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Abstract

The purpose of this study is, from the
viewpoint of cognition, to explore the
rel ationships among budgetary participation,
budget-related attitude, and manager’s
performance. To control the effect of
environmenta uncertainty, this sudy usethe
managers of a big government owned company
as sample to test the hypothesized modé!.
Results strongly support the proposed mediating
effect of budget-related attitude in the
rel ationships between budgetary participation
and budgetary performance. The resultsadso
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support the proposed mediating effect of
manageria performance in the rdationships
between budgetary participation and
departmenta performance, but do not provide
evidence to support the relationship between
budgetary performance and manageria
performance. The possible reason is thet the
formd effect of budgeting system in government
owned company is greeter than the substantia
effect.

Keywords: Budgetary Participation, Budget
Reevance, Budget Usefulness, Manageria
performance, Budgetary performance
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