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Ahstract

The purpose of this investigation was to examine the planning,

programming, budgeting system (PPBS) at a small, grivate libersl arts
college, with a view toward providing reliable information regarding

its overall effectiveness and suggestions for modification in pro-
cedures and technigues.

It was also hoped that an exploration of Erﬂcedural dexign and
implementation, as well as the determination of probable reasons why

the institution’s stated objectives were or were not achleved, might
provide some useful insights and information to others examining the
potentisl consaquences and implications of a program budgating system.

The methodolegy involved process and performance evaluation,
based on data collected through personal interviews wlth key adminis-
trators, a questionnalre survey of administrators and faculty {with a
100 percent response rate) and a study of relevent written documents.
Unanticipated consequences were also studied. The Mann-Whitney
U-Test was used to detemmine possible associations between ratings on
the questionnaire and independent variables such as level in the
organizational hlerarchy; school affiliation; length of time at the
University; and level of understanding of basic ideas, concepts and
elements of the PPB System,

The main benefits accruing from the system were the development
of more meaningful program goals and objectives, tied to overall
institutional objectives, and improved quality of institutional
planning.

The principal problems encountersd were the need for better
orientation among coordinators and faculty in terms of how PPBS
operates and what it is expected to accomplish for the institutiom,
and the need for increased access to computer facilities to lmprove
the data base.

It was c¢oncluded that the implementation of a Elanning. program-
ming, budgeting system is a difficult endeavor, requiring a great deal

of effort and patience, but that it does have a great deal of poten-
tinl. Although full implementation has vet to be achieved, the
system was considered to be conceptually sound. While it has not
proved to be & panacea for all problems, it has brought about substan-
tial improvements in the decision making process.

The study tends to support the conclusions reached by Kademani
and DeWoalfaon, that the more successful PPB efforts will rezult from
a gradual and cautious implementation process, as opposed to revolu-
tionary change.

Little support, however, was found for the hypothesis advanced
by Adams, Kellogg, and Schroeder, that sxtensive or sophisticated
planning processes, such as FPBS, are unwanted and inappropriate
for institutional menagement in small colleges,
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Chaptrer 1

PROBLEM STATEMENT

General Area of Inguiry

Despite the growing volume of literature on Planning, Prograsming,
Budgeting Systems and the claims and criticisms surrounding it, very
little is known about res]l llfe sxperience with the concept in higher
education.

Although myriads of studies on educational PPBS have been published
in recent years, they explore, for the most part, the theoretical and
conceptual aspects of the system. While the literature is replete with
assumptions and beliefs about the benefits as well as the problems,
there 1s little empirical evidence in support of these suppositions,
Most of the studiss to date have followed the normative approach, which
is concerned with how crganizations should behave in order to achieve
better results. There are far fewer studies directed toward describing
what the actual consequences of the implementation of Planning, Program-

ming, Budgeting Systems have been.

The Specific Problem

The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate the Planning,

Programming, Budgeting System at Virginis Union University.

10
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More specifically, the study was designed:

1. To detect any existing defects in the implementation of the
PPE System in accordance with the procedural design

2. To assess the extent to which ends are being attained with
respect to the University's stated objectives of the PPB
System

2. To examine the unanticipated consequences of implementation of
the PPB System,

Dafinition of Terms

Some terms used in this study lack a universal definition, or may,
because of their technical nature, be unfamiliar to the reader. These
terms are, therefore, defined helow in order to make explicit their
meanings as used in this study.

Evaluation - The measurement of the effects of the system against
the goals it =zet out to accomplish and an examinaticn of the unexpected
consequences, as a means of contributing to subsequent decision making
about the system and improving its future operation.

Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBE) - There is no
standard dafinition of PPBS, although there is general agreement with

respect to 1ts basic components. For this study, 1t is defined as
follows: A process which will enable the college administrators te
evaluate alternative uses of available resources in a systematic manner
and derive a long-range plan which will include those academic and
support service program plans that, in the judgment of the administra-
tion, best promote the overall goals of the institution. (The terms
PPBS; progrsm budgeting; and Planning, Programming, Budgeting System

will be used interchangeably in this study.)
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Planning - That component of the system which invelves the selec-
tion from among alternatives of Institutional goals, policies, pro-
cedures, and programs directed toward insuring "rational control of the
future."

Programming - That component of the system which results in the
generation of a series of alternative programs and/or activities
designed to achieve stated ohjectives. Programming includes multi-year
planning and program review.

Budgeting - That component of the system which involves the match-
ing of programs with resources, or the mllocation of fumds among care-
fully conceived competing educatienal plans and programs.

Long-range Plan or Multi-year Plan - A five-year plan.

Program Budget - A fiscal plan which displays resource requiresments
by programs instead of the usual line-item categories of traditional
budpets.

Kay Administrators - Members of the Administrative Council and the

Academlc Affairs Committee, Chairman of the Planning Team, Chairman of
the Analytical Studies Team, the Head Librarian, the Director of
Counseling Services, and the Director of the Leayning Resources Center.
Mission - Broad, overall, long-term purpose of the institution.
Goal - Something less remote than mission, more definitive and
capable of achiavement in a certain period of time, perhaps five to ten
years.

Objective - A clear, concise, specific statement of an end to be

accomplished, derlved from mission and goal statements, and expressed in

a form so thers can be no question as to whether or not it has been met,
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Limitatrions of the Study

This study is limited to the experience of one educational institu-
tion with the implementation of the Planning, Programming, Budgeting
System. Because of this fact, the study should be considersd as ex-
ploratory; no generalizations to other institutions are intended.

Although it is not clalmed that Virginia Union University is
representative of all educational institutions, or even of all small,
private liberal arts colleges, it is felt that an exploration of pro-
cedural design and implementstion, as well as a determination of prob-
able reasons why objectives wera or were not achieved, may provide some
insights and information which will be useful to others examining the
consequences snd implicetions of this controversial innovation. Only
through repeated investigations of actual situations will it be possible
to specify with a high degree of confidence the conditions under which
a PPB System is most likely to succeed or fall and the processes by
which success or failure come about.

Finally, the study will suffer from the normal limitations of an

ex post facto study.



Chapter 2
BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

Need for the Study

Many students of educational administration have shown a growing
interest in PPBS and have urged educational institutions to adopt it.
Despite thls fact, very little is known about the PPB System in opera-
tion. ™"The literature is characterized," as pointed out by Shani (1570},
by much prescription and little description” (p. 2).

The need for better information is emphasized in an editorial note
from a public administration symposium report (Naldo, 1949}, which reads,
in part:

To the extent that PPB presgents us with new tocls, we nesd to

sharpen and t¢ use them; to the extent it represents make-work

and delusion, we need to know it. Both urgently. (p. 112}

Although this statemsnt appeared eight years ago, the need today is
just as great when applied to PPB in an educational setting. Though it
has been recognized that the introduction of PPB is a long and difficult
process, the literature has tended to concentrate on the PPB concept
itself, rather than on the implementation of the system and on the
evaluation of its consequences,

Aalde from the general need for expanded knowledge with regard to
the effects of PPR 1n an educational setting, there is a need for a

given institution, having made the decision to implement a new tool, to

assess its value,

14
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The success of institutions of higher education today, particularly
small, private liberal arts colleges with small endowments, 1s very
likely to be dependent, in part, upon the ability to successfully employ
technigues that hald promise of improving the decision-making process.
If Virginia Union Unlversity is not only to survive but also to thrive,
its top policy makers must have the kind of evaluative information which
will ensble them to address the issues: Should a given system be con-
tinuad or discoentinued? If continued, should it continue with the same
procedures and techniques, or should it be modified? If modification
appears feasible, in what ways should it be done? Reliable information
with regard to the over-all effectiveness of the PPB system, implementa-

tion of which began six years ago, i5 now a necessity,

Assuaptions

Confronted with the task of managing complex, expensive organiza-
tions, adminlatrators at inatitutions of higher educarion have begun to
turn their attention to tools of modern management. They are seeking
new ways to make informed decisions, which will not only assure survival,
but which will also sustain the quality of educational programs. It is
assumed that the PPE model provides a viable alternative to the conven-
tional decision-making processes.

It is further assumed that the true import of any refinement in the
decision-making process lies not in the formulation of an slegant hypo-
thetical model, but rather in a demonstration of its workability and

relevance to achievement of organizational objectives,
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Related Literature

The purpose of the literature review will be to examine the
development of PPBS as a tool in higher education; to review the
comeentary, observations and recommendations of researchers in the field
of PPBS; and to review writings which have a direct bearing on the pro-

posed study,

Historical Perspective

Although PPB came intc 1ts own in the early 1560's when it was
implemented in the Department of Defense under Secrstary Rebert S.
McNamara, some authorities claim that the basic ideas came, in fact,
from the business world (Cleland & King, 1968: Merewitz § Sosnick, 1971;
Wieland § Ullrich, 1976). The gquestion of where it originated is less
important than is the recognition of the similarity of management prob-
lems faced by many complex orgamizations.

Traditional budgeting techniques had proved inadequate for the
problems faced by the Defense Department in justifying budget requests.
There was alsc a need for leng-range planning. In 1961, Charles J.
Hitch, Assistant Secretary of Defense and Comptreller, in response to
these needs and with the encouragement of Secretary McNamara, prepared
the first Defense budget in program terms. He utiliied techniques
developed by the Air Force Systems Command in cooperation with the RAND
Corporation, an independent, nonprofit research and develcpment organi-
zation established to focus on government problems. Hitch had pre-

viously been Chief Economist at RAND. Later, he became President of the
University of Californla and established program budgeting procedures
for the entire system of public colleges and universities in the State

of California.
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Following the initial success of PPBS in the Department of Defense,
on August 25, 1965, President Johnson mandated its implementation in
each department and agency of the Executive Branch of the federal govern-
ment. He hailed it as a revolutionary new system, which would permit
the selection of the most effective and least costly alternative to
achieving American goals ("Johnson Altering iU. S. Cost Control," 1965).

The apparent success of the PPES experience in the Defense Depart-
ment led to its adoption not only by other federal agencies, but also by
state and local governments and business and medical orgenizations
{luthans, 1973; Wesolowski, 1974). In the words of Merewitz and
Sosnick (1971), it *"had become epidemic by 1568."

Enthusiasm for PPBS appears tc have waned somewhat in Tecent
yoars, although a number of systems are still functioning in one form
or another; and Frank (1973) suggests that a systematic examination of
these systems, as well as those which have been abandoned, would
result in useful geperalizations about the factors which contribute to
success or failure., Refusal to examine the numerous PPB experiments,
he adds, will result in a loss of valuable information on innovative

decision-making technigues.

Educational PPBS

The Department of Defense pivneered in producing program budgeting
concepts which were thought to be appropriate for education, but it was
not until 1968 that the initial studies relating toc PPB in higher
education appeared {Newton, 1972}, Since it has only recently beccme

attractive as a planning and management tool in the field of higher
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sducation, it has not yet been perfected and there is no standard model.
Although a great deal is being written about management techniques
appropriate to the solution of resource sllecation problems, there is
little empirical research from whick conclusions about the actual status
of PPRS in higher education can be drawn. Because of this fact, many
research results have been largely supported by theory based arguments.
Among the writings which articulate conceptual schemes of what
PPBS ought to be are those by Fislden (1973}, Jellema {1972), Lamoureux
(1575}, and Wesolowski (1974]).
The three basic concepts of any PPB systen identified by Wesolowski
are.
1. An analytic capability which carriess out continmuing,
in-depth analysis of the college's objectives and its
varicus programs to meet these objectives
2. A multi-year planning and programming process which
Incorporates and uses a computer based management
information system to present data in meaningful form

for management decision making

3. A budgeting process which can take program decisions
and tranalate them into a financial plan in a budget form,

(p. 8)

Jellema (pp. 12-17) describes the process of program budgeting in
ten steps and discusses the probable impact of the system. These steps,
briefly stated, are:

1. Estahlish goals and objectives,

2. Develop alternate programs that will accomplish the same
goals,

3. Estimate resource requirements for each alternative.

4. Estimate benefits to be gained from each program alternative.
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5. Develop an opersting plan by selecting from among
alternatives.

6. Test the long-range fiscal implication of the plan.

7. Compile the annual budget.

8. Ewaluate the success of the program.

9. Review planning standards.

10. Repeat the cycle, to accommodate changes in objectives,

goals, avalilable resources, and the institution's
any irorment.

Jellema suggests that resistance will be pffered to program budget-
ing on the grounds that assessment of program benefits is too difficult,
consequences of chelces may be evasive, and mlstakes are more easily
rationalized if administrators "play it by ear."

Lamoureux lists ten similar steps summarizing a normal precedure
to be followed under most circumstances, while recognlizing that institu-
tions vary in terws of implementation and accountability.

Fielden also identifies and examines component concepts and tech-
niques of PPBS and concludes that if adopted it can ensure that a
university's planning process conforms to a logical discipline.

Attempts at implementatlcon of Pilanning, Programming, Budgeting
Systems have met with varying results. Weathersby and Balderston (1972)
concluded, after reviewing the experisnce with PPBS at the University
of Californias, that PPBS' time had not yet arrived in higher education.
This was true, they said, because too much emphazis had been placed on

the mechanics and the formalism of PPBS and too little emphasis had

been placed on the concepts and spirit of PPBS. The Department of
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Defense model was deemed lnappropriate for higher education in their
view because educational institutions

... foster diversity, seek differentiated instead of homo-
geneous viewpolnts, operate on & colleglal system in which
each faculty member considers himself primus inter pares,
decentralize management to dozens of department chalrmen
and deans, and rarely attempt to determine institution-
wide operational cbjectives. (p. 51)

On the other hand, Richter (1971) reported, on the basis of a study
of two high schools, that the application of PPBS to education has great
potential. In a dissertation which dealt with the estahlishment and
implementation of 8 Planning-Programming-Budgeting System in the Niles
Township High Schoul System in Skokie, Illinois, his cbjectives were
{1) to cite a case study of the inauguration of the program, and (2) to
ascertain the effect of the system on teacher morale. Using a pretest-
posttest contro] group design, he administered questicnnaires designed
to provide & measure of morale., The pretest responses, analyied by the
t-test, revealaed no significant differences between the twe groups, so
it was assumed that the groups began from an equivalent base. The post-
test responses showed some significant differences at the .05 level and
others at the .10 level, favorable to the experimental group, which
tended to confirm that PPBS implementation had a pesitive effect on
teacher morale.

Richter described the PPBS model used in the experimental situa-
tion, and concluded that this method is inherently advantageous, since:
{I} 1t involves all persons related to the system belng studied, (2)
problems are identified and objectives created that best meet the needs

of all, and (3) all groups assist in devising methods to move toward
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implementing the objectives by taking into account resources and con-
straints in the development of many alternative ways to reach the final
goal. This enables decision makers to select the solutions which will
be most effective and which will use resources most efficiently. Inm
Richter's words:

It seems axiomatic that with all persons related to the

institution involved, PPBES will aid in increasing rele-

vance, streagthening curriculum, utilizing objectives

more effectively, and making those charged with execu-

tion of the pian more accountable for their actions.

(pp. 172-173)

Andrew {1973), after analyzing two methods of implementing PPB5S at
the University of Utah, also contended that PPBS has a definite role to
play in improving educational management. He believes, however, that
the emphasis should be shifted from economic or system analysls to the
definition of programs and missions and the organizationul change
required to "make programs happen.''

The first of the two major efforts at Planning, Programming,
Rudgeting at the Umiversity of Utah involved a five-year plan for the
totul University. A pini mapagement information system was developed
in modular form so it could be enlarged efficiently as planning develop-
ments demanded, and quantitative snalysis was used extensively in
evaluating various programs for guidance in long-range planning and
budget declsions.

In the second case, a very limited trial at intensive Planning,

Programming, and Budgeting was undertaken. In this case, the University

used systems analysis and the major theories of PPES to develeop a plan,
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program, and budget for one major instruction and research program with
several subprograms, defined by career snd research needs.

In Andrew's opinion the latter approach, more fully than most,
mests the explicit and implicit criteria of PPBS, including specific
responsibility and suthority for meeting organizational objectives.

He also advances the 1dea that many studies and recomeendations for
PPBS in hlgher education have not given amdequate attention teo the
problem of program definition and corganizational change.

Shani (1570) found significant gaps between the blueprint and the
operation of the PPB System, with only minimal operational results, in
the New York State Educaticn Department where it had been in operation
for about five vears. His findings were supported by DeWoolfson (1974)
who also noted cnly moderate satisfacticon with PPBS efforts in govern-
mental and educaticnal settings, although Brown (1%74) observed an
averall positive effect of PPBS on educaticnml programs in public
school districts, and Walsh (1975) was convinced that PPBS does help to
achieve greater effectiveness and efficiency in Regional Education
Centers.

Shani's study was basically exploratory and did not seek to test
detailed hypotheses. The methodolegy involved a survey of relevant
Jiterature and field research, during which data were collected through
a study of written documents, personal interviews, and a questlonnaire
survey. He traced the development of PPBS in the New York State
Education Department and tested it against PPB thecry. In addition, the

information generated by the system was analyzed in terms of its
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relevance (as determined by needs of decision makers). One of the
major causes of the discrepancy between concept and practice was the
strategy employed in the introduction of PPB. While there wis no
hostility or resentment among the organizational participants, there
wis dissatisfaction with the way in which it had been introduced.
There had been insufficient training and orientation of personnel and
no real attempt had been wade to mebilize the support of the key
persons involved.

Brown conducted a survey among school superintendents in fifty
school districts operating within the PPBS context to determine how
they perceived the effect of the Planning-FProgramming-Budgeting System
on educational progrems., To accomplish his objective, he tested
several hypotheses, which stated that there would be ne significant
difference in the administrators’ attltudes toward PPRS according to
such variables as the number of years it had been operational, extent
of In-service training, responsibility for operation, whether opera-
tional at the building level, and size of the school] district. One of
his major findings was that administrators from districts which had
conducted in-service training sessjons for administrators and teachers
had a more positive attitude toward improvement of educational program
articulation, elimination of duplicated instructional content in
classtoons of their respective school districts, evaluation of pupil
prograss, and the contribution of PPBS to furthering innovation in the
school district,

Detuils of the Walsh and DeWoclfson studies are discussed on

pages 29 apd 30, respectively.
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Prescott (1972}, writing on the allocation and reallocatlon of
financial resources to university departments, felt that judgment of
the value of PPBS should be reserved until more attempts at the imple-
mentation 0f program budgeting and other sophlsticated techniques have
been completed. This study represents another opportunity to judge the
effactiveness of PPBS as a managerial tool in an educational setting.

Some authors have pointed out Teasons why, from a theoretical
standpoint, a PPB System may or may not be successful in a higher
educational institution. Gillis (1975) mentions the fact that most
educational objectives, for a variety of reasons, defy precise ldenti-
fication and quantification in their definition., In the same vein,
Sire {1970) lists the difficulty of estimation of costs, and educational
activities which are ambiguously defined and quantified.

The importance of proper planning for implementation of PPB in
higher education was a subject covered in several writings. Three
researchers {Gillis, 1975; Shani, 1970; Wesclowski, 1974) concluded
that if PPBS is to be successfully implemented on the college level,
intensive training and orlentation programs must be conducted for those
whe will be involved.

Shani suggested that the introduction of a change as complex and
sophisticated as PPBS would seem to require a preparatory periecd in
which all organizetion members affected are thoroughly acquainted with
the need for change and the basic objectives and lmplications of the
system. It should also include an orientaticn to vocabulary and tech-

niques which are probably unfamiliar to many of those who will be
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directly or indirectly affected by it.

Wesolowski included in his list of concerns of educators attempt-
ing to implement PPBS in the Florlda Cormmunity College System the lack
of resources, particularly people to ilmplement the system; lack of
understanding of what the system sheuld accomplish, how it will work,
and who would be involved in it and how they should be lavolved; the
lack of commitment on the part of zome administrators; snd lack of
expertise available at some colleges.

Gillis stressed problems resulting from the frequent rotation of
department chairmanships at many institutions, with resulting varia-
tions in degree of managerial skill over a period of time. He suggested
that many chairmen do not possess the understandings and skills
necessary in the use of management systems. He also peinted out the
fact that the university president must be an ardent follower of the
approach and must secure its application throughout the institution.

These three studies relate directly to one aspect of the propesed
inquiry; viz., the identification of possible causes of success or
failure.

Schroeder and Adams (1976) expressed the belief that although con-
siderable effort has besn expended on PPB5 in recent years, the
advantages have not been fully recognized to date in actual practice.
They suggested that the failures were due in part to the "enormity of
the problens in reforming a bureaucratic system." These positicns were
stated in a paper designed to provide academic administraters and

researchers with a critical review of available managerial tools.
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Other writers have tended to substantlate this rhesis. Neathersby
and Balderston concluded that the organizetion and political environment
of most Institutions of higher education effectively preclude full
isplementation of PPBS. The benefits, they said, 'may not be worth the
costs induced by the enormous machinery of PPBS, especlally where the
agency involved 1s subject to a wide variety of internal pressures and
external conflicts." {p. 94)

Along the same lines, Lingenfelter (1975) pointed out, through the
use of linear regression models, that stability is the dominant
characteristic of the higher education appropriation process. Compre-
hensive planning techniques have not effected significant redistribu-
tion of respurces, nor have they produced appropriation patterns which
differ from those found in states not using comprehensive planning
techniques. His findings indicated that final appropriations may be
predicted extremely well by previous appropriation requests and
governors' recommendations. Patterns did not differ in terms of
whether or not the state used comprehensive planning techniques,

Shanl, in evaluating certain aspects of a FPB System in the New
York State Education Department, noted that PPB did not alter the
manner in which resource allocation decisions were made within the
Department because key elements cutside the Department invelved in the
resource allocatian process--the state legislature and the State
Division of Budget--did not adapt their budgetary behavior to the
requirements of the FPB System.

Lingenfelter stated that governors and legislators pursue sweeping

changes bacause they believe a change is needed and/or because pursuing
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change works to their political adventage. The depths of their con-
victions and their political power are much more important factors
than the budgetary systems they use.

In some respects, then, these findings are only tangentially
related to this study, since Virginia Union University is a private
institution whose budgetary procedure is, therefore, not umder the
influence of B state coordinating agency, the governor, or the state
leglisiature. Even s0, they suggest the ppssibility of bureaucratic
behavior as & factor which might limit the effectiveness of a PPB
Systen,

In 1970, Farmer wrote:

Some ten years after program budgeting was implemented on the

federal level, virtually no institutions of higher education

have viable program budgets. There iz little evidence that
full program budgeting can be implemented in the next few
years. In this 'new environment,' however, the higher
education community bas little cholce except to explore PPBS
and similar planning systems, or lose their cradibility as

legitimate managers of a vital social function. (p. 6)

In raising the question as to whether the PPBS task is useful for
higher education, Farmer hastened to point out that it should be
answered in the context of the specific institution, but expressed the
belief that it does have significant potential for institutional
management. The purpose of the proposed study is to answer the
question of usefulness for n specific institution--~Virginia Union
University.

It may be helpful, however, to look at case studies that have

been conducted at other institutions, such as Chio State University,

Florida State Unlversity, and the New York Regional Education Center.
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Eight years of experience with program budgeting at Chio State
Iniversity showed that the tests of contimuity, compliability, and, to
a caertain sxtent, the test of credikility had been met (Baughman, 1972},
Contlnulty was evidenced through the direction of resources to meet
cbjectives aover a long period of time based on six-year or four-year
plens. Compliabllity was evidenced by the fact that the system grew,
improved, and survived eight turbulent years as it responded to dramatic
changes in resources, needs, and directioms. In spite of reduced
enrollments, negative changes in werkleoad models, and the like,
credibility was maintained since the fundamentals of long-range planning
remained unchanged, with full implementation cof an integrated system a
wajor goal. Finally, credibility was evidenced by the fact that the
system represented the facts of resource allocation at a given level and
was endorsed by the resource allocators,

Florida State University adopted a modified progrem based omn the
WICHE (Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education) model.
Several problems became apparent {Turnbull, 1972), among thex the funda-
mental questiocn of politicel strategy and the problem of reconciling the
traditional formula approach (irn which all allocatlons are tied
directly to estimated student credit hours) with a program appreach (in
which decisjions should be based on judgments of the desirable levels of
output}. Although Florida State began to think and act in program
categories, it did not move very far down the road of predicting and
evaluating educational outputs aof its program.

A case study to determine if a PPBS management operaticn Tenders

greater effectiveness and efficiency in achieving the intended outcomes
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of programs in & Regional Education Center was carried out by Walsh.

A nonempirical validation of criteria based on syatems thsory was
accomplished by application of quotations from the literature on
systems theory. For axample, one criterlon statement read, '"There is
wide participation in the planning and policy-making process.' One of
the supporting gquotations from the llteraturs was:

According to Johnson, the planning process is one of spread-

ing out the planning functions throughout the entire organiza-

tional system, There is strong evidence to sugpest that

creatlvity and innovaticen in planning iz enhanced by an
organizetion system which allows for diversity of ideas and
inputs and does not attempt to structure human behavior

totally. {p. 1387)

Empirical valldation consisted of distributing the criteria and
supporting statements in a criteria validation questicnnaire to a panel
having expert knowledge of PPBS and of Regional Educational Centers.
Their judgments were recorded on a Likert scale, indicating their
agreement or disagreement as to the equivalency of the criteria state-
ments and accompanying quotations from literature on systems theory.
All of the statements were validated in this manner and were then used
as questions when interviewing progran directors. [In addition, these
statements were utilized as guidesz for Investigating records and
reports to substantiate the information derived from the Interviews.
Nalsh concluded, on the basis of interview responses and written
records and reports, that PPB5S did help the managsment operation
achieve greater effectiveness and efficlency and that the potential

application of PPBS to the management operation of other educational

grganizations, therefore, appears relesvant.
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Because of & need to verify the theorstical advantages of
PPB--accountablility, increased staff involvement, improved communica-
tlon systems, and improved staff satisfaction, Walker {1573) matched
four PPBES and four non-PPBES elementary school districts and, by
means of a survey questionnaire, attempted to measure perceived staff
attitudes concerning these areas. The data collected were analyzed
vsing the Mann Whitney U-test, chi square test, and rank order
correlation test., The finding which appeared most significant to that
researcher was that the more involved in the various processes of
program budgeting, the more positive were staff attitudes in the
areas under consideration.

Although thils study did not include institutions ef higher
education, it is of interest since it deals with advantages of educa-
tionnl PPBS.

DeWoolfson developed a conceptual model of FPBES and examined the
pitfalls experienced 1n installing and operating PPB Systems. Among
his conclusions were the following: (1) pitfalls related to planning
and implementation atrategy are more commonly experienced than pitfalla
related to PPP structure, tools, or separation of power and decision
making authority; (2} federal, state, local, and educationml practi-
tioners tended to experience the same sorts of problems; (3) practi-
tioners who view thelr organization's declision waking as highly politi-
cal are less likely to be satisfied with PPBS efforts than those who
view decision making as highly scientific-normative; (5) picfalls

related to analytical aspects of PPBS are more often identifled as
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being important to avoid than pitfalls related to informational
aspects. This information may serve to illuminate the reasons for
success or failure at Virginia Union Umiversity.

Kademand (1973), in a preimplementation evaluation study utilizing
the PPBS concepts developed by NICHE (Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Educatlon) and by the Office 0f Program Planning and Analysis at
the University of Georgia, simulated a PPB system, the potential impact
of which was demonstrated by comparative analysis of management prac-
tices under PPBS with existing management practices within the
College of Business Administration at the Unpiversity of Georgia. The
comparison was made on the basis of availabllity of relevant informa-
tion for affectively performing tha three basic management functions
~=planning, organizing, and controlling--as they are applied toc the
instructional program. Although Kademani found that the impact of
PPBS was clearly evident in planning systems, programming systems,
program budgeting, and MIS under PPBS, as opposed to the absence of
these under current practices, he acknowledged the need for empirical
testing of this proposition, which he concluded would have to wait for
some time until the system was actuslly fully implemented. While not
directly relevant to this study, Xademani did offer a method for
evaluation,

Sire {1970) points out the fact that the contemporary institution,
particularly the small liberal arts college, finds itself confronted
with the sveryday problems of a competitive world and in order to

survive and grow, it is compelled te provide more comprehensive,
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sophisticated and complex programs of instruction, research and allied
services than ever before tc compete for students and faculty, to keep
abreast of the advanced knowledge and technology, &nd to expand and
modernize its physical plant. Success, he holds, for the less affluent
ls contingent, to some extent, upon the ability to successfully smploy
any and all techniques that promise to aid in the decislon-making
process, including PPBS, because such techniques successfully imple-
mented give rise to efficient, informed, and coordinated effort. This
suggests the importance of an evaluation of the system that is the
subject of this inquiry,.

In a study of ten smnll colleges (1,100 to 5,000 enrollment},
public and private, Adems, Kellogg and Schroeder (Note 1) sought to
determine the extent to which the schools were undertaklng the funda-
mental step in planning--institutional goal setting. An analysls of
data, collected by the use of a survey instrument in on-site interviews,
revealed that only three of the ten conducted formal goal reviews on a
regular periodic basls according to a predetermined plan. This was
consistent with another of the study's findings in the area of budgeting.
Omly one school in ten prepared budget data in a program format, and
that one cnly because 1t was required to do so by the state. Surll
colleges showsed a definite reluctance to embrace such systems. The
rasearchers suggested the testing of the hypothesis that planning
systems have less relevance to small settings. Virginia Union

iniversity, with an enrcllment of approximately 1,400 students, falls

in this category.
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(Of particular interest is a framework for analysis of PPR success
suggested by Frapk (1973). In his article he draws upon the experience
of several PPB programs and constructs a tentative analytic framework of
success and causality, which he feels is potentially useful for
analyzing PPB case reports. Frank points out the importance of study-
ing both technical and behavioral dimensions of the system in attempt-
ing to determine the degree of success of any PPB experlments.

He suggests that in an empirical investigation of PPB, relative
degrees of success should be recognized. He sets forth a typology of
variants which will enable tesearchers to distinguish a range of
success. He 1ists three components of the data configuration aspect
--categorization by program category, multiyear impacts, and indirect
impacts--with success of implementation to be measured in terms of
achlevement versus nonachievement. This removes the analysis from the
constraint of having to make a single assessment of all the components
and permits measurement of the degree of success between the two

extremes, success or fajilure.

A silmilar method 15 sugpested for analytic aspects using the three
components of this variable--measures of output or effectiveness,
examination of alternate programs, and examination of goals and
objectives. This permits explicit empirical examination of the
degrees of success achieved, in terms of the three varjiables examined.

A combination of the two, according to Frank, will provide for the
possibility of the system achleving ne success or partial success on the
analytic diwension, while at the same time recognizing no success or a

degree of success on the data configuration dimension.
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In speaking of causality, Frank discusses the impertance of techni-
cal considerations (goal identification, information fFlows, technology
of measurement, program analysis) as well as bshavioral aspects (imple-
mentation strategies]).

A comprehensive search of the literature reveals a someswhat limited
application of PPE to the field of higher education. While approaches
are being implemented and evalueted in colleges, universities, and
schopl districts, to date no studiesx have besen located which have been
dire;ied toward the evaluation of an cperational PPB System at a small,
private liberal arts college, In that respect, this study may be

unique.



Chapter 3
RESEARCH DESIGN

This study is consistent with the position of the Phi Delta Kappa
Natiopal Study Committee on Evaluation {1972)--the purpose of evalua-
tion is not to prove, but to improve.

According to Baughman, "Knowing why a system is needed 1s import-
ant to understanding and evaluating end products of the system"

{p. 143), For this reason, background informaticn on the University
and factors leading to the implementation of the Planning, Programming,
Budgeting System at Virginia tinion University will be reviewed at the
outset, based on information secured from interviews with administra-
tors and from written documents such as correspondence, consultants'
reports, and allied documents. Inastuch as the chief executive officer
at the time of the adoption of the system is now deceased, information
was sought from the present chief executive officer, who was then

¥ice President of the University, and from the person who initially

served as Chaimman of the Planning Teanm.

The Sample

The population Iincludes s8ll faculty and administrators who are
involved in the operation of the PPB System at Virginla Unlon University.
They were sent & questionnaire (Appendix B), accompanied by two cover

letters, one signed by the researcher and the other aver the President's

35
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signature (Appendix A). The following selected key administrators
were placed on an interview schedule: members of the Administrative
Council (5), members of the Academic Affailrs Committee {7), Chairman
of the Analytical Studies Team, Head Librarian, Director of Counseling
Services, and Director of the Learning Resources Center. Those who
responded comprised the sample to be used. Names of administrators and
faculty were secured from the Office of Institutional Research and
Planning tc ensure that the list used was current.

Virginla Union Unlversity is a small, private liberal arts college
with three undergraduate schoels {Arts and Sciences, Business Adminis-
tration, and Education and Psychology} and a graduate school of Theology,
enrviling a total of close to 1,400 students. There are approximately
eighty full-tisme and forty-five part-time faculty members. The Adminis-
trative Council is composed of the President, the V¥ice President for
Administrative Affairs, the Vice President for Business Affairs, the
Dean of Student Affairs, the Dean of the Graduate School of Thealogy,
and the Chalrman of the Academic Affairs Committee. The Academic
Affairs Committee is made up of the Directors of the Schools of Arts and
Sciences, Business Adminlstration, and Education and Psychology; the
Director of Continuing Education; the Registrar; and the Associate
Dean of Student Affairs; and it 18 currently chaired by the Birector
of General Studies, who is also Assistant Vice President for Academic
Affairs.

Since the study is limited to the experience of this one instity-

tion, no generalizations to other institutions are intended. It is
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falt, however, that an exploration of procedural design and implementa-
tion, as well as the determination of probable reasons why objectives
ware or were not achieved, may provide some Insights and information
which will be useful to others examining the consequences and implica-
ticns of a program budgeting system., Investigations of numerous actual
situations may possibly lead to specification with a high degree of
confidence of the conditions under which a PPB System is most likely
to succead or fall and the processes by which success or fallure cone

about.

Subproblem 1. To detect any existing defects in the
implementation of the system in accord-
ange with the procedyral desien

Snyder and Snyder suggest there is a strong relationship between

the current stage of a project’s development and the mejor emphasis or
type af evaluation deslgn that may be expected. In accordance with
their recommendation, this researcher chose to cenduct process evalua-
tion and performance evaluation, which are deemed appropriate for the
operational stage of the PPB System.
Process evaluation is defined by Snyder and Snyder as:
...the mepitoring of program functions and operation to provide
feedback for improvement of methods and procedures whenever
possible. Interactions between perscns and operations are
assessed in light of expectations, Problem areas are predicted

or identified, and alternatives are suggested to decision-
makers, (p.6)

The first step in the evaluaticn was to prepare a flow chart,
showing in deteil the PPB model adopted at Virginis Union University,
which is a modification of the NACUBC {National Association of College

and University Business Officers) model. The purpose of the flow
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diagram was to aid in process evaluation by lllustrating graphically
how procedures and events are related and what tasks and decisions
are required and by whom. The flow chart is particularly useful in
mapping complex, Tepetitive procedures. A description of tha meaning

of the symbols used in the chart follows:

Indicates that something has
to be done or that something

QCCUrs

Indicates that a decision must
be made which requires a
""yes'' or "no" answer

Indicates that information
must he written or listed
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Kinds and Sources of Dara

The flow diagram was used as a basis for determining whether the
system is fully cperaticnal by verifying the accomplishment of each
step from beginning to end. Evidence of degree of implementation was
secured through personal interviews and through an inspection of
minutes, memoranda, program plans, and/or allied documents.,

An open ended, partially structured interview was conducted by
appointment, with the key administrators ldentified in the chart, in
thelr respective offices. They were informed beforehand about the
general purposes of the lnvestigation and the speclfic purpeses of the
interview. An interview guide was developed by the researcher (see
Appendix C), teking into consideration the recommendations set forth
by Kerlinger (1973, pp. 485-486). It was belleved that the limited
free response would assure objectivity in gathering data,

Notes were taken during the interviews. Recognizing that “ane of
the most frequent scurces of bias is the interviewer's teandency to
shorten the respondent's reply and put it in his own words" {Sugden,
1973, p. 59), the respondents' exact words were recorded insofar as it
was poszible and practicable.

Since the interviewees were known to the investigator, it was
expected that there would be no difficulty in establishing rapport and
securing cooperation.

Permission for the study had been granted by the President of the
University, and he had, by coples of his letter tc this researcher,

requested the cooperation of cther administrators.
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Treatment of Data

The data collected was classified according te the step in the
process to which it related, was examined for bias and contradiction,
and, where necessary, was validated by independent sources, Any
breakdowns in the system or problem areas were pinpointed, and an
attempt was made to identify the probable caunses and effects. An
analysis of the data will be presented in expository form.

Sub-problem 2: To assess the extent to which ends are

being attained with respect to the
University's stated objectives of the

PPB System

Performance evaluatlion has been defined by Snyder and Snyder as a

measure and interpretation of "the degree to which project obhjectives
were met" (p. 6).

If project objectives are missing or are so poorly stated

as to offer no tenable basis for evaluation, the first

task facing the svaluator is the preparation of a set of

objectives for the project, acceptable to all concerned

{(Snyder & Snyder, p. 7).

In this instance, only goal statements were available. It was
necessary, therefore, to formulate specific objectives to serve as a
basis for deriving data parameters and evaluation methods.

Weiss (1972]) recognized the fact that furziness of program goals
is a4 common phenomenon and offered the following suggestions, among
others:

The researcher can pose the questions as to what the

objectivea are and wait for the program personnel to

reach a consensus.

He can set up a <ollaborative effort in gosl formulation.
Sitting with the program people, the evaluator can offer



48

approximations of goal statements after which they are
modified by the staff with discussion continuing until
agreement is reached (p. 28).

In connection with this study, the goal statements were discussed
by the researcher with the Chairman of the Planning Team at the Univer-
sity. Tentative statements of specific objectives were formulated by
the Chalrman. Thesse were then submitted by him to the members of the
Planning Team, who met as a group to refine them and return them as
evaluative criterla to be used by the ressarcher in the evaluation

process. The seventeen objectives, with related goal statements,

appear below.

Goal Statement - PPBS will ensure a more meapingful set of goals and
ohjectives for the college.

Objective 1: Mission and goal statements of the University will be
clearly stated and reviewed periodicmlly (annually}
to determine their relevance in & changing society,
and will be revised as neesded.

Objective 2: The stated mission, goals, and objectives will be
congruent with program plans; i.e., each program
must be related to one or more speclfic goals or
objectives.

Goal Statement - The PPB system will result in the establishment of
well-conceived priorities before any resources are
allocated to various programs.

Objective 3: Zero base budgeting will be adopted, requiring justi-
fication of all requests for funding in tems of
projected programs.

Objective 4: Budget hemrings will be held before any resources are
allocated.

Objective 5: Unit heads will have the authority to revise line
items within their program budgets in keeping with
changes in unit priorities.



Goal Statement -

Dbjectiva 6:

Dbjective 7:

Objective B:

Goal Statement -

Objective U:

Objective 10:

Goal Statement -

Objective 11:

Goal Statampent -

Objective 12:
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The PPE System will provide the capabllity to review
and analyze existing and alternative programs in terms
of their relevance to the achievement of a pre-
determined set of cbjectives.

Each academic unit will clearly state its objectives
and review them annually, making revisions where
TMeCessary.

Each academic and support service unit will prepare
annually an updated five-year program, tied to pre-
determined objectives.

Program plans will be screened for accuracy and
theroughness of preparation by the Planning Team.

The PPBR System will establish the capability to
analyze the interaction of the various college
programs in order to develop an integrated plan that
rapresents the best allocation of resources for
meeting the Institution's geoals and objectives.

The Analytical Studies Team will evaluate aconomic
feasibility of program plans; determine whether
programs fit together in pursuit of comwon objectives;
determine any potential conflict between program

plins and college pelicies; develop and consider
alternative program plans; examine relative cost

and effectiveness In accomplishing objectives.

A comprehenslve, college-wide five-year plan will be
coepiled by the Analytical Studies Team to be
forwarded through the Administrative Council to the
Board of Trustees for review and approval.

The FPB System will improve coordination and communica-
tion due to the necessity for interrelating progranm
elements.

Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of the
key administrators will perceive that PPBS has
resulted in improved coordination and communication,

Tha PPB System will create m greater awareness of the
college's goals and objectives and produce a greater
coemitment to their achievement.

Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of the
key administrators will perceive that PPBS has
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created a greater awareness cf the goals and objectives
of the college.

Objective 13: Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of the key
administrators will perceive that the implementation
of PPBS has resulted in greater commitment to the
achievenment of institutional gosals and objectives.

Goal Statement - The PPB System will result in improved budgetary
procedures.

Objective 14: A comprehensive program budget will be submitted to
the Board of Trustees for appraval in March of each
yedr.

Objective 15: All unit heads will be provided with current budget
information (quarterly or, preferably, monthly budget
reports) to facilitate the decision-making process.

Objective 1fi: Accurate, adequate budgetary information will be
avallable for reporting to external agencies [HEGIS,
UNCF, HEN, etc.) on an timely basis.

Goal Statement - The PPB System at Virginia Union University will be
fully operatiopnal not later than the 1976-1977
academic year.

Chisctive 17: The systes will be functioning in accordance with the
blueprint, all steps having been implemented.

These objectives provided useful statements of mnticipated out-
comes and formed a basis for describing what the system expected to
achieve mnd what actions should have been taken. They also served as
a basis for careful, impartial assessment of the degree to which the

system has succeeded in achieving its gomls.

Kinds and Sources of Data

Objective 1: Mission and goal statements of the University will
be clearly stated and reviewed periodically
(annually] to determine their relevance in a
changing society, and will be revised as needed.
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Objective 2: The stated mission, goals, and objectives will he
congruent with program plans; i,e., each program
must be related to one or more specific objectives.

Objective 6. Each academic unit will clearly state its objectives
and rsview them annually, making revisions where
necessary.

Objective 7: Each academic and support service unit will prepare
annually an updated five-year program, tied to pre-
determined objectives.

Kinds of Data: Written mission and goal statements indicating

broad direction, purpose or intent; written statements relating program
objectives to institutional mission and goals; evidence of systematic
procedures used for their review and revision.

Sources of Data: Interviews with members of the Administrative

Council and Plannhing Team, planning documents, and Planning Team

minutes.

Objective 3: Zero base budgeting will be adopted, regquiring
Justification of all requests for funding in
terms of projected programs.

Objective 4: Budget hearings will be held before any resqurces
are allocated.

Objective 5: Unit heads will have the authority to revise line
items within thelr program budgets in keeping with
changes in unit pricrities,

Kinds of Data: Detalled and valid cost estimates for each pregram

on a4 multiyear basis; systematic procedures used to astablish priorities
when considering alternatives and choosing courses of action; criteria,
constraints or actual data that influence resource allocation decisions.

Sources of Data: Interviews with Vice President for Business

Affalrs and with academic and support unit heads; intervffice memoranda;

planring documents.
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Program plans will be screened for accuracy and
thoroughness of preparation by the Planning Team.

Systematic procedures for reviewing program plans.

Sources of Data: Interviews with members of the Planning Team and

minutes of Planning Team meetings.

Objective 9:

finds of Data:

The Analytical Studies Team will evaluate economic
feasibility of program plans; determine whether
programs fit together in pursult of common
objectives; determine any potential conflict
betwaen program plans and college policies;
develop and consider alternative program plans;
examine relative cost and effectiveness in
accomplishing objectives.

Systematic procedures for determination of

economic feaslbility, potential conflict among plans or between plans

and college policies, relative cost and effectiveness, commonality of

objectives and evidence of consideraticon of alternative plans.

Sources of Data: Interviews with the Chairman of the Analytical

Studles Teaw and the Chairman of the Plenning Tesm, minutes, documents

prepared by the Analytical Studies Team.

Objective 10:

Objective 14:

Kinds of Data:

A comprehensive, college-wide five-year plan
will be compiled by the Analytical Studies Team
to be forwarded through the Administrative
Council to the Board of Trustees for review and
approval.

A comprehensive program budget will be submitted
to the Board of Trustees for approval in March of
each yesar.

Written comprehensive college-wide five-year plan;

evidence that plan was forwarded through the Administrative Council to

the Board of Trustees.
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Sources of Data: Minutes; interviews with the chairmen of the

Planning Team and/or Administrative Council and/or Analytical Studies

Team,

Objectiva 11: Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent
of the key administrators will perceive that PPBS
has resulted in improved coordination and
comeunication,

Objective 12: Eighty percent of the faculty and 50 percent of
the key administrators will perceive that PPBS
has created a greater awareness of the goals and
objectives of the college.

Objective 13: Elghty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of
the key administrators wiil perceive that the
implementation of PPBS has resulted in greater
comnitment to the achievement of institutional
goals and objectives.

¥inds of Data: Faculty perceptions with regard to the effect of

PPBS on coordination and communication, awareness of the goals and
objectives of the college, and degree of commitment to the achlevement
of institutional goals and objectives.

Source pf Data: Responses to questions 5, 9, 12, 14, l&, 23, and

27 in the survey instrument administered to all key administrators and

faculty involved In the PPE process. (See Questionnalre, Appendix C.)

Objective 15: All unit heads will be provided with current
budget information (guarterly or, preferably,
monthly budget Teports) to facilitate the
decision-making process.

Kinds of Data: Evidence of receipt by unit heads from Office of

Business Affairs of budget information en a monthly or quarterly basis.

Sources of Data: Interviews with the Vice President for Buslness

Affairs and the academic and support service unit heads; interoffice

memoranda, where avallahle,
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Objective 16: Accurate, adequate budgetary information will
be available for reporting to external agencies
{HEGIS, UNCF, HEW, etc.) on a timely basis.

Kinds of Data: Evidence of recelpt by Office of Institutional

Research and Planning, 0ffice of Federal Programs, Offlice of the
Registrar, and Office of the Head Librarian of adequate, accurate, and
timely information for reporting to external agencies.

Socurces of Data: Interviews with Director of Institutional

fesearch and Planning, Vice President for Administrative Affairs,

Registrar, and Head Librarian.
Dbjective 17; The system will be functicmning in accordance
with the blueprint, all steps having been
implemented.

Kinds and Sources of Data: The kinds and scurces of data for this

pbjective are found in Sub-problem 1, covering process eveluation.

Treatment of Data: The data secured in each case will be compared

with the corresponding objective, and a judgment will be made as to the

extent to which the objective has been met.

Sub-prablem 3: To examlne the unapticipated consequences
of implementation of the FPB System

Opportunity for Discovery

According to Welss {1372), programs ofteh accomplish things other
than the official goals, and the evaluator has a responsibility to take
a look at these unexpected consequences, as well as the outcomes of
stated ohjectives. He also has an cbligation te determine what the
basic essential features of the system are and what the unsuccessful

elements were. In addressing these requirements, it was decided that
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certain items of information not tied to the University's specific
objectives should be studied. These items were selected on the basis
of knowledpge gained through a study of the literature and research to
date on the topic.

kinds of Data: The data secured, not specifically required by

other aspects of this study, included opinions of faculty and key
administrators with regard to their expectations of and attitudes
toward the system (favorable or unfavorable lmpact on planning and
resource allocation, quality of educational program, and job satis-
faction). Data was also sought which might tend to suggest probable
causes of success or failure.

Sources of Data: Interviews with key administrators (see par-

ticularly questions I, 3, 4, and 5 of interview gulde, Appendix C;

and 8 survey instrument developed by the researcher, Appendix B.)

The GQuestionnaire

A pool of possible items for a questionnaire was developed on the
basls of the literature review and on the basls of a study of instru-
ments developed by other researchers te assess related areas of concern.
A preliminary questionmajire was drafted, which was subjected to critical
examination by knowledgeable individuals and piloted with s small group
of administrators and faculty to secure feedback with regard to how
well the instrument actually measured what it claimed to measure,
adequacy of coverage, clarity, and length. Their suggestions were
studied, and a final questionnaire was prepared.

The advantages and disadvantages af the questionnaire technique
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ware reviewed, and the potential of induced bias due to lack of Treturn
was acknowledged. This turned out not to present a problem, however,
inasmuch as a 106G percent rate of return was experienced. Six of the
91 questionnaires wers excluded from the analysis because of
insufficient data. The respondents felt that they did not have
sufficient knowledge of the system to rate the items.

As pointed out by Kerlinger (p. 49€), the summated rating scale
often seem: to contain response-set varlance, This possibility is also
acknowledged, but the advantage of greater variance provided by this
type of Iinstrument was considered to outweigh the limitation,

The questions were answered on & five-point summated rating scele,
with responses most favorabie assigned a value of 5 and the least
favorable asslgned a value of 1. If there was no response to an item, a
value of 3 was es=zigned.

Data Analysis. Summary tables were constructed from datp secured

from the questionnaire, showing the percentage of responses in each
category., Medians and decile ranges were utilized to assist the
researcher in expository analysis of the data.

In addition, the Mann-Whitney U-Test was used to determine whether
groups of administrators differed significantly in their overall per-
ception of PPBS, Where differences were found to exist, adminlistrators
were further clagsified in appropriate categories before proceeding with
further analysis (for example, Administrative Council, Academic Affairs
Committee, and selected support service unit heads).

The Mann-Whitney U-Test was also used to determine possible

relationships between perceptions of and attitudes toward the system
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and designation as administrator or faculty; school affiliation; length
of time at the University; or level of underatanding of basic ideas,

¢concepts, and elements of PPBS.

Summation of the above, taken as a whole, was used to arrive at an

estimate of the overall effectiveness of PPBS at Virginia Umien

University.



Chapter 4

HISTORICAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

A modicusm of background information and a description of the
organizational structure of Virginia Union University should be helpful
to the reader in understanding the experiences of the Institution with

programuing, planning, and budgeting.

Origin of the PPB System at Virginia Unlon University

A review of administrative practices and procedures st Virginia
Union University was conducted by a team of consultants from Peat,
Marwick, Mitchell & Co., In 1968, as the first phase of a program for
improvement under a grant to the University from the Ford Poundation.

Ameng other things, the review revealed a lack of coordination in
planning and operation among the varlous organizational units, resulting
in unnecessary duplication and a reduction of the total effectiveness of
the University. It was alsc noted that the budgeting process did not
include program planning and the development of budgets along program
lines, nor was responsibkility for remaining within the budger firmly
fixed at the budget centers which participated in budget determination.
Additionally, sowe disagresment was found to exist within the University
with regard to its role, mission, and objectives.

The consultants indicated, however, that the members of the staff

of the University were well qualified, and they were favorably

58
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impressed by their loyalty to and concern for Virginia Union University.
Thus, it was felt that as a management team, they should hea able to
provide effective leadership for the institution.

As a result of these findings, one of the recommendations was that
budget procedures which included preogram planning and budget prepars-
tion along program lines should be developed. The decision was made to
implement a detailed program planning and budgeting system, utilizing
the madel developed in 1969 by the National Association of College and
University Business Officers (NACUBO), in cooperation with Peat,
Marwick, Mitchell § Co., Certified Public Accountants.

As pointed out by NACUBC (1675):

The. ..consultants were aware that there were already in

existence numerous budgeting systems snd many monographs

about planning. Howaver, most of these systems were not

applicable to a small sconomically deprived college.

Such an institution was not ready to contemplate the use

of computer simulation modeling or to develop a sophisti-

cated ocutput-oriented program planning budgeting system

(FPBS). (Preface)

The NACUBO model evelved from & study of ten selected colleges,
most of which were private, liberal arts colleges without significant
graduate, research or public service programs. As a result of its
broad acceptance during the first four years, as evidenced by work-
shops presented to more than 1,000 individuals at 500 institutions,

8 revised edition of the manual was produced by the Natlonal Associstion
of College and University Business Officers in the late spring of 1974,
with funding by the Ford Foundation.

As pointed out by NACUBO, the original manual was written to

assist consultants, assuming that necessary elaboration would be done
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by them, while the revised edition is designed for use without the
assistance of consultants. (NACUBQ, Preface) The current PPE System
at Virginia Union University is a modification of the NACUBD model,
reflecting its adaptation to the University's unique characteristics,
The leadership provided in the development of the Virginia Union
University PPB System was under the direction of Pest, Marwick,
Mitchell § Co., and the firn's representatives provided the initial
training for administrators and selected staff and faculty members.
The first academic and support service program plans were prepared
in 1970 for the five-year period 1972-1977. The concepts and techniques

incorporated were designed to insure optimum use of limited resources.

Organizational Framework Within Which the PPB System Operates

In order to provide a better understanding of how the PPR System is
designed to function at Virginia Unlon University, an organizational
chart of the institution 1s presented in Figure 3.

Duties of administrators, as set forth in the Faculty Handbook,

are described below.

The President, as chief executive officer, recommends to the
Board of Trustees the major plans and policies for the University,
including the annual budget and revisions, development plans, and major
curriculum proposals approved by the faculty.

The Administrative Council acts as an advisory council to the
President and meets weekly to review and eveluate programs and policies,
to project new concepts for consideration, and te further continuous

lines of commmication with the total University community. The
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members of the Adninistrative Council incluyde the President, the Vice
President for Administrative Affairs, the Vice President for Business
Affairs, the Dean of the School of Theology, the Dean of Student
Affairs, and the Chairman of the Academic Affairs Committee. (For pur-
poses of this study, the Chalrman of the Academic Affairs Committee has
been included with the Academic Affairs Committee, rather than with the
Administrative Council, since it is his functionh to represent the views
of the Academic Affairs Cormittee in Administrative Council sessions.)

The University's organizational structure 1s somewhat unusual, in
thet there is no Academic Dean or Vice President for Academic Affairs,
as is customarily found In mest institutlons. Each school has a
DMrector, who works in cooperation with an Academic Affairs Committee,
which is the chief agency where all proposals and recommendations
relating to academic pelicles and procedures are made that will be
submitted to the President, through the Administrative Council, for
approval. This Cormittee ls alse responsible for coordinating the
acadenlc programs of the University.

The Academic Affalrs Committee 15 made up of the Directors of the
three schocls; the Director of Continuing Education; the Registrar; the
Director of General Studies, who is also Assistant Vice President for
Academic Affairs; the Asscciate Dean of Students; and students selected
annually.

The Division of General Studies and the Divizlon of Continuing

Education offer academic programs in conjunction with the three schools.



schools.

63

A Curriculum Committee functions within each of the three academic
The following operational procedures are currently implemented:

On all curricular matters (program, course offerings, etc.)
that are reflected in the approved Pive-Year Academic
Program Plans of the schopl, the Curriculum Committee nay
make recommendations directly to the Academic Affairs
Committee for approval and subsequent submission to the
Administrative Councll. Those curriculum matters approved
by the Council will be presented to the University faculty
for final approval.

On all curriculum matters (program, course offerings, etc.
that are not reflected in the approved Five-Year Academic
Program Plans for the school, the Curriculum Committee of
the school must present the propesal to the Planning Team
and the Analytical Studies Team for review and recommenda-
tions prior to submission to the Academic Affairs

Committee for approval. {PPBS Committee, Note 1)

The Planning Team 13 one of the essential elements in the formal

pleanning process, It is the body charged with the responsibility for

the review of the work of the responsible administrative heads and

committees whe develop the assumptions, plans, and budget summaries.

The Team proposes revisions in the preliminary plans and approves the

final Comprehensive Five-Year Planning Document before 1t goes to the

Administrative Council.

Its membership includes the Director of Institutional Research and

Planning, who serves as Chairman; the Vice President for Administrative

Affairs; the Vice President for Business Affairs; the Dean of the

School of Theology; the Dean of Student Affajrs; the Directors of the

Scheols of Arts § Sclences, Rusiness Administration, and Education §

Fsychology; the Director of Continuing Educetion; the Assistant Vice

President for Academic Affairs, who 1s alspo Director of General

Studies; the Head Libkrarian; and the Director of Admissions. The
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President sarves as ex officio Chairman, since his heavy schedule does
not permit him to assume the day-to-day functions of the chairmanship
of the Planning Team. Students are to be selected annually to serve on
the Team.

A unique component of the system examined 1s the Analytical Studies
Team, with its five members drawn from a cross section of the fuculty
--three from the School of Arts & Sclences, one from the School of
Business Administration, and cne from the School of Education §
Pasychology. Student representatives are to be selected annually.

This team is respoensible for a criticmsl review of the preliminary
plans and budget to determine their wvalidity in temms of institutional
goals end objectives and budget realities. The team serves as a check
and balance in the operation of the formal planning and budgeting
process, and is respansible for preparing final recommendations for the

Presldent.
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FINDINGS

Planning Process Evaluation

The long range planning process, as described in the Flow Chart
(Figure 1}, is one of the processes being evaluated in this study.

An examination of written documents, Planning Team mimutes, and
interviews with members of the Adminlstrative Council, members of the
Acadenic Affairs Committee, and several support service unit heads
provided the data which served as a basis for this evaluation.

The Plapning Team, at its first meeting in mid-September, 1976,
asdopted a scheduls of planning activitias for the 1976-1977 fiscal year.

The initial step lo the process Involved a review and revision of
the statement of institutional mission and goals. During the fall of
1976, a faculty committee was delegated by the Administrative Council
the responsibility for reviewing and revising the existing statement,
which had been approved by the faculty in the spring of 1572, The
proposed revision was presented to the Plamming Team for its reaction,
then submitted ta tha Administrative Council, where it was approved
and shared with the faculty. Approval of the Board of Trustees
followed.

Planning Team minutes indicate that the institutional mission and
goal statement has been under constant review since the inceptlon of

the system and has been revised whenever it was deemed appropriate.
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The Planning Team, in the meantine, reviewed and revised the basic
planning assumptions, dealing with both external envirommental factors
and internal factors and institutional policies.

The external envirormental assumptions considered to have an effect
on planning at Virginia Union University were: the international situa-
tion; veterans' benefits; prices of goods and services; national faculty
salary trends; national attitudes toward higher education; compstition
between private and public higher educaticn, state ald to private
higher education, alternative educational patterns; continuing education;
federal programs; tuition trends; technological influences; private
support of colleges--capital campaigns; and national and regicnal
enrollment trends.

The internal assumptions which were considered dealt with teaching
methods; course objectives and competenciles; the cellege calendar;
availablility of student services; enrollment; staff support; faculty;
fringe benafits; administrative structure; economic background and
academic qualifications of student body; student aid; auxiliary enter-
prises; research projects; gift income; public services; campus morale;
grievance procedures; crime on campus; and campus construction projects.

Each of the Directors of academic programs presented a Five-Year
Academic Program Plan. Included in the plans were statements of
departmental objectives, expendliture estimates, estimates of income
from restricted current funds, course and project data, faculty staffing
requirements, physical facility requirements, other resource require-

ments, and budget documentation.
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The course and project data included a listing of courses or pro-
jects by beginning year, content, objectives, and changes in resources
required (additions, deletions, and suggested alternatives). Also
included were anticipated enrcllment; student credit hours projected;
preferred section size; number of sectlons projected; and staffing needs,
by rank.

The analysis of faculty manpower requirements was described in
terns of faculty rank, percent of time projected tc be spent in
Instruction, academic counseling, research, public service, and
adminlstration,

Physical facilities requirements included instructicnal end
research space ¢lassified according to seminar rooms, classrooms,
lecture halls, laboratories, offices, department library, conference
TeOmS, stnrage space, etc. Other resource requirements included
library resources, computer services, and auwdio visuals.

Academic unit heads indicated that they had met with chairmen,
coordinators, andfor faculty to review prior ysar unit plans, goals
and ohjectives and to initiate the updated program plans.

It is significant to note that although every academic unit head
presented a completed plan, fewer than one-third of the faculty,
cpordinators and chairmen felt that they thoroughly understood the
basic ldeas, concepts, and slements of PPB5. Fewer than half of them
perceived that PPBS had increased faculty involvement in the determina-
tion of the curriculum for their academic units, increased their

involvement in the determination of resources needed to accomplish
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objectives, or increased faculty involvement in generating alternative
programs for achlevement of institutional goals and objectives. ({See
Table 1.} Yet, ona of the mpjor features aof a properly implesmented

PPB System is its ability to involve the entire faculty in the planning
process, rather than have decisions reached by a small group of
admipistrators, without the benefit of wider based input.

Upon receiving the academic departments! draft program planning
documents, the Planning Team screened them for accuracy, thoroughness
of preparation, and reasonableness, and made suggestions for modifica-
tion., Plans were then revised, completed, and turned in by the
Directors te the Chairman of the Planning Teamr who, with the assistance
of the Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs, compiled a
summary of the Five-Year Academic Program FPlans.

The process for the preparation of support service plans was
basically the same as that for the preparation of academic plans. The
Information from the Academic Plan Summary was included with the basic
planning assumptions sent to the support departments for consideration
as they prepared their plans, thus allowing them to plan hetter to
serve the academic programs of the institution.

The data requested of the support services included a list of
activities performed by the unit; anticipated changes in terms of
level of activity, standards, etc.; expenditure estimates for personnel,
equipment, supplies, travel and other expense; anticipated income from
restricted current funds; and physical facllities and other resource

requlirements (private office space, working space, storage space,

reception and other space, computer service}.
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Table 1

Percelved Impact of PPBS Implementation on
Faculty Involvement in the Planning Process

Some- . Some- Greatl Na
Rating Greatly what Neither In what o ¥ v
In=- In- creased Nor D~ &= -
Level creased craeased LDecTreased creased creased sponse

Has PPBS increased faculty involvement in determination of curriculum for
their academic units?

Administrative

Council {(n=5) 60.0% 40.0% - - -- -
Academic Affairs

Committee (n=6) 16.7% B3.3% - - - .
Chairmen and

Coordinators

(h=23) 5.7% 26,1% 52.2% 4.4% -- 8.7%
Faculty {(n=47) 10.6% 34.0% 21.3% 12.8% Z.1% 19.2%

Has PPBS increased faculty involvement in determination of resources
needed for accomplishment of objectives?

Adminlstrative

Council {n=5) 40.0% 60.0% - -- - -
Acedemlc Affairs

Committees (n=6} - 66.7% 33.3% - - --
Chairmen and

Coordinators

(n=23) 4,4% 34.8% 19.1% 17.4% - 4.4%
Faculty (n=47} 8.5% I1.9% 29.8% 4.3% -— 25.5%

Has PPBS increased faculty involvement in generating alternative progranms
for the achievement of instituticna! goals and objectives?

Administrative

Councll (n=5) 40.0% 60.0% -- - -- -
Academic Affajirs

Copmittee [n=6) - 50. 0% 50.0% .- -n -
Chairmen and

Coordinators

(ﬂ-zﬁ] Bl ?* Zﬁt 1* 6{’19* - == 4- 3*

Faculty (n=47) B.5% 34, 0% 34.0% 2.1% 2.1%  19.2%
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The support services include academic support {Library, Learning
Rescurces Center, Pundamental Learning Skills Center}, institutional
support [Ressarch and Planning}, Student Services, and Business
Affairs.

Support service unit heads, with the aid cf members of their ataffs,
prepared support plans, Scme unit heads indicated that they did not
have the benefit of academic program summaries to assist them in their
planning and surmised that the seniocr administrator in charge of that
area had recelved the infermation but failed to pass it along.

The preparation of support service plans ran behind schedule, and
with other delays in Flanning Team meetings, the process was not com-

pleted according to the blueprint.

The cycle was interrupted at this point when the academic year
came tz & close before support service plans could be summarized and a
projection of revenue and expenditure estimates on a multi-year basis
could be prepared.

The Board of Trustees received in March only m planning document
which outlines the PPB process and stated the specific objectives as

adopted by the Planning Team.

As a result of failure to adhere to the established time table,
two critical steps in the process had been omitted. The plan which
will ultimately reach the Administrative Council for this year will not

include the multi-year budget projection, ner will it have been

subjected to review by the Analytical Studies Team.
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The Analytical Studies Team, although appvinted by the President
and ready to assume its responsibilities, was unable to function
because the total planning document was not completed and made avail-
able for review and analysls before the end of the academic year.

As Indicated in the flow chart (Figure 1), the Analytical Studies
Team was to have had the responsibility for evaluating the sconomic
feasibility of plans, determining conflicts between programs and poli-
cies, and making recommendations to the Administrative Council, after
reaching agreement with the Flanning Team with regard to proposed modi-
fications.

The investigator also noted that although the blueprint called for
student participation, no students had been appointed to either the
Planning Team or the Analytical Studies Team. In fact, the only point
in the process at which students were reportedly invelved was in pro-
viding imput for the academic program plan of one of the three schools.

Problems Encountered by Administrators in Cerrying Out Their
Hespective Rolas

Members of the Administrative Council, members of the Academic
Affairs Committee, the Head Librarian, the Director of the Learning
Resources Center, and the Chairmen of the Planning and Analytical
Studies Teams were interviewed with regard to problems encountered by
them in carrying out their assigned roles in connection with the PPB
System.

The problem most frequently mentioned in connection with the
planning cycle was one of time. As one administrator put it, '""We must

find a way to let the chief executive know that it is just impossible
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for us to be effective in one role without letting something else go

lacking." Other administrators expressed similar views. Typical of
thelr comments are the following:

Key personnel involved in PPBS are tied up with too many
activities; other personnel should bte trained to carry
on some of their functions.

The administration seems unaware that directors have to do
too many things. They have to act in concert with other
directors as a Dean of the College, In addition to taking
care of details like approving add-drops and "I grade
removals, while also trying to look at broad areas

without any help--little secretarial help and no adminis-
trative help., It is difficult to do this completely and
well. We must have administrative assistants to do ail

of this.

Persons interviewed were unanimous in thelr belief that the time
element was the principal factor leading te the omission of twe cruciai
steps ln the PPB process--preparation of the Five-Year Revenue and
Expense Projection Summary to accompany the program plans and the
omission of the functions ¢f the Analytical Studies Team.

The second most frequently mentioned problem was the lack of a
sufficient data base. Said one administrator, "We really need computer

service on campus for more adequate information, or we should go to

some other kind of system, singce this system requires that you be able

to get information when you need it."

Another added, "The information system is not adequate because
too much has to be done manually. If we were more computerized, I
really think we would get much better results.”

Some of the interviewees found their tasks complicated by the fact
that their predecessors had not left prior years' planning Information

in the files, and much time was lost because of the necessity for

establishing new baseline data.
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A further indicatien of feelings with regard to the adequacy of in-

farmation at all levels may be gleaned from responses to the question:

Is adequate information avallable to satisfy your needs in connection

with your role in PPBS? These responses are summarlzed in Table 2.

Only the members of the Administrative Council felt that adequate

information was available to them, At no other level did more than &

third of the cother administrators and faculty feel that information was

adequate. None of the members of the Academlc Affairs Cormittes or

support service unit heads, and fewer than 7 percent of chairmen, co-

ordinators, snd faculty considered that the information was very ade-

quate for their needs. The fact that a significant number of respon-

dents checked uncertaln perhaps reflects their uncertainty concerning

the role they are expected tc play.

Table 2

Adequacy of Information Available
To Support the PPE System

Some- Some-
Yery v No
Rating Ade- what Un- . what 1 n:;i_ Re-
Ade- certain Inade-
ate SpOns
Level qu quate quate quate ponse
Administrative
Council (n=5) 60. 0% 40.0% -- -- -- -
Academic Affairs
Committes (ne=6) - 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% -
Suppert Service
Unit Heads (n=4) - 25, 0% S0. 0% 25.,0% -- --
Chairmen and
Coordinators
(n=23) 4.4% 2L.7% 30.4% 34,8% 4.4% 4.4%
Faculty (n=47) 6. 4% 21.3% 23.4% 23.4% 21.3% 4.3%
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Budgetary Process Evaluation

The Budgeting Cycle, as depicted in Figure 2, was followed to a
great extent, with the cne major exception being the omission of the
Analytical Studies Team review. The Chairman of the Analytical Studies
Team was invited to sit in on the budget hearings, with the hope that
the experience would be beneficial in carrying out the assigned respon-
sibilities in the future.

The researcher wes told that although the Land Use Comnlttee of the
Board of Trustees had functioned in perst years, it had apparently not
done so during the current year and did not, therefore, provide any in-
put for the current budget proposal.

The budget hearing component of the system was instituted for the
first time during the 18756-1977 academic year. Academic and support
service unit heads were asked to submit thelr budget requests for the
1977-1978 fiscal year before a Budget Review Panel, consisting of the
Vice President for Business Affairs, the Assistant Vice President for
Academic Affalrs, the Comptroller, and the Chairman of the Planning
Team, using the concept of zero base budgeting and justifying each item
requested.

Inansmuch as the planning cycle is always a year ahead of the bud-
geting cycle, the first year of the long-range plan becomes the basis
for the next year's operating budget. The planning activity continues
to extend five years into the future, adding Iincressed precision as
each year draws closer, with the projection finally becoming the basis

for the current operating budget.
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The chief fiscal officer reviewed information received at the
hearings and forwarded a proposed budget for the coming year to the
President. MNecessary revisions were made by the President, in consul-
tation with appropriate unit heads.

The tudget proposal was then sent to the Finance Committee of the
Board of Trustees, who reviewed and epproved it and sent it to the full
Board, where it received tentative approval. Final approval was
delayed until the fall meeting of the Board after the fiscal realities
related to actual student enrollment have become clear. The final
budget, then,will not be distributed to unit heads until afrer the

fall Trustee Board meeting.

Problems Encountered by Adminlistrators im Carrying Out Their Roles

There was widespread agreement among those who were interviewed
that the most serious problem in comnection with the budgetsry cycle
was lack of essential budgetary information.

The delays in securing necessary data were brought about by
changes from one data processing system to another, with the new
system not fully coperatlenal and much of the record keeping on a
deferred schedule.

The second problem related to the budget cycle is the fact that
the Board of Trustees has for the past several years waited until their
fall meeting to approve the budget for the fiscal year which had begun
the preceding July 1. This was neceasitated by the effects of an un-
stable economy and an attempt to prevent a mounting deficit by waiting

until actual enrollment figures were in and tuition income was known
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before making finel budgetary commitments. In the words of the
President, "This is a terrible procedure." Yet, he felt that it was,
perhaps, a necessary one until the economy recovers to the extent where
the Board feels it can wore realistically anticipate vhat the actual
revenue will be. This year the Trustees did approve a conditicnal
budget, to he finmlized in the fall if circumstances warrant it, er to
be revised before approval, if deemed necessary at that time.

It should be pointed out that plans cannot be surcessfully ismple-
mented without adequate budget contrels. Without periodic operating
Teports showing current monthly expenditures and a summary of year-to-
date expenditures, unit heads cannot functicn effectively as decision
makers on 8 day-to-day basis, nor can the chief business officer moni-
tor activities and prepare meaningful reports for the chief adminis-
trative officer. In the absence of appropriate controls, effective

utilization of resources is difficult to achieva.

Summary

It is obvious from the foregoing discussion that the system was not
fully implemented during the 1976-1977 fiscal year. Progress in this
direction was noted, as evidenced by the fact that budget hearings were
heild for the first time. 1In addition, the Analytical Studiex Team was
appointed, and reference to the work of this Team appeared in the
planning calendar for the first time, although lack of adherence to the

schedule made it impossible for the Team to function.
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Performance Evaluation

It is very possible for a process to be carrled out without
actually realizing all of the goals which the protess was designed to
achieve, But when the process itself is lacking in certain respects,
it is very likely that some of the objectives will not be fully
achieved,

This section will be devoted to an evaluation of the extent to

which the seventeen stated objectives were actually achieved,

Goal Statement I. PPBS will ensure a mere meaningful set of goals and
chjectives for the college.

Objective 1: Mission and goal statements of the University will be
clearly atated and reviewed periodically (ammually)
to determine thelr relevance in a changing society,
and will be revised as needed.

Objective 2: The stated misslon, goals, and objectives will be
congrusnt with program plans; i.e., each program
must be related te cne or more specific goals or
objectives.

Planning Team minutes indicate that since the Planning, Programming,
Budgeting System was first initiated at Virginia Union University con-
sideration has been given annually to the mission and gral statement. A
revision approved in the spring of 1572 remained in effect until the
current year, when, after careful study by a faculty committee, recom-
mendations were made tao the Planning Team and the Administrative Council
with regard te changes and modifications that reflect more accurately
the present mission and goals of the institution. After approval of
both groups, the statement was shared with the full faculty and adopted

by the Board of Trustees in the fall of 1976.
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The program plaps prepered during the current academic year were
reviewed and found to contain statements of the units' objectives, each
tied to the stated overall mission, goals, and chjectives of the Univer-
sity.

A survey conducted among key administrators indicated they were
unanimous ln their opinjon that since the implementation of PPBS a
better job is being done of identifying program goals and objectives,
indicated 1n Table 3, which also reveals that more than two-thirds of
the faculty shared this opinion.

Goal Statement II - The PPB System will result in the establishment of

well conceived priorities before any resources are
allocated to various programs.

Objective 3: Zerc bese budgeting will be adopted, requiring
justification of all requests for funding in terms
of projected progranms.

Objective 4: Budpet hearings will be held hefore any rasources
are allocated.

Objective 5: Unit heads will have the authority to revise line
items within theilr program budgets, in keeping
with changes in unit pricrities,

A review of program plans and interviews with administrators
Tevealed that zerc base budgeting was utilized in each program plan
--academic and support service--with detailed cost estimates set forth
on a multi-year basis. Unit heads were required to justify all
expenditures praposed for the 1977-1978 fiscal year at formal budget
hearings held in March, 1977, before a tentative budget was formulated

and sent to the Board of Trusteas. The budget requests were based on

informatlion appearing in the preceding year's Program Plan,
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Table 3

Perceived Impact of PPB5 Implementation on
Identification of Progrem Goals and Objectives

Since the implementation of PPBS we do a better job of identifying the
goals and objectives of our programs.

Rating Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Level Agree Somewhat UPCeTtaln  sopewhat Disagree
Key Administrators 43, 8% 56.2% -- - -
n o= ié
Faculty 18.9% 50.7% 10.1% 14.5% 5.8%
n =69

According to the Vice President for Business Affairs, it is
official University pelicy for unlt heads to have authority to revise
line items within their program budgets in keeping with changes in unit
priorities. This fact apparently had not, however, been formally com-
wunicated to all unit heads, inasmach as thers were differences of
aopinion {about equally divided) among them as to whether or not this
latitude was permitted them. Moreover, some unit heads indicated that
they did not recelve official notification of thelr approved budgets in
time for this option to have any real significance. The delay was
apparently caused by the Board's failure to approve the final budget
until its fall wmeeting, while the fiscal year had begun on July 1.
Further delays in the Office of Business Affairs, attributed to changes
in the datm processing system, have already been discussed,

Goal Statement III - The PPB System will provide the capability to
review and analyze existing and alternative
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programs in terms of their relevance to the achieve-
ment of a predetermined set of objemctives.

Objective 6: Each academlc unit will clearly state its objectives
and review them annually, making revisions where
neCassary.

Cbjective 7: Each academic and support service unit will prepare
annually an updated five-year program, tied to
predetermined objectives.

Objective B: Program plans will be screened for accuracy and
thoroughness of preparaticn by the Planning Team,

Each academic unit did clearly state its objectives, as evidenced
by unit program plans which were prepared and submitted to the Planning
Team. According to the unit directors, these objectives are reviewed
annually and revlised as necessary.

The Five-Year Program Plans are tied to the predetermined
objectives. A complete listing of present and proposed courses or
programs is set forth, showing for each an enumeration of objectives,
as well as changes in resources needed. Where existing courses or
programs are deemed to no longer fulfill the requirements of current
goals and cbjectives, recommendaticns are made for deletion, or
possible alternatives are proposed.

All completed academic plans were presented to the Planning Teanm,
whare they were screened for nccuracy, thoroughness of preparation,
possible duplications, and potential conflicts,

Support service unit plans are, indeed, tied to their objectives
and, where appropriate, are planned in keeping with the summaries of
program plans of the academic units which they support.

Completed support service unit plans were screened for accuracy

and thorcughness of preparation by the appropriate administrative
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officer, with few exceptions. One administrative officer reported that
plans for two support service units were returned directly to the Plan-
ning Team Chairman, with a copy of each coming to him.

Inasmuch as a few support service unit plans were not submitted
according to schedule, the support service summary was not comnplled by
the Planning Team Chairman before the end of the academic year.

It is the hope expressed by the President that if any units are
not submitting plans as required, peer pressure would cause them to do
so. Failing that, the responsible individuals, he indicated, should
be dealt with harshly at the level of the chief administrative officer,
and such cases should be called to his attention by the Planning Team

Chairman.

Goal Statement IV - The PPB System will establish the capability to
analyze the interaction of the various college
programs in order to develop an integrated plan
that represents the best allocation of resources
for meeting the institutions' goals and
objectives.

Dbjective 9: The Analytical Studies Team will evaluate economic
feasibility of program plans; determine whether
programs fit together in pursuit of commen objec-
tives; determine any potential conflict between
program plans and college policies; develop and
consider alternative program plans; examine
relative cost and effectiveness in accomplishing
chjectives.

Objective I0: A comprehensive college-wide five-year plan will
be compiled by the Analytical Studies Team to be
forwarded through the Administrative Council to the
Board of Trustees for review and approval.

These two steps were not implemented.

As indicated in the discussion of Objective 8, at the cloze of the

academic year, some work remained to be done in connection with
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several support service unit plens. Thus, the Analytical Studies
Team was not in a position to function. Since the members of that
team weres nine-month peraonnel, Objectives 9 and 10, stated unbove,
could not be met during the current fiscal vear.

This was unfortunate, inasmuch as the rerlization of these
objectives is considered to be crucial to the success of the system.
It would have provided an opportunity for direct faculty input at the
highest level, which would have assured greater faculty influence in
the finel decision making preocess,

Although a team had been sppointed, the membership of which was
drawn from the three schools, the suggestion was made by some adminis-
trators that team membership should be expanded in the future te in-
clude persons knowledgeable in the areas of economics amd accounting,
as well as to include ocne or more representatives from the support
services, as a means of strengthening the comnittee's ability to
effectively carry out its functions.

There was no well defined set of systematic procedures set forth
t¢ serve as guidelines for the Analytical S5tudies Team in carrying out
its responsibility, since there has been no prior experience with this
task to serve as a guide.

Eecause the comprehensive long range planning document was incom-
plete at the time of the meeting cf the Board of Trustees, it wes not
possible for it to be submitted to them. The Planning Team Chairman
did, however, make available to the Beoard s copy of a document

entitled, "Long-Range Academic and Supportive Services Flanning
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Process" (Revised), which incorporated all of the compunents necessary
for full igsplementation of the process.
Goal Statement V - The PPR System will improve coordination and

communication due to the necessity for inter-
relating program elements.

Objective 11: Elpghty percent of the faculty and %0 percent of
the key administrators will perceive that PPBS
has resulted in improved coordination and
communication,

Adninistrators and mambers of the faculty were surveyed to
determine their perceptions of the impact which the system has had
on coordination and comminication. The institution fell shert of
achieving its objective in totality, mlthough it was achieved with
reference 1o some groups.

An examination of Table 4 reveals some interesting differences
between perceptions of administrators and faculty. While almost
94 percent of the key administrators felt that PPBS5 had resulted in
improved coordination of overall institutional planning, only 58
percent of the faculty shared this belief. Slightly more than 80
percent of the key administrators and 70 percent of the faculty felt
that meetings of representatives from various program areas has
resulted in more effective program coordination. It is sigpificant
to note that members of the Academic Affalrs Committee were unani-
mous in their agreement on both points., This was to be expected,
inasmuch as the Directors of academic units are obviously the indivi-

duals who engage in the most dialogue during the planning process,

both in meetings of the Academic Affairs Committee and as members of
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the Planning Team. For that group, then, the objective was achieved.

By way of contrast, a somewhat smaller percentage of administrators
{68.8%) and & much smaller percentage of faculty {29%) felt that Bny
meaningful program coordinetion across unit lines has taken place under
PPBS. This would suggest that more dialogue is taking place below the
level of director with regard to programs within a given school but

probably not between faculty members of the various schools.

Table 4

Perceived Impact of PPBS Implementation on Coordination

Rating Strongly Agres Un- Disagree Strongly

Level Agree Somewhat certain Somewhat Disagree

PPBS has resultesd in improved coordination of institutional planning.

Key %gministrators 31.3% 62.5% -- 6.2% .-
n-

Faculty 7.3% 50.7% 13.0% 1B, 8% 10.1%
n =69

Since the implementation of PPB, meetings with representatives from
various program areas have resulted in more effective coordination of
programs.

ey Administrators 12.5% 68, BY 6.2% 12.5% --
ne= 16

Faculty 10,1% 34.8% 14.5% 23. 2% 17.4%
n = &9

With regard to comminication, the institution came close to

achieving its objective at the administrative level., As shown in

Table 5, 87.5 percent of the key administrators, although only 46.4
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percent of the faculty, felt that communication and interaction simed
at achieving university goals and objectives had improved as a result
of PPBS. Members of the Administrative Council unanimously agreed
with the statement.
Table 5
Perceived Inpact of PPBS Implementation on Communication

Commnication and interaction aimed at achieving university goals and
objectives have improved as a result of PPBS.

Rating Strongly Agree Un- Disagree Strongly
Agree  Somewhat certain Somewhat Disagree
Level
Key Administrators 25.0% 62.5% -- 12.5% --
n=16
Faculty 20.3% 26.1% 7.2% 27.5% 18.8%
n = 69

A smaller percentage sense&d that channels for communicating ideas
to top level administrators had becowme more effective--62.5 percent of

the administrators and 36.2 percent of the faculty--as indicated in

Table 6.
Table &
Perceived Impsact of PPBS Implementation
on Communication Channels
. Much Much
Ruating More  Somewhat Un- Somewhat Lass No

Effect- More changed Less Effect- Re-
Level ive Effective Effective ive Sponse
Key Administrators
n =~ 16 37.5% 25.0% 31.3% 6.3% -- --
Faculty g.7% 27.5% 40. 6% 7.2% 5.8% 10.1%

n= (8
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This should be considered In light of the facr that the full
PPB cycle has not yst been completed. As a result, the channels which
exlst on the blueprint at this stage have never really beesn fully
opened up, and full epportunity has nct been provided for faculty in-
put to the top level administrators.
Goal Statement VI - The PPB System will create a greater awareness of

the coliege's goals and objectives and produce a
greater commitment to their achievement.

Objective 12: Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of
the key administrators willl perceive that PPBS
has created a greater awareness of the goals and
objectives of the college.

Objective 13: Eighty percent of the faculty and 90 percent of
the administrators will perceive that the imple-
mentation of PPBS has resulted in greater commit-
ment to the achievement of instltutional goals
and ohjectives.

Neither awareness nor commitment has been realized to the extent
anticipated. While all of the members of the Administrative Council
percelved that PPRS had created a greater awareness of goals and
objectives of the college, other key administrators viewed it
differently. Only 81.3 percent of the group taken as a whole agreed
with the statement, with only 62.5 percent strongly agreeing.

(See Table 7.)

The fact that only 65.2 percent of the faculty perceived a
greater awareness suggests that many faculty members have not been
actively involved in discussions of institutlonal mission, goals and

objectives in 8 meaningful way, either before or after the statement

was ravised.
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Table 7

Perceived Impact of PPBS Implementation
Dn Awarene#ss 0f Goals and Objectives

The implementation of PPBS has created a greamter awareness umong
adminlstraters and faculty of the Unlversity's goals and objectives.

Rating
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Level Agree Somewhat Somewhat Disagree
Key Administrators 62.5% 18.8% 6, 2% 12.5% -
n =14
Faculty 30.4% 14.8% 8, 7% 17.4% 8.7%
n = 6%

As might be expected in light of the above, & relatively small
percentage of faculty felt a greater commitment toward achievement of
the institution's goals and objectives. Only 46.3 percent gave B
positive answer. The entire Academic Affairs Committee, on the other
hand, expressed a feeling of greater commitment, ms did 80 percent of
the Administrative Council members. Omly 50 percent of the support
service unit heads felt a greater sense of commitment, leading to an
overall 81.3 percent figure for key administrators taken as a whole.
The aobjective, then, was not achieved for the group as a whole, as
shown in Table 8.

Goal Statement VII - PPBS will result in improved budgetary pro-
cedure.

Objective 14: A comprehensive program budget wiil be
submitted to the Board of Trustees for
approval in March of each year.
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Table #

Perceived Impact of PPES Implementatlion on
Degrae of Commitment Toward
Achlevement of Institutional Goals and Dbhjectives

RAtiBE  puch  Somewhat  No  Somewhat Much  No
Leval Greater Greater Change Lezs Less Response
Key Administrators 25.0% 5&. 3% 18,7% -- -- -
n=16
Faculty 15.0% 33,3% 40.6% 2.9% 4,3% 5.8%
n = 69

Ohjective 15: All unit heads will be provided with current
budget information ([quarterly or, preferably,
monthly budget reports) to facilitate the
decision-making process.

Objective 16: Accurate, adequate budgetary informatlon will
be available for reporting to external
agencles {HEGIS, UNCF, HEW, etc.) on & timely
basis.

A comprehensive program budget was submitted to the Board of
Trustees in March. As indicated in the section dealing with process
evaluation, budget hearings were held prior to the preparation of the
proposed budget by the chief fiscal afficer and approval, with
necessary medifications, by the President. It was not, however, sub-
jected to the scrutiny of the Analytical Studies Team for reasons
already stated.

Interviews with the Vice President for Business Affairs and the
unit heads revealed that current budget information was net availsble

on a quarterly or monthly basis. This was mentiocned by all of the
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unit heads as being & major problem faced by them 1in carrying out
thelr roles.

In the areas mentloned in Cbjective 18, special reports were
prepared on an &d hoc basis; tut the necessary information was not
youtinely made available on a timely basis, with the exception of
date related to programs and activitles funded under special grants.

The explanation given for this was the fact that the University
is now going through a transition period in connection with its data
processing and informatien system, which has not yet been fully
implemented. Much of the accounting, as a result, has remained con a
deferred basis. It 1s expected that the situation will be improved
during the next fiscal period.

Goal Statement VII1 - The PPB System at Yirginia Union University

will be fully cperational not later than the
1976-77 academic year.

Objective 17: The system will be functioning in accordance
with the blueprint, all steps having been
implemented.

The entire section of this study dealing with Process Evaluation
addresses itself to this cbjective. As has already been pointed out,
the cbjectlve was not achieved.

Twoa critical cemponents of an effective program budgeting
syste lacked implementatlon. Major deviations from the established
timatable made it impossible for the Vice President for Business
Affairs to complete the task of providing the revemue and expenditure
projection in proposed budget form for the five-year period 1978-

1983, 1In addition, failure to meet scheduled deadlines made it
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impossible for the Analytical Studies Team to function at all, with
the exception of sharing in the approaval of planning assumptions and
providing an opportunity for the Chairman of the Analytical Studies
Team to sit in on budget hearings.

While the present system encompasses only academic and suppert
service planning, future plans are to include capital outlay pro-

jectlons as well.

Other Findings

Findings presented to this point relate directly to an evaluation
of the extent to which the process was carried out and the extent to
which specifically stated objectives were achieved. Other meaningful
facts were uncovered, however, during the course of the investigation.
They are discussed in this section, with the hope that they will shed
additional light on the current status of the system and how it might

be improved.

Focus of the System

It was surprising teo find at the ocutset how little agreetent
exists as to where the primary emphasis of the PPB System at Vir-
ginia Union University lies. Yet, an interview with the President
revealed that he was unaware of this major division of opinion. He
indicated that he felt it important for everyone to share the same
basic philosophy about the system and perceived it as his responsi-
bility to ultimately give the interpretation in the event that dis-

agresment did exist.
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PPBS is viewed by some primarily as a planning system; others
See it as & management system; and still others perceive the primary
emphasis as that of a budgetary system. A somewhat smaller group did
not respond to the question, & probable indicator that they were
unsure of where the emphasls should or could lie. These differences
of opinion are reflected in Table 9. Even among the five top level

administrators, there was lack of unanimity in terms of baslc

philoscphy.
Table 9
Perceived Primary Emphasis of PPBS at VU

Rating Planning Management Budgetary No
Level System System System Response
Administrative
Council 60. 0% 40.0% -- --
n==3
Academic Affairs
Committee 4. 0% 33, 3% 16.7% -
n =6
Support Service
Init Hends 75.0% 25.0% - -
n=4
Chairmen and
Coordinators 30,4% 3, 4% 34 .8% 4.4%
n=23
Faculty 42.6% 27.7% 19.1% 10, 6%

n = 47




g2

Parceptions of Overall Effectiveness of the PPB System

Measures of perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS were
obtained by the researcher through the use of 8 questionnalre. (Ses
Appendix B.) With a possible range of scores from 30 to 130 (with
30 being the least favorable and 150 the most favorable), actual
scores ranged from a low of 51 to a high of 143.

Because the range was 3o wide, the investigator sought to
determine possible associations between the dependent variable,
ratings on questionnaire, and independent variables such as level in
the organizational hierarchy; school affiliation; length of time at
the University; and level of understanding of basic ideas, concepts,
and elements of the PPE System. For this purpose, the Menn-Whitney
U-Test was used. Where samples were very small, U values were cal-
culated and probabllities were determined from tables of critical
values of U. NWhere the number of respondents in a group exceeded 20,
a4 z score was computed, and the z table was used to determine the
probability of such a score occurring between the two groups by chance

alone.

Comparisen of perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS according

to level in the hierarchy of the organizational structure.

H,: Perceptions of snd attitudes toward the Flanning, Program-

ming, Budgeting System are equally as favorable for the Administrative

Council and the Academic Affairs Committes.
Applying the Mann-Whitney U-Test, U= 0, p = .002. The null

hypothesis may be rejected at the .0l level,
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H,: Perceptions of and attitudes toward the Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting System are equally as favorable for the Academic
Affairs Committee and the Support Service Unit Heads.

Applying the Mann-Whitney U-Test, U= 11; p = .457. The null
hypothesis is accapted.

H,: Perceptions of and attitudes toward the Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting System are equally as favorable for the Academic
Affajrs Committee and Support Service Unit Heads when compared with
Chairmen and Coordinators.

Applying the Mann-Whitney [-Test, z = -1.666; p = .75, Thae
null hypothesis may be rejected at the .05 level,

Hu: Perceptions of and attitudes toward the Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting System are equally as favorable for Chairmen and
Coordinators when compared with Faculty.

Applying the Mann-Whitney U-Test, z = -.2814; p = ,3897. The
null hypothesis is accepted.

The results suggest that top level administrators have a signi-
ficantly more favorable overall perception of and attitude toward
the PPB System than do middle level administrators. It appears also
that middle level administrators perceive the system more favorably

than do chairmen, coordinators, and faculty.

Comparison of perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS accord-

ing to length of time at the University. Primarily because of recent

program expansion under the Advanced Institutional Development
Program, approximately 25 percent of the respondents have been at the

University for two years or leas. Nesrly 45 percent have been
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affillated with the institution for more then five yesars.

Coordinators were the most stable group, with nearly three-
fourths of them having been at Virginia Union more than five years.

Length of time at the University did not, however, appear to be
4 significant variable. A compariscn of those who had bheen at the
institution two years or less with those who had been there for more
than five years yielded a z score of -,9815, with a prchability of
.1635. On that basis, the following null hypothesis is accepted:
Ferceptions of and attitudes toward PPES do not vary according to
length of time at the University.

Comparison of perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS a¢cord-

ing to school affiliation.

H,i Perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS are equally as
favorable for directors, chairmen, coordinators, and faculty affiliated
with a business or professional school and for those affillated with
the School of Arts and Sciences.

Using the Mann-Whitney U-Test, z = -2.416; p = .0078. The null
hypothesis may be rejected at the .01 Jevel.

Evidence appears to support the hypothesis that administrators
and faculty in the Schools of Business Administration and Educaetion
apd Psycholegy are more favorably impressed with the system and the
effects of its implementation irt peneral than are their counterparts in

the School of Arts and Sciences.

Comparison of perceptions of and attitudes toward PPBS accord-

ing to level of understanding of basic idess, concepts, and elements.
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The most significant variable found te influence overall perceptions
of and attitudes toward the system was the level of understanding of
basic ideas, concepts, and elements of PPBS, as indicated below.

H,: Perceptions of and attitudes toward FPBS are not affected
by the level of understanding of the basic ideas, concepts, and
elements.

Applying the Mann-Whitney U-Test, z = 5.30; p < .00003,

The chances that the two groups--those who sald they had an
excellent or good understanding of the system and those who felt
that their level of understanding was fair or poor--were drawn from
the same populaticn 1s extremely remote.

Only 7 percent of all respondents felt that their training
related to FPAS had been very adequate, while another 32 percent
felt it had been somewhat adequate. A substantial number, them,
perceive the need for more adequate orientation to the system. This
point was made emphatically clear by wany respondents in their
wWritten comments,

{me individual wrote, "Training workshops have, for the most
part, been poorly planned and haphazardly executed. Frustration
levels are high as a result," Other typical comments were: ‘'More
briefing sesslons are needed, particularly within departments. More
overall involvement of the entire faculty is needed inp small group
sessions."”

"1 am not very well acquainted with this program, but 1 feel the

coordinator of each academic program should make us more aware of

its gouls and objectives."
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Porceptions of Impact on_the Decision Making Process

The data in Table 10 show that the opiniens of the top level
administrators are at great divergence with those of middle level
administrators and faculty in terms of whether program pilans have
been used in important decision making and whether or not PPB has
effected a significant redistribution of resources or produced alloca-
tion patterms which differ from those under the traditional budgeting
PTOCESS.

Eighty percent of the members of the Administrative Council
thought the plans had been used in important decision making, as com-
pared to only 4¢ percent of middle leve! adminlstrators, and fewer than
36 percent of the faculty.

Sixty percent aof the top level administrators thought the system
had produced resource allocation patterns which differ from those under
the traditional budgeting process, while fewer than one-third of the
middle level administrators and faculty believed this to be true.

During the interviews, some members of the Administrative Council,
the Academic Affairs Committee, and support service unit heads described
their feelings as they related to this area; and several respondents

wrote comments on the questionnaires.
A representative group of comments appear below:

The process is simply an exercise which has informationat
advantage to me...It caused me to organize and, having
gone through this process, I am in a much better position
to respond to requests and to think about where we are
headed. 1 fee] that the process is a good exercise for
those who generate it [the plan]; it helps them, but it
i1s not used when important considerations are made,
particularly with regard to allocatlon of resources.

This ix a part of the development process, and I

hope that we will continue to develop it until the
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Table 10

Perceived Impact of FPBS on
the Administrative Decision Making Process

Di 5t
strongly AT um  Dpfres Sirnely
Laval Agree what certain what agree

Although a great many hours have been spent in preparing program plens,
as far as I know they have rarely, if ever, been used in important
docision making.

Administrative Council 20.0% -- - 40, 0% 40, 0%
ne=25

Academic Affairs
Comittee and Support

Service Unit Heads 50.0% 10.0% -- 40. 0% -
n= 1@

Cheairmen, Coordinators

and Paculty 18.6%  34.3% 11.4% 28,6% 7.1%
n=T7T0

PFBS has not effected significapnt redistribution of resources nor pro-
duced sllocation patterns which differ from those under the traditicnal
budgeting process,

Adninistrative Council - 40, 0% - 60. 0% -—
ne=5

Academic Affairs

Commaittee and Support
Service Unit Heads 30.0% 40.0% 10.0%  20.0% -

n= 10

Chairmen, Cocordinators,
and Faculty 15.7% 38.6% 14.3% 24.3% 7.1%
na= 70
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Anglytical Studies Team i3 used, and the administra-
tion will rely on the PPB Syatem tc a greater extent
in their deliberations.

The concepts underlying PPBS are valid; the locsal

approach is workable;, the [institutional research]

staff 1s very good, even though their efforts are

scattered in more directions than is good for PPBS.

The basic defect of PPBS, as currently practiced

here, is that decisions are either not made at all

or are not made with enough reference to the data

base we are supposed to have accumulated.

PPBS i3 an excellent system, but in order for it to

function effectively, final decisions should be

based to & greater extent upon what goes through

the system.

We have the capability, but we are not utilizing

it. The biggest problem is the fact that we know

what the basic needs of the academic program are, but

it appears that some administrative decisions are

not based on this knowledge.

Another comment was to the effect that without having completed
the cycle, especinlly as it relates to the activities of the
Analytical Studies Team, the administration is not receiving suffi-
clent informatlon and advice to enable the allocation of resources
to be made on the bazis of well thought out priorities.

These responses should not be taken &s conclusive evidence of
the fact that the administration is not influenced by the content
of the comprehensive program plans. The President did relate to this
researcher several specific instances where decisions were based
totally on such information.

A possible explanation for the differences in opinion 1s the
problem of communication. By and large, questlonnaire respondents
and interviewees indlcated that too little feedback takes place in

the whole process. This 1s stressed in the verbatim comments
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which follow:

A problem I have with PPBS is that, following meetings
in which recommendations for the programs of the Uni-
versity are made, meetings with regard to which much
creative effort has been expended, there iz relatively
little apparent follow-through or feedback., The net
result of experience with such meetings is dis-
illusionment and feellngs of frustration, It would
seemn desirable that the PPB System be more openly
administered, to avoid the result indicated above.
There are undoubtedly gowd reasons for the dis-
position of recommendations arrived at; these need

to be communicated.

Lines of communication are only open from bottom
upward, but not vice versa.

The weakest 1ink in the process is the machanisa
for feedback. For some strange reason, You naver
hear about the results of your input. The process
is so involived that by the time you finish one
round of planning, it's time to begin the next
round; perhaps this accounts for the ineffective
systen of feedback.

There is too little feedback on PPBRS progress
and decision making.

Perceived Effect of PPBS on Quality of Educational Program

Basic to the success of any educational imstituticn 1s the
quality of its mcademic program. Inasmuch as this factor should
be of vital concern, respondents were asked to indicate what effect
the PPB System has: had on the quality of the educational program,

The responses have been summarized in Table 11.

Degree of Satisfaction in Terms of Efforts Expended

While all of the top level administrators are satisfied that the
efforts expended in implementation of PPBS are worthwhille, only

70 percent of the widdle level administrators share this satisfaction,
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Table 11

Perceived Impact of PPBS

on Quality of Educaticnal Program

Neither

Some- In- Some- Greatly No
Rating G;:ftly what crensed "E:t De- Re-
creased crigged E:f creased CTeased sponse
Level creased
Administrative
Council 20.0% 40.0% 20.0% - -- 20.0%
n=2=:
Academic Affairs
Committee gand
Support Service
lmit Heads -- 60, 0% 10.0% -- - 30.0%
n=10
Chairmen,
Cocordinators,
and Faculty 4.3% 35.7% 358. 6% 8. 6% 1.4% 11, 4%
n= 70

and fewer than 50 percent of the faculty indicated their satisfaction.

Table 12 summarizes the responses to the question:

that the efforts you have expended in the implementation of PPBS

have been worthwhilas?

Implications for the Future of PPBS at Virginia Union University

Are you satisfied

In spite of the somewhat negative perceptions of and attitudes

toward the system expressed by & large percentage of the faculty,

it 1s significant to note that more than 3/4 of them [with nearly

half strongly agreeing} feel that all faculty members, regardless
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Table 12

Degree of Satisfaction With Efforts Expended
in Connectlon With PPBS

Rating Semewhat Very
Dis- Dis-

gsatisfied satisfled

No
Response

Very Somewhat

Lavel Satisfied Satizfied

Adoinistrative
Council 80. 0% 20.0% - - —
n= s

Academic Affairs

Conmmittee and

Support Service

Unit Heads 40.0% 3N 0% 30.0% - -
n=10

Chairmen,

Coordinators,

and Faculty B.6% 34.3% 22.9% 20, 0% 14.3%
n= 70

of whether they have administrative responsibllities, should be
invelved in the PPB process., The views of administrators and faculty
in this regerd are set forth in Table 13,

Practically all of the top and middle level administrators and
more than half of the coordinators and chairmen believe that there
is sufficient expertise on our campus to make the system workable
{Table 14); by and large, bhoth administrators and faculty believe
that when compared with the conventional planning and bulgeting
techniques, PPB is a better system (Table 15); and a majority also
believe that PPBS will continue to be utilized at Virginia Union

in the immediate future {Table 16).
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Table 13

Involvement in PPBS of Faculty Members
Without Administrative Responsibilities

All faculty members, including those with no administrative responsi-
bilities should be involved in the PPB process,

Rating Strongly
Leveal Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Un-
certain

Disagree
Somewhat

Strongly
Disagree

Adpinistrative
Councll an, 0%
n=>5

Academic Affairs

Committes and

Support Service

Unit Heads 100.0%
n= 10

Chairmen,

Coordinators,

and Faculty 48.6%
n= 70

20.0%

31.4%

4.3%

10.0%

5.7%
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Table 14

Avajilability of Expertise on Campus

Althcugh the concept of PPBS is desirable, there is a lack of
expertise on our campus to make it workable.

Rating
Strongly Agree Un- Disagree Strongly

Level Agree  Somewhat cartain Somewhat Disagree
Adpinistrative
Council -- -- -- 40, 0% 60.0%
n= 3
Academic Affairs
Committee and
Support Service
Unit Heads - 10.0% - 20.0% 70. 0%
n=10
Chailrmen and
Coordinators 17.4% 26.1% -- 30.1% 17.4%
n= 23
Faculty 14.9% 34.0% 19.2% 21.3% 10. 6%

n =47
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Tak:le 15

Comparisom of PPBS With

Conventional Planning and Budgeting Technigues

Compared with the conventional planning and budgeting techniques, is

PFPB a better system?

Rating Much Somewhat ::i:tir Somewhat Mich No
Better BRetter Nor Horse Worse Response
Level Worse
Administrative
Councit 60. 0% 40. 0% -- -- - --—
n=25
Acadenic Affairs
Committee and
Support Service
init Heads 60. 0% 20.0% 10.0% - -— 10.0%
ne=10
Chairmen,
Coordinaters,
and Faculty 21.4% 35.7% 24,2% 5.7% 2.9% 10.0%

n="70
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Table 16

Prospects of Future Utilization of System

In & few years, PPBS will no longer be heard of at Virginia Union
University.

Rating Strongly  Agree Un- Disagree Strongly
Agree Somewhat certaln Somewhat Disagree
Level
Adpinistrative
Council -- - -= -- 100.0%
n=5

Academic Affairs
Committee and
Support Service

Uinit Heads 10, 0% 20,0% -—- 44, 0% 30.0%
n=10

Chairmen,

Coordinators,

and Faculty 12,9% 24.3% 10.0% 31.4% 21.4%

n= 70
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A great deal of optimism was detected during the seventesn

interviews. It was pbvlpus that all of the key administrators felt
that the system had great merit, even though many felt that the velue
was more potential than actual. Some of the viewpoints expressed

include the following, which are representative of the entire group:

We haven't arrived yet; but we are on the way,

The system is helpful in assessing problems and effectively
planning solutions. Traditionally, people wheo feel they
are not part of sowething complain and leave it up to
someone else to effect solutions. If cne is a part of

the team, he becomss responsible to see what needs to

be done to alleviate the problems. The system provides

for step by step plamning of solutions to problems of
major concern to everybody in the University. They

should at least be given the cpportunity to participate
whether they participate or not,

I would like to see us get to the point where we can
really utilize the Analytical Studies Team. When

we got to that point in the paradigm, we will have a
better feel for the extent to which this system is
going to help Virginia Union. MWe have gone a long
way. We have gotten very close to 1it.

We have not begun to reslize the full import cof the
system, but people are thinking and working together
and seeing how the pieces all fit together.
Attitudes haeve been developed favorable for a full
Elown system toc become fully operative.

The system has gotten many pecople doing things together
with a sense of common purpese and common focus 30 we
move together as & team rather than cperating as a
disjointed series of programs having no relaticnship
to each other.

Even though we sometimes get frustrated in the process,
we still think it is the best thing for us.

Comments such as these suggest a strong commitmsnt on the part
of the key administrators to make the system work, There is no

indication that this effort te fully implement the system will be

aban<doned.



Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

Sumna;x

This study has focused on an examination of the Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting System (PPRS)} at a small, private liberal arts college.
The primary purpose was to provide reliable information with regard
to the aoverall effectiveness of the system and to make suggestions for
nodification of procedures apd techniques.

The research was also undertaken with the hope that an explora-
tion of procedural design and implementatjon, as well as the determina-
tion of probable reasonhs why the institution's stated objectives were
or were not achieved, might provide some useful insights and informa-
tion to others examining the potential consequences and implications
of a program budgeting system,

The methadology involved process and performance evaluation,
based on data collected through perscnal interviews with key adminis-
trators, a questionnaire survey of administrators and faculty (with
a 100 percent respense rate) amd a study of relevant written decuments.
imanticipated consequences were also studied. The Mann-Whitney U-Test
was used to determine possible assoclations between ratings on the
questionnaire and independent variables, such as level in the

organizational hierarchy; school affiliation; length of time at the

107
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University; and level of understanding of besic ideas, concepts, and
elements of the PPB System.

Process eyvaluation revealed that while substantial progress had
been made toward full implementation of the FPPB System, two steps in
the cycle had been omitted. First, although all program plans covered
a8 five-year period, the projection of resource: and expenditures was
$t111 being made on an annual basis., Secondly, the Anaiytical Studies
Team did net functjon. These difficulties apparently resulted from
two major causdes: ap unrealistic timetable for completion of activi-
ties in the planning and budgeting cycles, and the need for a more
adequate information system,

Perfortiance svaluation revealed that the utilization of program
budgeting procedures had resulted in the following beneficial effects:
a greater awareness on the part of adminlstrators and faculty of
University goals and objectives and a somewhat greater commitment
toward their achlevement, a better job of identifying program goals and
chjectives, improved communication and interaction among key adminis-
trators, improved coordination of institutional planning, &nd more
realistic budget requests in terms of resources needed to achieve
specific objectives.

In spite of these achievements, participation by faculty in the
planning and policy making process was not as great as had been expected,
and many felt that the system had not effected a significant redistri-
bution of resources nor produced allocation patterns which differed from

those under the traditional budgeting process. This is not surprising
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in tight of the fact that the system has not yet been fully implemented.

Perceptions of and attitudes toward the sy;;;n were generally
mor# favorable at the upper levels in the organizational hierarchy than
at the lower lsvels, One reason for this is probebly a weakness in
the commnication precess involving feedback to participants at the
lower levels.

Length of time at the University did not appear to be a significant
variable. Administrators and faculty in the Schools of Business
Administration and Edycation and Psychology were more favorably im-
pressed as to the system and the effects of its implementation in
general than were their counterparts in the School of Arts and
Sciences, The most significant variable found to influence cverall
perceptions of and attitudes toward the system was the level of under-
standing of basic ideas, concepts, and elements of PPBES-~-the higher the
level of understanding, the more positive the attitudes.

A strong comeitment was found to exist on the part of key adminis-

trators to make the system work, and there was every indication that

efforts toward full implementation will centinue.

Conclusions

The jimplementation of a Planning, Programming, Budgeting System
is a difficult endeavor, requiring a great deal of effort and patience.
This study has disclosed both the perplexities and the potential
associated with the introduction of PPB at Virginia Union University.
While it has not proved to be a panacea for all problems, the system

appears to have brought abgut substantial improvements in the decision
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making process.

Although full implementation is yet to be Tealized and some of the
desired outcomes remain to be achieved, PPBS appears, nonethelass, to
he viewed by those who heve experienced it as conceptually sound.

There is no question that the system has encouraged a more critical
evaluation of instituticnal mission, goals, and chjectives, as well as
& broader and longer range view of programs than was the case prior to
the 1968 rteview of administrative practices and precedures.

It has posed questions which might not have been asked otherwise
and forced answers that, perhaps, might not have been offered.
Additiocnally, it has focused attention on gaps in pertinent information,
which might have gone unnoticed.

Perhaps equally as importantly, it has elicited widespread con-
coern about planning, programming, and budgeting, as evidenced by the
high degree of interest expressed in this study and the 100 percent
cooperation on the part of both administrators and faculty in responding
te the questionnaire amd interview requests.

The results of this lnquiry tend to support the judgments reached
by Kademani {1974) and DeWoolfson (1975). Kademani concluded that if
results are toc be achieved PPBS inplementation must be firmly supported
by management and the process mist be gradual and cautious,

Similarly, DeWoolfson concluded that the mere successful efforts
will result from & piecemeal approach, implying an "evolutionary
develepment,' as opposed to "revolutionary modification." He antici-

paged that five to ten years would be needed for extensive implementa-

tion of a PPB System.
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The investigation, on the other hand, lends little support to the
hypothesis advanced by Adams, Xellogg, and Schroeder (Note 1) that
extenszive or sophisticated planning processes, such as PPBS, are
unwanted and inappropriate for institutionsl management in small
colleges. On the contrary, a system tailored to meet the needs of a

glven institution can have great potential and acceptance.

Aecommendations For Target Institution

Since the main purpose of this research was to previde reliable
information with regard to the overall effectiveness of the PPB System
at Virginia Union University and to suggest mxdifications in procedures
and techniques, this section has been devoted to a summary of the
weaknesses detected, with suggestions for improvement.

While the most significant achievements appear to have occurred in
the planning and programming components of the system, alternativa
programs do not appear to have been generated to any great extent. In
many instances, then, administrators have been presented with ne option
other than to accept or to reject a given preoposal. Where feasible,
alternatives should be prepared for the accomplishment of objectives,
giving anticipated costs and anticipated outcomes for each of the pro-
posed courses of action.

The study revealed that students have played almost no part in the
system to date. In the event that the Student Government Association
fails in the future to name students to the Planning and Analytical
Studies Teams, some other meens of selection should be considered to

provide for student input.
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Although it was generally agreed that all faculty members should
be actively involved in the PPB process, a substantial rumber falt
that their orientation to the process had been inadequate. Thus, some
felt & sense of dissatisfaction and percelved the system far less
positively than did others who had an excellent or good undarstanding
of the precess. It is imperative that each individual have a more
comprehensive understanding of his or her tele as it relates to PPBS.

At an early date, the basic phllosophy underlying the system in
terms of its major focus should be interprated by the President to the
Plapning Team. All members of the Adninlstrative Council and all
academic unit heads are members <f the Flapning Team, and it should then
be their responsibility to follow through with small group sessions
within the various units to better acquaint all persons in thelr respec-
tive areas with the basic concepts of PPBS, how it operates, and what
it is designed to accomplish for the University.

In the academic areas, directors should meet with coordinators
first, to be followed by sessioms for faculty held by coordinaters, with
the assistance of the directors, If needed. Each covrdinator should

be famjliar with the NACUBO manual, A College Planning Cycle: Feople,

Resources, Process.

Inasmuch as timing was a cruclal factor in preventing full imple-
mentation of the system during the current fiscal year, consideraticn
should be given to more realistic scheduling of activities. The
NACUBO Model assumes a twelve-month cycle. An examination of the

Planning Calendar revealed that activities were scheduled for the
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period September 28, 1976 through March 22, 1977 (approximately six
nonths), The cycle could, conceivebly, be condensed into ten months
with careful planning and monitoring. However, the six-month pericd
appears overly ambitious, and with activities scheduled so close
together the system has minimal chances of successful implementatiom in
its entirety.

The Planning Calendar should be revised, with steps such as formu-
lation of the planning mssumptions and preparation of the five-year
revenue prajections being completed prior to mid-September. Adequate
tins must be provided for the accomplishment of each step in both the
planning and budgeting cycles. PPB personnel are involved in too meny
other activities to expect them to he able to complete the entire cycle
in six months and effectively carry out their other duties as well.

Improved access to computer services on campus should be given
high priority, realizing that adequacy of both quantity and quality
of information utilized in the process greatly influence its effective-
ness, Few participants felt that their information needs were being
adequately provided for,

More timely budgetary information must be provided to assure more
gdequate budgetary control. While it has been noted that the institu-
tion is now going through a transition pericd as it completes the
change over from one data processing system to another, emphasis must
be placed on the necessity for dissemination of accurate, timely
budgetary information to all unit heads, to become effective with the

beginning of the next fiscal year or as soon as is possible thersafter.
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Moreover, a written statement should accompany the approved
budgets sent to unlt heads informing them of the official university
policy which permits them to make adjustments to line items in keeping
with changes in unit priorities.

The NACUBD madel provides for publication and wide dissemination
to faculty, staff, and students of the comprehensive plan, once it
has been approved by the governing hoard. Whether or not the adminis-
tration sees fit to adopt this procedure, there is a clear need for
some type of feedback mechanism.

There is nothing in the blueprint for the process being imple-
mented at Virginia Union University to indicate that results of the
process are fed back to those who have participated at the various
levels to bring the plan to fruition. Some way must be found to
alleviate the perceived prcblem of communication and feedback so parti-
cipants at the staff and faculty levels will know whether their efforta
have been considered worthwhile or satisfactory, the extent to which
their recommendations were accepted, and reasons for revisions in their
proposed plans,

If these suggestions are followed, full implementation is likely
to become a reality and PFBS will, no deoubt, hold great promise for the

future at this institution.

Recommendations For Others Considering Implementation of PPBS

Although this study was conducted with primary reference to a
specific institution, the researcher was sufficiently impressed with

the results to urge cthers seeking more effective resource allocation
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methods to consider program budgeting.

There are several suggestions which the writer believes would be
helpful to those who may be contemplating the implementatiom of a PPB
System.

The chief executive must thoroughly understand the system and must
be totally committed to it. This jmplies a willingness to make decls-
lons from a new perspective involving consulting the progrem budget and
following its logic. To do otherwlse would be to risk the less of
credibility of the system and, aleong with that, loss of support for it.

Moreover, a climate must be created which will preomote acceptance
of, rather than resistance to, the system. PPBS works best in a setting
where atl involved in the process have some appreciation for analytical
tools and techniques. Unless there is a strong belief that the system
will make a positive contribution, program budgeting will probably not
be a rewarding experience.

There should be a period of orientaticn during which the probable
impact of the system is considered and discussed and faculty and staff
motivation takes place. The involvement at the oputset of people who
will be affscted by change, selling them on the merits of the system,
is preferred to merely imposing the system from above without creating
a favorable predisposition to its use,

Initial training of key faculty and staff members is net enough.
There is a nacessity for continuous orientation as new people join the
organization.

Program budgeting also requires avallability of adequate informa-

tion. Where a new systam is implemented with high expectaticns and an
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inadequate data base existx to fulfill these expectations, dissatis-
faction with the system is likely to result. To faclilitate effective
management, adequats relevant information must be available on a
timely basis.

Finally, good communication is essential. Interaction among all
segments and at all levels of the organizational hierarchy will pro-

mote success. A lack of the same will, no doubt, invite failure.

Implications For Further Research

Since the evaluation deals with a particular institution, it is
difficult to know how far the observed results can be generalized to
other situations. A group of institutions utilizing a similar PPB
model could, however, be studied to get an overall indication of the
system's effect. This would elimjnate the effects of any unique factors
or extrete positions, non-system related, deriving from a particular
situation. The results would then have greater extermal validity.

A group of small, private liberal arts colleges utilizing a PPR
System could be compared with a similar group of institutions without
such & system to determine whether the system demopstrates a potential
for a more effective and efficient decislon making proceas.

In addition, further evaluation of this particular system should
be made, once &i1 of the steps have been implemented, to determine
whether objectives have heen fully attained and to determine whether

the outcomes are worth the effort expended.
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Box 401

Virginia Union University
Richmond, Virginia 23220
March 4, 1977

Dear

As a part of a dissertation research project at The College of
William and Mary in Virginla, I am conducting a survey among admini-
strators and faculty at Virginla Union University. The purpose of
this research ls to evaluate our Planning-Programming-Budgeting
System. It 1is hoped that the Tesults of the study will provide
information which will be useful to those who have the responsibility
for determining the future of the FPR System on our campus.

I know vou ure very busy; but the questionnaire is short, and the
few minutes you give to it will contritute substantially to the
accuracy and meaningfulness of this research. The data will be
treated confidentially and will be reported in summary form only.
Will you be kind encugh to complete the enclosed survey instrument
and return it, in the addressed envelope provided for your con-
venience, not later than March 15.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Ruth C. Harris

Enclosures: 2
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e
Hill‘lﬂﬂ-ll L)}

VIRGINIA UNION UNIVERSITY

1500 NQATH LOMBARDY STREET
RICHMDND, VIRGINIA 23220

March 4, 1977

Dear Colleague:

The enclosed questionneire has heen prepared for use
in a doctoral dissertation research project at The College
of William and Mary by Mrs. Ruth C. Harris. It is being
sent ta you with my personal endorsement.

I beljeve that your assistance to Mrs. Harris will be
of assistance to thote who have the responsibility for the
implementation of the Planning, Preogramming, Budgeting
System at Virginia Union University. I hope that you can
find the time to complete the survey instrument.

Sincerely yours,

Allix B/ James
Presjident
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Appendix B

PPBS QUESTIQNNAIRE
e ———— T

Section I.
A. What is your present position at Virginia Union University?
Membar of Admainistrative (ouncil —  Support service
Academic program unit director unit head

| 1

Academic program chairman or coordinator __  Faculty

B. If you checked “faculty" in "A', please indicate the school with
which you are affiliatad.
Arts § Sclences__ Business Administratien_ Education § Psychology

C. Pleass check ona of the following, if applicable.

Mamber of Planning Team . Meamber of Analytical

Member of Academic Affairs Committee Studies Team o
D. How long havs you been smploysd at Virginia Union University?

Less than one vear . 3 to 5 ysars —

l to 2 years _ Mors than 5 vears —
E. Have you attended any training or briefing sessions directly related

to PPRSY

Within the past year __ More than a year ago _ Not at all

Section II.
Dy
Pleass check the most appropriate column . 9 B“ ﬁE .ﬁ‘E
for each statement below, ’é' ¥ 2
52 2 8
& S8E2
cawmlin

I. The quality of Institutiona] planning has im-
proved a5 a result of PPRS,

2. Since the implementatian of PPBS, we do a batter
job of identifying the goals and objectives of
OUr Programs,

3. Although a great manpy hours have been spent in
preparing progrem plans, as far as I know they
have rarely, if aver, been used in important
decision making.

4. In & few years, PPBES will no longer bes heard of
at ViU,

5. The implementation of FPES has created a greater
awareness among adminjatrators and faculty of
the University's goals and objectives.

6. The desired cutcomes of our academic programs
are sxprassad in such intangible terms that
objective neasurement is virtually impossible,.




126

Strongly

t

Somerh

]
t

s

Strongly
Disagree

9.

10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

15.

16.

17.

18,

Because of the ilmproved documsntation and analy-
sis required for PPR, budget requests are more
realistic in terms of rescurces nesded to
achieve specific chbjectives.

PPPS has not affected significant redistribution|
of resources nor produced allocation patterns
which differ from those under the traditional

budgeting process.

Communication and intersction aimed at achiev-
ing unmiversity goals and objectives have im-
proved as a result of PPBS,

There is wider participation by fsculty
members in the planning and policy-msking pro-
cess of the University as a result of PPAS.

There is a lack of upderstanding on the sm of
the faculty of what the PPB System shoul

accomplish for the college, how it works, and
who should be involved in it and how.

PPES has resulted in improved coordinmtion of
institutional plenning.

The academic program plans prepared as & com-
ponent of PPBS are not realistic, either
because of over optimism or over cautiousness.

Bacause sach academic and support servica unit
is basically so concerned with preserving or
enlarging its own program, little, if any,
meaningful progrsm coordination scross unit
lines has taken place under PPBS.

Although the concept of PPBS is desirable,
there is a lack of expertise available on our
campus to make it workable.

Since the implementation of PPBS, meetings
with representatives from various prograam
areas have resulted in aore saffective coordi-
nation of programs.

A significantly increased burden has been
imposed on us ax a result of mmerous meat-
ings and increased pspar work required for
PPR.

All faculty sssbers, including those with no
administrative responaibilities, should be

involved in the PPD process.
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Sectiom [II. Pleass check the response which best represents your

19.

20.

21,

22,

21-

24,

25.

26.

27.

fealing.

Compared with the conventionsl planning snd budgeting techniques, is

PPES a battar systeamf

Much better — Somewhat worss
Somswhat battsr _ Much worse
Neither bettsr nor worss

To what sxtamt has PPAS snabled you to learn about the University's
operation snd to see your own work in Lettesr perspectiveT

A very great sxtent To some sxtent
A great extent — Not at all —_
Uncartain

Is adequate informstion available to satisfy your needs in comnec-
tion with your role in PPBS?

Very adequate __ Uncertain — Very inadequate

Somewhat adequate __ Somewhat inadequate

Do you fesl that you understand the basic ideas, concepts, and ele~

ments of PPBS at Virginia Union University?

Excellent understanding Fair uvnderstanding

Good understanding — Poor understanding
Do not understand at all

As a result of PPBS, do you feel a greater commitment toward

achisvement of the institution's goals and objactives?

Much greater — No change _ Somewhat less

Somewhat greater _ Much less —

Has PPBS increased faculty involvement in gemerating alternative
programs for the achievement of institutional goals and objectives?
Greatly incresassd . Somawhat decressed
Somewhat increased __  Greacly decreased

Naither increassd nor decreased

Has PPBS incresssd faculty imhrm_nt in determination of the
curriculum for their acadmmic units?
Greatly incraasad . Somewhat decreased

Somewhat increased — Greatly decreasad
Neither increased nor decresased

—

Has PPBS incrsased faculty imlv;mt in determination of rasources

nesded for accomplishment of objectivest
Greatly increased Somewhat decreased

Somewhat increased - Greatly decreased
Neither increased nor decresased

Has PPBS resulted in mors effective channels for cocmmmicating ideas

to the top level administrators?
Greatly increassd — Somewhat dacreazed
Somswhat increased — Graatly decreassd
Neither increased nor decreased
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28. Has the planning process involved in PPBS resulted in improved

quality of the academic program?
Greatly increased Somewhat decreased

Somewhat increased _ Greatly decreasad —
Neither increased nor decreased

29. Are you satisfied with the amount of in-service training you have
recelved related to PPRSY
Very adequate Somewhat inadequate

Somewhat adsquate Vary inadequate

30. Are you satisfied that the efforts you have expended in the
implementation of PPBS have been worthwhile?
Yery satisfiled — Somewhat dissatisfled
Somewhat satisfied _ Very dissatisfied

Any cowmments you might care to make on these items will be very
halpful, Please use the space below for further remarks,

Thank you for your cooperation,

(Ploase return completed questionnaire in enclosed envelope to
Mrs, Ruth C, Harris, Box 40] or to Room 103 Pickford Hall.)
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Appendix C

Interview Guide

i. Do you perceive PPB as belng of actual or potential value to
Virginia Union University? If so, please describe what you
censider to be the benefits. If not, why not?

2. Please describe your Tole as it relates to the PPE System at
Virginia Union University.

3. What difficuities, 1f Bny, have you encountered in carrying out
your dutjes and responsibilities in connection with PPBS?

4. What suggestions, if any, would you make for revising the PPB
System at Virginia Union University?

5. Would you care to make any other comments with regard to the
PPB System?

{The guide was modified as necessary tc insure that the interview
produced the kinds of data needed to sclve the problem.)
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