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A B S T R A C T   

Management accounting system (MAS) improves business growth through quality decision making process, but 
scholars have mixed views about MAS and constantly debate its efficacy. Drawing on the decision-making 
theories, the current research deviates from the debates and adopts a ‘think-outside-the-box’ approach, aiming 
to advance the knowledge of MAS’s efficacy. Research data are gathered from the MAS literatures and cognate 
studies. Following the research findings, we identify a new pre-factor (thinking style) and incorporate it into the 
MAS. Specifically, decision makers’ cognitive process is found to affect the design and implementation of MAS, as 
rational thinking style, administrative thinking style, and political thinking style may affect the MAS’s efficacy 
differently. Research findings have brought valuable insights to the MAS literatures, by highlighting the strength 
and weakness of different thinking styles in designing management accounting system. Moreover, decision 
makers, such as organizational leaders and business managers, are encouraged to monitor their thinking styles: 
that is, with better understanding of thinking styles, decision makers can better utilize MAS and rectify the style- 
driven deficits in time.   

1. Introduction 

Accurate decision-making is crucial to the organizational manage-
ment and business success, and people are always keen to explore what 
could be done to improve the quality and outcome of their decision 
making process (e.g., Hollihan & Baaske, 2022; Mumani et al., 2021). In 
the last decade scholars have conducted different studies to examine the 
methods of decision making, and their findings are fruitful. In particular, 
scholars have proposed the concept of management accounting system 
(MAS), claiming that MAS can promote decision making process, 
enabling managers to make the best business strategies for the organi-
zations (e.g., Chenhall & Morris, 1986; Ndemewah & Hiebl, 2022; Ngo, 
2020; Steen, 2022). 

The concept of management accounting system originates from 
management accounting, and Chenhall (2003) describes management 
accounting as a dynamic process, containing a series of creating, 
recording and integrating information. Management accounting can be 
seen as an accounting method that creates statements, reports, and 
documents for decision making (Soobaroyen & Poorundersing, 2008). 
Inspired by the management accounting literatures, management ac-
counting system is then designed to deliver the best best-quality 

information through a series of strategic integration of information, 
allowing decision makers to make the most credible and sensible de-
cisions (Chenhall, 2003; Soobaroyen & Poorundersing, 2008). Although 
management accounting system has earned its name in the literature, 
however, organizational leaders, business managers, and management 
researchers have proposed mixed views about MAS and questioned its 
applicability in the real world (Awwad et al., 2013; Campbell et al., 
2019; Ngo, 2020). For instance, some managers and researchers have 
praised MAS as a cunning information collector, as it is capable of 
consolidating various types of information in a timely manner (Chenhall 
& Morris, 1986; Ndemewah & Hiebl, 2022); yet, other scholars have 
regarded MAS as a trivial factor in gathering information, claiming that 
MAS does not necessarily work until other environmental conditions are 
satisfied, such as information scope, data compilation procedure and 
management policy (Ghasemi et al., 2019; Maheshwari et al., 2021). The 
debates between MAS supporters and questioners seem never ending 
(see relevant reviews in: Ghasemi et al., 2019; Hiebl, 2018; Maheshwari 
et al., 2021), jeopardizing the reasoning and consolidation of MAS 
literatures. 

In view of what has preceded, we conduct the current research, along 
with three reasons: 
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Firstly, previous research has indicated a need to conduct a new 
research, so different empirical viewpoints and theoretical perspectives 
of MAS can be further scrutinized, compared and critically discussed 
(Howitt & Cramer, 2020). It is our belief that research findings will 
contribute to the amalgamation of various viewpoints and heteroge-
neous perspectives, advancing the knowledge of management account-
ing system. 

Secondly, continuing the debates between MAS supporters and 
questioners does not necessarily help explain the function of MAS, as per 
the comments in prior studies and investigations (e.g., Axelsson & 
Wynstra, 2002; Chenhall & Morris, 1986; Ndemewah & Hiebl, 2022; 
Ngo, 2020). Instead, adopting a new perspective in analyzing MAS shall 
help enlarge the shadow between supporters and questioners, hence 
bringing new insights to the MAS theories. 

Finally, scholars have called for more MAS research, aiming to 
enhance the understanding of MAS’s design and implementation (e.g., 
Ghasemi et al., 2019; Maheshwari et al., 2021; Nitz, 2016; Saha, 2022). 
A more in-depth understanding of MAS is therefore important and 
essential, as it helps managers appreciate the characteristics of MAS and 
craft the best implementation strategies to maximize the efficacy of 
management accounting system. 

2. Literature review 

What is management accounting system (MAS)? Where is it applied 
to? What are the benefits for implementing management accounting 
system? To answer these questions, we may refer to the history of 
managerial accounting for further ideas. Broadly speaking, managerial 
accounting is a type of accounting practice, commonly used by finance 
managers, accountants and decision makers in the organization. 
Through the managerial accounting practice, people prepare, gather, 
process and produce information for the management team, so the best 
decisions can be developed, such as market segmentation strategies, 
business KPIs and short/long-term organizational objectives (Ghasemi 
et al., 2016). The types of information are many and vary; for instance, it 
ranges from chronological records, statistical statements, financial re-
ports, corporate repository, to summative documents (Axelsson & 
Wynstra, 2002). Following this line of research, the prototype of man-
agement accounting system is gradually formed. This article now turns 
to discuss the rise of management accounting system and introduce its 
concept and characteristics. Details follow: 

The concept of management accounting system (MAS) is first pro-
posed in the field of management accounting, in which MAS is defined as 
a platform to collect, integrate, contrast and integrate information for 
the purpose of quality information management (Chenhall, 2003; 
Chenhall & Morris, 1986). More recently MAS is seen as a dynamic 
process, covering data identification, production, categorization, 
consolidation and presentation; specifically, MAS is designed and 
operated in line with the organizational development and business 
strategies. (Ndemewah & Hiebl, 2022; Steen, 2022). From a different but 
relevant perspective, through the lens of MAS, managers can monitor 
and understand how different business aims and objectives are initiated, 
formed, integrated and communicated (Ngo, 2020). 

Management accounting system (MAS) is originally developed and 
utilized in the field of accounting (Chenhall & Morris, 1986); never-
theless, due to its function and merits, MAS has also been applied to 
other areas. For instance, MAS is applied to data compilation and inte-
gration, providing an informative summary to the managers in their 
policy evaluation and decision making (Ghasemi et al., 2019; Mahesh-
wari et al., 2021). Managers from the healthcare sector have used MAS 
in improving the quality of their service provision and delivery (Ngo, 
2020). MAS is also used in political resource analysis, helping the or-
ganization in identifying the need for change, gaining others’ support for 
change and implementing change (Hiebl, 2018). In other words, MAS 
does not confine itself within the accounting field; instead, MAS has 
earned its name in various types of business and commercial activities 

nowadays. 
In terms of the MAS’s value and merits, managers and scholars have 

proposed a variety of viewpoints. For example, the value of information- 
processing is subject to the degree of the MAS design, in which infor-
mation scope, timeliness, aggregation and integration all affect the 
applicability of MAS. Only when the aforementioned factors are 
considered can the MAS reach its maximum effect (Chenhall & Morris, 
1986). From a different but more holistic perspective, scholars regard 
MAS as strategic integration of managerial resources and accounting 
practices, offering the best-quality information to assist managers’ 
decision-making, so the organizational KPIs can be maximized to their 
full potential (Chenhall, 2003; Soobaroyen & Poorundersing, 2008; 
Stouthuysen et al., 2019). Although different in nature, prior studies 
have implied that, when the MAS is well designed and implemented, its 
outcome can be influential and productive, such as better business 
strategies and more KPIs to be achieved. 

Having said this, however, scholars actually have mixed views about 
the efficacy of MAS. On the one hand, some scholars advocate its effi-
cacy, claiming that MAS is capable of consolidating various types of 
information in a timely manner (Chenhall & Morris, 1986; Ndemewah & 
Hiebl, 2022). MAS provides valid and rich information to the managers, 
not only facilitating their decision-making process, but also refining 
their managerial strategies, which in turn contribute to the competitive 
advantages of the organization (Awwad et al., 2013; Ngo, 2020). On the 
other hand, however, other scholars question the applicability of MAS in 
the real world and advise managers to interpret its efficacy with caution. 
For instance, there is no universal MAS for all types of organizations, 
because the organizational characters, leadership styles, managerial 
performance, and environmental factors all affect the implementation of 
MAS (Ghasemi et al., 2016; Gonçalves & Gaio, 2021). MAS may not 
necessarily function until the aforementioned conditions and factors are 
taken into consideration during the MAS design and implementation 
period (Ghasemi et al., 2019; Maheshwari et al., 2021). 

To sum up, based on the literature reviews above, we have learnt that 
scholars have proposed a variety of viewpoints to explain the functions 
and merits of MAS, and that the debates between MAS supporters and 
questioners are still continuing, e.g., each perspective has its own merits. 
The difference between supporters and questioners is still massive, 
making no contribution to the amalgamation of MAS literatures, and 
leaving a glaring knowledge gap. In order to advance the knowledge of 
MAS, therefore, conducting a new MAS research with new perspective 
would be necessary and important. As such, this article now turns to 
explain the new perspective (i.e., decision making theories) and corre-
sponding method (i.e., think outside the box). Details follow. 

3. Method 

3.1. Data collection 

To achieve the research aim, we gathered MAS literatures and 
cognate items (e.g., journal articles, websites & chapters) from the 
renowned database portals. These portals were: for instance, EBSCO, 
Google Scholar and Research Gate. The three portals were recognized by 
the UK Research Innovation and hence adopted for the current research. 
To ensure the quality of data collection, we defined clear inclusion 
criteria and searching parameters; specifically, we first selected MAS 
related items, such as management accounting, accounting system, ac-
counting management and information management. Then, we set ‘de-
cision making’ as a filtering criterion, so non-decision making related 
items were excluded. The spectrum (range) of the data was set from 
2012 to 2022, reflecting the advancement of ‘decision making – MAS’ in 
the recent decade. During the data collection, we repeated the afore-
mentioned filtering procedure until the data saturation was achieved. 
Finally, we abided by the institutional research ethical guidelines, in 
which all individual and organizational identities were anonymised 
during the analysis and discussion, except for the originality and 
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copyright purposes. 

3.2. Philosophical stance 

To advance the knowledge of MAS and its efficacy, the current 
research adopts the ‘think outside the box’ approach (Deeley, 2010; 
Woods & Rosenberg, 2016), in line with two unique reasons. Firstly, 
scholars have carried out numerous MAS research and cognate studies in 
the last two decades, but there is no clear answer to conclude the efficacy 
of MAS (e.g., Chenhall, 2003; Soobaroyen & Poorundersing, 2008; 
Stouthuysen et al., 2019). Our proposition is: If researchers wish to 
break through the impasse between MAS advocators and questioners, 
there would be no need to continue the extant debates in MAS, such as 
approving or dis-approving MAS’s function and impact. On the contrary, 
if researchers wish to bring new insights to the MAS literatures and 
theories, it would be more realistic to conduct a new study through a 
new perspective. For the same reason, adopting ‘think outside the box’ 
approach in the new study would be very sensible. 

Secondly, although scholars generally recognize MAS’ function and 
appreciate its potential in facilitating decision making process, MAS is 
an ‘information-management-and-integration tool’ (Howitt & Cramer, 
2020); that is, MAS per se does not produce or guarantee the quality 
outcome, such as the best decision, or the perfect solution (see similar 
remarks in: Maheshwari et al., 2021; Ngo, 2020). It is the human who 
makes the decision, such as business stakeholders, corporate leaders and 
organizational managers. Following this line of research, we propose 
that decision makers shall focus on the decision making process and 
evaluate the influence of their own decision making style, rather than 
debating the characteristics and applicability of MAS. Our proposition 
is: Adopting a new perspective (such as decision making style) shall help 
explain the application of MAS and its efficacy. 

3.3. Selection of new perspective: Decision-making theories 

As aforementioned, we aim to advance the knowledge of MAS and its 
efficacy through a new perspective. To achieve the aim, we adopt a 
deductive reasoning approach in data compilation and analysis, as it 
helps generate new knowledge through the acquisition and integration 
of existing knowledge (Blaikie, 2007; Woiceshyn & Daellenbach, 2018). 
Specifically, we adopt ‘decision-making theories’ as new perspective, 
along with the rationale below. 

In layman’s term, decision-making describes a cognitive process, 
from idea generation, refinement, evaluation to decision identification. 
Theories for the decision-making are many and vary. In the current 
research, three particular theories are selected for further analysis and 
discussion, as their characteristics are highly relevant to the design and 
implementation of the management accounting system. These theories 
are: rational model, administrative model, and political model (see Table 1 
for summary). Details follow: 

Rational model (Model R): The model is renowned for its logical and 
fact orientation, comprising a series of step-by-step stages and aiming to 
reach the best outcome at the final stage (Kutschera & Ryan, 2009). 
These stages may include, for example, define the problem, identify the 
decision criteria, weight the criterions, propose solutions, and finalize 
solutions (Giesecke, 1993). For instance, when applying Model R, de-
cision makers are keen to achieve the optimization through the best 
method; that is to say, they will choose the best method to reach the 
maximized outcomes (e.g., utility, function and effect). 

Administrative model (Model A): Inspired by the Model A, the ra-
tionality of decision makers is bounded, and they tend to consider 
limited criteria and alternatives (Kutschera & Ryan, 2009). The Model A 
highlights the value of individual evaluation and satisfaction, and 
decision-makers may select a decision that meets a minimum standard of 
sufficiency (Khatri & Alvin, 2000). For instance, if there are two de-
cisions with the same cost, decision makers will select the one with more 
outcomes. If two decisions come with similar outcomes, decision makers 

will select the one with less cost, because one’s subjective judgment and 
perception (e.g., observation, evaluation and satisfaction feelings) are 
crucial to the decision makers (Khatri & Alvin, 2000). 

Political model (Model P): In the lens of Model P, decision making is 
like a haggling and negotiation process where individuals pursue their 
own interests within the organization of ideas, such as values, cost, time 
and other relevant parameters (Giesecke, 1993). In a similar vein, 
Elbanna and Child (2007) describe the political model as continuous 
evaluation and comparison process, in which all probable decisions are 
repeatedly evaluated and compared against each other, and only the 
most competent decision will be selected. For instance, decision makers 
may come up numerous ideas at the onset, but reduce to limited 
numbers (of ideas) through the reviewing process; finally, a decision 
that outperforms others will be made. 

3.4. Data integration and analysis 

The aforementioned theories all have their unique characteristics 
and merits. The rational model highlights the values of thinking and 
planning in advance of action (Kutschera & Ryan, 2009), the adminis-
trative model focuses on individual evaluation and satisfaction in 
addition to the outcome (Khatri & Alvin, 2000), whereas the political 
model emphasizes on the integrated analysis and reviewing process 
(Elbanna & Child, 2007; Giesecke, 1993). Despite the conceptual dif-
ferences, actually, these models jointly convey a message that the de-
cision making process is not linear or straight-forward. From a different 
but relevant perspective, Staerklé (2015) claims that individuals are not 
always rationale and consistent in their thinking styles, and both in-
consistencies and constant changes are inevitable human natures. For 
instance, people tend to show more confidence in their comfort zone but 
less confidence in new attempts, resulting in different behavioral out-
comes (argument or acceptance: Hollihan & Baaske, 2022). Employees 
often show preference towards the individuals and groups who show 
similar or same thinking styles in the workplace (Manager--
employee-heterophily: Chang et al., 2017). Thinking styles are found to 

Table 1 
Summary of the three theories.  

Theories Authors Viewpoints (characteristics)a 

Rational model 
(Model R) 

Kutschera and 
Ryan (2009)  

● Decision making process comprises a 
series of stages.  

● Decision makers aim to gain the 
optimization through the best 
method. 

Desirable outcome for the best decision:  
● A decision can reach the maximized 

outcomes (e.g., utility, function & 
effect). 

Administrative 
model (Model A) 

Khatri and 
Alvin (2000).  

● Decision making is a self-evaluation 
and satisfaction process.  

● Decision makers emphasize on 
subjective judgment and perception. 

Desirable outcome for the best decision:  
● A decision can reach the maximized 

outcomes but with the minimized 
cost (e.g., capital & personnel 
investment). 

Political model 
(Model P) 

Giesecke 
(1993)  

● Decision making is a haggling and 
negotiation process.   

● Decision makers engage in 
continuous evaluation and 
comparison process. 

Elbanna and 
Child (2007) 

Desirable outcome for the best decision:  
● A decision can outperform other 

decisions, bearing both maximized 
outcomes and minimized cost in 
mind. 

Note. 
a Due to the limited space, only the most popular viewpoints are presented in 

the table. 
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affect people’s cognitive process, leading to different levels of perfor-
mance (depth of exploration; Kao et al., 2008). Finally, thinking styles 
may influence knowledge-sharing behavior and magnitude of knowl-
edge innovation (executive-vs. legislative-thinking style; Cheng et al., 
2023). 

Following the decision making theories and thinking styles related 
studies above, we wonder whether thinking styles may play a role in 
delivering MAS. Our question is: Do thinking styles affect the design and 
implementation of MAS? If so, how? To our knowledge, there is no direct 
answer to respond to our question. Having said that, however, prior 
studies may have offered preliminary credence to the question, showing 
the sign of answers. 

On the one hand, during the design and implementation of MAS, 
decision makers’ cognitive process (such as preferred thinking style) is 
vital and thus should be taken into the consideration. To be exact, when 
people prefer Model R (e.g., rational thinking style) in their decision 
making, they are likely to value the logical and fact-based process, but 
they may also lack the continuous evaluation and comparison process 
(Kutschera & Ryan, 2009). When people adopt Model A (e.g., adminis-
trative thinking style) in their decision making, they are likely to value 
personal judgment and feelings at the individual level, but they may also 
underestimate the importance of logicality and fact-observation during 
the comparison of different decisions (Khatri & Alvin, 2000). When 
people prefer Model P (e.g., political thinking style) in their decision 
making, they are likely to value the synthetic data collection and anal-
ysis, but they may also neglect the importance of subjective evaluation 
and self-perception (Elbanna & Child, 2007). 

On the other hand, however, decision making is like a thinking 
process of making choices. As explained by prior studies of preferences 
(Chang et al., 2017; Staerklé, 2015), people may have preferred ways in 
gathering information, evaluating information, and integrating infor-
mation, leading to their desirable decision(s). However, people are also 
found to use different thinking styles at different situations, and people 
may use multiple styles if they believe it is sensible to do so (e.g., 
Elbanna & Child, 2007; Kutschera & Ryan, 2009; Stone et al., 2022). 
People may adopt ‘trial and error’ and ‘predict & act’ during the decision 
making process, evaluating whether their thinking leads to the best 
outcome (Bonjean-Stanton & Roelich, 2021; Collins & Shenhav, 2022; 
Staerklé, 2015). In other words, although preferred thinking styles exist, 
people may possibly ‘jump out’ their preferences and adopt a style that 
they feel necessary and sensible to do so. To sum up, ‘thinking style’ does 
matter, affecting people’s attitude and behavior. Based on the data 
analysis and reasoning above, we suggest that thinking style should be 
considered as the pre-stage component to the MAS. That is, based on the 
research findings, we can regard ‘thinking style’ as a pre-factor to the 
MAS (See Fig. 1 for details). 

4. Discussion and conclusion 

Scholars claim that management accounting system (MAS) contrib-
utes to the organizational growth and business success through the 
implementation of quality decision-making process, enabling managers 
to make the best decisions for the organizations (e.g., Chenhall & Morris, 
1986; Ndemewah & Hiebl, 2022; Ngo, 2020; Soobaroyen & Poor-
undersing, 2008). Despite the contribution of MAS, however, scholars 
still have mixed views about MAS’s merits and often question its efficacy 
in reality; actually, the understanding of MAS’s function remains in-
clusive, and the debates between MAS supporters and questioners are 
never ending (Ghasemi et al., 2019; Gonçalves & Gaio, 2021; Mahesh-
wari et al., 2021). 

Hence, in order to bring new insights to the MAS literatures and 
advance the knowledge of MAS’s efficacy, the current research departs 
from the aforementioned debates by adopting the ‘think outside the box’ 
approach (Deeley, 2010; Woods & Rosenberg, 2016). The underlying 
rationale is: Continuing the debates does not necessarily contribute to 
the consolidation of different MAS literatures and heterogeneous view-
points. Adopting an alternative perspective to examine and discuss the 
efficacy of MAS would be more practical and feasible. Therefore, 
following the ‘think outside the box’ approach, the current research re-
views a series of MAS literatures and adopts decision-making theories to 
evaluate the merits and efficacy of MAS. Research findings are mean-
ingful and the contribution is twofold: 

In terms of knowledge advancement, the research findings have 
suggested a unique pre-factor (i.e., thinking style) to the MAS’s design 
and implementation, through the integration and analysis of three de-
cision making theories. These theories are: rational model (Kutschera & 
Ryan, 2009), administrative model (Khatri & Alvin, 2000), and political 
model (Elbanna & Child, 2007; Giesecke, 1993). Based on the afore-
mentioned decision making theories, the current research has found the 
significance of the pre-factor, as it not only helps rectify the potential 
deficits during the decision making process, but also allows more space 
and time for interventions. That is to say, when the pre-factor is valued 
and incorporated into the MAS application, decision makers (e.g., 
organizational leaders and business managers) are more capable of 
examining the design and implementation of MAS practices, hence 
improving the MAS’s efficacy. Research findings also bring new insights 
to the ongoing MAS debates (c.f., Ghasemi et al., 2019; Gonçalves & 
Gaio, 2021; Maheshwari et al., 2021), as the pre-factor helps explain 
why MAS does not always work in reality. For instance, decision makers 
may not be aware of the potential deficit(s) embedded in their own 
thinking style(s), although these deficits can affect the design and 
implementation of their MAS practices. From a preventive perspective, 
however, if the decision makers can detect these potential deficits in 

Fig. 1. Methodological flowchart.  
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advance, they shall be able to rectify the deficits in time and, more 
importantly, improve the MAS’s efficacy accordingly. 

In terms of operational implication, the research findings have 
indicated that decision makers’ cognitive process plays a crucial role to 
the MAS’s design and implementation, because rational thinking style 
(Kutschera & Ryan, 2009), administrative thinking style (Khatri & Alvin, 
2000), and political thinking style (Elbanna & Child, 2007; Giesecke, 
1993) may affect the MAS’s efficacy differently. For instance, we have 
learnt from the research findings that managers with rational thinking 
style may reach the maximized outcome, but neglect the relevant cost 
and resource consumption. Managers with administrative thinking style 
may reach the maximized outcome with the minimized cost, but the 
‘outcome-cost evaluation’ tends to be subjective judgement. Managers 
with political thinking style may reach the maximized outcome with the 
minimized cost, but the process involves numerous haggling and nego-
tiation process (e.g., individual interests may be compromised to ach-
ieve the organizational interests). Inspired by the research discoveries, 
we sincerely advise managers to ‘reflect on’ their thinking styles. As 
affirmed by the research findings, ‘thinking styles’ may affect the design 
and implementation of MAS, which in turn determines the efficacy of 
MAS practices. Our proposition is: the more managers know their own 
thinking styles (e.g., deficits & weakness), the better they rectify the 
‘style-related problems’, hence improving the efficacy of MAS practices. 

The research findings have important implications to the MAS 
practitioners and policy makers. Previous research indicates that 
thinking styles are related to individual experiences and personality, and 
that the personality may not change or get altered in a short period of 
time (see similar remarks in: Shaw & Choi, 2023; Tehrani & Yamini, 
2020). For the same reason, we encourage the organization to regulate 
MAS policies and practices more closely, along with the following sug-
gestions: i). MAS practitioners (e.g., organizational leaders and man-
agers) shall attend the MAS training programmes prior to the MAS 
implementation, acquiring the MAS knowledge and skills, including 
theories, functions, merits and limitation in application; ii). We advise 
the senior management team to monitor their MAS policies and practi-
tioners regularly and, if necessary, develop intervention strategies to 
rectify the style-driven deficits in MAS, as per the research findings. That 
is, a stitch in time saves nine; and, finally, iii). We advise the governing 
body (e.g., Business Committees & Stake Holders) to compile both 
successful and unsuccessful cases of MAS, providing the genuine mate-
rials to the education of future MAS practitioners. Learning from the real 
cases helps! 

Finally, the limitation and weakness of current research should be 
noted as well. To begin with, only three theories of decision-making are 
selected for the analysis and discussion, which may not cover all pos-
sibilities and complexities of decision making processes and their in-
fluence on the design and implementation of management accounting 
system. Future studies may adopt alternative theories (e.g., computa-
tional model; Stone et al., 2022) to continue this line of research, so the 
full picture of decision making and its influence on MAS can be unveiled. 
Next, although the pre-factor (i.e., thinking style) is theory-informed 
and has been supported by several conceptual studies, its validity and 
reliability (c.f., actual facilitation effect and accuracy improvement 
magnitude; Gonçalves & Gaio, 2021) cannot be tested and confirmed 
until further investigations. To advance the knowledge of thinking style, 
therefore, we suggest scholars to continue this line of research in their 
future research projects, such as empirically examining the role of 
thinking style or analyzing its implications on the implementation of 
management accounting system. 
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