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Abstract

This paper discusses the relation between characteristics of the evauating manager and the
way performance measurement and evaluation information is used. First a discussion is provided
about the dependent variable. It is recognized that categorization into archetypes (e.g., evauative
styles) is unsatisfactory. Instead the information content/emphasis dimensions financia-non-
financial, quantitative-qualitative, process-outcome, past-future and externa-internal, along
with the dimension flexibility-rigidity of information usage are proposed.

An investigation is made of the relation between the scores on those dimensions and char-
acteristics of the evaluator. Managers with an external locus of control are supposed to use less
information in general, but to use more externa information, this latter effect may even be so large
that the first effect is obfuscated. Managers with an internal locus of control will particularly em-
phasize non-financial, external, process and future-oriented information. Need for achievement
will increase the amount of information-in particular quantitative and process information—
used and the rigidity with which this information is used. Managers with low tolerance will use
more information, as long as this information is not ambiguous and the source is traditional. This
implies a preference for quantitative and financial information. Risk aversion will result in the us-
age of more information and in particular process oriented information. Managers with previous
experience in the function of the evaluatee will place more emphasis on non-financial and process
information. Finally, managers will pass on the information preferences of their own superiors.

*This research project was made possible by the Limperg Indtitute and supervised by Tom Groot and Paul
Jansen. The contribution of the Limperg Indtitute and in paticular of both supervisors is mentioned with gratitude.
This paper benefitted from comments by Jan Noevennan and participants a the Vrije University Accounting
Seminar.



1 Introduction

This pattern typically began when a researcher presented new findings
that seemed like a breakthrough solidly based in research. The findings
next became a popular success and were soon used as answers for prob-
lems in all kinds of situations, even in ones to which they had little rele-

vance. Then the findings came generally to be regarded as having failed
{. ., ] Finally, the pattern started over again with someone else’s break-
through, as likely as not unrelated to earlier ones, so that progress was
not achieved. Roethlisberger  (1977)

The recent hype around the baanced scorecard has given the issue of the dimensions aong
which performance measurement and evauation sysems (PMS) are designed and used and in
particular the relative importance of financid and non-financid measures a new impetus. Kap-
lan and Norton [1 1-14] emphasze the importance of usng both financid and non-financid,
both past and future oriented, both interna and externa information and both output and pro-
cess messures in assessing organizationa  performance.! Implicitly, they seem to assume that
al information on the balanced scorecard is quantitative, and in their examples quditetive in-
formation is assessed usng quantitetive measures. Furthermore, they dress the inter-linkages
between srategy and performance measurement, indicating that ‘the balanced scorecard is most
successful when it is used to drive the process of change' [ 12, p. 142].

Kaplan and Norton use an implicit modd in which strategy influences both design and us
age of the balanced scorecard. A more generd presentation of a framework describing the
influences on PMS design and usage can be found in Figure 1. This figure indicates that both
desgn and usage of a PMS are determined by characteristics of the evauator, characteristics
of the object subject to evauation, the context of the evauation and the (not necessarily mul-
tiplicative) interactions between those variables. The emphass placed on those three factors
will be different for desgn and usage. Design of the PMs will largely be determined by what
is economicdly desrable for the organization. The context of the evduation (eg., environ-
mental uncertainty, drategy) will be a mgor influence. Furthermore, the way in which the
system is expected to be used will be important: PMS designers will try to avoid (or correct)
gamesmanship and other dysfunctiondities.

The decisons made by Pvms designers will be an important congtraint on PMS usage: they
determine what information is avalable, and possbly even set formd guideines about how
this information should be used. However, an identicd PMS in an identicd environment may
be used differently by different evauators and differences in usage may adso be observed for
different objects of evaudion; the usage of PMS will be determined by idiosyncrases of evd-
uator and evauatee. Although it traditionaly has been damed that what you measure is what
you get, this point of view mainly concerns the reaction of the evauatees to the performance
measurement system imposed upon them; they will probably am a optimizing their evauation.
This paper will mainly focus on characteristics of the evduator, a rdatively neglected area of
research. Fird, however, some groundwork needs to be done the next section will discuss
dimensions dong which the usage of a PMS may be characterized. Next the influence of per-
sondity characteristics and other idiosyncrasies of the evauator on those dimensons will be

‘Although the authors generally refer to those four ‘perspectives’ adherence to those perspectives is not deemed
strictly necessary by them: *We have yet to see companies using fewer than four perspectives, but, depending on
industry circumstances and a business unit’ s strategy, one or more additional perspectives may be needed’ [ 13,
p.34].
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Figure 1. Performance measurement framework.

discussed. An overview of some problems associated with this line of research will conclude
the paper.

2 Dimensions underlying PM S-usage

The previous section indicated that the context of the evaluation, characterigtics of the evauator
and characterigtics of the evauatee determine the way a PVS is designed and used and pointed
out that context of the evauation will be particularly important for design decisons, whereas
characteridics of the evauator will mainly be rdevant in assessng how the PV will findly
be used. Furthermore, it was indicated that design and usage of the PM8 mutudly influence
each other. However, the question how characteristics of a PMs and PVS usage can be defined,
dill has to be answered. It obvioudy is not a good idea to look at the exact data used, some
abdraction to underlying dimensions is necessary. However, by deciding on usng dimensions,
one deviaion from other gudies in this area is implicitly introduced: the focus is on dimensions
rather than clusters (‘archetypes). The ‘reliance on accounting performance measures -studies,
on the contrary, typically follow a generd gpproach introduced by Hopwood [10] in which eval-
uative styles are determined. Managers can be characterized by a budget-congtrained style (BO) ,
a profit-conscious style (pc) and a non-accounting style (NA) . In the Bc style, subordinates are
evauated on their ability to meet the budget, wheress in the pc gtyle they are ‘evaduated on the
bass of [their] ability to increase the generd effectiveness of [their] unit's operations in relation
to the long-term purposes of the organization. [. . . | For this purpose the accounting data must
be used with some care in a rather flexible manner.” [10, p. 160]. In the na style accounting
data are relaively unimportant and are used together with information from other sources.

As indicated in Figure 2, two dimensons apparently underly this classfication: empha
ds on accounting-nonraccounting information and  flexibility-rigidity. Fexibility is deemed
necessy to compensate for some shortcomings of accounting information mentioned by Hop-
wood: incompleteness due to a lack of comprehensive measures and standards, distortion due to
the fact that an organization’s cost function is not exactly known, concern with outcomes as op-
posed to processes, and emphasis on short-term performance. In Hopwood's styles the rigidity—
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Figure 2: Evdudive syles and their underlying dimensons

flexibility dimenson is only concerned with the usage of accounting information: the fact thet
a manager uses not only accounting information but dso non-accounting information auto-
maticdly implies that the accounting information is used flexibly even if the non-accounting
information is used rigidly. Noeverman [ 19] indicates that quantitative non-accounting infor-
mation may have shortcomings Smilar to those of accounting information. Consequently it is
dedrable to gpply the rigidity-flexibility to the way performance information in generd is used
and not to accounting information adone. This implies that the non-accounting style conssts of
two separate styles, one of which will occupy the, now empty, upper-left quadrant of Figure 2.
The recognition of the underlying dimensions ingead of the clusters, makes it possible to focus
atention on this problem.

Furthermore, the definition of those styles would imply that evaudive syles redly cluster
around some combined scores on both dimensions (as the pseudo-data in Figure 2 do). How-
ever, Hopwood's results indicate that the budget-constrained and profit-conscious style are not
necessarily mutualy exclusive: a style that scores high on both budget emphesis and profit-
consciousness was aso found [10]. In a amilar vein, Otley [21] indicates that his data suggest
a continuum of style, with in his case increesng emphads on efficency and decreesng empha
Ss on meeting the budget. It is probably advisable to concentrate research efforts on assessment
of scores on those underlying dimensions. Only in a second stage of research, an atempt can
be made to cluster the scores obtained and determine the characteristics of an evauative style.

The dimendons recognized thus far, can be found in the firs two stubs of Table 1. Apart
from an accounting-non-accounting, aso a quantitative-quaitative dimension is recognized.
Those dimensions show overlap by definition, as accounting informetion is automaticaly quan-
titative information (obvioudy, the reverse is not automaticaly the case). The flexibility—
rigidity dimenson is somewhat different from the other dimensons recognized as it bears no
direct rdaton to the content of the information provided, whereas the other dimensons are
partidly congrained by this factor.

As indicated in the introductory section of this paper, the balanced scorecard papers [ 1 1-
14], dthough implicitly, dso recognize a number of dimensons on which PMS usage can be
scored.> A firg dimension is financid-non-financia, which maps neetly on the accounting—
non-accounting dimension of Hopwood. Furthermore, the dimensons past-future, which aso

*Kaplan and Norton focus on the provision, rather than the usage of information. For the recognition of
underlying dimensions this difference is not important.



paper dimensons recognized

Hopwood [ 10] accounting-non-accounting
flexibility-rigidity
outcome-process
short-term-long-term

Noeverman [ 19] quantitative-qualitetive
flexibility-rigidity

Kaplan and Norton [ 1 1-14] financd-non-financid
past-future
interna-externa
outcome-process

Table 1: Dimengons underlying PMs usage.

implies long-term-short-term, internd-externd  and  outcome-process are recognized,? those
dimensions can aso be found in Table 1. Kgplan and Norton treat the latter three dimensions as
correlated with the financid-non-financid dimenson. Financid information is concerned with
the pad, is internd, and focuses on output. Non-financid information is aso future-oriented,
externa and dso focuses on processes. In this world view, the usage of financid information
requires flexibility, wherees the usage of nonHfinancid information dlows for rigidity. The
absolute categorization of Kaplan and Norton, however, seems difficult to defend. It is more
prudent to treat the four dimensions separately, recognizing that they may be correlated.

Although the dimensions recognized may not be unique—empirical research on the di-
mensondity of information usage is dearly needed-they reflect a cetan consensus about
which dimensions are deemed to be most important, probably because of a presumed relation
to quaity of decison making and organizationd performance. One complementary dimen-
son should be mentioned: the amount of information atended to. Other possble dimensons
such as tightness of control and formality of PMS usage seem to magp reasonably well on the
flexibility-rigidity ~ dimengon.

The discusson in this section has provided an overview of the dimensons underlying the
provison and usage of information in the context of a PMS, as recognized in the mgor studies
on this topic. In the next section, | will investigate how the amount of information used and the
scores on those dimensions can be explained; an attempt to define so-caled evaudive styles
will not be made.

3 Characteristics of the evaluator

An important characteristic of the evauator evidently, is the podtion this person occupies in
the organization. However, generdly the evaduator will be one levd up in the organization
compared to the evauatee. The absolute level & which the evaluator is found, is not deemed
to be directly important in the determination of PMS characteriics. More important are the
idiosyncrades of the evduators themsdves. The next subsections will subsequently discuss
locus of control, need for achievement, ambiguity tolerance, and risk taking propensty. Next,

3Chenhall and Morris [3] use the label ‘scope’ to indicate the extent to which information is external, non-
financial and future-oriented.



two miscellaneous charecterigics of the evduator-experience in the domain of the evduatee
and the way the evauator is evauated (dthough the latter variable may be considered a context
raher than an evauator-related factor)-will be discussed.

3.1 Locus of control

Locus of control (LoC) can be defined as the tendency of a person to attribute outcomes to
internal or externd causes. Persons with an internd LoC tend to attribute successes or fail-
ures to their own efforts, whereas persons with an externa LoC tend to attribute those same
outcomes to circumgtances beyond their control. Therefore, one would theoreticaly expect
that individuds with an externd LoC will dedre less informetion than internds, as according
to their world view outcomes are beyond their control and consequently this information is of
no use for them. This effect is strengthened by the observation that internds are more able to
process information and to decide which information they need [7]. Conseguently, internals
will use more information and are able to use more complicated information.* An empirica
sudy [7] on differences in the vauation of information between internals and externas, how-
ever, shows unexpected results externas vaue information more than internas do. A possble
explandion is that externas require more information in order to defend their attributions or
find circumstances to which they may attribute their successes or falures.

A, prdiminary, generdization may be that in generd individuds with an externd LoC will
use less information, as their conception that they do not have influence on outcomes implies
that this information is of no use to them.

Proposition 1 Evaluators with an external locus of control will use less information, than
evaluators with an internal locus of control.

However, of the information used by externds a larger proportion will be external, as they need
this information to judify their extend dtributions. If the amount of externd informeation
attended to is very large, this may even cause the previous proposition to become invalid.

Proposition la Evaluators with an external locus of control will place more emphasis on ex-
ternal information, rather than internal information, than evaluators with an internal locus of
control.

Managers with an internd LoC, on the other hand, have better information processng ca
pabilities and consequently may be able to use information with a broader scope (that is the
ratio of non-financid, externd, process, future-oriented to financia, internd, outcome and
past-oriented information will be larger for managers with an internad LoC).

Proposition Ib Evaluators with an internal locus of control will use information that has a
broader scope, than evaluators with an internal locus of control.

An important additiona question with respect to LoC is whether this varidble is a ussful
determinant of PMS characterigtics at dl. An interaction between LoC of individuds, and the
function they occupy in an organization may occur (see eg., [2] for some empirical evindence).
Individuas with an externd L.oC may be less likdy to choose a managerid occupation. Fur-
thermore, performance may influence LoC. It has been observed [ 18] that a relation between

“In the context of ceo strategic planning similar observations have been made: ‘[i}jn order, to garner the
information necessary to support strategic planning, internal [locus of control] cEQs would implement monitoring
of the environment and set up concomitant boundary-spanning structures and staff’ [ 15, p. 195].
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IQ and LoC exigts, which is explained by the observation that smarter people are more able to
control outcomes. In a smilar way better managers may be more able to control outcomes,
which may dffect thar LoC. If ether of those effects exists, this may serioudy hamper the
usability of LoC in explaining the characteridics of a PvS.

3.2 Nead for achievement

Individuds with a high need for achievement vaue achievement as intringcdly rewarding. It
has been clamed [15] that they tend to set moderate gods, take moderate risks, and prefer
frequent and concrete feedback about their performance. Focusing on ceo's (in ther function
of desgners of PMS), Lewin and Stephens note:

CEOs provide employees with performance evaluation and reward systems that they feel would spur
themselves to good performance. CEos Who are achievement oriented should thus favor highly
structured incentives, rewards, and performance appraisals because of their own need for forrnalized
means-ends mental maps and concrete goal-oriented feedback. [ 15, p. 191]

Although this paper investigates usage, rather than design of PMS, it seems acceptable to
clam that if managers provided with the freedom to design a sysem will follow their prefer-
ences, they will aso follow those preferences when using a system that dready exigts, provided
that the syssem makes this possible. Consequently, the preferences mentioned by Lewin and
Stephens can be trandated in one generd propostion:

Proposition 2 Evaluators with a high need for achievement will use more information than
evaluators who score low on this characteristic.

It is possble to make this proposition more specific, by trandating formdization into the use
of quantitative, raher than quditative information.

Proposition 2a Evaluators with a high need for achievement will use more quantitative infor-
mation, rather than qualitative information, than evaluators who score low on this character-
istic.

Ancther consequence of the dedre for formdization is, that the information will be used
rigidly, rather than flexibly, as this enhances the daity of the means-ends reations mentioned
by Lewin and Stephens.

Proposition 2b Evaluators with a high need for achievement will use performance measure-
ment information more rigidly than evaluators who score low on this characteristic.

On the other hand, the focus on a means-ends rdaion may aso imply that managers with a
higher need for achievement want to know the means by which results have been obtained. In
other words, they are likely to put more emphasis on process information:

Proposition 2¢ Managers with a high need for achievement will place more emphasis on pro-
cess rather than outcome information.



3.3 Ambiguity tolerance

The definition of ambiguity tolerance (A1) has been subject to some debate (see eg., [6,8,17])
in the academic literature. A debate that is mainly caused by ambiguity in the definition of AT.
Budner (cited by Das [4]) defines intolerance of ambiguity as ‘the tendency to perceive (i.e
interpret) ambiguous Situations as sources of threat’, whereas another early author in this area,
Frenke-Brunswik, measures ambiguity tolerance in terms of the ability to perceive ambiguity.
The difference between both operationdizations is recognized by MacDonad [ 17], who aso
indicates that a more appropriate term for the construct assessed by the Frenkd-Brunswik At
indrument would be rigidity. Consequently, some research findings that use the words ‘ambi-
guity tolerance’, but refer to the Frenkd-Brunswik operationaization, should be interpreted as
discussng rigidity. Lewin and Stephens, for ingance, clam that

People with low tolerance for ambiguity [high rigidity] prefer to reduce complex issues to more
tractable forms, to ded with a minimum of information from the environment, and to resist change.
[. . .1 Snce they do not feed compelled to know what their subordinates are doing a al times (thus
reducing ambiguity), they would not be expected to implement elaborate monitoring Structures or to
‘micro manage’. {15, p. 196].

Rigid people, may not want to see conflicting information. Managers who are not ambiguity
tolerant, on the other hand, are likey to implement an eaborate monitoring system, in order to
reduce ambiguity resulting from a lack of sufficent information.

This latter statement is easly derived from the At literature. Budner (quoted in [ 16, p. 297])
defines an ambiguous situation ‘as one which cannot be adequately structured or categorized by
the individua because of the lack of sufficient cues’ He distinguishes three types of ambiguous
gtuations completely novel dStuations, complex Stuations and contradictory Stuations (Bud-
ner, quoted in [ 16]). Individuals with a low tolerance for ambiguity, ‘being more troubled by
incongstency than their ambiguity-tolerant counterparts, may attempt to resolve ambiguous sit-
uations by collecting more information’ [S, p. 5 13]. Furthermore, they will show a preference
‘for readily interpretable stimuli. Thus, when evauating the importance of information, they
may tend to judge factual data (e.g., expressed by numbers) to be more important than abstract
or conceptua data’ [5, p. 513]. Individuas who score low on at will gather more informe:
tion, unless they deem this information to be ambiguous [20]. Dermer’s [5] results indicate
that individuds who are low on At tend to indicate that a larger number of the information
items provided to them in his study is important, whereas a the same time a smaller number of
information items reflecting behaviord and future data is deemed important. This confirms the
expectation that low At individuds will use more information, as long as in is not ambiguous.

Oliver and Hamholtz [20], discussing HrRvm practices, notice the possibility of another pos-
gble effect of at: individuds low on AT are supposed to oppose paradigm shifts and hence
to use less HrRv information. A generdizaion of this observation would be that individuds
with low at will dick to traditiond sources of information, which will generdly be accounting
information. Das [4], findly showed that more AT is associated with more reliance on intringc
moativation, but not with less use of extringc mativation. Low At may induce formdization and
rigidity in generd.

Overdl, the discussion above seems to indicate that managers who score low on at,  will
use more information in order to reduce ambiguity.

Proposition 3 Evaluators with low ambiguity tolerance will use more information than evalu-
ators with a high tolerance for ambiguity.



It is posshle to formulate some more specific propostions. Managers who are intolerant of
ambiguity are likdy to prefer financid data, which is more traditiond and communicates an
unambiguous message, over less unambiguoudy interpretable non-financia data in evauaing
the performance of managers and business units.

Proposition 3a Evaluators with low ambiguity tolerance will place more emphasis on finan-
cial information, rather than non-jnancial information, than evaluators with a high tolerance
for ambiguity.

As quditative information is most ambiguous and the least treditiond information source, it is
expected that low At individuds will prefer quantitative information.

Proposition 3b Evaluators with low ambiguity tolerance will place more emphasis on quanti-
tative information, rather than qualitative information, than evaluators with a high tolerance
for ambiguity.

3.4 Risk taking propensity

A find persondity characterigtic of supervisng managers that may influence ther informetion
usage is the extent to which they are able or willing to take risks. Managers with low risk
taking propengty, will gather more information in order to reduce uncertainty [23]. In a Smilar
vein, Lewin and Stephen, in a paper dso quoted in earlier sections of this paper, remark that
‘[cleos with low risk taking propensity will tend to implement centralized organization designs
characterized by high control intensty and direct supervison in order to minimize uncertainty
and avoid surprises [15, p. 197]. This leads to the following propostion:

Proposition 4 Evaluators with low risk taking propensity will use more information than man-
agerswith a high risk taking propensity

To avoid uncertainty, managers with low risk taking propendty may delve into detailed opera-
tional data, rather than outcome data aone.

Proposition 4a Evaluators with low risk taking propensity will place more emphasis on pro-
cess information, rather than outcome information, than managers with a high risk taking
propensity.

3.5 Experience in domain of evaluatee

Experience of the evauator in the domain of the evaluatee combines two effects that may have
an opposite influence on information usage. On the one hand, this experience may provide
the evduator with more ingght into the functioning of the busness unit subject to evaduation.
Consequently, more non-financid and in particular more process information will be used.
Managers with less experience may prefer financid information, because of the fact that this
kind of information brings the activities of the evaluatees and their business units under a com-
mon denominator, which is interpretable without detailed knowledge of the underlying primary
proceses. On the other hand, the evaluatee is likely to be a manager, as wel, which implies that
experience in the domain of the evauaee dso leads to more managerid experience. Findings
of Beyer et d. show that ‘[m]anagers’ functiond experience tends to narrow ther cognitive
processing’ [1, p. 730]: information attended to and amount of problems identified decrease.
Consequently, dthough the totd amount of information used may diminish, the proportion of
non-financid information used for performance evauation will incresse
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Proposition 5 Evaluators with previous experience in the function of the evaluatee will place
more emphasis on non-financial information, rather than financial information than managers
without this experience.

More specificaly, it is expected that the usage of process, rather than outcome data will in-
crease.

Proposition 5a Evaluators with previous experience in the function of the evaluatee will place
more emphasis on process information, rather than outcome evaluation than managers without
this experience.

3.6 The way the evaluator is evaluated

In terms of the PmMsS framework presented in Figure 1, the way the evauator is evauated may
more drictly be seen as a part of the context of the evaluation, however, as it has been tregted in
the context of evaluative style research, it will be trested here, as well. Hopwood [9] observed
that a manager who is evauated by a superior with a given evduative style, will tend to pass
down this style to his own subordinates. This observation may be generdized to the usage of
informetion for performance evaudion in generd. As evduators will themsdves be evaduaed
on certan information items, they will dso use those items in evaduating ther subordinates.

Proposition 6 Evaluators will tend to use the criteria on which they themselves are evaluated
to evaluate their own subordinates.

4 Discussion

This paper tried to find explanations for differences in PMS practice in Smilar circumstances by
looking at the possihility thet idiosyncrases of the evauaing managers imply preferences for
catan information, how rigidly or flexibly this information is used, and how much information
is used. Propostions were derived and the discussion in general indicates that persondity
characterigtics, previous experience and the way managers themselves are evauated provide
reasonable explanations for those differences. However, empirical research in this area is scarce
and some of the predictions are contradictory. An externd locus of control for ingtance is
supposed to have a negative influence of the amount of information used in genera. However,
this same externd locus of control is supposed to have a postive influence on the amount of
externd information used, and this increese may well be larger than the decrease mentioned
ealier. It is necessary to limit the propostions to the relative importance assigned dong the
information dimensons. Similarly, experience of the manager in the function of the evauatee
may well be postively reaed to manageria experience. In particular in higher management
echelons this will be the case. This, agan results in contradictory datements experience
in genera tends to show a negdive reation to information usage, whereas experience in the
domain of the evauatee is likey to show a postive influence to the amount of information used
and in paticular the usage of nonfinancid and process information. Agan, it is necessary to
retreat to a statement about the relative importance of different kinds of information.

Another important issue is the possble occurrence of interactions between the personaity
type of an individud and the characterisics of the function this individud will occupy. In-
tuitively, it seems far from impossble that certain functions and certain organizations attract
individuds with charecterisics that best fit that function or organization. Possble ways in

10



which such maching may occur are ‘survivd of the fittes’ (individuds with high risk taking
propensty are less likely to flourish managing part of a cpPA firm) and the desre of the indi-

viduds to avoid gStuations in which they are not a ease (eg., a manager with low ambiguity
tolerance who is responsible for a department carrying out fundamenta research) or be attracted
by gtuaions fitting their persondity (managerid tasks seem suited to individuas with a high
need for achievement, but less ided for individuds with an externd locus of control). Although
managers definitely will differ, the difference within a group of managers may be smdler than
the differences between managers and the general population. Furthermore, Stuations requir-
ing an emphads on certain information items (eg., process information) may attract managers
that tend to use this information, further obfuscating the stuation. Although the practicd im-

portance of the influences mentioned in this paper only increases, when the later speculation is

true (knowledge about data requirements in prospective functions and the tendency of an indi-
vidud to use this information may for instance be used in an assessment procedure), research
possihilities either have to ded with limited variaion in the data (and hence a relatively large

amount of error) or have to been carried out in a laboratory Stuation, which may lower exter-

na vdidity of the research findings. Another problem likely to be encountered in empirical
sudies is the interaction between persondity characteristics of the evaluator and response pat-
terns. It is, eg, not unlikely that ambiguity tolereance will influence perceived environmenta
uncertainty, which may in turn be related to information needs, which hopefully are rdlated to
information usage. This brings me to the find remark of this paper: the discussion in this paper

has been limited to the influence of characterigtics of the evaduator on PMS usage and should

not be read to imply that the relation between the other characteristics described in Figure 1 or
the desgn of PMS, or the rdation between PMS characteristics should be neglected.
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