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Compare, Contrast And Critically Evaluate the Papers as a Contributions to the Accounting and Finance Literature
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Course 

Date 

Introduction
The objective of this paper is to review critically the papers presented by group A and group B. Group A presentation covered an experimental research by Davis and Albright (2004) ‘An investigation of the effect of balanced scorecard implementation on financial performance.’ Group B covered an action research paper by Goddard and Ooi (1998) ‘Activity-based costing and central overhead cost allocation in universities: a case study.’ This paper intends to compare, contrast and critically evaluate the two presentations on their contribution to the accounting and finance literature.

Subject Matter
Group A focused on the impact of a balanced score card on financial performance, while group B focused on the development of Activity-based costing in the universities. It also focused on its contribution to solving difficulties associated with the present overhead cost allocation system.

Role of Theory
The role of the theory of each paper purposes to explain, predict and control the subject matter. The theory in paper A explains the necessity of a balanced scorecard in financial performance by explaining the weaknesses and irrelevance of the traditional performance measurement practices. By following the existing theory, the research compared the performance of both BSC implementers and non-implementers thus predicted the occurrences in each situation and hoped to improve the financial performance of institutions. Similarly, paper Bs’ theory explains the need for an ABC system by looking at prior theories. From the theories, the research could link the activities to the products thus come up with explanations of what will happen and finally implement the system and give detail the conclusion. Therefore, the theory is crucial in deducing hypothesis, and acts as the basis for actualizing and backing up the underlying concepts.

Methodology
The research methodology used in paper A differs with that of paper B in certain areas but for the exception that both studies collected primary data. Paper A used a quasi-experimental research design that involved using different samples and used statistical analysis to analyze data collected. The study used a longitudinal approach covering a period of two years. Paper B used the survey method and data archival was cross-sectional. Paper B used one university as the study sample to represent the rest. This is generalization. Also, it used the underlying assumption that the methodology used is applicable to other overhead services.

Paradigm
The two papers are different concerning the type of research. Paper B is an action research while paper A is an experimental research. Both papers use functionalist paradigm in that they collect quantitative data, measure the variables, use prior theory and predict results. Unlike prior studies, paper A sought to use a different and new approach. Through the findings, paper A questions and contests some prior theory and offers new insights. Paper B uses prior literature and uses it to develop suitable methods in a different setting then evaluates its effectiveness.

Methods
Paper A collected data from a sample of 9 branches through observation. Initially, the researchers compared the performance level of the banks for a certain period prior to implementing the BSC and after implementing it. So as to determine the probable changes in financial performance, they used actual financial data. Data collected was tested and analyzed. Paper B used interviews to collect data. They also used historical financial data and staff records as basis of their research.


Criticism 
Strength of the Conclusion
A strong conclusion should first remind the reader the objectives and purpose of the study and illustrate the magnitude to which the objectives were met. It should not contain any new information that is not listed in the study. Moreover, the conclusion should provide details whether the research question have been answered and also briefly list the findings of the research. Finally, it should include a brief section on future research and recommendations.

Paper A introduced the conclusion by reminding the reader the purpose of the study. Its aim were determining whether there was an improvement in financial performance after the implementation of a BSC and also if the change was significant when compared to a setting using the traditional performance measurement system. The conclusion affirmed that there was an improvement in financial performance following the implementation of a BSC. It also gave a brief explanation as to how these objectives were met. Finally, paper A has a brief section on limitations and future research. Generally, the paper has a strong conclusion as it follows the necessary guidelines for writing a conclusion. On the other hand, paper B conclusion had some gaps. Firstly, it did not restate the objectives of the paper. Secondly, instead of the paper recapping earlier discussion, it tends to further the discussion. However, it provides details of the findings but again fails to highlight any recommendations for future research. While compared to paper A, the score in paper B conclusion is average.

Strengths and weaknesses of approach
Paper A is well organized in a logical research manner and is well articulated. The study also used a different approach compared to prior studies to avoid repetitive and ensure originality. Unlike other studies, the research used a longitudinal approach intensifying the value of the findings. Finally, the study used actual financial performance and used statistical analysis for testing their hypothesis. The study, however, was rather generalized considering every organization has unique characteristics. On the other hand, paper B was also well structured and coherently followed the structure of action research. The results and findings were easy to follow and comprehend and used a precise case study. However, the study only used historical data for analysis. It would be recommended to use both current and historical data.

Conclusion
The two papers are significant as they contribute to gaining deeper understanding of the accounting and finance literature. Paper A provides insights of a balanced scorecard and how it can be an effective tool for improving financial performance. It contributes to the already existing knowledge by supporting the theory through an actual examination of the program. This, therefore, gives the theory some factual basis. Similarly, Paper B also provides new insights and understanding of activity-based costing. It drifts from the prevalent theory of using ABC in manufacturing firms and derives new insights of using ABC in higher education institutions. Therefore, both papers enhance accounting and finance literature.
