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' ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE PROGRAMlAND BUDGET REVIEW
COMMITTEE PROCESS OF THE UNITED WAY

OE‘ WINDSDR-ESSEX COUNTY '
by’
‘Kathryn Louise Oper

The purpose of this re earcﬂ projeéct, in. géneral,.
waé'tb‘géin-famili&rity'wit .various ospéots of aoCOQQF—T
ability measures and proccdures"as they éppiy to a
voluntary agency. Specifically, the‘purpose of this .
'prOJect was to study the process ‘used’ by the Unlted Way
. of- Windsor-Essex County s Program and Budget ReV1ew
Committee to annually review and ooaluate the effegtive-~
‘ness of itéﬂmembeé agencies' ofograms and to allocate-the
appropriate funos to thos: agencies. I£ was hoped the-‘
'.;esé&fing information’ would proéide an indication of:

\\\4 1. Modifications and improvements needed
for’ the Program ané Budget Review.‘
Committee.’

2. Attitudes towards the development of a

standardized model to evaluate program. |

: effectiveness. rﬂ\\l-
3. Attitudes towards plannifig, programming

ii



and 5udgetin§ techniques as a means of

accountability.

4.  Attitudes towards the allocation of funds
) based uéon the deéree oftprogram:effective—
ness present.

A survey of the literaterewwas cOnducted-to gaih
éreeter understanding in this area. The_entire'member
agency population of United Way was studied at the time

‘of the reseafch: Data wes oeteined from twentyrtﬁree
-agencies, threegﬂ a'questionnaire.‘ )

| Among the general findings were:l that ageneies, in
- theory, approved of administrativejtechnology as\a means

\

of‘aeéountability. However, when” those techrriques were

~

to be applxed to ‘their specific situation, there was “a

‘definite he51tat10n on their part to lmplement such

methods,

The 1mp11cat10ns of these conclusions were dis- 4
cussed and subsequent recommendatlons made: ({(a) for

further. research, and (b) to the United Way.
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.L:Can these social problems be dealt with by a dlfferent

S (. . CHAPTER I. . -

INTRODUCTION
[ ] L N T . Lot

;‘Sociel‘welfare‘services in. Canada have tradifionally.‘
‘develobed_from.an expreseedfneed focgsed;on a social
probiem. These human"serviees, funded from both the
government and voluntary sectors, ‘have recently come

under close_sorutlny. To what degree do these agencxes

accomplish what they were orlglnally establlshed for'p

O

and perhaps more effectlve means? Francis Caro (19711

concludes that:
BT vzrtually all areas the increased publlc and

. private expenditure of the past decade simply have
not appreciably improved the ‘social order or. at
least new problems have emerged that are distress-
ing as any that have been amelloratlve. (p. 1)

Voluntary funding organlzatlons, such as the United

Way, have their prime responsibility to the community from

. which they receive those funds. They must be confident

that the services of their member agencies arg meetihg a

recogrized need in the community and are ‘operating in’ the
‘most effective and efficient manner possible. How is. this

‘to be agcompiished?a This is part of the dilemma facing

the United Way today. How do they ensure that their

member agencies are permitted to operate as autonomous
: - - .

1.
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~the'community for‘the'fuﬁds allocated to them?

: . . . . v ’
. . - * - t ’ .

bodies, yet be accountable'to both‘tpe ﬁnited Wayrand

-

- Purpose .. . T e

5]

_debated tOplC of. the allocatlon processes of voluntary

This rehearch project is concerned w1th the much-

fund;ng organlzatlons. The,purpose<of_thls research;

N

project, in general, is to gain familidrity with various

aspects of accountability measures and orOCedures as they

apply to a voluntary agency. Of specific interest was

i

the Planned Program Budgetlng System (P.P.B.S.) 3s a

. means of acconplishing such accountability. Specifically,. ~

R

the purpose of this research project is to study the

process used by the_United_Way-of Wwindsor-Essex County's

Program and Budget Review Committee'to annually review

*

and evaluate the effectlveness and: eff1c1ency of the

 programs of Its member agencmes and allocate the appr0pr1ate

funds to those agenc1es. It is hoped the resulting ins o

'formatlon would provxde-

a) an indication of modlflcatlons and lmprovements

‘needed for the Program and Budget Review Committee;J

. b) attitpdes‘towards the development cf a
standardized model to evaluate program effectiveness;

c) attitudes:towards planning, programming and

‘budgeting techriques as a means of accOuntability, and



d) “attitudes'towards the.allocatiop df funds
based upon the degree of program effectlveness present,

The lnltlal 1dea to explore this partlcular area
‘came directly from the researcher's M S.W. admlnlstratlve‘
placement at United Way From ‘her initial contact through
both Commlttee and Board meetings, the program and budget
review proceseaseemed highly ccmplex and, at thg outset,
subjective indnature. It was ﬂoted that heavy eﬁphaeis
was placed on the funding aspect, and not as much con-
centratlon placed .upon the evaluation of program ef-
f1c1ency. Further exploration in this vein indicated
" that member agencies were reepohsible for their own
evaluatione, vet no eetablisﬁed set of criteria to
accomplish this was provided by the United Way. This
fact, along with the large amount of funding involved,
motivated the researcher ro explore this area in greater
deﬁail. |

The researcher noted in her readings in this
- particular area that allocation procedures and community
accountability were becoming of great concern to the
public. The researcher was further motivated by the'facr
that no previous studies had been conducted at the United
Way within her particular area of concern. It‘was a com-
bination of these observations that led the researcher to

- ' .
formulate this particular study.



A dlecu551on of the Unlted Way w1th partlcular
empha31s to the Program and Budget Review Commlttee ‘was
done. The literature was surveyed with empha51s placed
‘_upon the areas of concern.ﬂ A reSearch methodology was.
devlsed which resulted in a quesgaonnalre. This question-
naire was administered.and the results and subsequent
recommendations were reported 1n the final Chapters of -

this report. ' -



CHAPTER II .
THE UNITED WAY

‘windsor, with e population of apprdximetely 220,000,
iSVCanada‘s southern;most city. "It is 'a large. industrial
city and is considered to be the fifth largeef maee-
~facturing centre in Canada (The City of Windsor,.December
31;'1971, p. 16). - ‘ N
Hlstorlcal Development of Unlted
. Way Organlzatlons

The United,Fund and Sociel Planning Couhcil movement
1n1t1ally developed in response to a growxng need in |
North American communities to plan, co- ordlnate and
‘ flnance health and welfare services at the local level.
Slnce World War *II, government has played a more actlve-
role in underwriting health and welfare programs in our
'society. The evolvement of the United Fund and’ Social
Planning Council movement has not been a capitulation
by the voluntary sector to government encréachmenez
"ﬁather it illustrates a_partnerehip preservihg the
vital role of voluntarism in local community service"
(Citizens Study Committee, L970,lp. AR

At tlie turn of tﬁe century, social welfare agencies

_begen to form federations. This development c¢ccurred

'5.



mainly because of cbmplex groﬁiné pains.dmohg these.
agencieé; Théy joined forces basically:tq plan and éo—
‘ordinaﬁe ﬁhe services.ih-ﬁheir respective.éommunities.
- Except in_a-few‘cases, these fedefationé did not engage
in federated fund raising. The concept of federqted
A T

~ fund raising did not evolve yntil after 1900." Tﬁe‘federa- -
'tion of Charities aﬁd Philanthropy organized in Cleﬁeiand
in 1913 is consiﬁered to be the first Community Chest
(Usé Review Committee, ;9#0—72, vol. I, p. 9).

The United Way movement began in Canada with the
formation of the Jewish Philanthropies in both Montreal
. and Toronto in 1917, and the Toronto federation-for
Communify Service-in 1918 (United Way of C;nada, 1976,
p. 5). The ndmber~of.fede;afed appeals began to increase
during World War I. These '‘War Chests' were organized
to provide relief for the victims of the war. Although
many of these‘chests were disbanded after the war years
. the concept of united fu;d faisinéfwas firmly established
ané many pefmanent community cheéts evolved'during the
1920's.  The evolution of the ;Community Chest' was a
combined\effort‘by the buginess community and the social
welfare agencies (USC Review Committee, 1970-72,7Vol. I,
pr. o). .

The community cﬁest concept carried with it the
‘reéponsib#lity to alléca£e'funds_t6 community agencies;

.Until. recently, the prime consideration of these chests



was a'llne by 11ne\scrutiny of the agency s budget
There appeared to be limlted sophxsticatlon regarding
" the effectlveness and prlority in the use of these
funds (usc Revxew Committee, 1970-72, Vol. I, p.’10),
As the entlre-field/bf social welfare was assumlng
a more complex dlmension it became apparent that the
original community chest structure was no 1onger adequate
to comprehend,. and sustaln the enlarged demands of the .
local health. and welfare agencxes and thelr National-
'afflllates. ‘The. result of thlS tremendous expan51on
was the Unlted Fund concept Among the many reagons for
this development was the response to.the preblem ot?
-multiple appeals. It was felt that one United Appeal ..
could suffice for anentire conmunity * This movement
has galned wide-spread support throughout the _Yyears.
Presently, there are in excess of two thousand Unlted
Funds in North America ralslng more thaﬁ\ 880 mllllon,
annually (USC Review Committee, 1970-72, vol, I, p. 10).
"By 1975, in Canada, there were 86 United Ways raising
approxrmately $63.5 million  dollars (United Way of
Canada, 1976, p. 5). .' . \
The first social planning councils were organized
in Canada in the late 1920's. The councils were formed
as federations attempted to co-ordinateé. and deveiop

better community services, ‘They originally consisted

of agency representatives only, and were called councils

)
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.......

of social agenc1es. Wlth the expansion of aCthltleS

beyond 30c1a1 service dellvery, they became known as

soc1al planning councxls. Presently, there are nlneteen

member social lannng qouncxls. most of them in Ontario

(United Way Canada, 1976, p. "5). . -

’ -

HistoricallDevelopment of United

Way of Windsor-Esgex County
The first public fund raising campaign in wWindsor

was held by the Y.M.C.A. in 1924. The Wiridsor Community

Services Incorporated was formed in the late ;930'3 in

order to conduct an annual fund raising drive among

certain industries in Windsor (USC Review Committee,

1970-72, Vol. I, p. 11). - _ -

The ‘Community Fund of Windsor was incorporated in
1947. The brimery reasons for this were to eliminate
the multiplicity of appeals and give the citizens of
Windsor a greater degree of control over the distribu-
tion of funds to local agencies (USC Review Committee,
1970- 72, vol. I, p. Ll1). ‘

In 1948 the first communlty Welfare Counc11 was
formed. 1Its objectlves, generally{ﬁwere to conduet year%
round plansing and co-orainatien among health and welﬁare
services within the city.(USCIReview-Coﬁmittee,_1970f72,

volL. I, p. 11).

In 1960 these two agencies, the Communlty Fund and




- 9.‘
’

' thetwe;fare Council ﬁerged'Under a common adninistra--
tion. "In 1963 a single charter was developed under the‘
name United Community Servxces of Greater WLndsor.'
Slnce then, U.C.S. has been conceptually and administra-
tlvely a comblned fund raising and ,soc¢ial planning
council (UscC Rev1ew Commlttee. 1970 72 Vol. I, p. 12).

In 1975 the name Unlted Communlty Services of
Greater Windsor was changed to United Community Services -
« of dedsor and Essex County to .more accurately.reflect

its area of reeponsibility. )

In 1977, _in order that the Wlndsor organlzatlon co-

1nc1ded w1th the natlonal identity, the name was agaln'
nged to the Unlted Wag}of wlndsor-Essex qounty.

Goal3;“nd Objectives of
the ted Way

The basic goal of the United Way movement .is to
prov1de a means by which a cross-section of c1tlzens and
agenc1es, both government ang voluntary, may join in a
commun1ty~w1de effort to deliver efficient human service
programs effectlvely related to lts current needs (United
Way of Amerlca, 1976, p. 7). ,

The objective of the Unlted Way in Wlndeor-Essex

County ig:

To provide voluntary communlty services to meet
existing and emerglng needs in the geographic
community it serves. This is- ‘achieved through:
(a) an annual public appeal for funds by
the United way through a Campalgn Committee;



T (b) Social Planning Council;
" (c) Program and Budget Review Committee:; -
(d) the continuing development, improvement
and extension of:
- 'l. the voluntary community progranis
of the autonomous member agencies:
2. other services that are potentially
eligible for funding through the
United way; . -
‘ 3. United way itself. (United Community
Services of -Greater Windsor, 1972, p. 7)°

H

Administration’ -

The United-Way administrative process islcarried on
‘at two levels. The Board of Director% isrthe source of g
éﬁthority congérned with‘setting personnel objectives ) 'JTS
- and issuing policy statements. The Executive Director
is résponsible fér;recommending changes. to the Fipancg
and Administration Committee‘and for administering and
implementing persénnel matters within the approved
policy (USC of Windsor and Essex County Personnel Policies,
1975, p. 1). ‘

The Executive Director of the United Way is a pro-
fessionallsociél.worker. Professional staffihg is re-
quired to adminisfer the overall organization. Supporting
professional staff with specific skills are required to
carry out the functions within their respective areas.

At present, professional.staff is utilized on a full-
time basis within the areas of Campaign, Social Planning

and Allocations and Agency Relations.

st
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i B “ “-.._‘ . ‘.llo

- ‘Organizational Stricture
A - N _g_. L . :
The organizational structure of both the Board of

Dlrectors and the staff organlzatlon can best be deplcted
through ‘the presentatlon of a chart (see Appendlx 1 and 2
respectlvely). These dlagrams will clearly andlcate to
the reader the dlrect and indirect lines of authorlty
.and respon51b111ty held by. each board member and pro-

fessional staff.
Program and Budget Review Committee

The Program and Budget Review Committee is charged o
with the responéibility for disbursing funos to member
agencies, arnd to review and ovaluate'the effectiveness
and eftioiency of these programs on an anhual basis.
'Recopmendations are then made to the Board.oé Directors
concerning levels of support and programs (Unlted Way
wlndsor—Essex County, 1978, P. 9).

| Annual reviews are.made on all member agencies in
érder to enable those agencies to plan their aubseduent
yvear's program and expenditures in relation to community
needs and anticipated income (United Way Windsor-Essex
County, 1978, p. 9).

The fiscal information must be audited to insure
responsible usage'of voluntary dollars. Likewise, pro-
. grams should be audited to ascertain that'thef are

efficient and appropriate for the needs of the community.
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. In additlon, the Program and Budget ReV1ew Commlttee
provides assxstance to member agencies in the solutlon‘

lof thelr financial problems regard;ng the establlshment

of reallstlc objectives related to programs and 0perat1ng -
costs and in determlnlng thelr needs (Unlted Way wlndsor—

Essex County, 1978, p. 9).’
Organization .

The Program and Budget Review Committee.eonsists-of

o

approximately 60 volunteers, separated into six panels,
‘each responSLble for four or five member agencies. The
members of the Committee include as broad a community.

representatlon as possible lncludlng people knowledgeable
g

in the areas ©f fund raising, 50c1al plannlng, accounting
.procedures, and general human service agency oPeratlons.
Their recommendatlons, whlch are brought to the Board
of Directors, are based on the agency's written submission
and a meetihg with the respective agency mémbers (Un%ted way
Windsor-Essex County, L978, p. 9).

The basic committee structure and responsibilities
are as follows: .

(a)” the Program and Budget Review Committee shall -
be divided into.review panels which shall
-meet ‘'with assigned recipient agencies (or
other organlzatlons seeking money from the
Corporation), review their program and . -
budget requests for the following year
and make recommendations to the entire

: Program and Budget Review Committee:

(b) the entire Program and Budget Review
Committee shall study the panel recommenda-
tions thereon to the Board;



©13..

(c).. the Program and Budget Rev1ew Commlttee_
shall consider and make recommendations
to.the Board on the size, increase, de- '
crease and stoppage of funds of the

. Corporation to any recipient member:

(d) partlcular problems- relating to agency
programs’or budgets arising during the
year shall, upon_request of the Board,

.be dealt with byﬁwﬁé\33§get Executive
Committee which shall be composed of
the Chairman, Vice-Chairman, panel
o . ..leaders and two (2) other appointees
. . by the Chairman and recommendations of
the Program and Budget Executive shall be
_ taken to the Board for approval- -
. (e} the Program and Budget Review" Committee
’ upon request shall prov1de assistance
" - to recipient members, in the solution of
théir financial and program problems.
(United Committee Services Rev1ew Committee,
1971, p. 36)

Process .

The Program and Budget Review Committee adheres to
an established process. This procggs_is described as
follows:

1. The individual panel! meets with the agency

"~ to review their program and budget. Based

on this review, a recommendation regarding
support level is made.

2. This recommended support level will be pre-
sented to the entire Program and Budget
Review Committee at the final review
o meeting.

3. The Program and Budget Review Committee as’
a whole will then vote on each panel's
recommended support level.

4, The recommended support level will be pre-
: sented to the Board of Directors by the
Committee Chairman and Director Liaison.

5. The recommended support level, as approved
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by the Board of - Dlrectors will be passed.
on to each agency by letter from the
' President of the Board of United Way.
(Unlted Way Windsor-Essex County, 1978, P 9)

S

Committee Members' Role;f
and Responsibilities

The committee‘mémbers' roles and rgSponsibil}tigs"
are documented in the"bommitta&;Meﬁbers' Héﬁual" (;97é.
p. 10). They are paraphrased as follows. |

The responSLbLllty aéglgned to each commlttee member

is to review the information presented by the agencies

f_and based on dlSCUSSLOnS that occur durlng that meeting,

|
t -

make recommendatlons to the Board of D;rectors. The
‘support level and prééram recormendations made should be
as objective as possible based upon the available in- |
formation. These recommendations should got be -based
on the personalities of the'agency persohnel invalveﬁ.
Uniﬁed way Staff Role to Program
and Budget Review Committee

The staff person is a resource Fo tﬁe Committee..\ s
His task is fo_work closely with the Chairman.to Ensure'
the panel operates smoothly in order to most efficiéhtlys
meet its objectives. He is not a voting member. He is
responsible for the mechanical details of the committeé.
Thls would include such things as: to ensure that ﬁhé
necessary materlals and lnformatlon are provided for each

‘ggency review; to take minutes of decision&’reached by
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the panel; and tq éompié;e the .draft cdﬁy;gf'the,éuﬁmary‘
_sheets for tﬁg panel Chéirman. During,thé?pqefagency
‘review heeting, he will be‘aﬁailabié to. préviae'additional .
‘ infpﬂﬁhtion on'an‘agency, where rgquiréd:' He williin-
dicate ﬁroblem areas, areas where‘the panel should
que%tion the agenéy and interpret Uniged Waf policy
when qécegéary. 'buriﬁg the review meeting; éhe spaff.
takes a secondary réle.. Idegily, ﬁhe.meetings are
designéd_fbr voluntee; panel members to relate to
volunteer Board members of agencies. Staff will be
available to d;éw the Chairman's aétention to an obvious
afgh éf questioning. He will make his views known only
as a lastbresoft. At the time.of éhe'post—review méetiﬁg,.
he will help_the.panel fo arrive at a.decision'regafding
:tﬁé.suQPort level and subsequent recémmenda@ions and
ratiénale‘f&; those AEcisions (Uhited Way Windsor-Essex
C;unty, 1978, p. 11). -
',ﬁﬁdgeiiﬁg
'fhé Windsor Program and ;udget-ﬁeview Committee is
. - preéently responsible for recommending allocations in
-hexcegs of one million dollars. .fhis is a difficult and
é@rﬁplek tas].c considering t].1.e li.mit-ed financial resoﬁrcés
jin;relation to the total neéds of the community. ‘Direction’
and guidance fér the Coﬁmitteé is_proéided.through pro-

fessional staffing.and a budget manual, Functional
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Budqetlng for Canadxan Volunta:y Orqanlzatxons (Unlted

Communlty Services Rev1ew-Comm1ttee, 1971, P 5).

When an agency is accepted as a United Way mémber,
they are acéepted'o;lthe basis of their preseﬁt program;.
if the§ decide to alter Eheir program, they must first
"consult with United Way. .Thus, agencies are ?locked—int
tp the program on which they wefe‘initia;iy accépted 55
a memberh(United_Ccmmuﬁity Services Reviéw‘Committee,
1971, p. 9).

o

Prior. to 1970 the Wlndsor United Way Budget Review
"made the assdmptlon that each agency program was valid
and desefving,of fuﬁding year after year, Bﬁégeting was
bésedﬁgn'the incremental method (United Community.
Services-Review Committee, 1971, p. 9).

- In 1970 fhe United Way Board of Directorsradopted

the method of functional budgeting as laid out in .

-Functional Budgeting for Canadian Voluntary Organizations.
Sincé January 1, 1971 the United Way itself has operated
on a Functional accounting basis (United Commuﬂity Ser—
vices Reﬁiew Committee, 1971, p. 32). ¢ ~

In 1972‘3 few of the member agéncies began sub-
mitting their annual budgets on a functional basis,
howevef, this was‘only to the extent of budget totals.
More agencies adopted this procedure in 1973. In 1974
the Budget Review Committee issued a standard form to

be completed by all member agencies. This form was
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derlved from two references, Unlted Way of Vancouver.

budget forms and the manual, Functiopal Budgetlnq for

Canadlan Voluntarv Orqanizatlons.

From 1974 to the present, the forms became more de-
‘tailed and sophlstlcated in design and nature in an
_attempt to cormply ae closely as possible to anctional v
budgeting procedures (see Appendix 3 for 1975 budget
'forms); - N

From the,qnited way 1971 Review it nas recommenéed
that the Program and Budget Review Committee consider
the zero-base€d buﬁgeting approach as a_mere equitable
means of allocating funds, This approach is congruent
wibh that of funébional budgeting. The use of functional
budgetlng is the key to starting at point "O" in review-
ing programs and services each year. The implementation
of zero-based budgeting procedures should occur simul-
taneously with the functional method (United anmunity
Services Review Committee, 1971, p; Lb).

The existing budgeting procese requires member
agencies to submit:

1. A complete budget request for the subsequent
year.

2, The original and the. revised estimate for
the current year. :

3. The actual revenues and expenditures for
the past two previous years.
(United Community Sexrvices Review Commlttee,
e 1971, p. 11)

k]
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- Timing .0f the Review

| ihe~Program and.Budget_Review'prdcess is held on a
pre-campaign basis in the month of May. Each year
- United Way and its member agéncieé budget for the,

ﬁoliowing year,
The rationale behind pre-campaign budgeting as

: 6pposed to poét—campaign E?dgeting is as follows:
1. When member agehcies prépare budgets for
a May review they are thinking ahead by '
at least seven meonths. L

2. __The Program and Budget Review Committee
“2an assist the United Way Goal Setting
Committee once it has reviewed the re—
quests for financial support from all
member agencies. : '

3. There is more time available in the spring
for a thorough review:. The time lapse
between .the end of tHe campaign and the
next fiscal year is very short.

4. The agency knows .its tentative support
.level for the subsequent year and can

more efficiently plan for that year.

(United Community Services Review Committee,
19713 p‘ ll) - »

Agreement Between United Way
and Member Agencies '

A documented agreement exists between the United way
and its member agencies. It can be found in the Committee

Members' Manual and is as follows:

1. Any increase or decrease in staff levels
must be approved by the United wWay in
advance of the change. .

2. Program changes (increases or decreases)
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must be approved by the United Way Board
of Directors. ‘

Member agencies will not conduet any fund
raising drives for operating purposes. B
Operating funds will be raised by the’
United Way and allocated to member agencies.

Member agencies can only conduct capital
fund raising drives after they have re-
ceived approval and clearance from the
United Way Board of Directors.

Tangible items that do not recur on an
annual basis (these items are usually-
listed in the dffice and property equip-
ment accounts) that cost in excess. of
$1,500 are c¢lassified as capital. They -
are not to be recorded in the ordinary
operating budget area. They require
special approval from the United Way - -
Board of Directors and should be recorded -
separately. : :

Member agencies must submit a balanced
budget to the United Way: deficit funding
is not allowed.

Each member agency must submit to an annual
Program and Budget Review process and must
live within the approved support level from
the United Way. -

Member agencies are expected, if at all
possible, to arrange a system of ‘'fee for
service' zccording to an individual's
ability to pay.

Each member agency must submit an annual
audited statement to the United Way. Any
surplus in the operating statement must be
returned ‘to the United Way. If an agency
incurs a deficit, they may, if they chocse,
request the United Way to consider assuming
that deficit. ) A
(Committee Members' Manual, 1978, P. 16)



CHAPTER III
* 'REVIEW OF LITERATURE ©

Introduction

" In light of. the purpésa of‘ﬁhié study as .stated inl
detail by the‘regéarcher in Chapter I, it.is extremely
importaﬁt for the reader to become familiar with, and
understand the nature of bﬁdgeting, specifically, the ~
flannéd Pnogram’pudgeﬁing‘Systgm. This‘éarticular
technique was ;elected Sy thé'reseércher pfimarily for
. the réason that the United Wéy of‘Windsor-Essex Couﬂty
incorporates éortions of-a similar model in their al-
location‘of funds to membe; ggencies.

In reviewing the literature évailable in the area
of budgets, and budgeting techniques; the researcher w%ll
also consider issues that have an affect either directly

or iridirectly on the entire subject of the budget.

'BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

The Issue of Aécountability

L

The field of social welfare, both public and voluntary,
has come under close scrutiny and criticism'during the
last few years. It was now evident that simply spending -

more money on social services did not affect, or have

20.
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any‘iﬁﬁact 6n the problémslfpr whicﬁ tﬂe services weré‘
designéd £§ affect. The demand for more careful uﬁe‘of )
resoﬁEées fs.éurrently beingrplacéd.upqﬁ a préfeséipn
that was @revious;y left to oPefate entirely on ité

own merit; | |

‘Scott Briéﬁu author of many-articles regérding ‘the

above concern, discusses the problem quite realistically -
in his editorial‘comments-in’gﬁo recent issues of Social
Work.

I call it the age of accountability because now we
have to prove once again that what we do is worth
supporting. It is not a generous or a forgiving
- age, It is an age when little or nothing will be
- taken for granted. (Briar, 1973, p. 2) ' '

B

Later when he said::

First we need to acquire the skill to dedcribe
what we are trying to accomplish and how we hope
to accomplish it in a language that is specific
and clear enough for consumers and the public to
understand and for evaluators to appraise. Secondg
we need to incorporate into agency operations and
the daily routine of practice the developing means
for continuously monitcring and assessing the re-
sults of our efforts. And third, we need to ex-

~ plain to others what we are doing with what success
and the importance of what we do. (Briar, 1973,
p. 2} S ' ‘

The résearcher surmises that the'recent public aware-
" ness and concern for accoqntabiLity in'u¥§}wﬁwn service
field could result from the fact that adequate means are

. not- readily available to measure results. This in-
Aability to be accountable-fofrprobleﬁs and results

partially ties in with lack of agreement upon social

welfare objectives and goals.
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Elliott Richardson, U.S.A. Department of Defense,
commented that:

We must learn to develop output meadures of our .
effectiveness . . . we must no longer let our-
selves be content with numbers, like grants
approved, number of children servied, numbers

of adults on the relief rolls, number of alco-~
-holics seen, or even be content with the number
of alcoholics rehabilitated when we have no
adequate long-term studies to prove that.

(1973, p. 8)

Peter Drucker, in his book The Practice of Management -

(1954),, made some general observations concerning the per-
‘fbrmancewof hﬁman service agencies. These thbughts are
paraphrased as ﬁollowé: Human service institﬁtions are
paid out of tﬁe economic surplus produced by econoﬁic
‘activity.: They are a social.overhead. The growth of our
social institﬁtions,‘public and voluntary in this century,
is a 'good testimonial to the success of business in dis-
charging it;ﬁeconomic task: and since the fruits of ecﬁﬁomic
opportunity.aref%he backbone of service institut;ons,

the recent events of our economy and the future forecast
suggests the period of tremendous groﬁth of human service
institutions is over and the time for performance has come
and presses us for accountability. He also indicates that
these organizations have fallen short of expectations.
Quality in pgrforménce has not kept up with their gro@th
or stétus in society {Drucker, 1954).

A major question subsequently arises. By what means
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‘can the public hold ﬁhese sbciqllageﬁcies‘accountable

“for services to people? The énswer to this must lie in

a form of éccountabiiity. “The concept that social

servicé agencies are fesponsible to the community théy

,sérvé ié thé hallmark of.accqunﬁgﬁklity"i(Kadushiﬁ, 1973,

p.‘63). i |

Accountability, as it applies to,this research pro-

ject, can be defined as "a public précess by which |

service agencies systematically reveal the extent to

which th;y are carrying out their‘charge";(Sterns,

1972). | | ~
-The issue of‘accountébiiity givgslfise to a host

of other questions, such as: what is to be measured and

evaluaﬁed: what are the effects of a program, its degreel

of effectiveness or social impact; éﬁd,‘against wha;.

criteria are such variables to be judged?
Toward Greater Accountability

- It is evident to the reseafcher-that if these ?ro—
blems exist within the profession, there must be a con-
certed-effott put® forth to;act upon them. -The'development.
and psé of appropriate research techniques would provide
the necessary tools-to solve -the problems Of measuring
,such,programurelatéd,céncepts és_effgéienéy gnd“effectiveF

ness: : .

Evaluative research has come -to play an extremely
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‘important role as one means for enhancing accountability
.in the human services. There are many definitions avail-
able for the term ‘evaluation.' Tripodi, Fellin and
Epstein (1971) have developed one that cah be applied
to this study.:
The systematic accumulation of facts for‘providing
information about the achievement of program re-
quisites and goals relative to the efforts,
effectiveness and, eff1c1ency within any stage of
program development The facts of the valuation
may be obtained through a variety -of 'systematic
techniques, and they are all incorporated into

some designated system of values fgr making
dec;slons about social programs. '(p. 2)

This deflnltlon w1ll serve as an 1nd1catlon of the
complexltles involved in a program ‘evaluation.

Lam Wo wong .in hlS thesis, -An Exploratorv Study of

the Evaluatfve Practices of the Member‘Aqencies of the

Unlted Communlty Servxces of Greater Wlndsor, (1974),

dlscusses at length the various methods of evaluatlve
.research available'and'the techniques involved in imple-

menting such research methodology in a program eﬁaluation:A

[

It appears to the researcher that, in the past,:
research data collected by tﬁe socia} wo;k'bﬁofession
‘described their serviceelin‘terms of input, i\e.. -
characteristics and number of clients served. 1In terms
of total aooountability, such descriptive data yili no
longer be sufficient. Demands are currently placed upon
the profession to justify and account for programs in

terms of outcomes, or performance, related to an established

- _“‘\:L .
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set of ériﬁeria ba;éd'on efféctiveness, stated objecéives
and ﬁredetermined policies,

Murray'B. Meld, in the a:ticie "How Much Good Does
Doiné Good Do?’ The Uses of Social'Proéram Evaluation in
the Legislative Process," (1973) discusses the importance
of sociai accounting. His ideas are expressed as follows:
~ In order to achieve a leQél of total accouptability,
.'SOCial accounting,' which places emphasié onfpolicy'andl
program analysis and evaluatibn, must assume a similér
degree of recognition and importance as given to fiscal
accounting'procedures. Information regarding social
service programs mﬁst develop to a stage"where the data
collected is relatéd to benefitsqderived and outputs
éttained.(p. 154). l

The social work profession has placed a high
priority on' the development of programs and policies
directly relatéd to the benefit of the clientele they
serve, They have traditionally leaned toward action-
oriented approaches. Social welfare research has playéd
'seﬁond fiddle to the above ideal. There were many
reasons for this; research is expensive, is éxtremely
time—consuming, and recquires highly trained étaff té
carry it out. Social welfare research has been, as
stated by Polansky; "underfinanced, undermanned . . .
and under talented" (Polansky, 1970, p. 37).

The researcher recognizes that social workers are
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;slowly recognizing. the need to justify their. profession
through the development and use of research._ However.
it 15 also recognlzed that the professmon has a leong )

way to go to attain credibllltyAln-thls atea.

-

‘Accountabllity and the Voluntary
Agency

As perviously discussed in Chapter I, the researcher‘
has a specific concern related .to accountability and the

dllemma fac1ng voluntary organlzatlons in their attempt .

+
4

to achieve credibility in this area.
Volunteer leaders in United Way Organizations face
increasingly’ difficult decisions about funding
each year. With the advent of the 'Age of
Aocountablllty,' ‘a more sophlstlcated citizency-
is beginning to demand documentation and the
effective use of public and private funds.
(Brody & Krailo, 1978, p. 226)
Sensitive to these opinions, the United Way organiza*
tion developed a uniform set of accounting procedufes
which utilize the reporting of agencies' budgets as a

common element of analysis. These procedures are
. L]

documented in the manual, Functional Budgeting for

Canadian Voluntary Organizations, (1972). The use

of this manual provides a standardized format for United
Ways to assess the use of voluntary funos. As a result,
a consensus developed regarding the importance of fiscal
accountability and the specific methods employed to

. achieve it. (United Way of America, 1975, p. 14).
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The area of program aécountébi}ity raiges an en-

tirely new set of complex ;ssugs anglproblgms. TThe_"
mere-provision-of a sérvicé tb hélp §¢0p1e-solve sociai
'problems'is no longer an acceptaﬁle justification of a
- program’s 50cial vélue" (Brddy & Krailo, 1978, p. 226).

In the researcher’ s oPlnlon, and rightly so, large
donators-—maxnly major corporatlons——are 1ncrea51ngly
sensitive to and demandlng 1nd1catlons of cost effective-
ness and beneflts of human servxce agencles whose specific
objectives. are desmgned to solve, or improve on social
~problems.

‘ It is evident to tpé researcher that professionals
involved in the allocatidn,of fundé, both in the ;oluntaryj*
and government sectors, in order to logically justiff:to:
the public their decisions regarding spécific allocations,
are continuously looking for more sophisticated methods
to determine praéram effectiﬁeness.

The current challenge to be dealt with By United .
Way_organizaﬁions is to "develop a model for reviewing
programs that can accommocdate the concerns about
politipai, organizational, and technical feasibility
inherent in the delivery of social services, yet prévide
a sound khowledge base for decision-making"” (Brody &
Krailo, 1978, p. 226).

The researcher believes that voluntary organizations,

such as the United Way, must strive to achieve a level of
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accountablllty that addresses results and effectlveness.
Those who support this concept of accountablllty must
.recoghize the_importance of servrce effect;veness eva}ua-'{
tion. | ”

It is ev1dent to the researcher that program evalua- -
tl.on by @self cannot become the only crlterlon :m the
| a110catlon of funds. Brody and Krallo (1978) felt agency

-staff percelve evaluatlve research as belng tlme-consumlng

and sec0ndary to thelr prime con51deratlon -service dellvery.

voluntary agencies want to malntarn a high level of autonomy
) with respect tortheir-fundlng body. Therefore, in deter- '
‘mining 'effectiﬁeness,' albalance must .be maihtained

between the funding body's desire for‘increased account-
ability and the desired level of autonomy of each member
agency. Allocatlon procedures are very complex and must
coasider such elements as, importance of a partlcular
service in relation to other needs in the community, and
cost-benefit ratios and c0ntributi0ns to the community.'
related to funding levels.

These long-standing concerns for prograﬁ and fiscal
accountabilitf have given rise to the development of
various administrative methodologies designed to aid in
the solution to the problem. Such models as Program
Evaluation Research Techhique (P.E.R.T.), Management by

Objective (M.B.0.), Planned Program Budgeting System

{(P.P.B.S.). and Zero-Based Budgeting (Z.B.B.) have been

Vo
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employed in-v;riohs goVérnmental organizations throughout

" the world, specifically in the area of human services

which are of a high priority and are most apprdp;iately .
funded with respect to the cost-benefit ratios, through

the use Of restricted monies.

The budget, as statéd.previoﬁsl royidés a means

for voluntary funding organizations to ensure a certain

‘level of accountability to the commuhity.at‘large.'

'The‘process of budgeting serves as an instrument to

: e
turn financial resources into a statement of goals and

.objectlves deSLgned to'prov1de serv1ces to a particular

clientele. It indicates what occurred in the past and
serves as a documentation-for the. future.

Since -funds are limited, a budget bhecomes a
mechanism for allocating resources. If receiving
the largest returns for a given sum of money is-
stressed, or if the push is toward obtaining
desired objectives at the lowest cost, a budget
may become an instrument for persuing efficiency.
(Wildavsky, 1975, p. 3)

When making any form of «decision, algernatives present
themselves and one is forced to make a series of judgements
regarding which of those alternatives to choose. |

The total amcount of funds allocated to an agency is

done so with the intent o6f supporting that particular

agency's goals and objectives. The budget may serve as

** a control mechanism when it is employed to keep the degree
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of spending‘within specific boundaéies. This allows for
a form of accountablllty to the fundlng body. |
There are many deflnltlons avallable for the word
'budéet.' Aaran Wildavsky_(}975) and. Melvin Anshen (1965T
présented definitions that seeméd'releeanf to the subject
of this study. |
| Aaron Wildavsky cdnceivés of a budget as being _
"attempts to allocate financial resources through political
processes to serve differinglhumEn'processes“ (1975, p. 5).
| Melvin Anshen presents.a more detailed acéount of -

the process.

Budgeting is related to the complete administrative
range from analysis through planning to management
and control. In its end product, the budget
summarizes:
1. The problems to which analysis has
been applied. ' - :
2. The analytic concepts and techniques '
" brought to bear on these programs. :
3. The information relevant to their ™
solution.
4, The proposed {(ultimately the determlned)
decisions.
5. The administrative structure through
which performance of the approved
budget will be executed, controlled
and appraised, (1965, p. 1) '

At this point, the feseareher attempted to delve
_into the "political processes,” specifically, the role
of power and influenee in the total buageting process.
However, this search proved futile., There appeared to
be hothing of any significance written in the general
literature, or nothing publiehed by the United way of

Canada or America to discuss this major concern.

AV
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- The rgsearcher'feels‘this.is ap'untépped area that should

be studied and developed.

THE PLANNED PROGRAM BUDGETING SYSTEM
‘Overview of P.P.B.S.

The Planned Program Budgeting System, or P.P.B.S.,
emerged from at least three distinct, but closely related
"strains of development. . These‘strains,-economic develop-
ment planning, the administrative reforms of .the early
.decades of this century and management of natignal
" economics to céntrol cycliéal'fluctuatioﬁs._"all rest
on a legacy of the Enlightenment, the cptimistic confidence °
in the power of intelligence to order man's environment
and improve human welfare" (wildavsky, 1975, p. 273).

P.P.B.S. is considered to be a budgeting system
based on rational thought and evaluative research. It
requires research as the basis for reaching decisions
regarding the allocation of limited funds and the es-~
tablishment of program priorities.

By virtue of this necessity, it provides a

functional connection between research and

the administrative process of planning, pro-

gramming and budgeting. P.P.B.S. thus seems

to offer the opportunity for social workers to

document their efforts, to improve and increase

the amount of evaluative research, and in the
long run to become more empirically oriented.

- « - P.P.B.5. makes clear that allocation of
funds should not be based on a false dichotomy;

such as research or program operation, but
rather on the basis of a choice among programs
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lthe relatlve costs and benefits of which are -

known through comparative research. (Schwartz,
1970 P. 37) ‘

The Planned Program Budgetlng System. or P.P.B.S.,

has, through extensive usage, developed many varied

meanings: about what the system-is and proports to do.

Speaking generally, it can be considered as a

systematic approach to deal with the area_of budgets.

To many of its supporters, it is considered to be

an effective managerial toeol for a comprehensiye total

planning process. Some regard it as merely an improved

technique in dealing with social problems.

P.P.B.S. envelopes the area of decision-making

specifically related to policy analysis., This is ac-

complished through a series of well-defined administrative

procedures and budget allocations., Alfred Kahn views it

as:

A deliberate, often: arbltrary, but specific

' consideration of policy aspects of the com-

ceptuallzatlon of functions before precedlng _
to issues relevant to the staging (or, in our
sense, prograrming), of implementation and
assignment of required resources. (1969,

P. 241) : ‘

Among Canadian Social Agencies, the Vancouver Planned

Program Systems Pro;ect presents an expanded description

of the P.P.B.S. model. It is interesting, at thls point,

to indicate the stance a voluntary agency takes with such

an.approach.

" P.P.B.S. has been identified as relatlng primarily

to budgeting. 1In reality, it is a unlfylng con-
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cept which integrates planning and budgeting in
order to achieve specific objectives. 1It. places
each act1v1ty in proper perspective and relates
communlty need to program objectives and to final
‘outcomes. . In addition, the system introduces .
and demands a rational, systematic way of thinking
which relates one management act1v1ty logically
to another. 1In this sense P,P.B.S. is a manage-.
ment. tool. = (UCS of Greater Vancouver, 1973, p. 2)
The Treasury Board of Ontario supports this view by
stating:
Conceptually, P.P.B.S. is a- totally integrated
process extending from the planning and analysis
function through programming and budgeting into
operations, reporting and control. (1970, p. 63)
The basic concept of all P.P.B.S. models, whether
specifically designed for federal departments or social
agencies, is tied into systems theory. It looks at the
relationship existing between.programs and activities
and goals in relation to the question of cost-effective-
ness (Ehlers, Austin & Prothero, 1976, p. 321). It must
be emphasized that P.P.B.S. in itself is not ‘systems
analysis. It may be considered as a grouping of premises,
- concepts and relationships (Greenhouse, 1970, p. 362).
For clarification, Samuel Greenhouse defines systems
analysis as "a bag of techniques attached to a way of
approaching problems. Systems analysis is the applica-
tion of benefit-cost analytical techniques (or marginal-

e
utility analysis) to several areas- -6%"the P.P.B.S.

anatomy” (1970, p. 362).
The P.P.B.S. approach is concerned with the total

agency concept in that it identifies specific objectives,
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}analyzeé alternate~pro§rams,and aliocétes finances'accbrd;
| ing tg‘é specific plan-based on prioritigs, rgéu1£s and
evaluation and measuremgnt.of the effectiveness.and
eff;cienéy of the end prdduqﬁs, i.e., service delivery.
. Tﬂe eséence of the P.P.B.S. approach is-the-linking'

of specific programs to individual community and

societal needs. (United Way of Greater Vancouver,
1976, p. 4) '

No P.P.B.S. modei is designed with the intént of
makingidecisions for management. It merely offers'com—
:prehensive guideiineé to. facilitate in the gaéhering of
necessary dafa in order tolmake appropriate decisions.

- One of the main objecfivés of this pafticulér method
is to make available a systematic'approgch for management
to arrive at logical answers to alternatéimethods of

service délivery.
As Allen Shick (1968) states:

Strategic planning is the process of deciding on -
‘objectives of the organization, on the resources
used to attain these objectives and on the
policies that are to govern the acquisition, use
and disposition of these resources. (p. 27)

Cr, according to the Treasury Board of Ontario’ (1969):

In a P.P.B.S., analysis is expected only to
promote better decisions, since analysis is
likely to bring forward a greater rangeé of
alternative courses of action for considera-
tion by management and to make more apparent
the probable effects of each course of action.
(p. 4) -

P.P.B.S. provides more than a single alternative
for management; it presents a number of choices and their

benefits with respect to costs, from which one, or a
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combination, may be selected. As Alfred Kahn (1969)
- states:
P.p.B.S. focuses on optimization: the particular
combination of objectives, resources, and schedul- -
.. ing which comes closest to greatest effiqieqcy
) .and effectiveness. And it is -the- careful work
' . required of.a P.P.B.S. in relation to identifica-
tion of "output" (objectives) and inputs which.

makes meaningful both the comparison of 'alterna-
tives and the search for a mix. _ {p. 243)

.~

Major. Concepts of P.P.B.S.

In order to understand the potential and uses of
P.p.B.S. completely, one must become familiar with the
components that comprise’ such a system.' An attempt will
be made at this time to discuss the integral parts of the
general P.P.B.S. model, Examples of how such a model can
 be applied to specific situations will be presented later

in this paper.
A single concept, that of accountability, forms the
‘basis of the P.P.B.S. structure.
The P.P.B.S. accountability concept focuses the
attention of each agency on the guestion, what
is our business? The P.P.B.S. concept provides .
a basis for particularizing the answers to the
question: Accountable fox specifically what
products {goods or services) delivered to whom?
(Greenhouse, 1970, p. 257)
The components common to all P.P.B.S. are stated
squite aptiyﬁby the Treasury Board of Ontario (1969).

They involve six.basic steps as follows:

1. The setting of specifit objectives.



One can observe that the P,P.B.S. model involves

The systematic analysis to élarify ob-
jectives and to assess alternative ways
of meeting them. :

The framing of budgetary proposals in “terms
of programs.directed toward the achievement

of objectives.

The brojec;ion of costs of these programs
a number of years in the future. -

The formulation of plans- of achievement
year by year for each program.

An information éystem for each program to.

supply data for the monitoring of .achieve-
ment of program goals and to supply data
for the reassessment of the program ob-
jectives and the appropriateness of the
program.itself. (p. B)

36,

continuous feddback analysis and evaluation at all stages

in the process., -

‘Each element of the strhcture, the planning, pro-

gramming, budgeting and systems theory involved will be

dealt with individually.

Planning

One
the

of the major aims of P,P.B.S. is to convert
annual routine of preparing a budget into a

conscious appraisal and formulation of future
goals and policies. (Shick, 1968, p. 27)

The idea of planning is fundamental to the system.

According to Y. Dror, "Planning is the process of pre-

paring a

set of decisions for action in the future,

directed at achieving goals by optimal means" (1968, p.

99).
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Oce.of the ﬁoet important:aspectesof‘tﬁe-System‘is
the need. for, clearly defined and measurable objectlves.,
Through exp11c1t objectlves, overlaps and gaps in programs‘
can be ea511yqfdent1f1ed...These objectives, in reality,
form the policies of the agency. It is vital therefore,
that they be understood and accepted at all organlzatLOnal
levels 1n order to ensure a coordlnated effort to achleve
‘the desxred ends:
o 'Planning, in the context of éeveloping guideiines
. forﬁalbuogeting system, has been identified as having
five interrelated elements.
| 1. 1Identification and.definition of goals.

2. Determination of a course of action to.-

meet those goals.

3. 'Detailing the course of -action.

4, Development and use of needed information.

5. Specification of a time periocd. :
(United wWay of America, 1972, p. 18).

Planning can also be viewed as having three operational
phases.

The first is development of bugget guidelines which
will 1nclude assumptmons regarding current conditions, -
constraints related to existing or prOJected condltlons,
and priorities_that affect present and future programs,

The second is identification-of goais. This, K concerns

formulating immediate and long-range measurable goals.

The third is development of needed information. This
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includes such items as characteristics of target popula-

tion and servxce delmvery costs which would provxde the

"basis for dellneatlng needs and establlshlng prlorltles.

‘(Unlted ‘Way of Amerlca, 1972, p. 18).

™

Programming

The plannlng component includes  the examlnatlon of

current, programs, analy51s of fea51ble alternatlves and
. deflnlng.deSLred program changes. Two features of this
stage are analysis and eﬁaluation'(Ehlers,‘Austin &

Prothero, 1976, p. 323).

In P.P.B.S. language, "a program is a package which

encompasses each and every one of éhe agency's efforts
_to.achieve a particular objective or set of allied ob-
]ectlves“ (Greenhouse, 1970, p. 358)

There has to be a p051ﬂive reLatlonshlp between

objectives and programs.

The whole P.P.B.S. idea is to facilitate the
drawing together, the summation of all agency
efforts to meet particular objectives, so that
the validity of each program may be assessed
in terms of overall approach, dimension and
costs may be compared with other competing
programs, potential or existing. (Greenhouse,
1970, p. 359)

In order to make the system workable the only ob-

-jectives that are acceptable are those which develop

into a feasible program to meet the previously determined

specific objectives.

The examination of current programs will give indica-
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tion to:

1. - input, defined in P.P.B.S. language as, ,
"the total quantity of manpower, facilities,
equipment and materials applied to the program,
expressed in either units or dollars, and

3. - outputs, which are defined as having the.‘

following properties:
a) it is a product {either a good or service):;
b) it is produced by the agency:’ :
¢) it is a tangible outgrowth of a particular
.+ program; T . '
d) it must be a program end-product, and
e) it has satisfied an explicit objective
or objectives. (Greenhouse, 1970, pp. 360-
361) _ S .

." By looking at feasible program alternatives, it forces‘
compafative'eﬁaluation,in order to determine .the most
efficient and effeCtive program, Or combinatioh tﬁereéf.
This process would tend fo ultimately improve policy
proéedures, quality of service delivery and benefit-costs
accrued to the program. The analysis of the alternative
programs mﬁst include documentation of both feasible and
unfeasible pfogréms.

The documentation leads to the phase of feviewing
desired program changes. In this stage, identification
of programs to be added, eliminated or modified and the
reasons for those decisions are cléarly documented. This/
enables the agency to study explicit objectives, programs
and alternatives in order to-best achieve the degired
outputs.

" Since one of the basic principles of P.P.B.S.
involves the use of program results to check
the validity of planning and to highlight the
areas in which further planning and development

-
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is hecessary. the reportiﬁg syétem becomes: a
significant source of data for further planning
(Treasury Board of Ontario, 1970, p. 10) :
According 'to the Treasury Board of Ontario (1970,

Q; 41); Programming is the deQelopment of a comprehensive

-

-

.‘timetaﬁle for the*implementétion of pfopoSed'énd approved
plans. ‘ . .

Such -a timetable is concérned with the costs involved
. and the results achieved usﬁally pféjectéd A'number of
years into the future. In a P.P.B.S., the programming de-
vice ﬁsed is tepméd a Multi-Year Plan (Treasury‘Boafd of
Oﬁtario,11970, p. 41).

| As Alfred Kahn states:

Because some of the assumptions are tenuous what
- emerges should be a 'rolling plan' or a 'rotating .
plan': it may look ahead for five years, but it
is revised annually as the predictions, projections,
and chain of expectation are checked with what has
actually occurred., A formalized system for

corrections is built into the process. (1969, P.
249)

P.P.B.S. Budgeting

P;P.B.S.-presents a significant impact upon the theory
of budgeting because of its commitment to the concept of
linking planning and budgeting in an analytical framework
that focused on programs.

P.P.B.S. is the first sjségm designed to accommodate
thé‘multiple facets of budgeting. Budgeting has always
been conceived as a process for systematically relating
the expenditure of funds to accomplishing previously ﬁlanned

bbjectives.
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There are two major types of budgeting practices:

“

the traditional method known as ‘incremental, and functional

accounting.

The incremental method of budgeting is not employed
iﬁ the P.b.B.S.- It is,-howgver; necessary to present é
brief overview in.Order that a distipction can.be made
between various budgeting methods.

Increﬁental budgeting is.cpnsidered-té be aﬁ important
method of financial calculation.

‘Incremental calculations proceed from an eﬁisting

base. By "base" we mean it refers ‘to accepted

parts of programs that will not normally be sub-

jected to intensive scrutiny. (Wildavsky, 1975,

p. 6) _ .

The present budget is based on last year's budget
with speciai attention devoted to a ﬁarrow réhge of inf
éreases or decreases, usually baéed upon cost of living
factors. "

Critics of this budgeting method indicate a number
"0of important defects that.gncourage-waste and efficiency.
First, they argue that line item formats prevent the
analysis of end products. Thus, ends cannot be related
ﬁo means (Wildavsky, 1975, p. 1é7).

Second, incremental budgeting requires no formal
statement of goals and objectives. Finally, since it is
incremental, only thé increments over the preceding year's

budget are analyzed. This results in financial decisions

being made without questionihg the effectiveness or ef-

4
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f1c1ency of a program (Wlldavsky, 1975, . P 136)
These eriticisms and doubts have led to a de51re by
thdse concesned for a system that w111 lndlcate the
effectiveness and efficiency of agencies and serve as'a‘

form of accountability for them,

Functional buddeting is a method of budgeting and

financial accounting used in many Canadian voluntary

organizations. Another name for this is "object" budget-

s

ing, It indicates sources of lncome- Prov1nc1al Govern-

ment, Municipal Government (s), Donations;_Dues,rand
Miscellaneous income. It also indicetes‘the objects to

be purchased, such as: Selaries, Rent, Supplies, and ether
expenditures, Object budgeting therefofe reveals all‘items

: of‘incoﬁe and expenditure only as they relate to the or-
ganization as a whole. |

In addition to showing the total income and expenditure,
functional budgeting is designed to show income, expenditures,
'surplus or deficit, volume of work and unit cost by each
service or function of the organization.

If budgets are to be pre?ared by service or function, it
follows that the books of account of the organization should
be-maintained on the same basis. That is to say, functional
accounting. This will enable periodic coméarison of expendi-
tures (budgets) to actual results. As all budget decisions
are based on previous experience, functional accounting will
prove invaluable at the time of budget preperation.

For the purposes of voluntary organizations using
o _
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this systam. functional acéouptihé refers-fo the ongoing
accounting process and functional bgdgetihg_refers to
© future brojectioﬁs (Community Funds and éouncils of'Canada,
1972, p. 3)., |

Functioaal accaunting is .a fundamantai component‘of
any P.P.B.S.:HIt'is also'aﬁployed as a'ﬁaéic administram <
tive tbql} ia"that it enablas agencies'totgfoﬁp costs by'
prog&amaﬁ Basmcally. 1t can’ be'consxdered as a form of

.cost accountlng whlch permlts the 1dent1f1catlon and al-

: locatloﬁ of the varlous items of 1ncome and»expense to

. -

accurate unlt costs for each program unlt (Unlted Way of

Vancouver, 1976, PP. 19-20).

- Another type,of*budgeting:procédure, known as zero--

baaed budqeﬁigg (z.B.B.) was Qevelbpad for the purpose of
‘iaéhie§ing the goala of efficiency and‘efféctiveness within
airational_priorit} SCﬁeae (Otten, 1977,|p. 37). |

Thié process would definitély'elimi;até the incremental
approach -and eaable coor@inatidn to become the explicit
concern of a centrai hierarchy, which wauld consider a
wide ranga of aifefnative ekﬁeadiﬁurés ahd inyeéfigate ¢
rather fully the;r’probability of écaurrehce and aonse—
quences (Wildavsky, 1975, p. 285).. | |

Z.B.B. focuses its activitiea on answering two basic
questions: | | . |

(a) Are the aurrent acti;ities efficient and

effective?

(b) Should current activities he eliminated
or reduced to fund higher priority new
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.programs or to reduce the current
budget., (Phyrr,- 1977, p. 1)

In order to address the 1ssues ralsed by the above
questlons.,the zero-based approach requargs each agen%y to
systematlcally evaluate and rev1ew all programs and
actmqltles. Four basic steps are involved in this process:

1. 'Identification of "decision units." Z.B.B. .

attempts to focus attentlon on the evaluatlon of act1v1t1es s

and formulating decrslons. Dec151on units are “meanlngful
h

- elements" that can be isolated for analysms and dec1slon

making.

2. Analysis of”decision units. Each unit ls analyzed

in "typically™ three decision packages, and more if
'fea51ble. Thls enables each decision package to construct
a “framework“ of performance and funding. The dec1smon
unit is the building block of the zero—based concept. It
is a document thae identifies and describes each decision
unit in such a manner that management can {a) evaluate it
and rank it agalnst other dec151on units in competltlon
for fundlng, and (b) decide whether to approve or disg-
approve ltn

The information contained in the decision package
might iriclude: purpose/objectivei costs and benefits:
work: load and performance measﬁres:'and alterpatives to
reach objectives. .

3. Ranking process. 'This;enables management to

T
allocate limited resources by forcing them to“concentrate
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on such issues-as how much and where to spend the funds

N -

available.

4. Preparation of a detailed operating budget.

Under Z.B.B. the decision packageé;apd raﬁking determiné
spebificaliy tﬁe ;ctibns required-té“acﬂieve any budget
A_reducéions (Phyrr, 1977; pp. 2-7).

.The‘major purpose of the‘Z.B;B. approéch was to
~allow for exéﬁinaﬁion‘of all programs simultaneously and
- aiscontinue thdée‘that did not warrant being continued
at all or at their present level. As a result, relative
priorities of Fotai amounts for all programs could bé.
considered and ndt_mefély inc;eage or decreasés for some'

-

" programs., .

Any implementatioﬁ Qf such'é budgeting process within
the social wofk p;ofession will have far-reaching implica-
tions. It will most certainly create conflict for those
who identify solely with the soéial work profession, for they
will be forced to apply quaﬁtitative and cost data in the
development of budgets (Otten, 1977,jp. 377).

It will a;éo become necessary for the profession to
evaluate the direction the social services will take and.
eétaflish its'goals and objectives in quantifiable terms
(Otten, 1977, p. 377). |

Management technology, systems conéepts and informa-

“tion science can be important means for improving services’

even if they are not viewed as ends in themselves. The

-



core values of socxal work and 1ts concern for people )
: must still be the base from whlch to use these concepts
(Rosenberg & Brody, 1974, p. 346)

The concept squarely addresses many of the short-
comings of the traditional budgeting  approach . . .

; it presents a unique challenge for those who '

" w”® advocate accountability and it offers an even
greater challenge to those committed to deliver-

ing more effective services. (Otten, 1977, Pe .
378)

Thé virtues of the'program budget are saild to be.its
usefulness in relatlng ends to means in a‘more compre—
hen51ve fashlon, the emphasxs of inputs upon the pollcy
-1mp11cat10ns of budgeting and the eae; w;th which lt
permlts consideration of the budget as a whole while

" each program competes with every other for funds

~(wildavsky, 1974, pp. 328-329) . ’ . -
~*Systens

The P.P.B.S. approach to anaIysie is a systems
approach. "ﬁ.P.B.S. not only permits, but forces, theT
synthesis of the systems 5& requiring answers to the
question, How well does this system meet these goals, as
compared with other possible systems? The goals or ob-
.jectives of the syetem are stated in terms of concrete
measurable behefits to be achieved, in addition to the
ability of the system to meet the needs of its members
and to survive" (Schwartz, 1970, p. 38).

According to Samuel Greenhouse {1970), systems analysis
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"‘is defined as, "the appiication of benefit-cost analytical
techniqﬁes to‘several areéé‘pf‘the.P.P.B.S.'anaﬁomy" (p.

Cse. - | S

' .P;P.B;S, is an analytiéal_process; .

The ‘heart of'éhe'prOGéss'is emphasis on a sfstematic
examination of alternative courses of action and
their implications. This process has a variety of
names, such as cost-benefit analysis, cost-effective-
ness analysis, operations research and others.
(Steiner, 1965, pp. 310-311)

TQo specific areas of P.P.B.S. can make pétential use

- of this type of system‘analysis.

One is direétly concerned in the development of pro-
gram algernatives, for examﬁle, determining thé benefit
cost,ﬂié.any, of using alternate programs in order to
more effectively meet the objectives.,  The other is con-
cerned with program measurement, for example, determining
the benefit-cost, if any, of modifying the inputs, so that
the output will be ultimately more effective (éreenhouse,
1970, p. 362). ' '

Any systems analysis will enable the agency.to look
at all the alternatives available and make rationai choices

based on cost-benefit ratios.

Oné can view cost-benefit analysis as anything from
an infallible means of reaching the new Utopia to a
waste of resources in attempting to measure the im-
measurable. (Prest & Turvey, 1965, pp. 683-735)
The base of P.P.B.S. involves the comparative evalua-
tion of alternate programs for achieving the same objectives.

This evaluation requires the addition of comparative cost-
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benefit data. A distinction is sometimes made between
cost—effecﬁiveﬁess and cost-benefit analysis (Schwartz,

1970, p. 38).

Cost-effectiveness refers to the cost 6f immediate
ocutputs, usually represented by a specific, well-
defined operation.- Cost-benefit refers to the
‘cost of achieving some socially desired result, -
The development of P.P.R.S. in social welfare is
likely to involve, thén, the selection of immediate
outputs as cost-effectiveness measures and an
effort to move along a continuum to more 'ultimate’

results, to be measured in cost-benefit terms.
' (Schwartz, 1970, p. 38)

Cost-benefit studies'in P.P.B.S. tend to deal with issﬁes
such‘as, which metﬁod of.sgrvice.derivéry will éive thé
needed results at.the lowest cost, or yhich method would
give the largest return for a givén fixed invéstmént.

In some cases, it may attempt to determine wﬂich program
is considered to be wérthwhile by some measurable form of
analysis (Kahn, 1969, p. 253).

Cost-benefit analysis is ‘largely a development of
the 1960's ana its application to social welf;fe programs
came later‘in‘thg decade (Dorfman,'l§65, p; 63). -

Cost analysis and evaluative research are brought
.together to produce cost-benefit ratios. a. Levine (1968) .in
his article "Cost-benefit Analysis and Social Welfare
Program Evaiﬁation," defines cést—bgnefit as:

The relationship of the resources required--the

cost--to attain certain goals--the benefits. It

is based on the economic concept that many

‘executive decisions involve the allocation, or
best use, of limited resources among competing

requirements, The allocation of available re-
sources is determined by a comparative analysis
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. of the current system with presumably practicable
alternative systems. Thus conceived, cost-benefit

. analysis is a tool for the administrator confronted
with the need to make choices among viable competing
programs designed to achieve certain specified
objectives. It is not a substitute for the educated
judgement of the decision-maker., Rather it provides
‘a package of relevant information on which to base
certain kinds of decisions. Also, it does not
favor the "cheapest" or even the "best" program,

but the optimal program in terms of available
resources (money, trained personnel, facilities).
{(p. 174) . -

A, Schwartz (1970) states:

. The application of cost-benefit analysis to program
budgeting has the effect of reversing the direction
of thé analysis, so that it moves from desired =
outcome to program’input and us provides a base
for the next and current stage |in the development
of techniques for analysis of gervice systems--
P.P.B.S." (p. 47)

P,P.B.S. as Applied to a
Voluntary Agency '

The researcher has just concluded a discussign on the
general components and concepts of any planned prograﬁ,
budgetiﬂé system.

The first Canadian éocial ser&ice agency that emn—
ployed the P.P.B.S. model was the United Way of Greater

1

Vancouver.
The United Way of Windsor-Essex County has utilized

man& facets of the Vancouyer project within its organiza-

tional structure.

The researcher sees the necessity to discuss the

Vancouver P.PLB;S, prqjeégﬁinggijer that the researcher
can identify how the general P.PYB.S. model is applied
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* to a specific. agency.

United Way_of Greater Vancouver

In 1972 the United- Community Services oijréaterw

Vancouver received a demonstration project grant of §$500,000

from the.National Departﬁ?nt of - Health and Welfare to

develop and demonstrate a Planned Program Budgeting System.

.The terms of reference of the grant were to:

1.

5.

'sygtem.

' Demonstrate the ability of a non-governmental

service system to actually develop and im-

plement a P.P.B.S. model.

-

Demonstrate the way in which such a model

could be utilized by municipal and provincial
authorities in the management of their service
programs.

Demonstrate the degree to which goﬁernmentai
and non-governmental administrations could

use a commop model and so increase the-
rationalization of the total service delivery

Stimulate non-governmental organizations.in

|othef parts of Canada te actively. explore

and test the concepts of P.P.B.S.
Provide a model that would have potential

application elsewhere in Canada.

The rationale for the development of a P.P.B.S,. system'
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were based on traditional criticisms of how Vancouver -

" U.C.S. allocatedxsupport lévels to'membe: and npn-member
o BN
agencies. Some of these criticisms are as follows:
1. Allocation.decisionslwere not related to
piéhﬁing considgrations. :
2. Data concerning service costs Or results
of services (i.e., effecfi?eness) was ’
> -laéking. -
3. Little anélysis of the effectiVeness of
alternative appro;ehes was being‘carried
out, | | |
4. Agencies themselves had no.way of cléarly
identifying specific program or service
budgets by income or expepditures,
5. Agency statisties varied:from orgahization
to organization and did not permit comparison
or analysis.
The model forms a framework for systematically dealing
with the problems of: |
1. —-identifying and a;sessing needs to be dealt
with over the planning-budgeting pericd (In- -
formation Systems) ' .
2. -determining priorities for the distribution
of resources during this period (Priorities
. Studies)
3. -planning and selection of services or
program strategies appropriate to the success-
ful achievement of each objective (Cost-

Benefit Analysis, Functional Accounting)

4. -setting objectives and clearly defining
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ekpected outcomes. in quantifiable terms for
the stated period (Management by Objectives) .

5. -evaluating outcomeS'(Prbgram Evaluation).
(Ucs of Greater Vancouver, 1973, p. 3)

The model is intended to give order éhd.relationship
to these1key'£unctions by;focusing uponlpriﬁary objectives
and weighing éiternative servicérstrategies. While these
functions have long'since been‘in'operatibn, the dis; |
tinguishing‘characterisﬁic of the P.P.B.S. model is the
effective integratioh of'thése activyities into.a rational
problem—sﬁlving‘system.

Figﬁre I, the P.é.B.S. Model Cycle, will serve as
" a diagramatic ihdication of how the model operates.

The model begins or ends with a data storage system
which provides the information necessary to idéntify and
measure social problems, needs and indicators. From this
informétion, it is possible to identify a range of sociél
problems and issues to be dealt with over the budgeting
period. This process iﬁvolﬁes representati;es from
government, member agencies and the community at large.

After the needs have been established, priorities
are set as to the relative importance and urgency of each,
for the distribution of resources during the period in
question.

Spe;ific objectives are established for each of the
problems identified. Thesé objectives are intended to

clearly define the outcomes for the period, and as far as
N
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p0551b1e, ke stated in quantlflable terms.-

~Having formulated the objectlves, the various program
'strategies approprlate to the successful achievement of
each-objective should be eeleeted These strategies may
take the form of ‘innovative and new programs‘or more
.tradltlona} services, or a comblnatlon of the two.

After‘the various program stratiegies are agreed upon,.
the agencres should allocate funds to dellver specific
programs, ln spec1f1c areas of the communlty, to achieve
spec1f1c ob]ectlves. The agencres are responsmble for
developing and_dellverrng these fundgd programs, provrdlng
statistics and t}nanciar data and participating in the
evaluation of outcomes{_-

Statistics and the evaluation of outcomes should be
incorporated into the data bank to create a self-monitoring
system. These data should then be available for any or-
ganization in the community for research and analysis}

The next P.P.B.S. cycle begins with the benefit of
experrence gained from the previous period. This allows
refinements and adjustments to take place in each new
cycle (ucs of Greater Vancouver, 1973, pp. 3-6).

Reference by the reader to Figures 2 and 3 will

diagrammatically indicate the relatlonshlp of each of

the components to the overall model.

A
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PROGRAM BUDGETING SYSTEM

REILATIONSHIP OF QOMPQUENTS TQ OVERALL MODEL
' FIGURE 3 '

" Data Development S:.rsténsk

Development -4 - .

1) Need Classification System: LOGAN
2) Functicnal Accounting System

3) Cammon Caseload Reporting System: UNICARE
4) Address Conversion Plotting and Statistics System
%I V) ¥
T omo ' B
a U"cﬁ} gz 5c. Need . 5a, Priorities
e P 3 Allocation Develomment Model
HRED lModel Sk, Sirple tieed
0 g 9 Allocation Procedures
& %g .
- '_ ) y l F
. L 3
7. Program Review 6..:Program Development,
E X Process & Procedures £ » Selection and
o Monitoring Procedures
& ‘ l -
JJ .
' § 8. Nhgency Review
Process & Procedures
- _ ‘ Aditional Support Svetems
8 9, Matrix | 10. Management | 1l. Management
g'g ] Management | Evaluation | Development
g,.ﬂ 'g Medel Models Program

Source: United Way of Greater Vancouver, January 1976.
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. History of'P.?.B;sl

) The lntroductlon of P P B S 1nto the Unlted Sﬁates

N
federal government was w1dely acclalmed w1th1n and wlthout

the system as one of the 1mp0rtant admlnlstrative 1nnova-
tions in decades (Schwartz, 1970, p. 5)
- . - The P. P B.S. was orlglnally developed at - the Rand
Corporation by Roland McKean during the late 1940 s, It °
~ was designed to help meet the need- for an‘effective control'
of the~Department of Defence by the Secretary.
.P.P.B.S. is "based on the assumptlon that the alloca— -
‘tion of federal resources will b& more rational if
budgetary decisions are made in the. light of exp11c1tly .
. formulated multi-year objectives and as much informa~ .
‘tion as possible about the effectiveness and cost of '
alternative-programs for. reachlng these objectlves.
(Grosse, 1970 p. 1)
In 1961 the U.S. Department of befenoevintroduced the
-flrst program budgetlng system. From the results of
evaluatlons during the years, it was rec0mmended that ‘the
approach be expanded to include the civilian departments.
The change came about in 1965 when Lyndon'Johnson.ordered
the institutionalization of P.P.B.5. in all government
" departments and most agencies (Held, 1968, pp. 11-13).
President Johnson had asked each cabinet member and'agency
‘director to "set up a very special staff‘of experts who, '
'u81ng the most modern methods of program analy51$ woulg
deflne goals for the’ comlng year. He believed the system

' would permit participants “to find the most effective and

least costly alternatlve to achieving American goals.!
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He also statea
OnCe in oPeratlon (P.P.B.S.)-will enable us to:
1, - ldentlfy our national goals with pre-
cision and on a contlnulng basis;
2. - choose among those goals the ones thHat
are most urgent;

-t

3. - search for alternative means .of reaching :
those goals most effectlvely at the least
_cost; ‘ -

4. - lnform ourselves not merely on next
yvear's costs, but on the second, and third,
" and subsequent years' cost of .our programs:

P! : :

5. - measure the performance of our programs
.to insure a dollar’s worth of serv1ce for
each dollar spent.

This system willaimprove our ability to control
our programs and our budgets rather than having
them control us. ‘It will operate year round,
-Studies, ¢oeals, program proposals and review
will be scheduled throughout the year instead
of beine crowded into 'budget time'. (Johnson,
New York Times, August 25, 1965)

These statements by the Presxdent were ‘followed by
specific dlreotlves from the Bureau of the Budget (U S.
Bureau of the Budget, Bulletin #?3—3, October 12, 1965),
for support by the‘priéate‘sector (Commission for Economic
Development, Research and Policy Commission, January 1966),

and an effort to implement this system in'other levels of
‘governﬁent. o

It was .,oﬁﬁor:tunate that P.P.B.S. had to be launched
in a perlod of relative austerlty. There was simply not
the dollar flexibility to use the system. The austerltyw
of the period, in addioion to the fact that most of the

budget hea'been previously committed for ongoing programs,

58.



59, .
'did'not present P.P.B.S. with much of a cnance (Enéquist,
1970, . 23). _ | |
‘P.P.B.S. was implemented by the government ‘to enable
people to determine departmental objectives, with benefits
and costs forming the backbOne for those dec1sions; |
The potentialities and limitations in the agplication
. of R.P.B. S to human servxce agenCies have been of pre551n§

A

concern since the initial push for P.P.B.S. and H.E,W. and
the clear indications tnat sooner or later -this movement
' WOuldm-through grant- in—aid programs~—come to bear on the
operating programs in the state and local governments.
. One of the earliest experiences in applying P.P.B.S. to
welfare programs at the operating level was the Veteran's
Administration. a federal agency, which employed the
largest number of social ‘workers in the U. S A. (Schwartz,
1970, p. V). - S o

In the researcher's opinion, P.P.B.S. can Be con-
sidered as a method to link evaluative data to the
decision-making process.' The highly structured framework
of the P.P. B S. model prOVides a useful format w1thin
which evaluative research can be carried;out. According_
to Adams (1967), evaluative research carried out in a
P.P.B.S. framework has been more useful than if done
without (pp. 166-182).

In order to ensure the decision-making processes

within the P.P.B.S. are complete, there must be a sufficient

[
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data bank available to fall back upon. Wxthout such.
lnformatlon the entlre system becomes a’ serles of guesses.
The lack of avallable data was one of the major

causes of the breakdown of P.P.B.S. in gOVernment de-~
partments. The information just was not avallable.'
mainly due to poor reSearch-methods, Many other dif-
ficulties became evident Eesulting in its eventual~aemise

in 1971. Due to the cost involved and the amount of time

available, only a limited number of alternatives could be.
studied. Mahy deparsment personnel were completely re-

sistant to.change and the systeﬁ cost a téemendous amount
to keep operational due to the on-going seecialized researEh
and analysis that was necessary (Weiss,.1972, Pp. 89-91).

Tt is important to note that not only has there
been no public rejection of P.P.B.S. but that
there have been indications of support and
nature. . . . The idea of linking planning
to budgeting through programming based on
comparatlve analy51s--the vital essence of
P.P.B.S.--is alive in Washington and seems to

' be doing well--if not good. (Schwartz, 1970,
p. vi)

Conclusion

P.P.B.S. can serve to stlmulate, test and screen

a range of new ideas for improving delivery of
services; it can also serve to substitute ;rlterla
of efficiency and economy for other criteria more
highly ranked in the social work hierarchy of
‘values, such as effectiveness, adequacy, compre-
hensiveness, availability, equity, dignity,
democratic particdipation, and social integration.
(schwartz, 1970, p. vi)

It can be considered as a valuable addition to organiza-
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tional theory -and practlce m\thods.l The. advanteées of
such a system are apparent when compared to trad1t10na1
‘budgeting methods. .David Novick (1973), a recognlzed
‘authority on the subject, states that, "it provxdes a .
formal, systematlc method to rmprove decisions concernlng

s1llocation of resources"- (Pp. 5-6) .

It should be noted that such a system does not possess

the ultlmate answer to the age-old question of planning and

budgeting. It merely provmdes a feasible alternative
worth -consideration.

Once a context of policy plannlng is created, the

program budgeting system can do much to strengthen

the rational component, in the admlnlstratlve
structuring and organlzatlonal lmplementatlon
necessary to the realization of any broad objectlves.

(Kahn, 1969, p. 260)

.

Wwhen looking for the most efficient program to ac-
complish & set of goals, the use of pP.P.B.S. in social
work, as in other profe5510ns, may result in Overlooking
the questlon of whether the goals or objectives are valld

and soczally desirable. A real danger of P.P.B.S. is that
it may provide the means to better attain an undesirable
goal.l The danger 1is increased if the system analyzed is
treated as closed w1th\xyange considered as outside factors.
P. P B.S. should be utilized in the context of open systems
analysis with emphasis placed on a feedback cycle and the
1mportance of continuocusly examlnlng the relationship of

objectives of the system under analysis to- the objectives

of other 'systems (chaiklin, 1970, P- 41).

PRESEWT AT )
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The real issue may not be use or mlsruse of P.P.B.S.
or evern P.P.B.S. versus total systems analysls, but the .
more cruclal distlnctlon of systems analy51s versus systems
design. The problem may not be how to descrlbe or evaluate
a system or how to compare two or more ex1st1ng systems.
but how to design a new system for service dellvery.
Thls could be a revamplng of the ex15t1ng system, oOr the"
development of a new one (Northwood & Reed, 1967, pp. 13-
‘.Lb) . |
Even though there are a number of "conceptual" and
t'»strf;ﬂ:egi.c" prdtlems when considering. the application of
P.P.B.S. to human services,'P.P.B.S., utillziﬁg.cest—
,beneflt analy51s of agency services as a base line for
comparison wmth each other and proposed alternatives,
presents‘an opportunlty to alter many of our present
methods to deal with soc1a1 problems. The demaAG for
c05t-benef1t analy515 generated by P.P.B.S. "could provide

‘the greatest impetus that evaluative research in social

work has received to date (Chaiklin, 1970, p. 41).



" CHAPTER 1V

RESEARCH DESIGN

i
!

Research is the applicatxon of systematic

procedures for the purpose ‘of developing,

modifying and expanding knowledge that can . ’///

be communicated and verified by independent
: lnvestlgations. (Tripodi et al. 1970, p.:2)

'Research studies tend to be measured by the degree
to which they conform to established and recognized
scientific standards.

Research design ‘varies with the purposeé of the
research, the types of questions it‘seeks to answer, and
the levglé of certainty or degreé of accuracf desired.
These three interrelated indepenaént variables afe
further‘associatéd with the state of available know-
‘ledge on the problems being investigated (Selltiz et
al. 1976, pp. 90~9L;_Kahn, ép. 49-50). '

In this research project there has not been any
previous research conaucted on the problem to be re-
éearched, that is the review process 6f the Program
and Budget Review Committee of the United Way of Windsor-
Essex County. That is to say, the amount of available
knowledge does nbt allow for a more refined type of
research design, specifically, the expefimental design.

An attempt to classify this study as experimental

63.
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would be an érroi since it will not

..« « verify research hypothe51s in the quest
for empirical generalizations . . . nor will
it use control groups and the employment of
randomization procedures to assure that the
experimental and control groups can be re-
garde? as equivalent. (Tripodi et al. 1970,
‘p. 22 . : '

r The design which is most ébpropriate for the re-
search is the Quantitative—descriptive type as ‘con-
ceived by Tripodi et al. (1970), Selltiz et al. (1976)

and Kahn (1960). Jé

+ The quantltatlve-descrlptlve d951gn is 51m11ar
to that qf experimental in that, "both seek quantltatlve-
descriptiﬁns among specified variables" (Tripodi et al.
1970, p. 23). | |

| Provisions are made‘by the researcher for the
"systematic collecﬁion of data for the pu;poae-of ac-
curately descriﬁing relations among variables"'(Tripodi
et al. 1970, p. 37). ‘

, Tripodi, Fellin and Meyer (1970, p. 38) offer a
complete defini?ion of this classification.

Quantitative~descriptive studies are empirical
research investigations which have as their
major purpose the delineation or assessment

of characteristics of phenomena, program evalua-
tion, or the isblation of key variables. These
studies may use formal methods as approximations
to experimental design with features of
statistical reliability and control to provide
evidence for the testing of hypotheses. All of
these studies use quantitative devices for
systematically collecting data from populations
or programs. They employ personal interviews,
mailed questionnaires and/gr other rigorous

data gathering devices and survey sampling
procedures.
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This research project has been fﬁrther sub-typed as

'a'pfogramievaluation study as described by Tripedi et al,

{(1970). - The majbr purpose.ofléhis sub-type is to measure

the effects of a-specific program or service.

Program evaluation studies are defined as follows:

These quantitative-descriptive studies which are
concerned with seeking the effects of a specific
program or method of helping. Hypotheses may .
not be explicitly stated, and they are frequently
derived from the objectives of the program being

evaluated rather than from theory. (Tripodi et al.
1970, p. 41) |

The Focus

' This research projeét was an attempt to delve into

the process used by the United Way of Windsor-Essex County,

specifically, the Program and Budget Review Committee to

annually review and evaluate the effectiveness and

efficiency of the programs of its member>a§encies. More

precisely, the gesearxch project was designed to yield

ehpirical data on the'following aspects of the Program

and Budget Review Committee process:

1.

2.

the methods used in program‘evaluation;
the types of information kept regarding
program evaluation;

the value of program evaluation:

what woula be needed to improve program
evaluation;-

relationships existing among member agencies,
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thé United Way and the community at large;

6. necessity of a data information-bank: l

7. degree of accountability among'meﬁber'
agencies éﬁd UnitealWay, to thehéelves,
each other and the cbmmunity;

8. member agencies'éefcéption of the effectiQe;
ness of the Program and Budget Review
Committee in meeting its stated goals;

9, attitudes of member agencies towards a
standardized model for service evaluation
and whose responsibility it would be to
develeop and iﬁpleﬁent such a model;

10. attitudes of member aéencies towards the
present budgeting procedures, i.e., functiohall
budgeting and zero-based bﬁdgeting;

Ll. the value that the present budgeting procédure
has with respect to agency accogﬁtability:
in meeting agency objectivés, to the funding
source and the community at iarge.

The information was gathered with the intent to

" yield information regarding the most suitable,‘effective

and efficient manner to evaluate social service programs

and allocate the appropriate funds'to‘finance those
programs.
. The data was collected through a questionnaire

(Appendix 4). The respondent of the guestionnaire was
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the executive director of each member agency of tﬁe United
Way of Windsor-EsSek Count&. The executlve dlrector was a
conSLdered to be the mOSt approprlate ind1v1dual to
complete the questionnaire, malnly because he/she had
direct lnvolvement with the Program and Budget Review
Committee. | |
In order to ensure the data collected would be as
objeetite and truthful as possible it was stressed that
all information collected by the researcher was anonymous
‘and confidential to the researcher herself and only
totals woulé be considered in the anal&sis of the data.
As an additional measure to ensure that the data as a
whole WOuid'yield as accurate a picture as possible,-
the entire population was used in the study, rather than
a sample.
The researcher felt#it was reasonable to assume
that the data collected could be used by:
(2a) the United Way Windser—Essex County to
study and evaluate the present Committee
process;
o gb) the conceptualization of some approaches
to improve the annual review process.
The findings should be of interest to other United
Ways' in both Canada and the U.S.A.. who employ 51m11ar
-allocathn and program review methods. Also, academicians

" and practitioners who are interested in methods involved

¥
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in evaluating service_effect}véness.with respect to

allocations by voluntary funding organizations should

gain useful empirical data from this. study.

Definition of Terms

68,

Included in this section are definitions and opera-

tional definitions of tems used by the researcher in

the context of the study. -

l. Member agencies of United Way:

- includes all those agencies which held

United Way membership status on the date

the questionnaire was mailed out. See

Appendix 5 for a list of member agencies.

2. Efficiency:

- refers to how well a program or, service
is carried out or managed/administered., 2% -
It relates to the Board's administrative
functioning, as well as the executive

director or other appropriate senior

staff role. *

3. Effectiveness:

- refers to the degree to which a program

Oor service achieves its stated objectives.

4. Systematic:

- refers to a uniform set of procedures,

planned and predetermined.
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"Fun¢tional'BudgeEing and .Accounting:

- a method of accouﬁting and'bpdgeping‘
whereby ifems of income and expehditure
afe fecofded according to function or
program. |
Evaluation:

- aefined as "the general process of

judging the worthwhileness of some

activity regardless of the method em-
ployed" (Suchman, 1967, p. 31). |
Evaluative Practices:

- refers to whatever was done in .the
afea of evaluation by member agéncies,

Improvement in Service Evaluation:

'~ conceived as ‘alignment of data by a

more reliable, scientific method of
invéstigation.

Priorities: |,

~ refers to a formaliéation of expression
;f judgements relating to the quantity of
Health, Welfare and other community
services,

Zero-Based Budgeting:

- for each program where an agency is using
United Way support, the budget should be
developed starting with $0 base, i.e.,

each expenditure must be justified according
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to thé reépurces required for that
particular prbgram;? The budgét should '
not be based on a pércehtage increase
from the previous year'é expénditures.'
1l Accountability: ‘
- is defined in the'dictionary as "subject

to having to repoft, explain or justify."

Population and Sample

The popﬁlation in this research study was all the
member. agencies of the United Way of Windsor-Essex Cbﬁnfy.
The'population was confined to this specific geographic

. area due to restrictions of time and resources on.thé
'ﬁarf of the researcher.

The researcher made the‘&ecision to study all member
agenéies in order that a more accurate picture could be
preseﬁted to the reader: The impiications of such an
arrangement for research methods were that there would
‘ﬁé no sam@ling précedures and no statistical testing on
the significance of the findings for generalization of
the population. Since the entire population was studied
the term samgle; as described by Selltié et al., was not
used in its strict statistical sense (Selltiz et al. L1976,

pp.'105-106).
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Instrument: .The questionnaire was the instfument -

.-of data collection employed by the researcher for this -

study. The researcher considered other alternatlves,

‘ L}

but . dec1dé§ the questlonnalre would allow for a degree
of conform;ty on the part of the respondent thereby re-
sultzng in a higher degree of valldlty.

The Questionnaire: . In the developmentlof the

questionnaire the researcher gave careful examination

to the question content and-subsequent instructions to

respondents.in the covering letter to midimize ety'bias,
or hesitation tﬁat might ultimately affect the resﬁocsé;
| In constructing the instrument, the researcher
followed the six steps suggested'by.KornhauseE and
Sheatsley (1976. PP. 542-546)- dec1d1ng what 1nforma—
tion should be sought dec1d1ng what type of questlon—
naire should be used; writing a first draft; re-examining.
and revising questions; pre-testing; editing ‘the question-
naire and specifying procedures for its use. She also
took 1nto consideration their suggestlons of the three
main areas of considerations for questionnai:e con- .
struction: decisions about question content; decisions
about qgest;on wording; and decisions‘about form of
response to the question (Xornhauser & Sheetsley, ;976,

pp. 547-563).
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_The flve—p01nt scale from "a great deal" to “not

: at all“ used in the questlonnalre was adopted from

lelshman s Leadershlp Oplul?n Questhnnalre-(ﬂlller,

© 1964, p. 229). It was used_to bermit the'expression.-'

of different degrees of egreehent—dieagreement;

. The Scale usé§ belongs to Likert-type which isp
most eoﬁmenry used ih.soeial'work.resehreh, It is an e
ordinal,.euhmated'scale deueioped'by Rensis;Lihert in |
ﬂ@jé‘to study social attitudes (Seiltiz;et al 1976 P
418) The scale makes pOSSlble the ranking of’ flve
degrees of. agreement-dlsagreement, but lt does not.
measure the amount oﬁgchange or dlstance between the.
dlfferent degrées. The distance between the two degrees.
of agreement-disagreement, for example, "a great deal“
and "fairly much, * or that between "fairly much” and "to
eome_extent,"'are not measured or indicatedlon the
scele (Selltie‘et ar.'l976 pPp- 4184421).

The first draft of the questlonnalre Qas reV1ewed

by the researcher s Commlttee. The necessary rev151ons

were made and the questlonnalre content was subsequently

approved., After the pre-test, the final'draft was
mailed out, as Etated previpusiy; to all member agencies
of the United Way of Windsor-Essex’ County. A covering
Letter (Appendi£b6) was in&ludedhtq expfain the en-
closed questionnaire to the respondent. A return

envelopegwas provided with the researcher's home address
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affixed. This was done with the intent that the executive
. N ' - N .

directors would not wview this as a United Way sponsored

”pro.-jlec‘to-d‘ ‘ ‘ 1 \ St . "

After a predéte?mineditime perioa lapsed (2 ﬂeéks)(
a follow-up.letter was mailed to all member agegcy‘: )
directors to aét as a reminder. Hépefully, thig served: -
to%iﬁcreasé_thé.percentaée of réturq rate. .For cpntent

. of letter see Appendix 7. .

The Pre-Test

?ﬁereﬁwas one major difficulty in finding. an ap-
prdpriate pre—~test sample. : This was that no other Uﬁiteé
. Way .in Canada used'thé-same,program revie@.pfecésélqr
budgeting procedﬁres. Due to the strict time Ilimitations
involved in this study, the researcher did not have the
time available to determine if a Qaréiculgr‘United‘Way ._ ‘

in the U.S.A. would in fact be sﬁitablg.l
. v )
As a result, a compromise was redched by the re-

searcher and her Committee. The pre-test was administered

‘to ten professional individuals both within_ and outside
. \—'-. :
of the United Way organizational structuyre. Specifically,

q

they inciuded eight professionals employed at United Way

of Windsor-Essex County, one volunteer and one agency

]

' directorfinvolved with United Way but not actually a

’

member.

"The purpose of the research proﬁect was made clear
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-to_the sampie. In addltlon, they were 1nstructed to
assume the 1dent1ty of an executive director of a
5pec1f1c agency while filling out the questionnaire.
_%‘Care was taken by the researcher to use a cross-— section
of agenc1es ranglng from large to small and nationai to
local. This would ansure the pre-test sample was as.
representative of the.research popalation.as'poesible.
The results of the pre-test were examined by the
‘researcher and her Commlttee and the final approved

draft was typed and mailed out on JUneV28, 1978.

Method of Data Analysis

Slmple statistical procedures were used to tabulate
and analyze the data. Since it involved -a total popula-
tion and there were no sampling procedures, there were
no statistical tests on the significance of the findings.
-Only descriptive statistics were used to summarize and ;>
cross-tabulate the data obtained.

' The data analysis consisted of two steps. The first
was the tabolation of frequency distributions of the
responses which served to indicate a general picture.

The frequency distributions reflected general attitudes
and led to some conclusions. The second step involved
seeking descriptions among the variables. There were

one hundred and six variables, and many of their associa~

tions presented relevant information for investigation.

3
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- Due to the time'factor; the'researcher‘chose to deal

with. those she felt were the most important. These
varlables were then. cross-tabulated |
The computer using the Statistical Package for-
Sociel'Scienees (S.P.5.5.) was employed to program the
computer run (Nie, Bent & Hull, 1970). | | |
The questionneire had been previously pre-coded.
Variable names were developed for each questlon and the

information was keyupunched by the researcher on com-

~ puter cards.

The anelyeis.of the data was based on the questions.

indicated in the research focus'section of this chapter.



.~ CHAPTER'V .
DATA ANALYSIS

. ‘The data. was éollected,by a questionnairg, the
'prOCédq;es of which were previously described in
Chapter IV in the ‘method of data collection.

| ‘The questioﬁnaire was designed for the executive-
directors of all member agencies of the United Way of
Windsor-Essex County. Of thé'31 mgﬁber agencies, 28
questionnAires.were‘mailed. It was felt by the re-

~ searcher that it was appropriate to omit United Way

-

itself, Campaign Division and Goodwill Industries
{member in name only). Of the'28~questionhaires“ 
mailed, 23 were returned by August 21, 1978. One
member agency director chose not to participate in fher
study hna returned thé questionnaire uncompleted. -
Due to the time limitatibns involvéd, the re-
|searchér used the cut-off date of August 10, 1978 in
order to complete the final computer run. However,
comments we£e uﬁéd in -the content of thg study from those

.

questionnaires returned after August 10. The return
[ 3 0
rate was considered to be good, the pcrcentage being

eighty-two.

~

'On the ﬁhole, the researcher found those respondents

76.
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-

1nvolved in the study most cooperatlve and enthusmastlc
\about the purpose and subsequent recommendatlons of the
report Some respondents personally wrote to, or called
.the researcher requestlng a copy of the recommend élons.-
\  The questlonnalre was. developed with the specific
\ N
purﬁose 1n mind of rclating it to the llterature as re-
v1ewed by the researcher. The content was d1v1ded into
four najor'sections: characterlstlcs of the sample
1nvolved, program evaluatiocn, relatlonshlps,l and budgets.
In order to facllltate the reader in understandxng

the analySLS of the data, it w1ll be dlscussed under the

‘_\four headings as descrrbed above.

characteristics of the Sample ~

i

Questions 1 to 5 supplied the researcher with
information-relating to the age of the agency, the number
of years it was a United Way member, the funding levels,
the approximate annual operating-bndget'of the agency, and
the types bfAservices each supplied to the community.

Table 1 shows the distribution of the sample by the
age of the agency. ~

The majority of the sample, 10 agencies, or 52.6 per .
cent, had been in existence, for more than 20 years.
Table 1 indicates that only two agencies, or 10.5 per cent,

- of the sample, could be considered as relatively young.



T

Table 1

Years of Agency Existence

Length in _ Number of - , S
Years . Coe Agencies Percentage
0-4 2 10.5
-7 526 1 5.3
7-8 2 10.5
15-19 . \ 4 21.5
.20 and over - © 10 ' 52.6
Total ' ; 19 100.0

- - Most of the'sample, therefore, could be classed as re-
latively well-established.
Table 2 shows the distribution of the sample by

years of United Way membership.

Table 2

Years of United way Membership

Length in _ Number of . _

Years Agencies Percentage
0-8 7 36.8
9-19 , _ 5 , . @6.3

20 and over _ ' 7 o 36.8

Total 19 100.0




Table 2 has been collapsed for purposes &f cross-
_tabulatlon._ Seven agenc1es, o: 36.8 per cent, have ‘been
a membef for 8 years-or less. FlVE, or 26,3, per cent,
have been a member agency for 9 to 19 years. The remalh—
_ipg 7, or 36.8 per cent, have been'membe: agencies for
20 yeare or over. This table would serve to indicete
that the majorlty of the sample have been long standlng
members of the Unlted Way.

B Table 3 lndlcates the dlstrlbutlon by percentage of
the, agency fundlng level from the United way.

As can be noted in Table 3, 12 agencies, or 63.2
per cent, recéive less than 50 per cent of their fundlng
frdm Unlted Way. Seven agenc1es, or 36 8 per cent, re-
celve 50 per cent or over. Therefere, the majority of
. the sample receive less then 50 per cent funding from
United Way. ' .

Table 4 1ndlcates the dlstrlbutlon of the sample by
approxlmate annual operatlng budget The annual operating
budget of 13 or 68 per cent of the agencmes was $100, 000
or over while 6, or 32 per cent, were operating with
$100,000 or less,

Table 5_shows a cross-tabulation of the distribution
of percentage of United Way funding level by yeaxs of

membership with the United Way.
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(?'Eable_?

Percentage of Agency Funding Level’

from United wWay

=

Percentage of . -INuﬁber of

Funding Level . Agencies c Pércéntage
7 1 5.3
13 1 5.3
16 1 5.3
20 1 5.3
22 1 5.3
25 1 5.3

—57 N 5.3
40 3 15.8
42 1 ‘ 5.3
a4 1 5.3
50 1 5.3
60 1 5.3
79 1 5.3
82 1 5.3
90 1 5.3

100 - 2 10.5

Total 19 100.0
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- Table 4

4

_ Approximate.Annual Operating‘Budget

Thousands of . Number of

Dollars , Agencies : .Percentage
25 or less 1 5.3
25 to 50 1 5.3
50 to 100 4 21.1 -
100 to 150 2 10.5
150 to 200 4 21.1
200 and over 7 3iég
Total. 19 . - 100.0
-
Table S5
.Percentage of United Way Funding by Years
of Membership with the United way
. D =
Year Member
Percentage . ' : Row
of Funding 0-8 years 9-19 years 20 years & over Total
50 or less - 4 4 4 12
: : 21.1 21.1 21.1 63.3
50 or over 3 1 3 7
. ' 15.8 5.0 15.8 36.6
Column Total ‘ 7 5 7

36.8 26.3 36.8
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Table 5 1ndlcates 4 of the 7 member'agenc1es, 57.1
per cent, in exlstence over. 20 years receive 50 per cent
1 or less of their budget from United way, whlle 3 agencxes, 
or 42.9 per cent. who have been members for over 20 years
receive, over 50 per cent of their total annual operating
, budget from Unlted Way. |
These flgures would indicate no statistically signi-.
ficant correlation exists between percentage of funding
and number of years as a member egency. “
Qﬁestion_s was not discusseﬁ by the researcher,
As it merely listed the serv1ces pr0v1ded by the membexr
agenc1es, it was not felt to be statistically significant

to the particular focus of this study.
Sﬁmmary

The majoxity of the sample, 52.6 per cent, had been
in existence for more than 20 years. Thirty-six p01nt
eight per cent of the sample have been member agencies of
the United wWay for 20 years or over. The majority of the
sample receives less than 50 per cent of its funding from -
Unlted Way. Three of the agencies, 30 per  cent, in

existence for 20 years or over receive 50 per cent or more

of their funding from United Way. This indicates that 70
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-

per cent of the ol@éf, well-established agencies receive

50 per cent or more of their funding from other sources,

»

\

Program Evaluation

Questions 6 tb 17 yielded'infofmation :eiating to
typés of information'recoyded, methods used, preference'of
" evaluations, reasoné for ev;luation, use of résults of
evaluétiop-and help needed to improve program evaluation,

Table 6 indicates the distribﬁtion of types of evalua-
tive information used by ihe member agenc;es..

Of the. criteria selected in Table 6 as possible areas
for service evaluation,~78;3 per cent of the;responses
were positive and only 9;9 per cent were negative;

Table 7 indicates the distribution by methods the
agencies used in service evaluation. Sixty-nine point six per -
cent of the respohdents use these methods and a relatively
low percentage, 16.4 per‘cent, do not employ them as in~ .
dicateé:by.Table 7. The results seem to substantiate
that the above are legitimate c:r'\iteria for program evalua-
tion,

| Table 8 indicates the comparison of evaluative
methods used and their rated importance.

Even though all the respondents kept informatién
on the number of clients serﬁed, only 57.9 éer céht felt

it was the most valuable method. While 68.4 .per cent

C\\ - .
-
. . . A
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' Table 6
Distribuition of Types of Evaluative Information

//-_§Sedxgy Member Agencieé .

y 2

P Not ‘ ROW
. Yes ‘.No Sure N/A Total

-

s

1. staff time 14 3 1 B | 19
. 73.7% 15.8% 5.3%  5.3%
2. service costs ‘ 18 1 o .19
© 94.T%  5.3%
3. clients served 19 7 19,
_ ' 100, 0% ‘
4, characteristics - . o :
of clients .14 1 4 19
served : 73.7% 5.3% ' 21.1%
5. gquality of staff 15 1 2 1 19
- performance 78.%% 5.3% 10.5% 5.3%
6. efficiency of - 1l 3. 3 2 19

service delivery 57.% 15.8% 15.8%  10.5%

7. effects of

service on 17 2 19
clients _ 89,5% 10,5%

8. clients' responses 11 4 2 2 19
+to service 57.%6 21,1% 10.5% 10.5%

Column Total 119 15 8 10 152
78.3% 9.9% 5.3%  6.6%
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_ Table 7

[

85.

Distribut;pn-by‘Methods,Agéhdies”Used

in Service~@:3;ﬁation

‘ Methodé : Not Row
Used. Yes No = sSure N/A_ Total

1. statistics on o
number of _ 19 - 19
clients served 100,0% -

2. statistics on
characteristics: i
of clients “13 4 2 : 19
served 68.4% 21.1% 10.5%

"3. time spent in | S ‘
service 15 2 1 1 19 -
delivery ~78.%5 10.5% '5,3% 5.3% <

4, StAff observa- . )

S tion of client 13 . 2 1 3 19
changes, 68.4% 10.5% - 5.3% 15.8%

5. systematic
collection of .
clients' 10 6 1 . 2 . 19
responses 52.6% 31.6% 5.3% 10.5%

6. systematic‘
follow-up of 5 9 o 1 T4 19
clients 26.3% 47.4% 5.3% 21.1%

7. surve&s of f
services 15 1 1 2 19
needed 78.9% " 5.3% 5.3% 10.5%

8. establish ob-
jectives to be
met in measur- 16 3.

~ able terms 84.2% 15.8% -

9. comparison of
actual with
projected re~ ¢
sults. to deter~
mine degree of 13 1 3 2 19
success 68.4% .5.3% 15_.8% 10.5% )
Column Total 11¢ 28 8 16 171

_69.6% 16.4% 4,7% :

9.4%
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“ able 8

-

Evaluétive‘Methdds_Used and Rated Importance

oL

‘ ' - Method %‘Rétqd
Methods ‘ % of Agencies .- to Degree of
Used P Employing Method - Importance

. P 1 . o m

- 1." statistics on .
number of clients *: '
served - . - 100, - 57,9
2. statistics on .

characteristics of

clients served '68.4_ ) . 36.8
3. ‘time spent in service :
- delivery ‘ - 78.9 ' 42,0

. , : Fd

4, staffwgbservatioﬁ _

of client changes . 68.4 . 42,0

* 5., systematic col-

lection of clients' ‘

responses } 52.6 . 26.3
6. systematic follow-up

of clients 26.3 ] 21,1
7. surveys of serxvices ) ] '

needed 78.9 _ 57.9
8. establish objectives

to be met in measur-

able terms ~84,2 ' - 78.9

9. comparison of actual
with projected results
to determine degree
of success 68.4 57.9
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kept lnformetlon on the" characterlstics of the cllents
they serve(“?nly 36 8 per cent rated it as 1mportant.

A good majorlty kept a record of tmme spent in service

; del;very, but 42 per cent saw thls metHod as 1mportant

*Slxty-elght point fou{ pexr cent used the method of staff
observation of client changes, yet it was given aA42 per
cent rating of importance. : Slightl§ more than haiﬁ kept

a systematlc co&lectlon of cllent responses, but only 26.3
per cent saw tnls ‘as an lmportant method “A mlnorlty kept
records on cllent follow-up and it was not seen as an im-
portant evaluatlve method. A good majcrity kept surveys

of services needed and slightly more than half rated it

as an'important method. While 84.2 per cent established

‘their objectives so they could be met in measurable terms,

78 9 per cent felt it was important. Sixty—eight point
four per cent of the agencies compared actual with pro-
jected results to determine their degree of success, but

only 57.9 per cent gave this method a rating of lmportance.

It is significant that the methods most used for

program evaluation seem to have the poorest ratings.

A majority, 68.4 per cent of the respondents, felt
they specified their agency objectives in measurable terms.
0f those who did this, 100 per cent felt they were success-

ful.
- u * ‘ ' *
It is interesting to note that all the respondents

considered the methods used by their agency adequate for



evaluating its sertlces. c

| Table 9 1ndlcates the dlstrlbutlon by the re-
spondents’® preference for sources of evaluators.

~ The results of questlon 10 indicate 21.1 per cent of
the agencies felt their methods of evaluation were 'a great
deal' effective. Table 9 indicates 68.4 per cent of the
agenc1es felt they should conduct their -own evaluation.
The next highest percentage preferred a jOlnt team of
agency staff, outside experts. and funding source.

Table 10 lndlcates the dlstrlbutlon by agenc1es of
their reasons for evaluation. ) )

As 1nd1cated by Table 10, 13 agenc1es, or 68.4 per
cent, felt evaluation of serv1ces was most,necessary for
future planning and service lmprovement. Seven agencies,
or 36 8 per cent, felt evaluation was very necessary for
satisfying the fundlng source. Although 89.4 per cent, of
respondents felt evaluatlon‘was necessary to satrsfy the’
funding source, only 36.8 per cent felt this to be the
most’ 1mportant criteria. One hunéred per cent felt that
future planning and service 1mprovement were the main
reasons for service evaluatlon. ﬁ I

Table 11 1nd1cates the dlstrlbutlon by the use of

evaluation results,
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Table 11 _
T .-

Distribution by the Use of Evaluation Results

~ Number of y .
Uses . - Agencies Percentage
1.-filed in recora for :
Director's use - - 14 o - 73.7
2. brought to administra- _ :
tive level for study 18 94.7
3. brdught to planning ‘ .
level for study 14 . . 73.7
4, brought to staff. . -
meeting for discussion 15 . . 78.9
5. broﬁght to Board of - o
Directors . 19 100.0 -
: 6. filed iﬁlfecsrd for /75? )
- ‘auditor's reference -~ _ 6 31.6
7. reported to United Way 14 73.7

8. publiéhed in newsleﬁter,
local papers for com- o )
munity information 8 .. 42.1

“

As indicated by fablé 11, everyone brouéht results of
evaluation to £heir board of directors. However, only
three—quarters reported thesé-rgsults to the United Way.
The fact that over 70'pef cent of respondents brought
their evaluation results to administrative ievel and staff
meetings would show agencies try to use these results to

improve program and service delivery.
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_Regarding quéstion 14, the .results show that 4

agenciés; or 21.1 per cent, found their evaluation to be
very‘usefuluand over 70 pef ceh£}%ried to qée-ﬁ infbrma-
tionfresulting from ev;iuation to improve tﬂeir rogréms.
Ten‘égencies,-or’SZ.G per cent, rated serviée e§ {1ation
as being very important,-yet 6nly'4, or 21.1 per cent, .
. as indicatédiin gquestion 10, found Eheir_partiéular
evaluation to be very .useful. There is an ingonsisteﬁcy'
present in these . sets ‘of figurés. |

Regarding question 16, 15 agencies; 6:-78.9 ?er cent,-
would llke to see an lmprovement in service evaluation.
None seem to feel that lmmedlate 1mprovement was necessary.
.This would indicate to the researcher that even if evalua-
t;ve methods were to 1mprove immediately, they would not
be used 1mmed1ately. o -

Table 12 indiéates the distribution by the types of -
help needed for service'evaluafion improvement,

while agencxes felt outside expertise to perform
. evaluatlon, and advice or consultatlon.o;rservgge evalua- .
tion were the most important methods used in.improving-:
service evaluation, only 21.1 pet cent felt outsidef |
experts were very useful in conducting service evglugtion
and 68.4 per ceht felt the agency itself should conduct
the evaluation. It is interesting to note tﬁat'only lb:S
per cent see more funding as-very necessary and only 15.8

per cent felt additional trained staff were very necessary.

v/
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Summary
. . . -

The data in this section clearly indicates the
respondents view proéfﬁﬁ.evaluation,ﬂin principle, ag
being of a high'pribfity. But they are éefinitely
heSLtant about applylng such theory to thelr particular b
agency settlng.

The data also shows individual agenciés waﬁt‘to be
in .charge of théir own program gvalﬁations wikth litfle‘
outside intervention from'Unitéd Way or other sources,
Yet, théy indicaté the results of‘their evaluations
are not particularly s;gnlflcant to their programs.

The most lmportant means the respondents see for improving
|the1r evaluations is through the usc of out51de experts.

This lndlcates a paradox.

Relationships

The data gathered in this section was derived from
questions 18 to 39. It provided the researcher with in-
formation regarding: priorities, accountability, agehqy
autonomy, agencies' views of the Program and ﬁudgethe-
view panels and discussions regarding a standardized
evaluation model.

To what'degreé do member agencies feel that the
United Way shouldybecome involvéd in developing a standard-

ized model to review the effegtiveness and efficiency of

those.agencies? Table 13 shows the distribution of the



. 95. .
respondents' ratings on'ﬁhe‘va:iqus degrees of involvement.
Table 13
Distribution by Respondents' Ratings on‘Degrees
of Involveément by United Wway to ‘Develop

AStandardized'Model

Degrees of . Number of

Involvement . .Agencies - ) Percentage =
) Co " (N=19) S -
a great dedl - 1 ' ) 5.3
'fairl¥ muchl | 3 e ‘ 15.8
-to.soﬁe degree | 12 63.5
comparatively little _-é_ ‘ L 10.5
not at all _ 1 - 5.3
‘not sure , - * ' _% .~ ) -

More than one—haif of.the fesﬁeﬁdeﬂts felt the_United
Way should only be anOlVEd “to some degree. The mean
value of 3 0 confirms thls attltude.

The majority of agenc1es, 78.9 per cent, felt it was’
gecessafy to priorize human service needs within the com-

-

munity. it is‘interestihg to note that the positive -
responses were equally distributed in degree between "a
great deal” to "somewhat". Even though most of the agencies
agreed on the necessity for priorization of community ser-

vice needs, the desire to delegate this function to United
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Way varied considerably among the respondents, ' ]

' Table 14 presents the dlstrlbutlon by the respondents

on the responSLblllty of Unlted Way for’ prlorlzlng communlty

needs.
.Table 14 _
Distribution ﬁy Respondents on Whether United
| Way Assume Responsibility to Priorize

Community Needs

Dediee of . . Number of L o
. Responsibility s Agencies L Percentage
. o 3 - (N=19) '
a g'rea:t'd'ea’l. g ' 5 o L - 26.3 ¢ ’\ |
fairl& much L 3 - o "15.8 | ‘
to some degsee_ 6 31.6
comparatively little 1 5.3
not at all .3~' .15.8
not sure ' : 1 . - 5.3 o

The mean value is 3.3 thch indicates.that,as a whole, -
the respondents are only slightly in-agreement with the
idea thaé United Way should pricrize human service needs,
Table 15 will serve as an indixation of the importance

of the Program and Budget Revjew Committee with respect to
funding.

P . . 7
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" Table 15 T -
: ~Distribﬁtioﬂigy Respéndents' Ratings on Im@orﬂanée.

of'Progiém and Budget ReQ;ew with Respect

to‘ﬁunding: B . e
Degree of - ' . Number of , :
Importance : " Agencies ’ *" Percentage

(§=19) .
a’great deal : _ 10 f 52.6
fairly much A 6 . - .31.6
to some degree - 3 15.8

-'cdmparatively little - | . ' -

net at all -~ = ‘ - T -

~

not sure - . .=

All the . agenc1es felt that the Program and Budget Re~
view Commlttee was essentlal to receive funding. The .mean
value of 4.4 serves as confirmation of this féct

How did the respondents percelve the annual program
. and budget review process as being an objectlve means of
allocating funds? Table 16 gives the distribution by the
respondents' ratings -on the objectivity of the Pfogram‘aqd‘
‘Budget Review pf&cess.

The majority-bf agencies were positive regarding. the
objectivity of the program and budget review process. No

statistical significance resulted from the cross-tabulation

of the above by years of membership with the United wWay.
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,Uﬁited way.

Table 16
Dlstrmbutlon by Respondents Ratings on
Objectivity of Program and: Budget

Review Process

=

Degree of - - Number of  °

Objectivity ‘ - Agencies . Percentage
- ) -, - (w=19) -
a great deal o e - - 26.3
. fairly much .. .4 -_if. T 36.8
to seme aegree ' 3 : - E : 31.6
f/.comparatiVely little . 1. | B 5.3

“not at all . - - ' et -

not sure . - . - R

Table 17 presents the comparlson of the mean values of
the respondents ratlngs on: (a) degree of accountablllty

of United Way to the communlty for policies of its member
N

agencies, (b) -degree of accountablllty of Unlted Way to

the community for the: operatlons of its member agencies,
(c) degree of accountablllty of member ageqfles to’ the
community, and (d) degree of accountab111ty}ef member

agencies to the United Way.

The findings. suggest that member agencies do not feel

the United Way should be accountable to the community for
their policies and operational procedures. The majority

feel more accountable to the community than tﬁey do to the

o



_ | Table 17 - ©
Comparlson of the Mean Values:of Ratlﬂgs on Unxted -
. Way Accountablllty for Pollc1es and Operatlons ‘
of Member ygenCLes, Accountablllty .of Member .

Agencies- to Communlty and Unlted Way

! t

Category r ' " ..+ . Mean Value®

Unhited Way Accountability X
-re-Agency BPolicy . o " 2.8

Unlted Way Accountablllty
re Agency Operatlons S 2.8

" Member Agency Accountabillty A .
to. COmmunlty ) . T 4.6

- Memberx Agency Accountablllty» :
to United way - - 3.9

.

29 not included ) . . .o -

A slight majorlty, 52.6 per cent of the ageﬁcies con-
sulted the Unlted Way five times or more regardlng program
and budget concerns, and 47.4 per cent felt this consulta—
tlon was very reffective’. Tiese calls were not Sub-
eiviaed into which.United_Way staff person was specifically
involved.

‘What degree of autonomy do menber agencies feel they,
~have wiﬁh'respect to the United way? Table lé gives the
dlstrlbutlon by the respondents' ratings on the degree

ka autonomy. The mean value of 4.4 would lndlcate that
the majority of respondents feel able to operate auto-

nomously. . o : N
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Table 18
_Distribﬁtion by Respondents' Ratings on

Degrge of Autonomy

Degree of Nurber of

Autonomy Agencies . Percentage
. ; (N=19) ”
S — . — ry
.a great deal ' 10 e - Y5206
fairly much . SRS .7 31.6
to some degree . - .37 < 15.8 ..
chmparétivély'little - L LT e =

ﬁot_at all : . T - -

not sure = ' -

all thé-agencies responded‘ppéitiﬁely wiﬁhf;espect‘to
being able'togéﬁeratelaﬁtoﬁomously as members of the United;E
’ Wa}y.- |
Table i9 pré;ehts a-comparison of the mean values of
Ehé respondents' ratings Sn: (a) degrée of expertise the
volunteer sanel members contributé to the Program and
Budget Review érocggg{ﬂqnd (b) the degreé_qg expertide
United Way staff contribute ﬁo the review pfocess.
Altﬁough the.réspondents felt the United wWay staff
. contributed a greater degree of ekpertise than the Qanel
members themselves, neither response coﬁld be rated as

-

highly positive in this respect. This would lead the re~
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searcher to the assumption that there was room fe; improve—
ment in‘thisAarea. ‘

Table 19
Comparlson of Mean Values of Ratings on Degree ) .I?
of Expertlse of Volunteer Panel Members

.and Unlted Way Staff

. Category A ) Mean Value?
Expertise of Panel Members - 3.5
Expertise of United Way Staff 3.9 .

29 not included

‘"Phe Program and Budget Review Committee is charged
with the responsibility for disbursing funds to member
agenCLes and to review and evaluate the effectiveness
and efficiency of these programs." Table 20 shows the
distribution by the respondents‘ ratings of the degree
to which these objectives were met.

Although 89.5 per cent of.the agencies felt that the
Program and Budget Review Committee did meet Ets objectives,
+he mean value of 3.7 would indicate they were not in total
agreement‘on,ﬁhis point.

All the agencies felt their Board of Directors
recognized the necessity for the Program and Budget Review,
The mean value of 4.4 indicates the majority felt strongly

about this. The mean value of 4.3 would further indicate
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j/(_' that relative to the respondents' perception of the Review
process,'fﬁat their Board of Directors sée; the Program °©

and Budget Review-pfocqss aszhéing relatively important.

. Table 20 ‘
Distribution by Respondents' Ratings on Degree
to which Program and Budget .Review Comﬁittee

Meets Stated Objgctiﬁcs

. Degree to which Number of

met objectives - Agencies . . Ppercentage
i . , . (N=19) Lt

a great deal | | 4 o ' 21.1 .
fairly_much ' ’ 6 A _ | -'31.6

to some dégree 7 ' 36.8
comﬁaratively little" . 17 ) | . 5.3

not at all - ' : -

not sure . .1 ' - 5.3

Are the Program and %udget Review panel membefs provided
with enough information on the review forms? Table 21 shows
the diétribution of the respondents’ ratings on the degreé
of information provided by the review forms.

The mean value of 3.7 on the degree of information pro-
viéed by the review forms would suggest the respondents feel
the forms need improvement oOr refinement to become entirely

acceptable.
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| Table 21 °
Distribution by Respondents'-Ratings pp'Dégéee
‘ of.Inférmatich Provided on Revie§=§orms
. Degree of . Number of ‘
Information Provided Agencies Percentage
. (N=19) '
a great deal 4 E | S o211
fairly mﬁch 7 , © 5w ' ' 26.3°
to some degree 5 , | 36.8
cohparatively little 1 : 5.3
not a?_ail o Co= . .‘ -
‘not sure ‘ . _ 2 v - 10.5

Does the United Way have the aﬁthority to question thé
5§rogram effectiveness of its member'agenbies? Table 22 prd-
vidgs a distribution of respondents' ratings on the degreé
of authority that the United Way has to-question érogram
éffectiveness. -

The méjority of agencies agreed that United way did
have the authority to question their program effectiveneéss,
’ The majority of agencies, 78.9 per cent, felt that the
;Program and_Budéet Review should be heid on an annual
basis. | |

Will the continued existence of voluntary agencies

be significantly affected by the presence or absence of
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" Table 22

. Distribution by'Respondents; Ratings on Degree |

?ﬁ'

" of Authority of United wa§ to Question ;
Program‘Effectiyeness -~
Degree of _-_ Number of ‘ _ :
Authority . ‘Agencies - . _ Percentage
’ (N=19) '
a great deal T 9 . i' : 47.4
fairly mach = =~ = = 3 i B | . . - 1ls.8 '
to some‘éegkeel o . 5 . » 26.3
comparatively’l%ttleﬁl 1 A 5.3
ot at-all o - | o
"not suteg' - ;'ﬂn-L. 1 : 5.3

% o -

1
.

+ .

- program effectlveness°3'The mean value of the agenc1es

'-

responses to thls was 4.4, ;The majority of respondents -
are in relatlvely strong agreement to ‘this concept :
‘Table 23 will present a comparlson of the mean values
of the respondents ratings in response to: * (a) United
Way s respon51blllty to develop a standardlzed model to
'evaluate the effectlveneSSaand eff1c1ency of member
agencies, (b) degree thls mo&el should play in determining
funding levels, and (c) the role the model.should have in
ensuring member agencies are meetlng thelz objectlves.

These responses 1nd1cate the agencLES feel only

sllghtly afflrmatlve W1th the whole concept of a standardlzed

.4 .o ty >
Do -, .
. . . -
e . .
. . . .
. B . * -
‘ . - a " .
AP IR .
Ce . r. f .
. s . . . .
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model for prog;amjeQalﬁation-cqntrolleé by thé United way.
This would lead the researcher £o-15g11e\;e.that if the
Uni 'é way bhbse;.at sqme'boint in time,'fo implemént su@h
an'evq uative model, they would meet. with a degree qff

resistance by their member agencies.
- N \ :
Table 23 . -
Cghparisbn of'Mean Values of Rafings on United Way: .
o ' Model Model's Role in Determlnlng Funding
' Levels, and Model's Role in Meetlng

-Objectlves

l‘ . - l : :

(’*\/ _ _ :
_ ‘Category - . " - Mean Valué

Responsmblllty of United Way :
“to develop Model — - 3.2

Degree Model should affect ,
fundlng 1evels - . . 3.2

Degree Model ensures B :
agency dbjectlves met ' 3.4 : '

29 not included
Summary

v

Thersectlon on relatlonshlps lllustrates a strOng
desire for accountablllty by member agenc1ES to the c0mmun1ty
at large and.a,somewhat lgssér degree to.the Unitgd way.

Thé annual review process is viewed as an important

:part of the allocations process‘but the fesults of the

review are not directly equitable.to an agency’s 'overall
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- eff1c1ency, : S :l . :'i'Af;‘,

The priorization of community serVLce needs 15 R
1dentif1ed as an important task ﬁﬁl not solely the
'function of Unlted Way.

Presently, agenc1es feel their program results are
not amenable to the development of a standardized evalua~
'tive model desmgned to assess their programs.

| A deSire for agency autonomy is ev1dent not only in
an oper;tional sense but also in the.area of account—
ability. ) _ T
K S ‘V'\
Budgets )

The data collected in this final section was derived'
from questions 39 to 53. The responses, provmded the re-
searcher with information regarding£ the present budgeting
system, comparisons in attitude between previous budgeting
methods and the present ones, and,theoretical generaliza-
tions'regarding budgeting'procedures. | ‘

In a discdssion regarding the présent budgeting system,
47.4 per cent of the respondents_felt the system should be
improved whenever possible, 31.6 per cent felt it should
be simplified, and the remainder, 21.1 per cent, saw no
need for.any change., It is interesting to note that a
good majority of the agencies, 73.7 per cent, felt.qcite
confident in using the present system. Most of the re-

spondents, 73.7 per cent, felt the United Waﬁ protided &



_ 107.
- ) i, '
good deal of support in the 1mplementat10n and use of the
present budgetlng system. . t .

Does the present budgetlng system ‘provide the United
‘Way w1th a means to determlne if current acthltIES should
be ellmlnated or réduced to- fund higher priority new pro-
grams;, or:- reduce the current budget° Table 24 shows the;\
dlstrlbutlon by the respondents ratlngs of the degree ~
the present system;helps the United Way to determine
Current budget.ieyels.:.- . .

| Table 24
Dlstrlbutlon by Respondents Ratlngs on Degree. of

Unlted Way Determlnlng Current Budget Levels

P e - ]
through Present Budgeting Procedures

Determination of T
Budgeting Levels " Number of
through Present Agencies - L
Budgetlng Procedures (N=19) . Percentage ',
2 great deal — -
fairly much 5 E 26.3
to some degree .&7 _ ' 36.8
comparatively little 5 . L 26.3
not at-all - _ -

' not. sure . ) .20 | 10.5-,

JAsyindicated by‘Table 24, the:agenciestshow some
hesitation when .asked- if the budgeting_methods are an aid

Yy

e

Y
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fot,United_Wayﬂto determine‘budget leveis._ The mean
value of 3‘0 eerves to‘cdntirm!thisrlevel of agreement

When asked how important it would be to, be able to
project budgetlng costs over a S5-year period, a 'slight
majorlty, 68.4 per cent indicated: agreement, yet: 26 3 per
ecent saw comparatlvely llttle meglt in” domng thls.

In the application of cost concepts in the human'
servmce area, the majority, 73 7 per cent, felt falrly
comfortable in d01ng this. However, a mean value of 3.6
in response to this questlon would indicate there is still
some hesitation on the part of agency directors to do this.

Table 25 shows.the distribution by the reSpondentei
ratings to the degree that functional.budgeting enables

them to determine the efficiency of their services.

Table 25
Distribution by Respondents' Ratings on Degree

Functional Budgeting Determines Service

Efficiency

Degree Functional
Budgeting Determines Number of

Service Efficiency _ Agencies Percentage
- : “ (N=19)

a great deal 2 110.5

fairly much 7 36;8

to some degree 6 : 31.6

comparatively little 2 10.5

not at-all - ' - -

not sure 2 ) 10.5




P 3._' L - 109,
A, meansvalue of 3 5-would indicate a low level of .
agreement and many‘%robably do not use functlonal budget~

1ng to determlne program eff1c1ency. o
The majorlty of respondents, 94, 7 per cent, were in
'agreement that the functlonal budgetlng method lmproved
| the budgetlng procedures of their agenc1es.
When asked if 1ncremental budgetlng wa;\ee\effective
as functlonal budgetlng, 47.4 Per cent of the respondents
felt it was, while 15.8 per cent felt it was a"comparatlvelv

little" means. It is 1nterest1ng to note that 36. 8 per

-

cent were not sure.

Does the Program and Budget Review pProcess help to
keep programs current elth changing communlty needs°
Table 26 shows the dlstrlbution by the respondents ratlngs
of the degree to which the Program and Budget Review process
keeps programs current, o

There is some hesitation present regarding the degree
that the Program and Budget Review process helps to keep
brograms current with changlng communlty needs.

Many of the respondente, 89.5 per cent, view effective
management, including such practices as Management by
Objecpive and Cost—behefit Analysis as an important means
for improving services. The majority, 78.9 per cent. do
not feel’this‘administrative technology in any Qay com-~
promises phe core values of social agencies and their

4

basic concern for the welfare of people,

. .
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\  Table 26 S

Distribution by‘Respondents' Ratings on Degxée.to.
which.Program and Budget Review keeps

‘Programs Current

Degree Program and - h T
Budget keeps Pro- . Number of '

grams Current . Agencies .. Percentage
' % (N=19) -

a great deal . 2 : - 10.5
fairly much 5 _' 26.3

to some degree ’ 7 - 36.8
comparatively little 5 - 26.3
not at all-. - - 3 -

not sure . - - -

when asked if.thé goals and ‘objectives of a social
servipe agency can.be stated in such a manner that they '’
lend themseives to bé evaluated in terms of effectiveness,
-a majority of the respondents agfeed. However,,the-meén '
value of 3.7 would indica£e they feel fhefe is still scme
roc"m for j.rnpfovement in this aréa. .

Table 27 shows the distribution by the respondents’
ratings on the degree that functional budgeting serves as
a method of community accountability. '

As indicated by Table 27, a majority of agencies
appear non-commital to the idea that functional budgeting

serves as a method of community accountability.
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Distribution by Respondents'_Ratings on Degreg-‘{:}‘"_‘~
. Functional Budgeting Serves aé a Method -, o .

of Community Accountability

Table 27

[

Dégree Functional .
Budgeting Meets

o
'

'Nuhber-of' _"'m

Community Account- . Percentage
ability - : Agencies .

{(N=19)
a great deal 2 . - ,10.5
fairly much 6 ‘ 31.6
to some degree 10 " © 52,6
comparatively little . l”. .‘ 5;3~

_not at'all'

not sure

‘Table 28 in@icates<the distribution by thé resgpondents’

ratings to the degree to which zéro-based budgeting (Z.B.B.).

aids in accomplishing agency objectives.

while the majority agree'that Z.B.B. is an aid to

accomplishing agency objectives the mean value of 3.4

would indicate there is room for improvement of this

- technigue.
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- Table 28 | S . -
Distribution by Respondents’ Ratings on.Degrée

Z.B.B. Aids-‘in Aécomplishihg

Agency Obféctiveg L

Degrée‘z;B.B. Aids ’
in ‘Accomplishing - Number of

Agency Objectives Agencies .- Pefgehtagé
' (N=19) '
a great-deél‘\ : ' '--l - ‘ - P A
fairly much- R 7 . 36.8
to some degree . . 3. . 36.8
comparétively little - ‘ -
not at all S 1. e 5.3
not sure e 3 5 15.8
summary, T

The questions on budgeting show that while someld;:;;E\‘“;/@
exists-for changes in the current budgeting system, three-
éuarterg_of the agencies”expressed qonfideﬁce in using the
préqgnt prbcedufes. : ' |
it isrsignafibdnt to note that the memﬁer agencies
shqw{éome hesitationlwhen asked if the present bﬁdgeting
pfbcédures ;efe an aid for United Way to determiné'budget
levels. This:may indicate an uncertainty about the extent
to which a particular fechnique should play in determining

funding levels.
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A mﬁjority felt comfortable in the application of

cost—concepts to the human serV1ces, however, only a small

o

percentage felt that functlonal budgetlng procedures . |
served as a method of community accountablllty.

There is some he51tatlon present reqardlng the -
degree that the Program and - Budget Review process helps

to keep programs current w1th changing community needs,
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. CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This researcﬁlproject Qas designed bfxthe researcheg
to exémine the procéss used by the United‘Wayuof windsor-
Essex County's Program and.Budget Review Committee to
annually review and evaluate the effectiveness and
gfficiency'of the programs of its'member agepcies and to
aliocate tpé ap?rppriate funds to those agencies. The
information in the study was.gathered with the inﬁen;‘to
provide':

é{ an indication of modificationé and improvements
‘needed for tﬁé Program and Budget Rev%éw Committee,

’ b) attitudes towards the development of a standardized
model to evaluate program effectiveness, |

¢) attitudes towards planning, programming and buaget-
ing techniques.as a means of accountability, and

d) attitudes towards the allocation of funds based
upon the degree of program effectivehess'present.

| A survey of the literature was conaucfed to gain:
familiarity with various aspects of accountability measures
as they apply to a‘ﬁoluntary agency, specifically the
Planned Program Budge;iﬁg System (P.é.B.S.).' |

All the member agencies of the United Way of Windsor-

. 114.
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Essex County were includea in.the'study. 'Data wes obtained

';from 23 member agenc1es. The data was collected through

' the use of a questlonnalre.
Major Findings _ .

The major'findiﬁgs are summarized-as follows. For
easy teference, they have been lLsted in sequence as they
;relate 0 the questlonnalre.

1. There is no significant correlation between fundlng
levels of agencies and. the' number. of vears they have been
a member of the United Way.

2. Program evalﬁaticn, in principle, is seec as a
~ high priority objective. |

3. Individual agencies want to be responsible for
their own program»evaluetion._ |

4.. Agencies view evaluation 'as a meens for future
planning and service improvement.

5. 'X" the present tlme, no desire exists, by the
member agenCLes, for the Unlted Way to develop a standard-
ized evaluative model.

6. A need to priocrize community service needs is
viewed.as.necessary.

f. -The responsibility fotlthe priorization of
community service needs should not be totally that of the

United way.

8. Agencies view the Progrem and Budget Review as
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essential for'fdndihg.

é}l;fndividuél agencies feel'di;eptly écéouhtable"
“to the community:- | | .

1o, Member agencies do not feel UniteétWay éhou;d be "
accountable to the community for tﬁei: policieq'and.opefa—
tions. | - |

1. Member agencies feel somewhat gécoun;able to the
Uniﬁed Way. |

12. Agencies feel able to oéerate as autonomous
entities with respect to the United Vay.

13. Agencies feel thét, a geperaliéed imp£ovemé£t in
the Program and Budget Review panels is necessary.

14. Ageﬁcies'wére not in total agreement that the
Program.and Budget Réview'cdmmitteé as it presently
operates, meets,its‘obﬂééfiQééi "* |

- 15, Some iﬁprovement on the Program and Budget review
forms is necessary.

16. The.autﬁority of United Way'to question agency
program effectivenéss is accepfed.

17. Yearly Program and Budget Review is perceived
as necessary. |

18. Continued existence of voluntary agencies will

¥/

‘be significantly affected by the degree of program effective
ness present. . - to s
19, A desire for changes in the present method of

budgeting exists.
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-20, There is a generalized confidence present in
using the United Way budgeting system.
21. There ls he51tat10n as to the degree that presentj

budgetlng procedures should play in determlnlng current
budget levels,

22, Agenc1es agree w1th .the pr;ncxple of utlllzatLOn

of budgeting concepts,_but are- lneffectlve in thelr 1mple—.

mentatlon.
23. General aéreemenﬁ'exists in the xole of the
Progfah and Budget Review Committee in keeping programs
current withichanging community .needs.

24. administrative technology is viewed as anlim;
jporfant means in service.improveﬁent. .
25, Administretive ﬁechnology.WiL% not eompromise

the basic values of social service agencies.
Implications

' The analysis of data clearly indicated the respondents
were amenable to change even though they felt the'present
methodsrthey employed in the areas of program eva}uation
and budgeting were adequate for their purposes.

The necessity for good program evaluation techniﬁues
and effective budgeting procedures as they relate to the
1iterature review is accepted bylthe respondents in theory.
For clarification, the reader may refer to the subsections

of accountability and budgeting in Chapter III. However,
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when such concepts as:evaluative researchjzcost—benefit
analysis, and.zero—based buégetiné, to mention a feu, are
discussed, relating specxflcally to 1mplementat10n by °
the 1ndlv1dual agenc1es. many questlons and concerns be-

- come. apparent This is ev1dent from-the data ana1y515.
‘Reference toqouestlons 44 and 48 re1nforce this conclu51qn;
It ls clear the responses -are not negatlve, but more tenta—
tive in nature. This is an indication of reiuctance on
 the part of member agencies to. become personally 1nvolved
with the varlous concepts mentloned throughout the questlon—
naire. Perhaps thls could be v1ewed as an underlylng |
attitude on the-agency s part of not wantlng the United

Way to be the exclusmve judge of thelr agency.

) The respondents agree social work has reached the

age of accountablllty. Reference to Scott Briar's dis-
cussion in-this area by the .researcher (Chapter III) wiil
serve as clarification ot this concept. As indicated by
the data, the issue[of accountability as it eppliES to
programs, appears direct1§ tied to the agencies' concept

of autonomy. It appears the respondents feel questions
regarding 'rights' as member agencies are directly linked
to the abpve. It can be concluded from the data that
member agencies want to operate on theirIOwn merit and

" have no desire to be considered as branch offices of the

United Way.

Social services are perceived by many in descriptive
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rather than analytlc terms, such as those used 1n ree‘
search, Soc1al workers have been leary of emplrlcal "
studles and evaluatlve procedures.d The 'relatlonshlp

and what happens in the encounter has a hlgh prlorlty.
;he professron tends to thlnk its servmces cannot be
eubject to empirical measurement ' Thls is reflected

in the responses and substantlated in the llterature w
. A review of subsectlon "Toward a;Greater Accountabllity n
'Chapter 11z, wlll provide the reader w1th the background
'1nformat10n pertlnent to this pOlnt As can be noted in
the data’ analy51s chapter, the questione based on theory
alone had a ‘high positive response., However, once the
theory- was put into practice and applled spec1f1cally

to the respondents situation, the level of agreement

i dropped 51gn1flcantly.

The entire area of planning, programming and budget-
ing as a form of accountability is a sensitive one, This
is'understandable,_to a degree, for evaluative research
as it applies to social work is Stlll recognized as belng
in the beginnlng stages. It is viewed as very personal,
ror it ie‘ultimately a direct reflection upon the executive
directors themeelves. As ghe researcher stated preuiously,
in the discussion regarding evaluative research, all new
empirical ideas and techniques take time for acceptance
and social workers have appeared particularly skeptical

in this area.
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‘The lmpllcatlons of the flndlngs are spec1f1cally

related to: a) the social work profe5510n and b)- the

‘United Way. These lmpl;catlons are discussed as follows.
a) Social Work Professior '

There‘is a need for the social work nnefeesiEn;as
a whole, to become ;e-educated in attitude regarding such’
concepts ‘as: evaluative research, cost-benefit analysisr
zero—based budgetlng, Planned Program Budgetlng System and
‘other adminlstratlve tedhniques as a form of communxty
accountability. Ongce soc1al workers themselveg become
more. famlllar with, and comfortable in applying such
technlques to the human services, the development and
use of models designed to measure program effectlveness
and efficiency might be readlly accepted and utilized
to their optlmum potential,

It is a prlme responsibility of social work educators
to lnstruct students in becom1ng\prof1c1ent'in the admin-
istrative technologies. This will, in time, provide the
community with an'entirelf new type of profeesional
~armed with these administrative cskills and possessing the

confidence necessary to integrate them into practice.

b) United Way -

-

The United wWay should be sen51t1ve to the-situaiion

exemplified in the data analysis. The respondents indicate
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consensue as td need, yet he51tat10n.and underlylng re-
smstance as to the means of 1mp1ementat10n to meet the
need :Ls_p::esem:,.~ A’great deal of effqrt_wlllgnaye to be
put forth by the United Way to ensure that member agenciee

‘ v1ew the evaluative procedures with 1ntegr1ty and with
objectlvlty. Onl; when this is accomplished w1ll the
United Way be able to 1mplement a model to revmew the

) eff1c1ency and effectlveness o£ its member agen01es

programs as ‘an 1ntegral part of the allocations process.
Limitations ) x -

The researcher recognlzes this study has certain
_ limitatlins. They are seen as being the followlng.
| 1. c’E‘.'tthov.lgh a few cross-tabulatlons were done in
" the data analys . this - area could’ have been expanded and .
; been more comp ex in nature to st\dy more of the variable
frelationshipé‘present. This was not done due to tlme
restrictions. It was also not viewed as being of prime
importance to the nature of this particular study.

2. The validity of the questionnaire may have beenh
affected by the degree_of completeness of the responses;
Tﬁe executive directors may have been hesitant about
being completely frank due to the fact the questionnaire
dealt with soﬁe sensitive tOpics; Also, the Executive o‘ﬁ

Director of United Way of Windsor-Essex County was a

member of the researcher's thesis committee and had direct
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access "to the questionnaire results even though care had
‘been taken to preserve the respondents' anonlmlty.

3. The study was limited geographlqally to the
. United Way of Windsor-Essex County;.fThe rESeercher is
unsure as to the degree géheralizations could be made to
other populations. - | |

4, No -attempt was mede to study the political
aspecte, specifically the roleg of power and iﬁfluence;
and the part they play in the total allocatlons process.

The researcher recognxzes this to be an important area

for study. . ‘ : . )
Recommendations

At this time, the researcher wishes to take the
opportunity to present some recommendations: (a) for

further research, and‘(b) to the United Way.

)

‘a) Research

It would-be of benefit to study the ‘political’
espects of 2 committee involved inlallocating_funds to
voluntary agencies. such a study would have to be ex-
ploratory in nature as very little, if anything, of
SLgnlflcance has been written in this area.

A model could be developed, or an existing one used,
that measures program effectiveness and could be tested

with the member agencies of the United Way. Such a project
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could be viewed as ardirect.éontinuation_of this study. .
b) United way

Due to the hesitatién_aﬁd ﬁhderiying resistence presént.
on the'part'of,membe: agencieé téwards aécounﬁsbility
through a planning, progrémming_and buégeting ﬁodel, the
researcher suggests a series of seminars be held to déal-r
w%th tﬁis tdpic, ,They could be des}éned for inétfucfion,
péipuétingltheory into practice, Such topics for discussion
sﬁsuld include:- evaluative research techniques, management
by dbjectives,,COSt—benefit analysis, zero-based budgefing
and the planned program budgeting system and other topics
of a current néture. |

As thére is a gengral consensus for the néed of.prégram
effeétiveness evaluation, the researxcher suggests a
coﬁmittee be formed including representatives from member
agencies, United Way aﬁd the community, to séudy existing
evaluative models and develop one that would specifically
suit the needs of the voluntary agencies of Windsor-Essex

County.
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Aaerncy

WMITED WAY WINDSOR-ESSEX COUNTY

§97€ Member Agency Prouram and Budget Review Presentation

fddress

-BOARD OF DIRECTORS

{List below indicating officers).

STAFF COMPLEMENT

Occupation

Tel.

1978

STAFF 1976 1977
Full | Part| Full | Part| Full | Part
Prof. . ' .-
Support| -
R Total -

.mrqa_pwmmm of Board

[

Total Incoma

Total Exnenditures
feficit/Surnlus
=.m.m. Alincation

Ho. of Doard Meetinns

Executive Director

Chalyman

FINANCIAL SUMHARY

1976
Actual

1977
Original

1077
Forecast

1978
Renuest N

Provided for by

Constitution Annvally

"y

Ho. of Heetings MNeld
by Board in 1976



Page 2

TITLE

FULL
TIME

PART
TIME

J0B DESCRIPTION

1976

SALARY RANGES
1977

1970




FAMILY INCOME

Page 1
PROGRAM STATISTICS B

_ - TOTAL PROGRAM PROGRAN' |  PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM.

‘ L R AR A RN RN N W TR
Total Staff Hours :
Total Yol. Hours
Total Persons Svd.
Total FamiTies Svd. .

W~ .

Soctal Assistance

‘empToyment

Emp. Helow Poverty

AGES OF PERSONS SVD.

Fre-school (0 - 3},

School {35 - 14)

Adolescent (13 - T9]

Adult (20 - od]

Senior {65+ )

AREAS OF PERSONS SVO.

WINDSOR

Lartrai

. Uevon

. kast Riverside

. tast Wingsor

Malden

0] 1bway

Reminaton

. _Roseland

Sanewicn

0. Sandwign cast

1. Snuth famaran

ATE. South Centrat

13. South Piliette

1d4. South salkerville

15. South Windsor

16, University

17, WaTker rarm

18, Walkerviiia

419, Hest Hiverside

Tatal Windsor

ESSEX CQUHTY

{Amherstburag

elTe Aiver

S58x

Harrow

Kingsville -

Ladalle

oamington

t. Clair Beacn

Tecumsen

Rural

Total Essex County




B

OTHER [NFORMATION _' ) S | . .

~

Staff Fringe Banefits . : )

List fr1n?q benefits for agency staff (&.q% Vacation, 0.4.1.7., Sick Leave, Pension
Plan ete.) -

¢

Capital Exoenditu}es

At the present time U.C.S. provides funds for aperating Purposes and not capital

expenditures. We are, however, interesrac in projected cagital costs of member agencies
and would appreciate your answering the following questions: d

Liss any capi«al axpenditures. anticipated by your sesney in 1917, 1973, 1372 and 320,

and sources of income o meer thesa costs. .
Year Item Cost Anticipated Source
of Funding
977
1978
R87%
1980 |

Program Evaluation

Have you completad any drogram evalyations recently? [f so, please Zdescriba and attach
results,



.

* . . T INANCIAL THFORMATION
- AU\\\IIIIE ‘ 1HANC 1978
' ' . 1976 cer. gg [rogram Program | Program | Frogram | 1977
Actual er. e R senen vesvs |Original

Page 5

1977
lurecas

1978
fudyet

Serv.
99

Program

u.-.cﬂ_‘m_._._

Program

Proqram

HiCoIE
210 Tees from Clients

2in Fees from Government

300 Froductive Enterprises

AT Government firants

900 Nther Recefpts

1090 11.C.3. KiTocatTon

Total

1]

EXPENSES .
T1o0 Salaries

Y200 Trinne Benefits

1310 an\xm_.wﬁum Fayments
1390 Uther Bldg. Occup. Exp.

410 07 fTee Suppiies

TAGD Office Cnuipment Turchase

149G Uther 0 fice Expenses

1500 Recrultment & Education

16i%) Fromation & Fublicity

1700 TFurchased Services

370 Transpor tatTon -
330G lieal th Services .

404 Food Services

3500 Ciothing & Fersonal Meeds

3800 Tinancial Assistance

(3%

3700 Recreation & [ducation

. |*4300 HiscelTlaneous .
7010 HatTonal- Dues Py
71020 Provincial Dues .
Total )

*4900 Miscellanecus {Describe)

' I3
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i

Definitions of terms used in questionnaire:

Efficienéyi‘ ' Refers to how wgll a program- or seﬁ&icé
| is carried out on'manggéd/administefed,
It relates to both the Board's adminis-
trative fuﬁcpioning,‘as well as the
N ' executiﬁe director of other appropriate |
senior staff role. '
Effectiveness: Refers to the degree to which‘a pfogfam
. | . Or service achieves its stated Eb-
jectives,

Functional as defined in Functional Budgeting for
Budgeting:

Canadian Voluntary Orqanizations, p. 3.

Systematic: - Refers to a uniform set of procedures

planned, and predetermined.

. -
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S How long has your agency been in e\lstence°
: Please check one. .

1} Less than 1 yéar

2} 1 to less than 3 years .
3) 3 to less than 5 years -
4) 5 to less than 7 years -

5) 7 to less than'9 years

6) 9 to less than 1l years

7} 11 to less than 13 years

8} 13 to less than 15 years

9) 15 to 20 years
10) Over 20 years

AT Hl

2. How long has your agency been a'membexr of the United
wWay (U.C.S., Community Chest)?
. Please check one.

l) Less than a vyear -
2) 1 to less than 3 years
3) 3 to less than 5.years
4) 5 to less than 7 years
5) 7 to less than 9 years
6) 9 to less than 1l years
7) 11 to less than 13 years
8). 13 to less than 15 years
9) 15 to 20 years
10) Over 20 years.

T

3. wWhat is the % of funding levels from the following.
Please fill in those appropriate to your agency.

- 1) United wWay ‘ : - A
'2)  Government %
3) Fee for Service . %
4) Productive Enterprises %
5}  Investment Income %
6) Other (specify) o %

4. What 'is the approximate ahnual operating budget of
your agency? _
Please check one. _ '

1) $25,000 or less

2) $25,000 to $50,000
3) $50,000 to $100,000°
4) $100,000 to $150,000
5) $150,000 to $200,000
6) $200,000 and over
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5. The book Functional Budgeting for Canadian Voluntary
Organizations,'offers a Definition of Services in
appendix II. Using those service numbers, 'please

rank order in terms of cost, the services your
agency offers. : ' ’

-

-

6. what types of information does your agency keep in
relation to service.
please check each of the following.
Not
e : ‘ Not applic-
Yes No sure able

1) use of staff time

2) cost of various
services

3) rumber of clients
' served

4) characteristics of
clients served.

5) quality of staff
performance

6) efficiency of service
delivery (quality of
service over cost
benefits)

7) effects of service
on clients

8) clients responses to
services received

9) “other ({specify)
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7. "Below are listed various methods used in an'evaluation
of service effectiveness. , ° '
Please check each of the following if your agency
has used them, .

L]

Not
Not. applic-
- - ’ Yes No  sure able

1) statibtics on number

: T clients served

2) statistics on charactep- ' '
istics of clients "

served

3) record of time ‘spent
- in delivery of service

. 4) formal staff observa-
: tion of client changes:

5). systematic collection
of clients! responses

6} systematic follow-up
of clients after
termination of service

7) periodic systematic
surveys and definition °
of need of services
provided

8) establish objectives
to be achieved in
quantifiable terms,
included when possible,
standards of perform-
ance

9) comparison of actual
with projected re--
sults to determine"
degree of success

10) other'(specify)
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10.

!
o 3
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Reférring to the method(s) mentioned in the previous
question, which do you see as being the most effective |
way to evaluate your agency's servVices.

Check as many as seem appropriate.

L. __ 5. - - °0.
2. 6.. 10. ___
3. T :
4. 8. _

For the pufposes of evaluation, does your agency

. specify its objectives in measurable. (that is,
" gquantifiable) terxms. o

. ~

Please check one. -

Yes

No ‘

Not applicable
Not sure

I

If your answer was Yes; how successful do you feel
you weftre? _ - -
Please check one. ‘

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

{2) comparatively little
(1} not at all

(9) not sure

HI

As a whole, do you consider the methods used by your
agency adequate for evaluating its services?
Please check one. '

(5) a great deal
(4) fairly much
" (3) to some degree
(2) comparative little
(1) ‘not at all
(9) not sure

T



11.

Whldh of the followxng would you prefer to conduct

L)

.

. 136,

your agency service evaluation?
Please rate each in terms of the degree of your -
preference by v circling the. appropriate number. .
a to compara- nOt'-_,ﬁn - not
great fairly some tively at . not applic-
deal much degree 1little all sure able
agendy. S . o :
itself 5 4 3 2 -1 9 . 0
éxperté .
_outside :
the i ) T .- s )
agency 5 4 3 2 1 9. 0
funding
source (s) 5 4 3 © 2 1 9 0
consulta-
tion with .
United ) Bt :
" Way- | 5 . 4 3 2 1 9 0
joint team 8
of agency
staff, out-
side ex-
perts and
funding . o
source{s) 5 4 3 2 1 9 0
joint team
of agency L
staff and N L
United Way S "4 3 2 L 9 0
other \ .
{specify) 5 4 -3 2 1 9 "0
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cow

What are the maln reasons for your agency to evaluate
its services?
Please rate each of the follow1ng in terms of the

) extent to which it applies to your agency by cirecling
the approrlate number.

a to compara- not | not
great fairly some = . tively at not applic- .
deal much  degree little all sure able -

satisfy C o

Board of S g

Directors_ 5 . 4 3 2 1l - 9 0

satisfy. _ . o

funding . - . o

source 5 4 3 . 2 : 1 9 0

satisfy L LA

commun ~ ‘ i

ity at o - . .

large =~ __ 5 4 - 3 2 1 9 9}

' for plan-

ning and

service

improve-~ _

ment 5 4 3 2 1 9 -~ 0O

‘a-certain
degree of
progress
to agency
object-
ives 5 4 3 2 1 9 . 0

find more

efficient..

way of

service ‘ :

delivery 5 4 3 2 1 9 0.

- to deter-

mine if

agency

goals

should be : :
modified 5 4 3 2 1 9 0.

€

to keep
up with .
the trend__5 4 3 2 1 9 0

other 5 4 3 2 1 9 0
(specify) - .

N
et HETE
'
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i

13. How does your agency use the results of service
evaluation? : .
Please check all that are used.
1. filed‘in_record for Director's use

2. broughtAto administrative level
for study - :

' 3. brought to planhing level for
- study . '

4. brought to staff meefing for
discussion

5. brought to Board of Directors -

6. filed in record for auditor's
reference. ’ .

7. reported to United Way

g. published in newsletter, local
. papers for community information

|

9. other {specify)

14. In your opinion, how useful is the existing service
evaluation to your agency?
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3} to some degree

(2) comparative little
(1} not at all

(9) not sur
(0) not appiﬁ&%ble

15. In general, how would you rate the importance
service evaluation?
Please check one.

[THT

o
Hh

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

HT
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ur existing
‘service evaluation, if one is. done?
Please check one. '
1) be simplified - '
2) eliminated 7
*.3) remain the same .
4) be improved whenever possible
5) .be improved immediately
9) not sure .
0) other (specify) . -
If your agency chose to improve its service evaluation,
what kinds of help do you think it would need. ’ ‘
Please rate each of the following in terms of the
degree of need by circling the appropriate number.
a to compara- not : not 7
great fairly some tively at not applic-
"N deal much degree little all sure able -
‘more -
funds 5 -4 3 - 2 1 9 0
additional
trained. ' -
staff 5 4 3 2 1 9 0
outside
expertise
to per-
form ser-
vice eval- ' .
uation 5 4 3 2 1 9 0
staff
training on
service :
evaluation 5 4 .3 ) 2 1 9 0
staff or-
.ientation
on service
evaluation__5 4 3 2 1 9 0
advice or
consulta-
tion on ser-
vice evalu-
ation 5 4 3 2 1 ) 0
other
(specify) 5 4 3 2 1 9 0

what would you.like to see happen to yo

T3

9.
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15,

20.

21,

Regarding an evaluatio
and'efficiency'of'your
. feel the Uniteg Way sho
.ing a standardized mode
- Please check one.

(5)
(4)
(3)
(2)
(1)
(9)

I sec it as bein

a great deal

fairly much

to some degree
comparatively little
not at alt

not sure

needs within the community.
Please check- onec,

(5)
(4)
- (3)
(2)
(1)
(9}

To what

(5)
(4)
(3)
(2)
(1)
(9)

To what extent do you view the
Budget Review as being essentia

a great deal

fairly much

to some degree
comparatively little
not at all

not. sure

140,

n to review the effectiveness
agency, to what degree do you
uld become involved in develop-
1 to accomplish this goal?

HT

g necessary to priorize human service

[

degree do you see the United Way as being
responsible for priorizing the needs of the community
with respect to its social services?

Please check one. :

a great deal

fairly much

to some degree
comparatively little
not at ali

net sure

Please check one.

(5}
(4)
(3)
(2)
(1)
(9)

a great deal

fairly much

to some degree
comparatively little

not at all

not sure

[

annual Program and
1 to receive funding?

T
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22. Do you perceive the annual’PrOgram'and.Budget Review .
process as being an objective means of allocating :
funds? o ' : . ‘
Please check one. . “ ' o -

{5) a great deal. . :
(4) fairly much K
(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little

(1) not at all
(9) not sure

[

'23A. ° In your opinion, should the United Way be held account-
able to the community at large for the policies of its
member agencies?
Please check one.

-

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

{(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little"
(1) not at all

{9} not sure

i

B. In your opinion, should the United Way be. held account-
able to the community at large for the operations
of its member agencies? '
Please check one. :
ES; a great deal
4) fairly much
(3) to scme degree
(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all
(9) not sure

[

L

24, wWhat degree of responsibility should your agency
assume 4n the area of accountability to the
community at large? a
Please check one.

(5) a great deal
{4) fairly much
(3) to some degree

. {2) comparatively little-
(1} not at all _
{2) not sure ‘ w

T
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26,

27.

28..

C {9)'not sure’

o
A
~

142,

What degree of responsibility should your agency
assume in the area of accountability to the United
way? : '

Please check one. : . !

{(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively littl
(1) not at all C

1111

Please indicate the number of times during the past
fiscak year you have consulted with a United way’ -
staff person regarding program and budget concerns.

Please circle one. '

1 ] ¥ ] ] [} ] 1 1 [ L]
- . .

_01zc4J5 6,7 8 9 10 5 10 -imes
i

If you d consult with the United Way,spow effective

. was that consultation?
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

i

As a recipient of United Way funds, are you able to
operate as an autonomous agency?
Please check one,

{(5) 2 great deal

(4) fairly much

(3} to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure



- 143

29A. As you are aware, the Program and Budget Review
~panels are composed of voluntegrs; what degree of.
-expertise do those members contribute to the review -
process? L ' ‘ : '
. Please check one.

(5) a great deal
~ (4) f£airly much
. (3) to some degree
(2) comparatively.little
(1) not at all - .
{(9) not sure

T

B. As you are aware, the Program and Budget Review
panels are each staffed by a different professional
from United Way. What degree of expertise do these
individuals contribute to the review process?
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

‘(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
{1} not at all '
. {9) not sure

30. "The Program and Budget Review Committee is charged

: with theé responsibility for disbursing funds to
member agencies and to review and evaluate the
effectiveness and efficiency of these programs.”
In your opinion, to what degree is this accomplished.
through the Program and Budget Review panel?
Please check one. .

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree .
(2) comparatively little
(1} not at all

(9) not sure

1111

31A. To what extent does your Board-of Directors recognize
the necessity for the annual Program and Budget’
Review? "
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

[
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B. In your opinion, relative.to your perception of the
- importance of the Program and Budget Review process,
how does your Board view it? S
Please check one. '

(5) a great deal : L
(4) fairly much

(3} to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all .
(9) not sure -

]

32. In your opinion, are the Program and Budget Review .
panel members provided with enough information on the
review forms to accomplish the objective’ stated in

*the previous question? &
Please check one.

{5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all :
(9) not sure

H

33, 1In your opinion, to what extent does the United Way
have the authority to question your program effective-
ness? ' ' -
Please check one. -

(5) a great deal

(4} fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little

(1} not at all

(9) not sure

]

34a. In your opinion, should the Program and Budget Review
be held on an annual basis?

Yes
No

B. If you answered No to the above, please indicate how
often you feel it should be held.

never
once every 2 yrs.
once every 3 yrs.
. once every 4 yrs.
once every 5 Yyrs.

1
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36.

38.

145. .

In your opinion, will the continued existence of
voluntary agencics be significantly affected by the
-presence or abs nce of program effectiveness?’ -
Plecase check one. ' -

(5) a grecat deal

(4) fairly much

{3) to some degree,

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all ~

{9) not sure

]

Do you seec it as the responsibility of the United
way to deveclop a model that can be used to evaluate
the effectivencss and efficiency of its member
agencies? . . : .

Please check one.

(5) a great deal
(4) fairly much

~{3) to some degree
(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all o
{9) not sure.

1T

To what extent do you agree that such a model, if
devcloped,. should play in determining funding levels
of member agencies? ' ' ‘ .
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

111]

In your opinion, will such a model, if developed and
used, provide the United Way with a means to ensure
member agencies are me~ting their objectives?

Please check one.

(5) a great deal

‘(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure N

I
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40,

T 41,

146.

What would vou like to see happen to ‘the existing
method of budgeting? o
Please check one.

1) be simplified ~ ™
2) eliminated
3) remain thc same
4} be improved whenever possible
5) be improved immediately
6) other (spccmfv)
9) not. sure

T

"How confldent do you -feel u51nc the present budgetlng

system? .
Please check one. )
(5) a great deal

(4} fairly much -

(3) to some degree’

(2) comparatively lmttle

(1) not at all

(9) not sure

TH

In your opinion, how important is it to be able to
project budgeting costs over an cstablished .time
period, e.g., 5 years? '

'Plgase check one.

(5) a great deal

(4} fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
- {1)  not at all '

(9) not sure

AN

In your opinion, does the present budgeting system
provide the United Way a means to determine if current
activities should be eliminated or reduced to fund
higher priority new programs, or reduce the current
budget? :

Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much-

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at altl

(2) not sure

T
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How supportive has the United Way been.in the
implementation and use of the current budgeting
system? . :
Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all :
(9) not sure

I

~

To what extent are your comfortable in applying cost
concepts in the human service arca?
Please check one.

“ {5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree - ‘
(2} comparatively little 5
(1) not at all '
(9) not sure

In your ‘opinion, do the present budgeting techniques,
{functional budgeting), enable you to determine the
efficiency of your services?

Please check one..

{5} a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

-

In your opinion, does this new method of functional
budgeting improve the budgeting procedures of your
agency? )

Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree .

(2) comparatively little
" (1) not at all '

(9) not sure
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In your ‘opinion, is the incremental method of budget-
ing, as used before zero-based budgeting, as effective
~in reaching the same desired ends? : -
FPlease check one. -

"(5) a great-deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
{1} not at all

(9) not sure

T

In your opinion,. can the goals and objéctives of a-
social service agency be stated in .such a manner that
they lend themselves to be cvaluated in terms of
effectiveness? ' -
Please check one.

- {5) a great deal
(4) fairly much
. (3) to some degree
(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all
~ (9) not sure
Y

1111

In your opinion, does the Program and Budget Review
process help to keep programs. current with the changing
needs in the community? _ - L '
Please check one. : .

(5) a great deal
(4) fairly much
{3) to some degree
(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

A

[T

Do you view cffective management, including such
practices as Management by Objective and Cost-Benefit
Analysis, as being an important means for improving
services?

Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

T
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In your opinion, are the care values of social

agencies and their basic concern. for the welfare
of people being compromised with the development
of this new administrative technology? -
Please check one. _ : o
(5) a great deal
(4) fairly much
(3) to some degree
"(2) comparatively little
~ {1} not at all
(9) not sure

Do you sec the present budgeting procedures as
being a method of accountability to the community
at large? o

Please check one.

(5) a great deal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2) comparatively little
(1) not at all

(9) not sure

111

LY

Does budgeting by program on an annual zero
basis assist vou in accomplishing your agency
obhjectives? ’ .

Please check onc.

1
o

c
o
o]
Il
+

{5) a great dcal

(4) fairly much

(3) to some degree

(2} comparatively little
(1) not at all-

(9) not sure

THT

X

[T
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54; Any comments you wish to make, please feel free to
: .do’ so at thls time. -

2

55. In your opinion, are ‘there°ways, not addressed. in
 this questionnaire, for the, Program and Budget
Rev1ew Commlttee to 1mprove its total proaess°

bl .
-
. ¥
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1978 Member Agéncies

' 152.

of United Way

v o Windsor~Essex County.

Big Brothers Association
Big Sisters
Boy Scouts Association

' canadian Arthritis &
- Rheumatism Society

The Canadian Hearing Society

Canadian Naticnal Institute
for the Blind

Canadian Red Cross Society '

‘Catholic Family Service Bureau.

. Communité Informaticnlservice‘
Credit Counselling

Family Service Burecau

Girl Guides

Goodwill Industries

’Thg Inn

John Howard Socicty

Mental Health

New Beginnings

Participation Industries

‘fSt. John Ambulance

St. Leonard's Hoﬁse
salvation Army
Senior Citizens' Centre

Tel-a-friend ,

. United way

United Way Campaign
Victdrian Order of Nurses'

windsor Association for-thée
[ Mentally Retarded - ’ A

Windsor Group Therap&_Proje;:\u

Windsor Jewish‘Commdﬁ;;y
Centre . -

Windsor Safety Patrol

Y.M.C.A. & Y.W.C.A.
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3 Cottonwood RA4., .
Kingsville, Ontario.
N9Y 2wl'

June 27, 1978

. I am a graduate student of the School of Social Work,~"
University of windsor. During the past academic year, 1
completed an administrative placement at United Way (Windsor-
Essex County), under the supervision of the Executive
Director, Gary McCarthy.

, ‘With the assistance of Gary McCarthy and the approval
of the faculty, I have planned an evaluation of the Program,
and Budget Review Committee process as the subject for my
research project in partial fulfillment for the M.S.W.
degree. The project is being carried out under the
guidance of a Committee, -the Chairman and members of

which are listed at the close of this letter.

A questionnaire has been develoPea to collect in-
formation on the various' aspects of the Program and.
Budget Review process. The questionnaire is designed
for the response of the executive director of each
agency. Your assistance and cooperation in this matter
will be appreciated, ‘ ’

All the-information contained in the questionnaire
will be held as confidential by myself, with the ex-
ception of question #54 from which quotations may be
used in the context of the study. - , ' '

Please return the éompletcd guestionnaire in the
enclosed self-addressed envelope by July 11, 1978,

Thank you.

Sincerely,

; (Mrs.) Kathryn L. Oper
Thesis Committee:- S

Chairman: ] Mr. Hérry Morrow, School of Social Work,
University of Windsor

Members: 1) Dr. John Barnes, School of Social Work,
University of Windsor
2) Mr. David Carter, Faculty of Business
Administration, University of Windsor
3) Mr. Gary McCarthy, Executive Director,
United Way Windsor-Essex County
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3 Cottonwood Road,

Kingsville, Ontario
. N9Y 2wl

July 18, 1978

Re: Program & Budget Review Questionnaire

This letter will.serve as a reminder of the question-

il

naire maiied to you June 28, 1978.

I hopé the bulk of the questionnaire is not too
iqtimidatiﬁg, in reality it takes 15-20 minutes to complete.

-

your prompt co-operation in cqmpleting and returhing
it in the self-addressed envelope sent to you previously

will be appreciated. If you have already done so, thank

you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Kathryn L. Oper (Mrs.)
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