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ABSTRACT

Spreadsheets are both ubiquitous and error-prone, 
but there is less evidence concerning whether 
spreadsheet errors frequently lead to bad deci-
sions. We interviewed forty-five executives and 
senior managers / analysts in the private, public, 
and non-profit sectors about their experiences with 
spreadsheet errors and quality control. Almost all 
report spreadsheet errors are common. Most can 
report instances in which errors directly led to 
losses or bad decisions, but opinions differ as to 
whether the consequences of spreadsheet errors 
are severe. Quality control procedures are in most 
cases informal. A significant minority of respon-

dents believe such ad hoc processes are sufficient 
because the “human in the loop” can detect any 
gross errors. Others thought more formal spread-
sheet quality control could be beneficial.

INTRODUCTION

The information revolution has provided leaders 
with many powerful decision support tools, and 
none is more frequently used than the familiar 
spreadsheet. Spreadsheets have made enormous 
contributions to decision making by democratiz-
ing analysis and speeding decision-cycles. Field 
audits and laboratory studies consistently find, 
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though, that a very large proportion of spread-
sheets contain errors. Given these two observa-
tions, one might expect that (1) spreadsheet errors 
frequently lead to poor decisions that impose 
tangible costs and (2) concerned organizations 
would invest heavily in quality control procedures 
governing spreadsheet creation and use. However, 
there is little empirical evidence from practitioners 
regarding either proposition.

We investigated what executives and senior 
managers/analysts report concerning both hypoth-
eses through 45 semi-structured interviews with 
respondents in the public, nonprofit, and private 
sectors. Semi-structured field interviews have 
strengths that complement those of laboratory 
studies and spreadsheet audits. Laboratory studies 
inevitably raise questions of external validity; do 
their results pertain only to laboratory exercises 
or also to business practice. Auditing spreadsheets 
can overlook something that we discovered to 
be crucial.  Spreadsheets inform decisions but 
rarely make them, so errors in spreadsheets do 
not inevitably lead to errors in decisions. To 
understand the impact of spreadsheet errors on 
decision making, it is important to think about 
the decision making process more generally, not 
just the spreadsheet artifact.  

The approach has two important limitations. 
First, the respondents are a convenience sample.  
Second, self-report data can be flawed, whether 
through imperfect memories, self-serving bias, 
conscious deception, and/or limited self-aware-
ness.  Given these limitations, we focus on broad 
qualitative conclusions.

In brief, it was found that most respondents 
could describe instances in which spreadsheet 
errors contributed to poor decisions, some with 
substantial consequences, yet few reported that 
their organization employs quality control pro-
cedures specific to spreadsheet analysis.  

The rest of this article is organized as fol-
lows. The second section reviews some literature 
relevant to spreadsheet errors. The third section 
describes data and methods. The fourth section 

discusses results pertaining to spreadsheet use, 
frequency of errors, reported effects on decisions, 
and error control procedures. The fifth section 
discusses the decision processes within which 
spreadsheets were embedded and also implica-
tions for practice and future research.

RevIew OF THe LITeRATURe

Two literatures are directly relevant to the ques-
tion, “How often do spreadsheet errors lead to 
major losses or bad decisions?” One notes that 
spreadsheets are widely used in diverse domains 
(Gerson, Chien, & Raval, 1992), ranging from 
familiar manufacturing and supply chain appli-
cations (e.g., Buehlmann, Ragsdale, & Gfeller, 
2000) to the sciences (e.g., Jain, Banerjee, Gupta, 
Thomas, & Chandra, 2000) and social sciences 
(Rydell and Everingham, 1994), and for many 
purposes, including support of high-level mana-
gerial decision making (Chan and Storey, 1996). 
A second literature documents the frequency of 
spreadsheet errors. In a dozen studies reviewed 
by Kruck, Maher, & Barkhi (2003), the average 
proportion of spreadsheets with errors was 46%. A 
wider synthesis of audit literature by Panko (1998, 
2000, 2005) suggested a rate of 94%, represent-
ing the weighted average for spreadsheet audits 
published since 1995.

Given that spreadsheets are frequently used 
and frequently flawed, one might expect that 
spreadsheets errors lead to many bad decisions. 
Indeed, the European Spreadsheet Research 
Interest Group (EUSPIG) maintains a Web page 
of news stories reporting the consequences of 
spreadsheet errors (http://www.eusprig.org/sto-
ries.htm). However, spreadsheets are used by 
so many organizations that even if only a small 
proportion were hurt badly by spreadsheet errors, 
there could still be scores of examples. We started 
with a population of individuals and organiza-
tions for which we had no a priori reason to think 
spreadsheet errors were a particular problem. This 



 

 

17 more pages are available in the full version of this document, which may be

purchased using the "Add to Cart" button on the publisher's webpage: www.igi-

global.com/chapter/spreadsheet-errors-decision-making/18225

Related Content

Privacy Statements as a Means of Uncertainity Reduction in WWW Interactions
Irene Pollach (2008). End User Computing Challenges and Technologies: Emerging Tools and Applications

(pp. 188-208).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/privacy-statements-means-uncertainity-reduction/18159

Engaging Remote Employees: The Moderating Role of “Remote” Status in Determining Employee

Information Security Policy Awareness
Allen C. Johnston, Barbara Wechand Eric Jack (2013). Journal of Organizational and End User Computing (pp.

1-23).

www.irma-international.org/article/engaging-remote-employees/73783

Student Perceptions Regarding Clickers: The Efficacy of Clicker Technologies
Sheri Stover, Sharon G. Heilmannand Amelia R. Hubbard (2018). End-User Considerations in Educational

Technology Design (pp. 291-315).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/student-perceptions-regarding-clickers/183024

User Perceptions and Groupware Use
Gina Green, John Day, Hao Louand Craig Van Slyke (2008). End-User Computing: Concepts, Methodologies,

Tools, and Applications  (pp. 897-904).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/user-perceptions-groupware-use/18228

Determining the Intention to Use Biometric Devices: An Application and Extension of the

Technology Acceptance Model
Tabitha James, Taner Pirim, Katherine Boswell, Brian Reitheland Reza Barkhi (2006). Journal of

Organizational and End User Computing (pp. 1-24).

www.irma-international.org/article/determining-intention-use-biometric-devices/3812

http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/spreadsheet-errors-decision-making/18225
http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/spreadsheet-errors-decision-making/18225
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/privacy-statements-means-uncertainity-reduction/18159
http://www.irma-international.org/article/engaging-remote-employees/73783
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/student-perceptions-regarding-clickers/183024
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/user-perceptions-groupware-use/18228
http://www.irma-international.org/article/determining-intention-use-biometric-devices/3812

