
implementing accounting functions face a standard 
limiter: resource constraints. While all firms face 
such constraints, SMEs experience limits faster than 
larger firms (Everaert et al., 2010). To overcome 
them, external sourcing of accounting services offers 
opportunities to get access to professional and high-
quality services (Berry, Sweeting, & Goto, 2006; 
Everaert, Sarens, & Rommel, 2007; Jayabalan et al., 
2009; Everaert et al., 2010). Moreover, smaller 
organizations lack the economies of scale necessary 
to design and implement effective accounting 
systems internally. Based on TCT, outsourcing 
enables SMEs to refocus scarce resources to building 
core competencies while improving the operations 
and reducing the cost of outsourced activities 
(Quinn, 1999; Abdul‐Halim, Hazlina Ahmad, & 
Ramayah, 2012). As outsourcing involves economic 
costs such as billing and operations costs, SMEs face 
the risk of failing to achieve economies of scale or 
incurring additional transaction costs (Abdul‐Halim 
et al., 2012). Apart from costs, the other barriers to 
using external accounting services by SMEs are 
concerns about the quality of contractors and 
the managers’ aversion to revealing the companies’ 
weaknesses to a third party (Blackburn, Carey, & 
Tanewski, 2018). Everaert et al. (2007) show that 
more than half of the SMEs in their study use both 
in-house accounting and external contractors, 
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as they require both ―accounting information at 
hand‖ (p. 716) and external expertise. On the other 
hand, larger SMEs prefer keeping accounting 
functions completely internally (Everaert et  al., 2007).  

Based on TCT, we assume that in smaller 
companies with lower asset specificity of accounting 
functions and routine and straightforward 
accounting tasks, the accounting functions are more 
intensely outsourced (Everaert et al., 2010). This may 
provide significant compliance and management 
benefits (Oosthuizen, Van Vuuren, & Botha, 2020). 
Thus, smaller companies have incentives to transfer 
their functions outside to take advantage of 
the scale and scope of specialized external units and 
their employees (Chiles & McMackin, 1996; 
Nicholson et al., 2006; Ono & Stango, 2005; Krell, 
2007). Building on recent literature review, we 
develop the following hypotheses: 

H2a: Smaller firms use more outsourcing of 
financial accounting. 

H2b: Smaller firms use more outsourcing of 
management accounting. 

 

2.3. Accounting outsourcing and interaction of 
familiness and size 
 
A small amount of research on accounting 
outsourcing in SMEs relies on transaction cost and 
postulates an increase in outsourcing the smaller 
a firm (access to resources — organizational capital) 
(Jones et al., 2001; Jayabalan et al., 2009; Everaert 
et al., 2010). In other studies, the interaction 
between variables (specificity of the asset, trust in 
external accountant, degree of competition, 
corporate strategy, firm size, firm age, education, 
and experience) and accounting outsourcing by 
example to SMEs was verified. The findings indicated 
that these relationships are significant (Kamyabi & 
Devi, 2011). This proposition seems not to hold for 
family firms (Pongelli et al., 2019). This is due to 
the importance of family social capital (SEW theory) 
(Memili et al., 2011; Hiebl, 2013). Yet, empirical 
evidence on accounting outsourcing of family firms 
is minimal. Barbera and Hasso (2013) found that 
commissioning external accountants increase family 
firms’ sales growth and survival rates. Other studies 
seem not to exist. Given that many family firms are 
also SMEs (Memili et al., 2011), we expect 
an interaction effect between family influence and 
firm size. Thus, we developed the below-stated 
hypotheses: 

H3a: Family influence and size interact in their 
impact on outsourcing of financial accounting. 

H3b: Family influence and size interact in their 
impact on outsourcing of management accounting. 

 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

3.1. Measurement, sample, and statistical inference 
 

3.1.1. Dependent variables: Measuring outsourcing 
 
Given that nearly all firms will commission external 
services to one degree or another, we define 
a dummy variable to indicate if firms use primarily 
external accounting services (Barbera & Hasso, 
2013). Distinguishing between financial and 
managerial accounting leads to two dichotomous 
items, namely: FA_OUT indicates outsourcing 
financial accounting, and MA_OUT indicates 
outsourcing management accounting.  
 

3.1.2. Independent variables 
 
Firm size (SIZE) is often measured by the number of 
employees as is employed, for example, in 
economics (Bloom, Genakos, Sadun, & Van Reenen, 
2012), finance (Beck, Demirgüc-Kunt, & Maksimovic, 
2005), and accounting (Hiebl et al., 2015). Given 
the skewed distribution of firm size, we use log 
values for the analysis (logSIZE). 

How to measure family influence (F-PEC-P) is 
still debated in the literature (Dawson & Mussolino, 
2014; Dienemann & Stubner, 2017; Rau, Astrachan, & 
Smyrnios, 2018). The involvement of family owners 
in businesses is multidimensional. It encompasses 
several sub-scales (Frank, Kessler, Rusch, Suess-
Reyes, & Weismeier-Sammer, 2017). Yet, for this 
study, it is appropriate to focus on organizational 
and structural components of familiness 
(Dienemann & Stubner, 2014). According to Hiebl 
et al. (2015), we employ the F-PEC-P scale. This is 
a sub-scale of the measurement concept of Klein, 
Astrachan, and Smyrnios (2005), which initially 
consists of dimensions of power, experience, and 
culture. The power dimension measures 
the governance and control structure of a family 
business through ownership of equity and 
the composition of management and supervisory 
boards. In line with Hiebl et al. (2015), we believe 
that the power dimension is the main factor 
influencing decisions on outsourcing financial and 
management accounting.  

 

3.1.3. Control variables 
 
Other control variables were not considered because 
we see the selected explanatory variables 
as sufficient to explain the studied phenomenon and 
test the hypotheses. Contingency studies show that 
size and family influence are two main factors 
impacting accounting (Chenhall, 2003; Hiebl, 2013). 
  

3.2. Sample and statistical inference  
 
To obtain the data, we developed a questionnaire. 
The online questionnaire has been divided into five 
parts. The first one deals with the characteristics of 
the enterprise, respondents, and data on family 
members in the board of directors and 
the supervisory board. The second part included 
questions on financial accounting and management 
accounting. The third part of the survey refers to 
the integration of financial and management 
accounting. The last two parts of the survey form 
asked about accounting tasks performed by 
the studied organizations and aspects of their 
environment. 

The questionnaire was pre-tested with 
practitioners. We conducted surveys over the turn of 
the year 2017–2018 among enterprises operating in 
Germany and Poland. Germany and Poland are at 
different levels of economic development, but they 
have many business relations. The territorial 
proximity to Germany affects trade and cooperation 
between German companies and companies from 
Poland, as many subsidiaries of German companies 
are located in this country. This economic 
relationship with Germany has an impact on 
accounting practices in Poland. Another similarity is 
related to family businesses. Most of the firms in 
both countries are family firms. The vast majority of 
Polish family businesses are small and medium-
sized enterprises, mainly micro civil partnerships 
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(over 80%), while in Germany, there is more 
diversification in this (Krenek, 2018). The surveyed 
population consisted mainly of small and medium-
sized enterprises. A total of 10,383 email addresses 
were selected randomly from a database of firms. 
From that, 2,416 could not be forwarded, which 
reduced the number of emails to 7,967. A total of 
231 usable questionnaires were collected, which 
leads to a response rate of 2.9%. 

Still, many studies base statistical inference on 
the null hypothesis significance tests (NHST) 
framework despite this approach being severe 
(Ioannidis, 2005; Fanelli & Ioannidis, 2013; Kline, 
2013). The American Statistical Association (ASA) 
recommends going beyond NHST (Wasserstein & 
Lazar, 2016; Wasserstein, Schirm, & Lazar, 2019). 
A proposed way beyond is to apply a Bayesian 
approach which estimates probabilities of 
hypotheses to be true given the data at hand instead 
of probabilities of getting the data if the null 
hypothesis is correct. The latter is not what 
researchers want to know (Kruschke & Liddell, 
2018). Given that the Bayes-theorem formally 
estimates the following structure: posterior estimate 
is equal to the likelihood based on data plus 
the prior estimate, the result depends on 
the collected data and the prior probability of 
the hypothesis and estimates (Kruschke, 2015). It is 
recommended to use either weakly informative 
priors or priors based on previous knowledge for 
applied statistics. Since there is no combined 
knowledge of effect sizes for this research question, 
a weakly informative prior choice is the first choice. 
Since statistical methods usually deliver a point 
estimate and repeated measurement could result in 
different point estimates, it is an excellent statistical 

practice to report confidence intervals of effect sizes 
in NHST. For Bayesian analyses, credible intervals 
are used. Confidence intervals (CI) represent 
the uncertainty of the estimated parameter given 
the data and prior probability, while a confidence 
interval represents the uncertainty of the interval 
itself (Lambert, 2018, p. 133). Credible intervals are 
estimated using highest posterior density regions 
(HPD) (Röver, 2018, p. 17). Bayesian approaches use 
variants of Markov chain Monte-Carlo simulation 
procedures for estimation. We use 2000 simulation 
runs with four chains in total for simulation while 
discarding the first thousand simulations in each 
chain to achieve more robust results (Kruschke, 2015). 

The employed tests depend on the scales of 
the dependent variables. Given the dichotomous 
nature of the dependent variables, we employ 
Bayesian logistic regressions. An additional analysis 
of interaction effects between F-PEC-P and firm size 
complements the study. All regressions are 
performed using the ―rstanarm‖ package in R 
(Goodrich, Gabry, Ali, & Brilleman, 2020).  

 

4. RESULTS 
 

4.1. Descriptive statistics 
 
Table 1 depicts descriptive statistics for all 
dependent variables. We find that outsourcing 
financial accounting is more prevalent (13.4%) than 
for management accounting (4.8%). The sample 
includes many smaller and medium-sized firms and 
family firms, which indicates an appropriate sample 
structure for our study. 

 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics for dependent and independent variable 

 
 Dependent variables Independent variables 

Descriptive statistics 
FA_OUT MA_OUT SIZE F-PEC-P 

External financial 
accounting service 

External mgmt 
accounting service 

Firm size Family influence 

N valid 231 231 230 231 
N missing 0 0 1 0 
Mean 0.134 0.048 226.26 1.029 
Median 0 0 108.50 1 
Std. deviation 0.342 0.213 401.11 0.727 
Minimum 0 0 1 0 
Maximum 1 1 3500 3 

Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

 
The correlations in Table 2 indicate strong positive 
correlations between outsourcing of financial and 
management accounting, so one type of outsourcing 
comes along often with the other type. Both types of 
outsourcing are negatively correlated with firm size 

which supports H2a and H2b. The negative 
correlation between size and family influence is 
an indicator for the interaction effect proposed in 
H3a and H3b. 

 
Table 2. Correlations between variable 

 

 
FA_OUT MA_OUT logSIZE F-PEC-P 

 
Statistics 

External financial 
accounting service 

External management 
accounting service 

Firm size (log) Family influence 

FA_OUT 
Pearson Correlation 1 0.508 -0.267 0.000 

Bayes Factor 
 

0.000 0.004 19.132 
N 231 231 230 231 

MA_OUT 
Pearson Correlation 0.508 1 -0.204 0.102 

Bayes Factor 0.000 
 

0.154 5.761 
N 231 231 230 231 

logSIZE 
Pearson Correlation -0.267 -0.204 1 -0.217 

Bayes Factor 0.004 0.154 
 

0.078 
N 230 230 230 230 

F_PEC_P 
Pearson Correlation 0.000 0.102 -0.217 1 

Bayes Factor 19.132 5.761 0.078 
 

N 231 231 230 231 
Notes: Bayes factor: Null versus alternative hypothesis. 
Source: Authors’ elaboration. 
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4.2. Model results 
 
We conducted logistic regressions for the two 
dependent variables and interaction effects. Figure 1 
and Figure 2 depict the regression results (Panel A), 
histograms for the posterior distribution of effects 
of independent variables (Panel B), as well as 
interaction plots for F-PEC-P and logSIZE (Panel C). 
All models applied Hamiltonian Monte-Carlo 
simulation with No-U-turn sampler (Hoffman & 
Gelman, 2014) with 2000 runs in four chains and 
converged. Convergence statistics is shown in 
Figure 1 and Figure 2 as Rhat model fit was 

evaluated with leave-one-out cross-validation 
(Vehtari, Gelman, & Gabry, 2017), which in every 
case resulted in good model fits (not printed). 

The results of the logistic regression on 
outsourcing of financial accounting are reported in 
Figure 1. We see a clear negative impact of ―size‖ 
which indicates that the larger the firm, the lesser 
outsourcing of financial accounting. The same holds 
on average for F-PEC-P, but the effect is smaller and 
not so clear cut because the credible interval also 
includes positive values, which means that some 
family firms utilize outsourcing of financial 
accounting services.  

 
Figure 1. Results for logistic regression on financial accounting outsourcing (FA_OUT) 

 
Panel A: Logistic regression results 

 
 

Mean effect 
(log OR) 

95% credible 
interval 

pd 
p-value 

one-sided 
95% ROPE % in ROPE 

Bayes 
factor 

Rhat ESS 

Intercept 0.686 [-0.605, 2.130] 83.08% 16.92% [-0.181, 0.181] 12.97% 0.16 1.001 3157 
logSIZE -0.563 [-0.854, -0.281] 100.00% 0.00% [-0.181, 0.181] 0.00% 159.628 1.001 2650 
F-PEC-P -0.231 [-0.803, 0.286] 79.47% 20.53% [-0.181, 0.181] 39.75% 0.145 1.000 3547 
pd = probability of direction  
ROPE = region of practical equivalence 

Rhat = convergence diagnostic, should be < 1.1  
ESS = effective sample size (efficiency of sampling, should be >> 1000) 

Bayes factor = ratio of likelihoods of hypothesis vs alternative hypothesis (no effect) 
 
Panel B: Histograms of posterior distribution of independent variables 

 
 
Panel C: Interaction plot for F-PEC-P and logSize 

 
Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

 
The next logistic regression estimates effects 

on outsourcing of management accounting. We find 
a negative effect for ―size‖, but a positive effect for 
―family influence‖ in Figure 2. This indicates more 
outsourcing decisions in case of more family 
influence. 

Figure 1 (Panel C) and Figure 2 (Panel C) 
present the interaction effects between F-PEC-P and 
firm size for financial and management accounting, 
respectively. We see from the graphs that all larger 
firms use less outsourcing of financial and 

management accounting independent of family 
influence. In smaller firms, family influence makes 
a difference: the larger the family influence, 
the lesser decisions on outsourcing (see the green 
line of high F-PEC-P). In total, the model results 
support H2a and H2b for firm size, while family 
influence leads to fewer outsourcing decisions for 
smaller firms (H1a and H1b in combination with 
H3a and H3b), while it makes no difference in larger 
firms. 
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Figure 2. Results for logistic regression for the outsourcing of management accounting (MA_OUT) 
 

Panel A: Logistic regression results 

 

 

Mean effect 

(log OR) 

95% credible 

interval 
pd 

p-value 

one-sided 
95% ROPE % in ROPE 

Bayes 

factor 
Rhat ESS 

Intercept -1.266 [-3.199, 0.768] 89.55% 10.45% [-0.181, 0.181] 7.24% 0.309 1.002 3201 

logSIZE -0.564 [-0.971, -0.147] 99.88% 0.12% [-0.181, 0.181] 1.42% 12.317 1.002 2555 

F-PEC-P 0.378 [-0.453, 1.127] 82.85% 17.15% [-0.181, 0.181] 22.15% 0.269 1.001 2746 

pd = probability of direction  
ROPE = region of practical equivalence 

Rhat = convergence diagnostic, should be < 1.1 
ESS = effective sample size (efficiency of sampling, should be >> 1000) 

Bayes factor = ratio of likelihoods of hypothesis vs alternative hypothesis (no effect) 
 
Panel B: Histograms of posterior distribution of independent variables 

 
 

Panel C: Interaction plot for F-PEC-P and logSize 

 
Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 
 

Accounting provides information crucial for 
financial measurement, management processes, and 
decision making and is essential not only for large 
organizations, but also for SMEs and family firms 
(Hemmer & Labro, 2008; Eierle & Schultze, 2013; 
Wijekoon, Samkin, & Sharma, in press). However, 
in SMEs and family firms, decisions on in-sourcing 
or out-sourcing accounting seem to occur due to 
different causes (Ono & Stango, 2005; Memili et al., 
2011; Pongelli et al., 2019). Socio-emotional wealth 
theory predicts that family firms are less 
professionalized in managerial practices, 
organization, and knowledge concerning accounting 
(Hiebl & Mayrleitner, 2019). To maintain control over 
accounts and financial information, firms with 
a higher level of family influence rely more often on 

internal control mechanisms and less on external 
contractors providing accounting services (Hiebl 
et al., 2015; Moores & Mula, 2000). Moreover, based 
on TCT, smaller companies with a lower level of 
asset specificity of accounting functions, as well as 
with routine and simple accounting tasks transfer 
their functions outside to take advantage of scale 
and scope provided by specialized external units 
and their employees (Jones et al., 2001; Kamyabi & 
Devi, 2011). Although the concepts of SMEs and 
family firms overlap and interact in various ways, 
the above-mentioned conflicting theories provide no 
clear picture of accounting decisions in these types 
of firms. Thus, our study aims to enhance our 
knowledge of accounting functions in SMEs and 
family firms. The results of this study are 
summarized in Table 3. 

 
 
 
 
 



Corporate Ownership & Control / Volume 19, Issue 2, Winter 2022 

 
 116 

Table 3. Summarized results of the study 
 

Hypothesis Dependent variable Postulated effects Results Interpretation 

H1a 
H1b 

FA_OUT 
MA_OUT 

F-PEC-P (-) 
F-PEC-P (-) 

F-PEC-P (-) 
F-PEC-P (-/+) 

Confirmed for H1a 

H2a 
H2b 

FA_OUT 
MA_OUT 

logSIZE (-) 
logSIZE (-) 

logSIZE (-) 
logSIZE (-) 

Confirmed for H2a 
and H2b 

H3a 
H3b 

Interaction Yes Yes 
Confirmed for smaller 

family firms 

Source: Authors’ elaboration. 

 
Our study shows that size impacts and 

dominates decisions on outsourcing of financial and 
management accounting, which confirms H2a and 
H2b. This is in line with TCT as outsourcing offers 
small business owners to focus on their core 
business and transfer the accounting function to 
external contractors with the resources and 
knowledge to perform accounting tasks (Everaert 
et al., 2010). Outsourcing of accounting functions, 
including financial and management accounting, 
enables them to take advantage of the scale and 
scope of specialized external units and their 
employees (Ono & Stango, 2005). Moreover, all larger 
firms use less outsourcing regardless of family 
influence (Everaert et al., 2007). Interestingly, our 
results show that smaller family firms are less 
willing to outsource financial accounting and 
management accounting functions. In other words, 
the higher level of family influence in these firms 
leads to less outsourcing of accounting which is 
consistent with SEW theory (Kalm & Gomez-Mejia, 
2016). The reasons are the need to preserve 
socioemotional wealth associated with social capital 
(Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011) and maintain control 
(Hiebl et al., 2015; Moores & Mula, 2000). Hence, 
the study reveals interesting effects of interaction 
between size and the level of family influence that 
confirm H1a and H1b combined with H3a and H3b 
for smaller firms.  

Several arguments can explain the lower 
propensity for outsourcing in small family firms 
compared to small non-family firms. Family 
members and owners prefer intuitive, informal 
decision-making and having control over every 
important aspect of a firm. This is more easily done 
in small firms with lower complexity, more 
straightforward structure, and smaller scale. A need 

to use external accounting services seems not to give 
any benefits. Compared to family members, 
a particular strand of research views non-family 
managers, even in small businesses, as more 
―professional‖ (Hall & Nordqvist, 2008; Bloom & 
Van Reenen, 2010; Hiebl & Li, 2020) and, therefore, 
weighs the costs and benefits of in-sourcing or out 
sourcing accounting.  

The study contributes to the extant knowledge 
of accounting function in family firms and SMEs 
(Hiebl et al., 2015; Hiebl & Mayrleitner, 2019; 
Nandan, 2010; Songini et al., 2013). The paper 
widens both TCT (Brouthers & Nakos, 2004) and SEW 
(Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007) perspectives studying 
the different causes of SMEs and family firms’ 
decisions on accounting outsourcing. Thus, our 
findings improve the understanding of accounting 
function in such firms (Lopez & Hiebl, 2015). We add 
a missing element on the impact of size and family 
interactions on the accounting function. Finally, 
the study may have implications for practitioners 
developing accounting systems in SMEs and family 
firms (Nandan, 2010). 

One limitation of our study is the sample size. 
Replication with more data could enable 
the generalization of the results and a meta-analytic 
combination of study results. Moreover, we employ 
the F-PEC-P scale, a sub-scale of the measurement 
concept of Klein et al. (2005), consisting of 
dimensions of power, experience, and culture. 
It does not measure all aspects of family influence 
that may impact accounting more. Furthermore, 
an interesting direction for future research would be 
to understand SMEs or decisions on the internal 
organization of accounting or its outsourcing via 
long-term field studies conducted in these 
organizations. 

 

REFERENCES 
 

1. Abdul‐Halim, H., Hazlina Ahmad, N., & Ramayah, T. (2012). Unveiling the motivation to outsource among SMEs. 
Business Strategy Series, 13(4), 181–186. https://doi.org/10.1108/17515631211246258  

2. Abrie, W., & Doussy, E. (2006). Tax compliance obstacles encountered by small and medium enterprises in 
South Africa. Meditari Accountancy Research, 14(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1108/10222529200600001  

3. Ahrens, T., & Chapman, C. S. (2007). Management accounting as a practice. Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, 32(1), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.013  

4. Aman, A., Hamzah, N., Amiruddin, R., & Maelah, R. (2012). Transaction costs in finance and accounting offshore 
outsourcing: A case of Malaysia. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal, 5(1), 72–88. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538291211221960  

5. Anderson, R. C., & Reeb, D. M. (2003). Founding-family ownership and firm performance: Evidence from the S&P 
500. Journal of Finance, 58(3), 1301–1328. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6261.00567  

6. Asatiani, A., Penttinen, E., & Kumar, A. (2019). Uncovering the nature of the relationship between outsourcing 
motivations and the degree of outsourcing: An empirical study on Finnish small and medium-sized enterprises. 
Journal of Information Technology, 34(1), 39–58. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268396218816255  

7. Aubert, B. A., Rivard, S., & Patry, M. (1996). A transaction cost approach to outsourcing behavior: Some 
empirical evidence. Information and Management, 30(2), 51–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-7206(95)00045-3  

8. Azudin, A., & Mansor, N. (2018). Management accounting practices of SMEs: The impact of organizational DNA, 
business potential and operational technology. Asia Pacific Management Review, 23(3), 222–226. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2017.07.014  

https://doi.org/10.1108/17515631211246258
https://doi.org/10.1108/10222529200600001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538291211221960
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6261.00567
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268396218816255
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-7206(95)00045-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2017.07.014


Corporate Ownership & Control / Volume 19, Issue 2, Winter 2022 

 
 117 

9. Barbera, F., & Hasso, T. (2013). Do we need to use an accountant? The sales growth and survival benefits to 
family SMEs. Family Business Review, 26(3), 271–292. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486513487198  

10. Barrar, P., Wood, D., Jones, J., & Vedovato, M. (2002). The efficiency of accounting service provision. Business 
Process Management Journal, 8(3), 195–217. https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150210428925  

11. Beck, T., Demirgüc-Kunt, A., & Maksimovic, V. (2005). Financial and legal constraints to growth: Does firm size 
matter? The Journal of Finance, 60(1), 137–177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00727.x  

12. Belal, Y. A. S. (2013). The use of accounting information by small and medium enterprises in south district of 
Jordan: An empirical study. Research Journal of Finance & Accounting, 4(6), 169–175. Retrieved from 
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/234629511.pdf  

13. Berrone, P., Cruz, C., Gomez-Mejia, L. R., & Larraza-Kintana, M. (2010). Socioemotional wealth and corporate 
responses to institutional pressures: Do family-controlled firms pollute less? Administrative Science Quarterly, 
55(1), 82–113. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2010.55.1.82  

14. Berry, A. J., Sweeting, R., & Goto, J. (2006). The effect of business advisers on the performance of SMEs. Journal 
of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 13(1), 33–47. https://doi.org/10.1108/14626000610645298  

15. Bisogno, M., & Vaia, G. (2017). The role of management accounting in family business succession. African 
Journal of Business Management, 11(21), 619–629. https://doi.org/10.5897/AJBM2017.8396  

16. Biswas, P. K., Roberts, H., & Whiting, R. H. (2022). Female directors and CSR disclosure in Bangladesh: The role 
of family affiliation. Meditari Accountancy Research, 30(1), 163–192. https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-10-2019-0587  

17. Blackburn, R., Carey, P., & Tanewski, G. (2018). Business advice by accountants to SMEs: Relationships and trust. 
Qualitative Research in Accounting & Management, 15(3), 358–384. https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-04-2017-0022  

18. Bloom, N., & Van Reenen, J. (2010). Why do management practices differ across firms and countries? Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 24(1), 203–224. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.24.1.203  

19. Bloom, N., Genakos, C., Sadun, R., & Van Reenen, J. (2012). Management practices across firms and countries. 
Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(1), 12–33. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2011.0077  

20. Brouthers, K. D., & Brouthers, L. E. (2003). Why service and manufacturing entry mode choices differ: 
The influence of transaction cost factors, risk and trust. Journal of Management Studies, 40(5), 1179–1204. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00376  

21. Brouthers, K. D., & Nakos, G. (2004). SME entry mode choice and performance: A transaction cost perspective. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 28(3), 229–247. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2004.00041.x  

22. Carrera, N. (2017). What do we know about accounting in family firms? Journal of Evolutionary Studies in 
Business, 2(2), 98–157. https://doi.org/10.1344/jesb2017.2.j032  

23. Cascino, S., Pugliese, A., Mussolino, D., & Sansone, C. (2010). The influence of family ownership on the quality 
of accounting information. Family Business Review, 23(3), 246–265. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510374302  

24. Chen, H.-L., Hsu, W.-T., & Chang, C.-Y. (2014). Family ownership, institutional ownership, and 
internationalization of SMEs. Journal of Small Business Management, 52(4), 771–789. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12031 

25. Chenhall, R. H. (2003). Management control systems design within its organizational context: Findings from 
contingency-based research and directions for the future. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28(2–3), 
127-168. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7  

26. Chiles, T. H., & McMackin, J. F. (1996). Integrating variable risk preferences, trust, and transaction cost 
economics. Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 73–99. https://doi.org/10.2307/258630  

27. Chrisman, J. J., Chua, J. H., Kellermanns, F. W., & Chang, E. P. C. (2007). Are family managers agents or 
stewards? An exploratory study in privately held family firms. Journal of Business Research, 60(10), 1030–1038. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.12.011  

28. Chua, J. H., Chrisman, J. J., & Bergiel, E. B. (2009). An agency theoretic analysis of the professionalized family 
firm. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(2), 355–372. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00294.x  

29. Cusmano, L., Koreen, M., & Pissareva, L. (2018). OECD SME and Entrepreneurship Papers: 2018 OECD Ministerial 
Conference on SMEs. https://doi.org/10.1787/f493861e-en  

30. Dawson, A., & Mussolino, D. (2014). Exploring what makes family firms different: Discrete or overlapping 
constructs in the literature? Journal of Family Business Strategy, 5(2), 169–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.11.004  

31. Dienemann, S., & Stubner, S. (2014). The familiness concept in family firm research — A literature review. 
Academy of Management Proceedings, 2014(1), 17002. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2014.17002abstract  

32. Eierle, B., & Schultze, W. (2013). The role of management as user of accounting information: Implications for 
standard setting. Accounting and Information Management Systems, 12(2), 155-189. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1130162  

33. Everaert, P., Sarens, G., & Rommel, J. (2007). Sourcing strategy of Belgian SMEs: Empirical evidence for 
the accounting services. Production Planning & Control, 18(8), 716–725. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537280701706195  

34. Everaert, P., Sarens, G., & Rommel, J. (2010). Using transaction cost economics to explain outsourcing of 
accounting. Small Business Economics, 35(1), 93–112. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9149-3  

35. Evert, R. E., John A. M., McLeod, M. S., & Payne, G. T. (2016). Empirics in family business research: Progress, 
challenges, and the path ahead. Family Business Research, 29(1), 17–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0894486515593869  

36. Ezejiofor, R. A., Ezenyirimba, E., & Olise, M. C. (2014). The relevance of accounting records in small scale 
business: The nigerian experience. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 
4(12), 69–82. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v4-i12/1329  

37. Fanelli, D., & Ioannidis, J. P. A. (2013). US studies may overestimate effect sizes in softer research. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(37), 15031–15036. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302997110  

38. Frank, H., Kessler, A., Rusch, T., Suess-Reyes, J., & Weismeier-Sammer, D. (2017). Capturing the familiness of 
family businesses: Development of the family influence familiness scale (FIFS). Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 41(5), 709–742. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12229  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486513487198
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150210428925
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00727.x
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/234629511.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.2010.55.1.82
https://doi.org/10.1108/14626000610645298
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJBM2017.8396
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-10-2019-0587
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-04-2017-0022
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.24.1.203
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2011.0077
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00376
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2004.00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1344/jesb2017.2.j032
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510374302
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12031
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/258630
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00294.x
https://doi.org/10.1787/f493861e-en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.11.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2014.17002abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1130162
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537280701706195
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9149-3
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0894486515593869
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v4-i12/1329
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302997110
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12229


Corporate Ownership & Control / Volume 19, Issue 2, Winter 2022 

 
 118 

39. Ghosh, A., & Tang, C. Y. (2015). Assessing financial reporting quality of family firms: The auditors’ perspective. 
Journal of Accounting and Economics, 60(1), 95–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.03.002  

40. Gomez-Mejia, L. R., Cruz, C., Berrone, P., & De Castro, J. (2011). The bind that ties: Socioemotional wealth 
preservation in family firms. The Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 653–707. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.593320  

41. Gomez-Mejia, L. R., Haynes, K. T., Nunez-Nickel, M., Jacobson, K. J. L., & Moyano-Fuentes, J. (2007). 
Socioemotional wealth and business risks in family-controlled firms: Evidence from Spanish olive oil mills. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(1), 106–137. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.1.106  

42. Goodrich, B., Gabry, J., Ali, I., & Brilleman, S. (2020). Bayesian applied regression modeling via Stan: R package 
version 2.19.3. Retrieved from https://mc-stan.org/rstanarm 

43. Hall, A., & Nordqvist, M. (2008). Professional management in family businesses: Toward an extended 
understanding. Family Business Review, 21(1), 51–69. https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1741-6248.2007.00109.x  

44. Handler, W. C (1990). Succession in family firms: A mutual role adjustment between owner-manager and next-
generation family members. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 15(3), 37–51. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F104225879001500105  

45. Hemmer, T., & Labro, E. (2008). On the optimal relation between the properties of managerial and financial 
reporting systems. Journal of Accounting Research, 46(5), 1209–1240. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-
679X.2008.00303.x  

46. Hiebl, M. R. W. (2013). Management accounting in the family business: Tipping the balance for survival. Journal 
of Business Strategy, 34(6), 19–25. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-07-2013-0052  

47. Hiebl, M. R. W., & Li, Z. (2020). Non-family managers in family firms: Review, integrative framework and future 
research agenda. Review of Managerial Science, 14(4), 763–807. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0308-x  

48. Hiebl, M. R. W., & Mayrleitner, B. (2019). Professionalization of management accounting in family firms: 
The impact of family members. Review of Managerial Science, 13(5), 1037–1068. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0274-8  

49. Hiebl, M. R. W., Duller, C., Feldbauer-Durstmüller, B., & Ulrich, P. (2015). Family influence and management 
accounting usage — Findings from Germany and Austria. Schmalenbach Business Review, 67(3), 368–404. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03396880  

50. Hiebl, M. R. W., Feldbauer-Durstmüller, B., Duller, C., & Neubauer, H. (2012). Institutionalisation of management 
accounting in family businesses — Empirical evidence from Austria and Germany. Journal of Enterprising 
Culture, 20(4), 405–436. https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495812500173  

51. Hoffman, M. D., & Gelman, A. (2014). The No-U-Turn sampler: Adaptively setting path lengths in Hamiltonian 
Monte Carlo. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 15, 1593–1623. Retrieved from 
https://jmlr.org/papers/volume15/hoffman14a/hoffman14a.pdf  

52. Hunter, J. D., & Cooksey, R. W. (2004). The decision to outsource: A case study of the complex interplay 
between strategic wisdom and behavioural reality. Journal of Management & Organization, 10(2), 26–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1833367200004491  

53. Ioannidis, J. P. A. (2005). Why most published research findings are false. PLoS Medicine, 2(8), 696-701. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124  

54. Jayabalan, J., Dorasamy, M., Raman, M., & Ching Ching, N. K. (2009). Outsourcing of accounting functions 
amongst SME companies in Malaysia: An exploratory study. Accountancy Business and the Public Interest, 8(2), 
96–114. Retrieved from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228473160_
Outsourcing_of_Accounting_Functions_amongst_SME_Companies_in_Malaysia_An_Exploratory_Study  

55. Jiang, B., & Qureshi, A. (2006). Research on outsourcing results: current literature and future opportunities. 
Management Decision, 44(1), 44–55. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740610641454  

56. Jones, J., U. J., Peter, B., & Douglas, W. (2001). Finance function outsourcing in SMEs. London, the UK: Institute of 
Chartered Accountants in England and Wales.  

57. Juma’h, A. H., & Wood, D. (1999). Outsourcing implications for accounting practices. Managerial Auditing 
Journal, 14(8), 387–395. https://doi.org/10.1108/02686909910301457  

58. Kakabadse, A., & Kakabadse, N. (2005). Outsourcing: Current and future trends. Thunderbird International 
Business Review, 47(2), 183–204. https://doi.org/10.1002/tie.20048  

59. Kalm, M., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2016). Socioemotional wealth preservation in family firms. Revista de 
Administração, 51(4), 409–411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rausp.2016.08.002  

60. Kamyabi, Y., & Devi, S. (2011). The impact of accounting outsourcing on Iranian SME performance: Transaction 
cost economics and resource-based perspectives. World Applied Sciences Journal, 15(2), 244–252. Retrieved 
from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252064006_The_impact_of_accounting_outsourcing_on
_Iranian_SME_performance_Transaction_cost_economics_and_resource-based_perspectives  

61. Kim, G. M., & Won, H. J. (2007). HR BPO service models for small and medium enterprises. Business Process 
Management Journal, 13(5), 694–706. https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150710823165  

62. Klein, S. B., Astrachan, J. H., & Smyrnios, K. X. (2005). The F–PEC scale of family influence: Construction, 
validation, and further implication for theory. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(3), 321–339. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00086.x  

63. Kline, R. B. (2013). Beyond significance testing: Statistics reform in the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Washington, 
DC: American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/14136-000  

64. Krell, E. (2007). Finance and accounting outsourcing: Making an informed decision. CMA Management, 81(7). 
65. Kremic, T., Tukel, O. I., & Rom, W. O. (2006). Outsourcing decision support: A survey of benefits, risks, and 

decision factors. Supply Chain Management, 11(6), 467–482. https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540610703864  
66. Krenek, M. (2018). Daten, Fakten, Zahlen zur volkswirtschaftlichen Bedeutung von Familienunternehmen. 

Retrieved from https://www.familienunternehmen.de/de/daten-fakten-zahlen  
67. Kruschke, J. K. (2015). Doing Bayesian data analysis: A tutorial with R, JAGS and Stan (2nd ed.). Amsterdam, 

Netherlands: Academic Press.  
68. Kruschke, J. K., & Liddell, T. M. (2018). The Bayesian new statistics: Hypothesis testing, estimation, meta-

analysis, and power analysis from a Bayesian perspective. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 25(1), 178–206. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1221-4  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.03.002
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.593320
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.1.106
https://mc-stan.org/rstanarm
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1741-6248.2007.00109.x
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F104225879001500105
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2008.00303.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2008.00303.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-07-2013-0052
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0308-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0274-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03396880
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495812500173
https://jmlr.org/papers/volume15/hoffman14a/hoffman14a.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1833367200004491
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228473160_Outsourcing_of_Accounting_Functions_amongst_SME_Companies_in_Malaysia_An_Exploratory_Study
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228473160_Outsourcing_of_Accounting_Functions_amongst_SME_Companies_in_Malaysia_An_Exploratory_Study
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740610641454
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686909910301457
https://doi.org/10.1002/tie.20048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rausp.2016.08.002
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252064006_The_impact_of_accounting_outsourcing_on_Iranian_SME_performance_Transaction_cost_economics_and_resource-based_perspectives
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252064006_The_impact_of_accounting_outsourcing_on_Iranian_SME_performance_Transaction_cost_economics_and_resource-based_perspectives
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150710823165
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00086.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/14136-000
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540610703864
https://www.familienunternehmen.de/de/daten-fakten-zahlen
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1221-4


Corporate Ownership & Control / Volume 19, Issue 2, Winter 2022 

 
 119 

69. Lambert, B. (2018). A student’s guide to Bayesian statistics (1st ed.). Los Angeles, CA: SAGE. 
70. Lepistö, S., Dobroszek, J., Lepistö, L., & Zarzycka, E. (2020). Controlling outsourced management accounting to 

build legitimacy. Qualitative Research in Accounting and Management, 17(3), 435-463. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-05-2019-0062  

71. Lopez, O. L., & Hiebl, M. R. W. (2015). Management accounting in small and medium-sized enterprises: Current 
knowledge and avenues for further research. Journal of Management Accounting Research, 27(1), 81–119. 
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-50915  

72. Lubatkin, M. H., Simsek, Z., Ling, Y., & Veiga, J. F. (2006). Ambidexterity and performance in small-to medium-
sized firms: The pivotal role of top management team behavioral integration. Journal of Management, 32(5), 
646–672. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206306290712  

73. Maelah, R., Aman, A., Amirruddin, R., Auzair, S. M., & Hamzah, N. (2012). Accounting outsourcing practices in 
Malaysia. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 6(1), 60–78. https://doi.org/10.1108/15587891211191380  

74. Maelah, R., Aman, A., Hamzah, N., Amiruddin, R., & Auzair, S. M. (2010). Accounting outsourcing turnback: 
Process and issues. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal, 3(3), 226–245. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538291011093811  

75. Martínez-Ferrero, J., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., & Bermejo-Sánchez, M. (2015). Is family ownership of a firm associated 
with the control of managerial discretion and corporate decisions? Journal of Family Business Management, 
6(1), 23–45. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-06-2015-0022  

76. Maseko, N., & Manyani, O. (2011). Accounting practices of SMEs in Zimbabwe: Investigative study of record 
keeping for performance measurement (a case study of Bindura). Journal of Accounting & Taxation, 3(8), 171–181. 
https://doi.org/10.5897/JAT11.031  

77. Memili, E., Chrisman, J. J., & Chua, J. H. (2011). Transaction costs and outsourcing decisions in small- and 
medium-sized family firms. Family Business Review, 24(1), 47–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510396706  

78. Mitchell, F., & Reid, G. C. (2000). Problems, challenges and opportunities: The small business as a setting for 
management accounting research. Management Accounting Research, 11(4), 385–390. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.2000.0152  

79. Moores, K., & Mula, J. (2000). The salience of market, bureaucratic, and clan controls in the management of 
family firm transitions: Some tentative Australian evidence. Family Business Review, 13(2), 91–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1741-6248.2000.00091.x  

80. Moores, K., & Salvato, C. (2009). Accounting in family firms. Family Business Review, 22(2), 185–186. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333845  

81. Nandan, R. (2010). Management accounting needs of SMEs and the role of professional accountants: A renewed 
research agenda. Journal of Applied Management Accounting Research, 8(1), 67–79.  

82. Neubauer, H., Mayr, S., Feldbauer-Durstmüller, B., & Duller, C. (2012). Management accounting systems and 
institutionalization in medium-sized and large family businesses — Empirical evidence from Germany and 
Austria. European Journal of Management, 12(2), 14–69. Retrieved from 
https://www.academia.edu/28081373/Management_Accounting_Systems_and_Institutionalization_in_Medium_
sized_and_Large_Family_Businesses  

83. Nicholson, B., Jones, J., & Espenlaub, S. (2006). Transaction costs and control of outsourced accounting: Case 
evidence from India. Management Accounting Research, 17(3), 238–258. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2006.05.002  

84. Nwobu, O., Faboyede, S., & Onwuelingo, A. (2015). The role of accounting services in small and medium scale 
businesses in Nigeria. Journal of Accounting, Business and Management, 22(1), 55-63. Retrieved from 
http://journal.stie-mce.ac.id/index.php/jabminternational/article/view/164  

85. Ono, Y., & Stango, V. (2005). Outsourcing, firm size, and product complexity: Evidence from credit unions. 
Economic Perspectives, 29(1), 2–11. Retrieved from https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/economic-
perspectives/2005/1qtr2005-part1-ono-stango  

86. Oosthuizen, A., Van Vuuren, J., & Botha, M. (2020). Compliance or management: The benefits that small 
business owners gain from frequently sourcing accounting services. The Southern African Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management, 12(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajesbm.v12i1.330  

87. Pongelli, C., Calabrò, A., & Basco, R. (2019). Family firms’ international make-or-buy decisions: Captive 
offshoring, offshore outsourcing, and the role of home region focus. Journal of Business Research, 103, 596–606. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.02.033  

88. Prencipe, A., Bar-Yosef, S., & Dekker, H. C. (2014). Accounting research in family firms: Theoretical and 
empirical challenges. European Accounting Review, 23(3), 361–385. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2014.895621 

89. Quinn, J. B. (1999). Strategic outsourcing: Leveraging knowledge capabilities. MITSloan Management Review, 
40(4), 9–21. Retrieved from https://www.academia.edu/11668256/Strategic_Outsourcing
_Leveraging_Knowledge_Capabilities  

90. Rau, S. B., Astrachan, J. H., & Smyrnios, K. X. (2018). The F-PEC revisited: From the family business definition 
dilemma to foundation of theory. Family Business Review, 31(2), 200–213. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518778172  

91. Rogošić, A. (2019). Accounting outsorusing issues. Eurasian Journal of Business and Management, 7(3), 44–53. 
https://doi.org/10.15604/ejbm.2019.07.03.005  

92. Röver, C. (2018). Bayesian random-effects meta-analysis using the bayesmeta R package. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 10(2), 1–51. Retrieved from https://arxiv.org/pdf/1711.08683.pdf  

93. Salvato, C., & Moores, K. (2010). Research on accounting in family firms: Past accomplishments and future 
challenges. Family Business Review, 16(3), 160–177. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510375069  

94. Senftlechner, D., & Hiebl, M. R. W. (2015). Management accounting and management control in family 
businesses: Past accomplishments and future opportunities. Journal of Accounting & Organizational Change, 
11(4), 573–606. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAOC-08-2013-0068  

95. Smith, J. A., Morris, J., & Ezzamel, M. (2005). Organisational change, outsourcing and the impact on 
management accounting. British Accounting Review, 37(4), 415–441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2005.07.004  

https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-05-2019-0062
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-50915
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206306290712
https://doi.org/10.1108/15587891211191380
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538291011093811
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-06-2015-0022
https://doi.org/10.5897/JAT11.031
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510396706
https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.2000.0152
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1741-6248.2000.00091.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333845
https://www.academia.edu/28081373/Management_Accounting_Systems_and_Institutionalization_in_Medium_sized_and_Large_Family_Businesses
https://www.academia.edu/28081373/Management_Accounting_Systems_and_Institutionalization_in_Medium_sized_and_Large_Family_Businesses
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2006.05.002
http://journal.stie-mce.ac.id/index.php/jabminternational/article/view/164
https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/economic-perspectives/2005/1qtr2005-part1-ono-stango
https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/economic-perspectives/2005/1qtr2005-part1-ono-stango
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajesbm.v12i1.330
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2014.895621
https://www.academia.edu/11668256/Strategic_Outsourcing_Leveraging_Knowledge_Capabilities
https://www.academia.edu/11668256/Strategic_Outsourcing_Leveraging_Knowledge_Capabilities
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518778172
https://doi.org/10.15604/ejbm.2019.07.03.005
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1711.08683.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510375069
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAOC-08-2013-0068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2005.07.004


Corporate Ownership & Control / Volume 19, Issue 2, Winter 2022 

 
 120 

96. Songini, L., & Gnan, L. (2015). Family involvement and agency cost control mechanisms in family small and 
medium-sized enterprises. Journal of Small Business Management, 53(3), 748–779. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12085  

97. Songini, L., Gnan, L., & Malmi, T. (2013). The role and impact of accounting in family business. Journal of Family 
Business Strategy, 4(2), 71–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.04.002  

98. Stewart, A., & Hitt, M. A. (2012). Why can’t a family business be more like a nonfamily business? Modes of 
professionalization in family firms. Family Business Review, 25(1), 58–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0894486511421665  

99. Tanwongsval, V., & Pinvanichkul, T. (2008). Accounting information requirements and reporting practices of 
Thai SMEs. Thammasat Business Journal: Journal of Accounting Profession, 59–74. Retrieved from 
http://www.jap.tbs.tu.ac.th/files/Article/Jap08/Full/JAP08Tippawan2.pdf  

100. Vehtari, A., Gelman, A., & Gabry, J. (2017). Practical bayesian model evaluation using leave-one-out cross-
validation and WAIC. Statistics and Computing, 27(5), 1413–1432. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-016-9696-4  

101. Villalonga, B., & Amit, R. (2006). How do family ownership, control and management affect firm value? Journal 
of Financial Economics, 80(2), 385–417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.12.005  

102. Wasserstein, R. L., & Lazar, N. A. (2016). The ASA’s statement on p-values. Context, process, and purpose. 
The American Statistician, 70(2), 129–133. https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2016.1154108  

103. Wasserstein, R. L., Schirm, A. L., & Lazar, N. A. (2019). Moving to a world beyond ―p < 0.05‖. The American 
Statistician, 73(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913  

104. Wijekoon, N., Samkin, G., & Sharma, U. (in press). International financial reporting standards for small and 
medium-sized entities: A new institutional sociology perspective. Meditari Accountancy Research. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2020-0929  

105. Zotorvie, J. S. T. (2017). A study of financial accounting practices of small and medium scale enterprises (SMEs) 
in Ho Municipality, Ghana. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 7(7), 
29-39. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v7-i7/3075 

 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0894486511421665
http://www.jap.tbs.tu.ac.th/files/Article/Jap08/Full/JAP08Tippawan2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-016-9696-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2016.1154108
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2020-0929
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v7-i7/3075

	OUTSOURCING OF FINANCIAL AND MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTING: DO FAMILINESS AS A SOCIAL CAPITAL AND COMPANY SIZE AS AN ORGANIZATIONAL CAPITAL AFFECT THE DECISION TO MAKE SUCH A TRANSFER?
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOSESES DEVELOPMENT
	2.1. Accounting outsourcing and family firms
	2.2. Accounting outsourcing and company size
	2.3. Accounting outsourcing and interaction of familiness and size

	3. RESEARCH DESIGN
	3.1. Measurement, sample, and statistical inference
	3.1.1. Dependent variables: Measuring outsourcing
	3.1.2. Independent variables
	3.1.3. Control variables

	3.2. Sample and statistical inference

	4. RESULTS
	4.1. Descriptive statistics
	4.2. Model results

	5. CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES




