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Preface

The Research Corporation of the Association of School

Business Officials, as part of its assignment "to develop

a program planning-budgeting-evaluation systems design for

local schools," must disseminate information About the Project

periodically. The first National Conference on PPBES in

Education is an example of the Corporation's partial ful-

fillment of its responsibility.

Recently, the Project Director prepared an article in

the form of a progress report for The School Administrator.

Because this article contains certain basic information about

the first National Conference and its relationship to the

Project, it seems most apprcpriate to include it as part

of this report. Furthermore, the nature of the article

makes feasiole its usage as the major part of this preface

in lieu of other separate introductory statements.

The reprint from the Summer, 1969 issue of The School

Administrator appears on the following page.



Editor's Note: This report was pre-
pared for "The School Administrator
by William H. Curtis, research project
director, Research Corporation of the
Association of School Business Of-
icials.

In 1968 the Research Corporation
of the Association of School Business
Officials (RC ASBO) entered into a
three-year agreement with the U.S.
Office of Education for the purpose
of developing a design for an inte-
grated system of program planning-
budgeting-evaluation for local shoot
systems. The goal of this project
(PPBES1 is to improve management of
educational and financial resources by
determining the quality and cost of the
products of education.

The project will have three major
outcomesdevelopment and dissemi-
nation of a conceptual model of pro-
gram planning-budgeting-evaluation de-
sign for use at the systemwide leval
of local school administration; demon-
stration of an operational sy'stern in
the Dade County, Florida, public
school system (a partner in this re-
search project); and encouragement
of other local school systems across
the nation to investigate and use the
model developed.

Last fall a decision was made to
seek pilot districts in addition to the
Dade County School S)slent. The
most important factors behind Ns
decision :re the need for additional
support and review in the research and
developmental process; the need to
secure diversified opinions based on
the knowledge and experience of school
districts of various types and sizes;
the likelihood that the volume of re-
search required was beyond the capac-
ities of any one school system; and
recognition that pilot districts of vari-
ous types and sizes located in different
parts of the country woult, be of im-
measurable value in the feedback and
dissemination process.

School distrir.s in Clark County
(Las Vegas). Nevada; Douglas County.
Colorado; !derricks. New Hyde Park.
Long Island. New York; Memphis,
Tennessee: Milwaukee, Wisconsin:
Montgomery County, Maryland; Peo-
ria, Illinois; and Westport, Connecti-
cut. were selected to woe as pilots.

the initial outline of the con-
ceptual model of an educational re-
source management design (PPBES in
Education) was tinselled at a national
conference held in Denser, Colorado,

PPBES Progress Reported

on June 10. Approximately ISO per-
sons attended. The greatest number
of those present were either chief
state school officers or their assistants,
the presidents or presidents-elect of
the state as ociationF, of school admin-
istrators, and the presidents or presi-
dents-elect of the state and regional
associations of school business officials,
Other participants included the RC
ASBO Board M Directors and Pro-
gram Budgeting Research Committee,

Curtlx

the committee of consultants. represent-
atives from the Education Commission
of thc States, the U.S. Office of Edited-
lion. Dade County Public School
Icrn, and the pilot school districts, and
executive secretaries of ASBO, AASA,
CCSSO, NASSP, and NSBA,

Ernest C Grayson, president of
the Research Corporation and the As-
sociation of School Business Officials,
serves) as presiding officer of the con-
ference.

Risk! Novick, head of the cost
analysis department of the RANI) Cor-
poration and a member of the project's
"panel of experts," gave the keynote
address, entitled "Program Budgeting:
Its Origin. Yeesent Status. and Future."

A joint presentation by the writer
and John Gott, research asvnclate, fol-
lowed, The writer covered such items as
an overview of the project and our re-
sponsibilities in the developmental and
dissemination process; the importance of
support by the members of the audi-
ence in encouraging greater involve-

G

ment at the state and regional levels;
a review of some of the major prob-
lems, and finally, some observations
and conclusions which set the stage
for unveiling schematic diagrams which
delineated progressivel, the develop-
ment of the conceptual model.

John Gott, through effective use
of dual screens and dual projectors,
featured the proposed Educational Re-
source Management Design. He began
with the rationale for PPBES in Edu-
cation, followed by illustrations of the
relationship between the educational
process and society, from the stand-
polnt of inputs and outputs. Mr. Gott
showed several slides which illustrated
a series of basic procedures to be cov-
ered in the detailed development of the
design. Also included was an outline of
the content; of the written material
which vrill he part of the conceptual
model.

Panel discussions, followed by
summaries, questions, and recommen-
dations from the participants, prose
helpful to all.

1 he recorded proceedings of this
national conference svill he reviewed
and edited for distribution in August.
1 he report will include the details' of
the FRIO!) Model as presented (with
a few slight revisions) as well as feed-
back obtained from the conference.

This report will also he included
in the material to he used at eight
regional conferences and two profes-
sors conferences to be held this fall.
These conferences will give further
s isibility to the project and will help
lead to greater involvement of sta'e
department officials, school adminis-
trators, school busines, officials, schcol
hoard members, and teachers, in the
dissemination, feedback, and develop
mental process.

It is expected that the outcome
of these conferences will form scry
important guidelines for revisions and
additions to the conceptual model (lur-
ing its des elopmental stages.

akgamtharocrtsamr.r &Asia'
Reprinted from the
Summer, 1969 issue
of The School Admini-
strator, with the
permission of the
American Association
of School Admini-
strators.
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Keynote Address

"Program audgeting, its Oricjin, Present Status,
and Future"

David Novick, Head
Cost Analysis Department
RAND Corporation

Introduction by Ernest C. Grayson, President of the Research
Corporation of the Association of School Ousiness Officials:

Our ASLO Research Corporation is sponsoring this
Project and especially this Conference this morning
because we feel the need for feedback. You are the
key people, as we sea it, in educational administration
and we need your best thinking as to what we need to
do on our Project.

Since early 1968 we have worked to design an in-
tegrated system and our goal is to provide improved
methods to determine th quality and the cost of ed-
ucation which will, I think, result in improved manage-
ment of educational and financial resources. I am
confidant today that both the ASDO Research Project
and each of you will benefit from this Conference.
So I welcome you and I hope that this Conference will
be meaningful to you.

In thinking about this Conference and trying to
come up with someone who might make a contribution
and set the stage for this Conference today, we made
the selection of Dr. David Novick as our keynote speaker.
The Cormdttee felt he was the one man probably more
than anyone else who would be best qualified to set
the stage for this Conference. His leadership and
his accomplishments in the field of programr, budgeting
have resulted in recognition and respect at the national
and international levels. His experience in this par-
ticular field covers a period of better than thirty
years.

-1-



Time does not permit an Extensive enumeration of
his accomplishments. However, it eves seem appropriate
for me to call attention to just a few so that each of
You will be aware of the qualiications of our keynote
speaker.

He was the primary author of mars under which
the Unit-ad States mobilized it:; industrial economy in
World War II and later demobilized for neacetime pro-
duction. Throughout the years :le has served the govern-
ment at the local, state and national levels in several
major consultative capacities in relation to program
budgeting In recent years he has provided counsel in
this field to the governments France, Jaian and Canada.

Since 1'SO Dr. Novick has directed the costing of
the RAND Corporation analysis dEpartment, ranging from
weapons systems to urban probler.s.

He is the author of severa), books and numerous
articles on national security, c,::onomics, military cost
analysis, government budgets am', wartime production
controls.

In February of this year ti]e American and New York
Stock Exchanges entered into an!agreement with the RAND
Ccrporation to devise a systems'approach to the stock
market transactional procedure. Dr. Novick has been
named as the Director of this mcssive project. It is
a special source of satisfactio to us today that Dr.
Novick is also a member of the Panel of experts for
our PPBES Research Project.

The topic of Dr. Novick's ,presentation today is
"Program Budgeting, its Origin, Present Status, and Future.'

Ladies and gentlemen, I g.ve you Dr. Novick.



Vt. David Novick:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ladies and gentlemen, let

me start with a few parish an-

nouncements. On that table I

have placed a set of documents

which may be of interest to you.

If any of you picked up any of

them, please return them because

there is only one of a kind. If

you see something there that is

of interest to you, do not hesi- Dr. David Novick

tate to write to me at the RAND

Corporation and I will be very happy to see that you get a

.:opy. If you want them all, I refer to them as the Five-

Inch Shelf on Program Budgeting.

The documents start back in time, a..d this is probably

the first; volume identified to present-day program budgeting.

Thi!, is the 1954 publication urging piograri budgeting for

the Air Force and the Defense Depaltmrnt. Since that time

there have been seven other volumes, the latest one of which

is a paperback published by Holt and Rinehart: and released

on the firFt of January. It can be obtElned for $3.50.

The procession that started with this little volume

next fcurd its companion in the Governmert Printing Office

abridged version of program budgeting. This was followed

-3-
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by the hardback Harvard University Press first edition which

was also issued in a soft-cover edition for the Civil Service

Commission. Then care the second edition hardback and this

is the second edition in paperback.

There is also a Spanish editicn and a Japanese edition

and there may be before too long a French ediLion. Something

over 50,000 copies of these books on program budgeting are

now in print.

I do not know whether it is cause or effect of the 50,000

copies, but at: this time there are some twenty-five states

tnat either are practicing prograrr budgeting or thinking

about it in a serious fashion. There are probably 75 cities,

the most outstanding of which is New York City. There are

something over 20 counties.

In addition, the Government of Belgium just three weeks

ego, in a meeting of the full Govornment, which means both

the party in power and the opposition, decided to install

program budgeting in that country after an extraordinarily

crood beginning. They started throe years ago. I have been

consulting with them ever since. They ran a pilot in the

Lgriculture Department. This was followed by another one in

the Ministry of Health and today they are introducing training

courses and related activities for a full-fledged effort.

Probably the most thorough-going program will be the

cne to be introduced in Japan on the first of the year.

In typical Japanese fashion they lave been building up for

some two years now. They have sera over forty people to this

-4-
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country for various training exercises. They have sent perhaps

twenty top officials who have engaged in, let us call it a

survey of the activity, and I imagine when they get going

it will be like the Sony television set.

Governments of Canada, Israel, France, have all proceeded

down this line. I am told that there is a program budget

in Sweden, but I have yet to receive any of the documents.

A number of the less developed countries are toying with the

idea, although, frankly, in my opinion, this is not for them

at this point in time.

These are my introductory remarks. With that, let's

turn to a film which runs for twenty-eight minutes. (Text

of the film follows.) After that I will spend another ten

minutes in trying to wrap up the major issues. Following that,

I will take any questions that you may wish to raise in the

remaining time that is available.

Text of the Film Presented at the National Conference on PPBES:

ORIGIN AND HISTORY OF PROGRAM BUDGETTNG

David Novick*
The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, California

For the next half-hour, I shall be talking about the

origin and history of program budgeting as part of the Civil

Servi;:e Commission's orientation and training courses for the

Hews expressed in this paper are those of the author. They should
not be interpreted as reflecting the views of the RAND Corporation or
the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or private
research sponsors. This is a transcription of A talk filmed on
August II, 1966 for the courses sponsored by the U.S. Bureau of
the Budget and the 11.fl. Civil Service Commission for orientation
and training in the Planning-ProgrammingBudgeting System.

12



Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PFBES) which was in-

troduced by the federal government in August, 1965. The

occasion for this can be viewed from two angles: First, the

intellectual or scholastic one that claims people do a task

'better when given an understanding of the background and roots

of the process in which they are engaged. The other, and

probably the more appropriate one, is to try to deal with

comments that have been made from time to time about the

Planning-ProgrammingBudgeting System either as something

brand new or somethir7 that is specifically designed for

application to the mi.:iLary or Defense Department activities.

As I hope to indicate over the next half-hour, the program

budget has a rather ancient and hoary origin and it did not

start in the Department of Defense. There are two roots of

this concept and method; one in the federal government itself

where program budgeting was :Introduced as part of the wartime

control systE:m by the War Production Board it 1942; the other

root--an even longer and older one--is in industry. To be

honest with you, I don't really know precisely when or how

the program budget was introduced in business.

In 1959, after I had been writing about PPBS for mere than

five years, I had a visitor who said he had only recently become

familiar with my proposals, and on reading the material he

thought I'd be interested in his experience along the same lines.

He gave me a set of written eocuments--General Motor's Budget

and Finance Procedures for the Year 1424.

-6-



The visitor was Donaldson Brown, who had retired as Chief

Financial Officer of General Motors and who was until his :teeth

a member of the Board of Directors cf DuPont. According to

Mr. 3rown, by the time that DuPont made its investment in

Geeral Motors, DuPont was already using something very much

like a program budget system. And this way of planning and

budgeting was one of the major innovations in General Motors

after the takeover.

Let me start by talking about the part of the origin that

identifies to the federal government because this is the one

in which I was closely involved and with which I therefore

have a greater familiarity.

In the early summer of 1940, President Roosevelt created

the National Defense Advisory Commission which was to assist

our friends or "allies-to-be" in facilitating their war efforts.

To do this, we undertook a variety of new or expanded production

efforts and a number of new construction projects. In all

of this, the building of ships and shipyarCts and the construction

cf new factories, one item of demand was common--overhead

cranes.

As a result, by late 1940 the first of what was to become

our World War II controls was introduced--a limitation order

controlling the schedule of distribution and use of overhead

cranes. This was followed over the next year and a half by

a series of orders that copied the pattern of control of in-

dustrial production and distribution that had been used in

Wcrld Wur I.

-7-
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There was a ]Jmitation order dealing with aluminum as

the aircraft demands made this metal in short supply. There

were orders dealing with various alloying materials, as hard

steel demands for military equipment increased. There were

orders stopping the production of pleasure automobiles to

cut back the use of materials like chromium and components

such as ball bearings, and so on. The result was that even

before the war had started, by the summer of 1941 we had a

real traffic jam in our control system.

The military were using authority that had keen given

them to place priorities for deliveries of finished products

such as tanks, aircraft, ships, and the like. The civilian

supply agency also was authorized to place priorities on

steel, copper, aluminum, and other materials for milk pails,

medical and hospital supplies, and other essentials.

There were a great many priorities and these priorities

soon started to oLtstrip the available supply. As a conse-

quence, it became apparent that this way of doing business- -

separate controls for each situation--was not likely to work.

In the early fall of 1941, a scheme which I developed--the

Production Requirements Planattempted to deal with the

priority and allocation problem on an across-the-board

basis. Shortly after Pearl Harbor, this was made a mandatory

nationwide system.

However, the Production Requirements Plan had Veen 0e-

signed as a stopgap measre. That: is, recognizing that the

military did not know what was required to build their ships

-8-
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and planes and tanks, and did not have a schedule that could

identify delivery in appropriate time periods, and did not

have a way of effectively controlling the dollar volume of

contracts placed, there was one essential need--to identify

these fundamentals.

The Production Requirements Plan was designed to iden-

tify the material and component requirements for contracts

that were being placed by the military, and probably more

importantly, to measure the inventories and capacities of

America's producing industry. It was an interim step on the

road to a program budget in that it provided the first over-

all picture of the United States' needs and resources for

war.

From this we learned that se could not look at one thing

at a time, be it airplanes, ships, or stainless steel milk

pails on the demand side; or steel, aluminum, overhead cranes,

and ball bearings on the supply side. As a consequence, by

early 1942, the War Production Board was looking at the

total of military requirements and the total of war-essential

civilian requirements in terms of a series of identifiable

groupings; and, perhaps more significantly, these groups were

beiag studied by the analytical tools then available.

The essential features of the situation can be made

rather simple. Although we needed all the airplanes that we

could get, all of the airplanes were not that important. At

some point, roller bearings for the 2000th B-17 were less

important than the roller bearings for a refrigerator in a

-9-
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municipal hospital. At some point, the 1000th tank of a

certain type was less important than the stainless steel

milk pails essential for milk to he supplied to either

soldiers or civilians. As a consequence, the War Production

Board learned the need for weighing and evaluating, and this

led to the introduction in late 1942 of the Controlled

Materials Plan.

The Controlled Materials Plan is to my mind the first

program budget used in the federal government. It usually

is not so identified because the budgeting was done in terms

of copper, steel, aluminum, and other critical material

rather than dollars, and for most people budget is associated

with dollars. However, in choosing the media of exchange-

copper, steel, and other critical items--we were recognizing

that in 1942, dollars were less meaningful than physical re-

sources. Currency could be created by fiat and without re-

straint, whereas materials of the type labelled as con-

trolling were limited in quantity and their supply could only

be increased by slow, and usually resource demanding, ex-

pansion.

As a consequence, for the balance of World War II--

that is, from 1943 through 1945--we effectively controlled

the system of production in the United States and the dis-

tribution of output from that system, through the Controlled

Materials Plan, which was the first federal program budget.

I call it a program budget because it had the following

characteristics:

-10-
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I. Identification of major goals

United States or allied combat needs

Essential civilian requirements

Other essential military or civilian demands

Aid to friendly nations

Economic warfare

II. Each major goal was idcrcified in program

objectives; for example:

A. United States Military

1. Combat theater equipment and supplies

2. Combat support

3. Zone of interior activities

III. Program objectives were further defined in program

elements, for

1. Combat theater equipment and supplies

a. aircraft

(1) (further defined by type and model)

b. tanks

(1) (broken down into size and purpose

categories)

c. automobiles

(1) (identified as trucks, jeeps, porson-

nal vehicles, etc., and trucks

further refined into size and use

categories)

IV. Programs crossed services lines so as to identify land,

sea, and air forces as well as essential non-military

contributions to identified objectives.



V. There was an extended time horizon. A budget

was prepared every three months or quarter and

it was projected for 16 periods, that is, the

next quarter and the 15 succeeding ones.

VI. Alternatives were examined and systematic

alalysis was made of both supply and require-

ments. Sometimes this meant resources were

augumented by stopping production; the out-

standing example: gold mining. This provided

additional labor and equipment for other mining

activities. In other cases, essential needs

were met by "freezing" inventories and control-

ling distribution as was done in the case of

passenger automobiles. In every case, the action

was the result of analysis.

Our systematic analysis was not necessarily systems

analysis in the breadth and depth we now identify to such

studies; but under the Controlled Materials Plan we did cost-

effectiveness analysis even if it did not have the sophis-

tication which we expect today. However, in terms of the

state-of-the-art of the time, I think the analytical and re-

lated methodology used in our World War II Controlled

Materials Plan can be properly identified as a program

budget.

The next steps in the federal development of a program

budget took place in tae Bureau of Reclamation, the Coast

Guard, and some few other government agencies, and at RAND.

I shall detail the RAND activities.

-12-i
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Early in its history, RAND decided that the traditional

standards for choosing among preferred means of warfare of the

future--for example, for aircraft, higher, faster, more pay-

load--were not the only ones and so expanded the criteria

into what is now known as weapons systems analysis. The

first of these studies was completed in 1949 and in it a

number of new factors were introduced--e.g., social, politi-

cal, and economic--so that the study aims went beyond what

the specific piece of equipment would do, and added con-

siderations such as demands on the U.S. economy, and impact

on the economy of the enemy. With the wide range of con-

siderations in systems analysis, it was determined that there

was only one way to bring this heterogeneous group together,

and that was with the common denominator of the dollar.

At that time, RAND looked to the Air Staff for its data,

and the dollar data were made available in the traditional

form; that is, budget and financial information in terms

of equipment, construction, personnel, and the like. Although

there had already been some efforts in the Air Staff to

develop a means for looking at weapon systems, these had not

proceeded very far and as a consequence the traditional

budget and financial data were something less than satis-

factory for weapons systems analysis as developed at RAND.

If one wanted to do a systems analysis in which there

would be a comparison between various types of bombers- -

for example, the proposed B-47 and B-52 and the existing B-36,

B29, and B-50--the data just were not available. When
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RAND decided that it would have to engage in a more de-

tailed analysis of the economic requirements of the proposed

weapons systems, it became necessary to eamine in cpn-

siderable detail the available sources of information.

After several years, it became apparent that these

would not provide the answers if they were maintained in the

existing and traditional form. As a consequence, in 1953

there was a RAND publication proposing the first program

budget to be applied to the Air Force. Et also suggested

that the methodology could be extended to the total of

military activities.

The Air Force accepted this docume:it with something

less than complete enthusiasm, and as a consequence the

idea was kicked around for many years. Let me say as an

aside that although the Air Force did rot endorse the

idea, it also did not prohibit, or in i,ny way interfere

with, RAND continuing to expose the co:LcelJt. The conse-

quence was continued study and publication at RAND of ideas

which we now associate with the progral budget. This led

to a culmination in 1960 in two documents--cna, The

Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age; the other, New

Tools for Planners and Pro9rammers--which were brought to

the attention of persons in the incoming Kennedy Adminis-

tration who generally agreed that this; might be one way of

facilitating the treatment, analysis,'and study of one

largt. segment of the United States budget, namely, the

military components.

-14-
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And, as you know, in 1961 the initial effort was

launched in the Defense Department and it has continued

since that time. Program budgeting in the Department of

Defense has been the subject of various types of criticism.

Maybe I'm prejudiced, but to me most of it sounds very com-

plimentary.

Turning again to the historical stream, as indicated at

the outset, I really don't know when the DuPont Co.Tany

came up with t} idea of a program ludget. However, as in-

dicated Earlier, they int.roduced their concept into General

Motors in the very early 1920s. The important thing, I

think, from our point of view, is that whether we're think-

ing of the application in industry or in government we

all have one common objective in the Planning-Programming-

Budgeting process. That is not just to identify re-

sources for administrative purposes per se in tel. i like

real estate, equipment, personnel, supplies, and so on.

The PPBS method is to set forth certain major ob-

jectives, to define pL.irams essential to these goals, to

identify resources to the specific types of objectives and

to systematically analyze the alternatives available. I

think this may be made lore simple by illustrating it in

automobile industry terms. For example, at General Motors

it means not only dividing up between Chevrolet and Cadillac

divisions and the other major lines that General Motors

produces. It also means within the Chevrolet line, identi-

fication of objective- in terms of price classes, categories

-15-



of cars that they are trying to sell, and setting up speci-

fic programs for each of them. Then they calculate the

resources required and the potential profits and losses under

various conditions.

Now the word "potential" immediately introduces one

of the major factors in the program buCgeting system. That

is, tLat we are dealing with unoertainty. In the typical

budget proposal, we usually loci': at a relatively short period

of time--that is, one year--and in handling that, we assume

that we have complete confidence and knowledge about what

will transpire.

AS all of you know, the tl:lth 'jf the matter is that L,v?.n

within as short a span of time is a year, things happen and

events do not work out exactly as planned. As a consequence,

even tnen there is an element of ticertainty. One of the

major features of the system that was introduced in Detroit

was the fact that they were not planning just for next

year's automobile, and had to d?al with uncertainty ir terms

of four, five, or more years in the future.

In the carrent time period, next year's model or the

automobile for year I is a fixed thing with only a little

possibility of change. The article for the year after

that or Year II, is almost a fisted thing because commit-

ments must be made to long leadtire items as much as 18

months in advance. Even the automobile for year III is

fairly well developed at this point in time and they are

also planning for automobiles ft.: years IV and V.

-1E-



In -L.n,r words, Detroit continuously has five model

years in planning, as well as one model in production. And,

they look at all of these in terms of all of the possible

alternatives with respect to ma:ket conditions, the kinds

of competition that they will be facing, the changes in

income for their customers that can be projected, and the

like. And this leads to a broad range of studies or system-

atic analyses. In addition and on top of this, they are at

the same time treating of the capital investment proaram,

because by and large they cannot make capital investments

for an automobile more close at hand than year VI. In fact,

if a change requiring investment in new plant is to be made

for an earlier period of time, they must take into account

the tremendous upset and additional costs that will be in-

volved.

I hope that this rather generalized illustration of

the way in which automotive planning, programming, and

budgeting is done, gives you a better feel for just what is

done in the system developed and used in Detroit.

Let digress a moment because although I didn't

identify it, the concept of systems enalysis, which again is

closely identified with program budgeting, did not really

originatain program budgeting per se. Systems analysis

=always has been a part of the work of competent engineers

and engineering firms. Probably the greatest innovations

in systems analysis were initiated in the 1920s in the Dell

Laboratories. Actually, in many respects the Bell Lab's

-17-
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method of analysis then and today bears a close resemblance

to what we called "weapons systems analysis" in the Defense

Department or in other organizations such as RAND.

There is one major distinction and I think it is worth

noting. That is, that the engineers (and this includes the

Bell Laboratories) oriented their thinking largely, and

sometimes exclusively, to the hardware or the equipment

considerations.

Although they sometimes introduced economic, social,

and political aspects, they treated these in a very primitive

way. And I think the great significance of the change that

we call weapons systems analysis today is the broadening of

both the nature and content of the analysis.

In all of this, quantitative aids are of great import-

ance, and w! want to quantify as much as we can. But as has

been stated repeatedly by Mr. McNamara; by Mr. Hitch, when

he was Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller); by

Mr. Enthoven, the first Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Systems Analysis); computers and quantitative methods are

not dicisionmakers. They are, instead, aids to the decision-

making process. They are aids in illuminating the issues.

Today, I think most of us realize that we are not talking

about computers as the decisionmakers in the PPB process.

In fact, I think we realize it is "Anything But."

In fact, it is recognized that as important as and in

many cases more important than quantitative considerations,

are problems of a qualitative nature for which we do not

-18-
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have numbers. This does not mean that analysis is not

possib1.2 just because we cannot quantify. On the contrary,

there are many ways of analyzing qualitative problems and

it is an essential ingredient of this process that we under-

take to do a substantial amount of qualitative analysis in

addition to the quantitative work.

As you all know, and the reason that we are here is

that in August of 1965, President Johnson said that this

system which has been so successful in the Defense Department

was now to be applied to all the executive Offices and

Agencies of the United States Governmnt. Even though there

is a long history of program bud(letirg, even though it origi-

nates outside of the federal establishment, even though there

are some 25 years or more of history that we can identify to

the activity within the federal establishment, the truth

of the matter is that the problem that we are now facing --

that is, the application of the EPP concept to ney areas

of interest--is a new and very difficult one. And, one of

the major problems is that of identifying the missicns, the

objectiv3s, or the goals, not only of the federal establish-

ment as such, but of each of the offices and agencies which

male up the total of the err,cutive department.

I think our Planning - Programming- Budgeting System

offers all the advantages that President Johnson set forLh

in his 1965 announcement. It will be up to you and the

others who are working on tine problem in the federal estab-

lishment to give us as a nation the benefit of this new way

of doing business.

End of Eilred Presentation
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Dr. Novick's Presentation Continued

As a result of the introduction of program budget..ng

in the Federal Government, there have been two sets of

Senate hearings which are now entering their third year,

and Congress has been very interested and active in program

budgetj.ng in the last year or two. You may want to be

familiar with this and may even want to write and ask for

the Committee reprints. One of these is Senator Proxmire's

Subcommittee of the Joint Economic Committee. The other is

Senator Jackson's Committee, a Subcommittee of the Committee

on Government Organization. Both of these have held very

extensive hearings. They have also called on experts for

presentation of prepared papers, and these too are avail-

able in Committee reprint forms.

In addition, there is now developing a moderate amount

of literature. When I say moderate, I mean just that. As

most of you who have tried to find out what program budget-

ing is have discovered, there really isn't very much

written on the subject, and what has been written is, by

and large, illustrative. The only case in which there is

any experience in hard facts is in the application to the

Air Force.. I say Air Force because even in the case of the

Army and the Navy the basic work essential to an under-

standing of how these organizations operate remains to be

done.

As a result, for the Navy we have really two programs --

in thc strategic forces, the Polaris submarines, and every-

thing else which is called general purpose forces. In the
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case of the Army we have the same situation. We have Nike,

Sprint or Spartan, whichever name you want to call the

missle, which is again in the strategic forces, and then we

have everything else called general purpose forces.

Now obviously, no resource-consuming activities as

large as the remainder of the Navy, or the remainder of

the Air Force, represents one particular program, yet we

have not been able to do the work necessary to break these

large areas down into a better basis for analysis.

I refer to this because it is not only in the non-

military field that we have not made too much progress. I

don't think we should mislead ourselves. Program budgetina

represents an opportunity for people to better understand

what thay are doing. It presents a new way of doing business,

which I think provides a very real opportunity, because we

are talking about outputs, end products, objectives, rather

than concentrating on the traditional input side of men,

real estate, materiel, supplies and the like.

Now let me just brietly mention a few things that

program budgeting is not. First, it is not performance

budgeting. There is nothing wrong with performance budgeting,

but it does not provide a choice between alternative ob-

jectives. Instead, it concentrates on efficiency. In other

words, alternative means of performing a stated task. It

does not give you priorities as between objectives A, B, C, D.

-21-
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Similarly, program budgeting is not cost accounting,

although a great many people have fallen into this trap,

and don't be surprised if you have. The Government of

Canada spent two years with some very expensive consultants,

developing what they thoujht was a program budget, only to

discover that they had a new cost accounting system.

Now, again, there is nothing wrong with cost account-

ing, we need it, it is an integral part of the data collec-

tion process. It is a part of the control System. But it

is not program budgeting.

In the literature that has been developing over the

last few years there are several writers whose names I think

you ought to know. Curiously enough, they tend to be po-

litical scientists rather than economists. One is Allen

Shick, now with the Brookings Institute, another is Bertram

Gross, formerly of the Maxwell School of Public Adminis-

tration at Syracuse, now of the School of Urban Planning at

Wayne State University in Detroit. Another is Wildaysky at

the University of California at Berkley.

Turning back to program budgeting, we do not have a

black box that we can give you that you can plug in and say

"Ipso facto, I have a program budget." A program budget is

a way of looking at things and you must adapt it to your own

particular situation. I have been impressed with the virk

that has been done Gy this group in the application of this

concept to the field of education. I think you can all feel

well pleased with the prodvct of your effort to date. But

-22-
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let me conclude this part of my discussion with a quotation

from Allen Shick, which I think probably provides the best

distinction !-.-etween the various contexts of program budget-

ing and its competitors:

"Performance budgeting is management-oriented. Its

principal thrust is to help administrators to a:-.sess the

work efficiency of operating units, first by casting budget

categories in functional terms, and second, providing work

cost measurements to facilitate the efficiency performance

of prescribed activities. Generally its method is particu-

laristic, the reduction of work cost data into discrete

measurable units.

'Program budgeting is planning-oriented. Its main goal

is to rationalize policy-making by providing data on the

costs and benefits of alternative ways of attaining propose,

public objectives and output measurements to facilitate the

effective attainment of chosen objectives. As a policy

device program budgeting departs from simple engineering

models of efficiency in which the objective is fixed and

the quantity of inputs anu outputs is adjusted to an optimal

relationship. In program budgeting the objective itself is

variable. Analysis may lead to a new statement of objectives.

In or6?r to enable budget makers to evaluate the

costs and benefits of alternative expenditure options, program

budgeting focuses on expenditure aggregates. The details

come into play only as they contribute to an analysis of the

total system or of marginal trade-offs among competing pro-

-23
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posals. Thus in this micro- analytical approach the accent

is on comprehensiveness and on grouping data into categories

to allow comparisons among alternative expenditure .*nixes.

"Performance budgeting derived its ethos and many of

its techniques from cost accounting and scientific manage-

ment of the 1920s. Program budgeting has drawn its core

ideas from economics and systems analysis as developed in

the 1940s and '50s.

'In the performance budgeting literatu,e, hudgeting

is described as a tool of management end ludget as a work

program. In program budgeting it is an allocative process

among competing claims and the budget is a statement of

policy. Chronologically there was a span of several years

between the bloom of performance budgeting and the first

articulated concepts of program budgeting. In the after-

math, in the first Hoover Report, and especially during the

early fifties, there as a plethora of writings on the ad-

ministrative advantages of performance budgets."

At this point I would like to correct Dr. Shick who

is a relatively you.:g man. There 'ias probably more writing

on the performance budget in the late twenties and early

thirties than there was in the fifties.

"Substantial interest in program budgeting dig not

emerge until the mid-1950s when an economist, Novick, urged

reform of the federal budget system, but what the economist

had in mind was not the same thing as the Hoover Commission.

In line with its management perspec;_ive, ttie Commission (this
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is the Hoover Commission) Everred that the all-important thing

in budgeting is the work or service to be accomplished and

what that work or service will cost is essentially perform-

ance budgeting.

Y.osher followed this view closely in writing that the

central idea of the performance budget is that the budget

process be focused upon programs and functions, that is,

accomplishments to be achieved, work to be done.'

It is from that type of statement and the use of the

word "program" in it that much of this confusion between

program budgeting and performance budgeting derives.

'But from the planning perspective the all-important

tning surely is not the work or service to be accomplished,

but rather the objectives or purposes to be fulfilled by

the investment of public funds. Whereas in performance

budgeting work and activities are treated virtually as ends

in themselves, in program budgeting wo.-Ic and services are

regarded as intermediate aspects, the process of converting

resources into outputs.

"Thus in a 1954 Rand paper Novick dIfincd a program

as 'the sum of the steps or interdependent eetivities which

enter intc, the attainment of a specified objective.' The

program, therefore, is tnr- end objective and is developed

or budgeted in terms of all of the elements necessary to

its executicn.

'Novick goes on to add 'This is not the sense in which

the gow-rnment bAget now uses the term.' Of courFe, that

was written in 1954."

-25-
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Now, this is, I repeat, a quotaticn from Shick that

I have lust read and I think his writira and that of some

of the other people that now emerges if very useful from

the theoretical point of view, the conceptual point of

view. Unfortunately, what is still laking, and this is

true of my own writings because we jusf don't have that

much experience with the application s[de. So let me re-

peat: the program bAdget is not a hand/-dandy, you cannot

go out and buy a black box and plug it into someplace in

your system. You must, instead, take :1-1ese concepts and

develop them as tools in your ewn particular situation.

Let me just sum up with a few woris what I think are

pretty good catch phrases for program budgeting.

The first one Remember that the name of the game is

Alternatives. This is what distinguiEles it from most prior

efforts. In other words, you are trying to examine as many

alternatives as you have tine, resources and imagination to

explore.

The next is, you are dealing wit's an extended time

horizot,. You recognize that what it

only the beginning and a small step t

larger cost at some future time.

A most obvious case for you woul

ticn when inadequate or no provision

osts this year may he

:wards a much, much

be school construc-

s made for teachers

an related additional exrenditurer tlat are going to be

involved.

33
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We are also dealing with analysis but not always

quantitative analysis. We use numbers wherever they are

available and wherever they are applicable, but if we do

not have numbers we carry out an exercise in logic. And,

above .11, remember that the program budget is not a de-

cision-making Jevice. It is rather a way of illuminating

the problems confronting the decision -maker in terms of

the alternative avenues of action that he should explore

and bear in mind.

Probably the last thing but maybe the most important

thing is that if you do a good program budget, you do not

sweep things under the rug. You recognize that you are un-

certain about a great many things but you face up to this

explicitly. You identify the uncertainties, you identify

what might happen, and you put this on the table, too, you

don't walk away from it.

34
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RC ASBO Input
into the Project.

A joint presentation by:

Dr. William H. Curtis
Research Project Director
Research Corporation of ASBO

Mr. John W. Gott
Research Associate for the Project

Introduction by Ernest C. Grayson, President:

The next part of our program deals with the Research
Corporation of ASBO's input into the Project. for PPBES.
It will feature a dual presentation by Dr. William H.
Curtis, our Research Protect Director, and John Gott.
who is our Research Associate for the Project. Since
these two will be operating as a pair up here tciay for
this part of the program, I am going to make the intro-
duction of both at this time and then turn the piogram
over to them. Bill will be the leadoff man.

Last year when our Research Corporation was inter-
viewing candidates and seeking someone to head un our
Project on PPBES, we were looking for a person whom we
thought would be able to bring to this Project a wide
background of experience. We were very fortunate to
have at that time available to us Dr. Bill Curtis ''ho
4as preparing to retire as an active superintendent
in Connecticut. With him he brought a wide background
of experience, being a teacher, a principal, a super-
intendent, past President of the Connecticut Association
of Public School Superintendents, New England Association
of School Superintendents and the American Association
of School Administrators. So Bill, approachinc, retire-
ment, agreed to come with our Project and direct it.

3[)
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I think on several occasions he has asked us,
"So this is retirement? I should go back to the super-
intendency," because he has probably worked more with
this Project than he has with the superintendency. We
are pleased to have him with us. He has done a tremendous
job for us in developing this Project.

We were also very fortunate in December to have
John Gott become affiliated with this Research Project
as a Research Associate on a part-time basis. John is
combining his efforts on our behalf with work toward
his doctorate at Washington State University.

He is particularly well qualified for his current
assignments because of his sound educational background
and his broad experience as a teacher, guidance counselor
and business manager in school systems in Missouri and
New Mexico from 1946 to 1961.

From 1961 to 1963 he served as Chief of Public
School Finance for the State of New Mexico; from 1963
to 1965 as Director of the Department of Finance and
Administration; and from 1965 to 1968 as Assistant Super-
intendent for Finance and Maintenance of the Albuquerque,
New Mexico, Public Schools, a position from which he
is now on a leave of absence "-;le pursuing his doctoral
studies.

Last February, the American Association of school
Administrators recognized John's abilities by awarding him
the McClure Scholarship fo... 1969.

According to Bill Curtis, John has rendered out-
standing service in the development of the schematic
diagram and related materials which illustrates the
basic pathways our conceptual model is following. There-
fore, it seems most appropriate that he should have the
responsibility of presenting the proposed basic structure
of the model here today.

As I said, our leadoff speaker will be Dr. Bill
Curtis.
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DA. Wittiam H. CuAtis:

President Grayson, ladies

and gentlemen. At the outset

I wish to thank each of you

for taking time to make the

trip to Denver to be with us

at what we feel is a very im-

portant conference. We know

that taking time away from

your desk in June is especially

difficult and we are doubly

grateful for the effort which Dr. William H. Curtis

you have lAade. We aze delighted

to have the leadership here because as this project develops

we are counting on you for further support.

In his introduction President Grayson indicated to you

that. I do have experience in the field of education, having

been a 1,racticirg administrator for a good many years.

However, with this comment I would like to emphasize to you

that I clr-, not stand before you as an expert in the field of

Program Planning-Budgeting-Evaluating Systems design. As

I sec it, : in this position because of the background

of havin'j been in general administration and because of the

fortuituls circumstance of having been a president of RASA

with the o :portunity to meet many times with many of you.

ti ./
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As indicated by President Grayson, John Gott will have

the major portion of this next hour for the presentation of

the schematic diagrams and to illustrate the direction our

model is moving. It is my responsibility to tell you some-

thing about the processes we have followed, the involvement

of certain groups and the team effort.

I would like to share with you some of the problems

that are being experienced in the field of PPBES across the

country and then at the same time share with you some of

my observations. Having had the privilege of speaking to some

of you previously, some of the statements I will be making

here this morning will represent a partial duplication. I

apologize for this duplication but I recognize that many of

you are being exposed to this field for the first time, and

so I ask the rest of you to heal w'.th me.

First of all, I wish to remind this audience of our

charge. When I refer to our charge, I mean that of the

Research Corporation of the Association of School Business

Officials. Our initial charge is to build a conceptual model

in Program Planning-(or Planning-l-rogramming, whichever you

choose) Budgeting-Evaluation Systems design for the school

districts of the United States, and our second charge is to

disseminate information concerning this model.

As part of the dissemination process, this First National

Conference of the leadership, in itself, represents our first

effort at broad dissemination of information of our initial

efforts.



Lrit. me underline the word "initial." Then remember with

me, if ycu will, that we have until June 30, 1971, to com-

plete the uodel in its final form.

I make this statement so you will understand that the

information which is given to you today is very much in the

formative stages. You, as leaders in education, are being

given an early opportunity to react to it. More improtant,

in our judgment, is the fact that you will have the oppor-

tunity, and I hope you feel, the privilege, or going back

to your respective states and alerting your consitituency

as to what is happening in this new approach to the decision-

making process. Also that you will furnish the leadership to

give effective guidance to the power structurd of your states

and local districts.

I would like to assure you that in the unveiling of the

schematic diagrams during the next hour, we are not expect-

ing any of you to attempt to absorb them in detail, but

merely to observe the pathways which we are proposing for

the model -- and when I say "we" I am referring to John Gott,

to our consultants, to the representativPs of pilot districts

and any of our associates who have been in on the team effort.

We have been involved in the developmental process for some

tine, and we recognize that the material to which we will be

exposing you for the next hour is too much to understand

in a single presentation. So as you look at it, don't attempt

to find all of the answers; just try to absorb, if you will,

some of the pathways and some of the ideas behind this initial

phase of the conceptual model.
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By way of setting the stage for the comments that John

is going to make and the diagrams he will show to you, I

will spend a few minutes telling of some of the problems

which we have experienced in connection with the development

of this design and some of the problems that other projects

seem to have experienced; also some of the problems which

have been called to our attention by the leadership such

as yourselves, i.e., problems at the state level; problems

at the local level. Some of these problems Dr. Novick has

mentioned to you already.

I start with the pressures, i.e., the pressures to

bring forth this model 'yesterday', not two years hence.

Dr. Novick indicated to you that he knew of 25 States in

which they either have a plan or are considering one.

According to the latest information we have and from what

we consider a reliable source, it goes beyond the 25 States.

From the information we have it would seem that upwards of

three-quarters of the States of this Nation, through their

legislatures, are either considering some kind of a pattern

of PPBES at the state level or have already mandated this

process. Therefore, I am appealing to you who represent the

educational leadership of this country, if you have not

already done so, to get in on the act no and be a part

of this new process and to give it your support and leader-

;hip.
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As part of these pressures, also, we find that there

is an efZort to have us and the members of cther projects

release information prematurely. We have been reluctant

to do so. We are all wary of reporting on something which

might seem to be the final answer especially since we are

a long way from completion.

Therr is another area which is presenting us with some

problems, but we are overcoming this one rather rapidly, I

am pleased to say. I refer to the lack of coordination be-

tween many of the projects. This the fault of no one in

particular but the growing interest in PPBES has brought

about, as far as we can determine, eight to ten major

projects in this particular field, with some 75 or a hun-

dred minor projects in process. Those of us who have the

responsibility of serving as Directors of the major projects

are attempting to develop further coordination.

The third point which T would like to mention by way

of a problem is the failure still, on the part of so many

leaders in the field of education, to realize and accept

what is taking place. The lack of realization may be due

to apathy or being busy with so many other problems. In

many cases the superintendents have not been in the vanguard

of leadership nor has this been true necessarily at the

state level. I have found some of the better examples of

leadership in PPBES among the business officials.

1. 1
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Now, I say that by way of a challenge to you. I hope

that again the general administrators and the administrators

at the state level will move forward and make this a coor-

dinated effort.

Another point: There seems to be a fear on the part of

some educators that this new process will unveil too many

weaknesses in their administrative patterns. I have to make

the observation that perhaps this is true. If it is true,

I suggest that you not be disturbed about it but again move

into a position of leadership to do something about it.

Another problem: The plain, everyday resistance to

change. In other words displaying the attitude that we have

always done it according to the line-item function object

process; that such has been good enough for us for thr last

twenty years so why change?

As Dr. Novick indicated, we are not suggesting that

PPBES is the panacea but it does represent a new process

and one that is sweeping aci:oss the country like a prarie

fire and we feel it is more important to be a part of it

rather than to be left behind.

Another problem: Some of the difficulties being en-

countered structure-wise. In my travels and studies of the

past few months I can tell you that much is being done in

the name of program budgeting but little as yet it the true

PPBES al)proach. I am willing to he corrected on this next

point, but as yet I have not been able to locte a school

s'ritem in the United States that has truly developed and

implemented and has in operation, in total, such a process.
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The areas of planning and proramming and evaluation

as part of the total PPBES operation seem to represent a

major stumbling block. Inadequate planning, Jr.adequate

relating of planning to programs; the establishment of the

detailed objectives as indicated; determination and analysis

of the alternatives; and finally, at the other end of the

scale, the evaluative process which is so important in this

overall operation, all seem to have been neglected to vary-

ing degrees.

There is still a tendency, as program budgets are

developed toward the PPBES approach, to ,ontinue to relate

them tloo closely to the current function-object line-item

approach. Now, this is not by way of criticism of the present

operation. It has served well. Eut, ladies and gentlemen,

you know that it has outlived its time. We are on the thres-

hold of a new development, and eventually the old procedure,

in my opinion and the opinion of a good many others, will

become obsolete.

Semantics (definitions) still present a problem. In an

effort to overcome this problem we and representatives of

other projects are attempting to develop a glossary of terms

which will have a reasonable degree of commonality.

Next, I would like to emphasize to all of you as edu-

cators that as these programs are being developed, there is

always I:le problem of keeping in focus the student and what

takes placc in thf_ classroom; in oth..:r words, the importancc

of keeping the instruct. )nal. process first and foremost in

the ..levelopment of the model.
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Finally, there is the almost unsolvable problem of

sa :isfying each of the fifty States. The variance :)f the

state laws, the variance in the state support programs,

many different formulas which deal with state support, the

varying degrees of fiscal independence and fiscal dependence

all present major problems as I am sure you will recognize;

and finally, the varying sizes and characteristics of thr

various school districts along with their wide range of

educational needs and problems of all kinds.

Now, in order to keep John on schedule, I will read

very hurriedly some observations I have listed and which

should help to set the stage for John's presentation.

It is our opinion -- and when I say "our opinion,"

it is the opinion of our consultants, our panel of experts,

our team on this job, including, of course, our partner,

Dade County, and our backup through our pilot districts --

that this new approach should result in a more objective

look at what we are trying to do in education, how well we

have done it or are doing it, and finally, how to go about

the process of creating change and improvement.

Secondly, this new approach to the decision-making

process should help to build greater support and confidence

in our school systems on the part of the public.

Next, obviously, it should result in better long-range

planning, better involvement of staff, students, community,

and therefore more effective use of resources. You heard

Dr. Novick stress how important resources are in this pro-
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cess, not resources in terms of dollars, tut resources in

terms of other dimensions which you will see on the screel

in just a moment or two.

The model or models, when completed and refined, must

provide an overall pattern or patterns fof school districts

of varying size and characteristics and E14.;c give them

"room in which to move" in the developmental process.

To you as educators, I would emphasize the importance

of developing massive in-service education programs so that

staff involvement will be much more effective, and you as

administrators at all levels must give leadership to the

matter of developing these massive in-service training pro-

grams.

Finally, if you will, rlease, remember it is rapiCy

becoming accepted that the sound approach to the budgetary

process of the future will be based upon some sort of a

design involving effective identification and use of re-

sources, establishment of desired goals and objectives, care-

ful program planning, development of alternate patterns for

the decision-making process, mor^ sophisticated methods of

allocation and accounting, and finally, an evaluation pro-

gram to determine accomplishments in terms of established

goals and objectives. It is upon this note that I end my

part of the presentation and turn this podium over to John

Gott, who will now, through a series of slid vs i,111 ta use

of dual projectors and dual screens, develop the sehcmatic.

We have indicated this project has been a team effr,ri, but
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I wish to make certain that all of you know that the lion's

share of the credit for the hard "nitty-gritty" work in the

developmental process goe:; to the man who is about to make

the next presentation to you.

MA. John W. Gott:

Ladies and gentlemen.

To use Dr. Novick's termino-

logy, what we are going to

show you this morning is not

the black box. We hope it

is a picture of a black box

in thc? building. We hope

that it will give you some

ideas of where we think we

are going to go in this Mr. John W. Gott

ovc=r the next year and a half.

I call your attention to the title that we are giving

our conceptual model to differentiate it so that you know

it is distinctly the Research Corporation of ASBO's Model

of Programming, Planning, Budgeting Evaluation in Education.

We have spelled out this .R.M.D. (See Figure 1.) The words

are an "Educational Resource Management Design." We believe

that the emphasis of this approact, is distinctly upon the

management of resources.
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RESEARCH

CORPORATION

Educational
Resource
Management
Design

Figure 1.

The first point that I wish to make regarding our exam-

ination of the problem of building an appropriate model for

Planning, Prwramming, Budgeting and Evaluation in

is that we have made certain assumptions regarding

in which this plan will operate

ERMD
Assumptions

The financal resources available to
the school system are less
than equal the demands of the
system.

"the school system exists lo produce
a set of products-- !o °thieve
certain objectives expressed as
specific changes in
characteristics of learners.

Obectives of e school system con
theoretically be achieved in a
multitude of ways (programs),
some of which are more
effective and /or efficient

(See Figure 2.)

Education

the

Productivity of a school system can
be enhanced by organization of
activities and services into
programs specifically directed
toward achieving carefully
defined goals.

Better decisions regarding program
selection and Operation result
when the costs thereof are
considered on a longterm
(multi year) basis.

Better decisions regarding program
lection and operation result
when production (output) is
methodically related to
objectives

-40-
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Our assumptions regarding the Educational Resource

Management Design, a form of PPBES, include these statements,

and may I inquire, are these visible to all of you over the

room? If they are not, I will read them. Anyone who cannot

read them? Over here? All right.

We say, very briefly, something that I think is obvious

to all of you, that the financial resources available to the

school system are less than equal to the demands of the system.

We say, also, that we believe the school system exists to

achieve certain objectives expressed as specific changes in

characteristics ,f learners.

We say Cat the attaining of these objectives can theo-

retically be achieved in a multitude of ways which we call

programs, some of which are n re effective and/or efficient.

Then we say that the productivity of a school system

can be enhanced by organization of activities and services

into programs specifically directed toward achieving carefully

defined goals.

We say that better decisions regarding program selection

and operation will result when the costs thereof are considered

on a long-term or a multi-year basis.

And, finally, we say that better decisions regarding

program selection and operation result when production

(or output) is methodically related to the objectives.

Now, I think it follows out of this that one of our

concerns is she relationship between the school system and

-41-
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the society of which it is a part. So we call your atten-

tion to this relationship. The relationship of school and

society is a peculiar one, and it has imposed upon us in

our work certain constraints that we have felt to be impor-

tant and which we now bring to your attention. (See Figure 3)

Inputs

more' o's

e

env rcnmer

Outputs

Specfc
\,grcwIR Of

crners
eg,
onc.'edie
snits
attitudes

SCIC,0),

Tre School

(Auto! on
Process

Figure 3.

In the first place, we show the school to be within

society as an open system, theoretically responsive to the

demands of that society.

Now, some of you may be concerned about the placement

of the school within society. Please let me point out to

you that we are not attempting and we do not consider it

our rr2sponsibility to settle the philosoph'.cal question of

whether the school is cn the leading edge or the trailing

edge of society in a time sense. So we have left it for you

49
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to put the future in whichever direction you desire. If

the future is this way for you (indicating top), then in

a time sense the school is in the center of society. If

the future is in this direction (indicating left), then It

is on the trailing edge. If the future is in this direction

(indicating right_), then it is on the leading edge. You

place the future where you wish it to be philoscphically.

Our concern here is the fact that the school is within

society and has a distinct relationship to society as far

as its responsibilities are concerned. We will later pro-

vide an approach reflecting this in individual school sys-

tem efforts to develop objectives.

Society provides the school system with certain inputs

and these are rather broadly defined. We give you these as

examples of them. (Indicating inputs, Figure 3.) We think

it is necessary, in order to utilize E.R.M.D. appropriately,

that we consider not only money but also many other factors

suci as people, materials, values, time, the total of the

environment. These are, in a very real sense, resources of

the school system available to it to use in the educational

process within the school.

It is with, this educational process that we will later

be more concerned. But the educational process is intended

to result in the production of outputs for society in the

form s..)ecific growth of learnings such as increase in

knowledge, skills and attitudes. It is out of this process

that we are going to direct your attention to the first

description of the Educational Resource Management Design

tr-0
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that we are developing. This, we think, is the direction

in which we need to move. (See Figure 4.)

EVALUATING N
Progress, PLANNING
outputs and OECISIONING
effectiveness.

/
. BUDGETING,

/ Formalizing
/ pions, accounting \,

and reporting

PLANNING, /
Generating
objectives

, // PROGRAMMING.

Generating
alternative sets/
of activities
and services.

/

Figure 4.

We divide the parts of the Educational Resource

Management Design or PPBES in Education into four distinct

parts. I could, I think, confuse you by calling them phases

or elements or something else. But we will just call them

parts, and these pars are planning, programming, budgeting,

evaluation, all surrounding planning and decisioning.

These parts have not had, in other applications of

PPBES, the same kind of emphasis that we give them in the

educational setting. We think our emphasis is appropriate

because of the peculiar relationships that education has

with society and the peculiar conditions that presently

exist within the educational undertaking.
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Now let me briefly give you our definition of planning.

It is those acts devoted primarily toward qualifying the

school system to meet its respo-..sibility to society. In

effect, it is decision-making concerned with guiding inter-

nal change to the end that the school as an institution adapts

effectively to the dynamic society of which it is a part.

Planning, then, is directed toward keeping the school doing

what it is supposed to do, and we say specifically and

briefly that it is generating objectives.

Now, programming, on the other hand, consists of those

acts which are included in developing a configuration of

interrelated services and activities, with each configuration

representing a design for attaining a specific objective.

It is the development of different programs.

Next, we say that budgeting is broader, perhaps, than

we normally think of it. say it is the sum of the acts

involved in final reconciliation of programs and available

resources according to established priorities, plus it

preparation of the budget document, plus it is approval by

the Board of Education, plus it is execution of the budget-

ary plans insofar as this involves management of,accounting

for and reporting use of resources.

Finally, we define evaluating as being those acts in-

volved in developing subjective and objective data, des-

criptive first of progress in attaining stated objectives,

and second, descriptive of the outputs which constitute

52
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final attainment wholly or io part of stated objectives.

Now, these various phases 2r parts or elements,

whatever you wish to call them, are all important within

our view of PPBES in education or Educational Resource

Management Design. I know that there are people who woulu

take evaluating and define it in such a way as to encompass

all of these. Alternatively, there are those who would

describe planning as encompassing all of these. We think

each part worthy of separate and distinct treatment in

our model.

We feel that in education at the present time we are

now doing all of these parts -- perhaps in a rudimentary

fashion, perhaps not as well as we have been taught; but

we do have skill in planning; we have been taught how to

generate objectives, how to develop good objectives. We

have certainly been taught how to develop ways of teaching

to achieve those objectives. I believe we are fairly

skilled in accounting and reporting and budgeting areas, and

I believe probably all of us in this room have had some

course in educational measurement and evaluation. So we are

not without some skill and expertise in each of these areas.

But let us move along and consider the events that make up

this set of parts to the Educational Resource Management

Design. (See Figure 5.)
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Society I

Outputs
[dent

I fied

Potential / Broad
Objectives Objectives
Identifie Selecle

School

Programs
Concluded

figure 5.

Progra ms1
!mole
mented_j

Objectives and
Alternative
Programs
Identified

Alternative
Programs
Analyzed

Sub-programs
Selected and
Assigned to
Program
Categories

Very briefly, we consider that this part of our events

(Indicating first three square:.) corresponds to the planning,

this group corresponds to the programming part, (Indicating

next three squares), and this group through the conclu.3ion

of the program, corresponds to the sequence of events with

which budgeting is concerned. Budgeting is overlapped by

evaluating during program ()duration.

Notice please the first three events in the planning

section. When the inputs have been identified, the potential

objectives must also be icientified. Then the broad objectives

must be selected. After tnat there must be identification of

alternative programs to accomplish those objectives. Flom

among those alternative programs, the district must select

the ones it will use. The selected programs must be divided
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into subprograms which are functionally related; these sub-

programs are then organized into program categories for

efficiency and ease of administration; the programs are im-

plemented; they are operated to conclusion; and what has been

produced must be evaluated as to whether or not it is in

accordance with the chosen objectives.

This is the general design. But now let's move this

slide over on the left screen and close this one off so we

can start looking at some of the activities that are behind

each of these events. (See Figure 6.)

Activate
and
Organize
Human
Resources

CRC

Total
Effort by
Community
Staff
Students

Identify
and
Define
the
Problems j

Figure 6.

Determination
of
Tentative
Priorities

List
Potential
Broad
Objectives

For example, in the planning area we say that it is

very important that we have community involvement. This is,

in essence, what this says -- that it involves all of these

resources we have previously discussed; that it is aimed at
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identifying the community or societal problems; and it is

aimed at determining tentative priorities. There are those

who might call this cost benefit analysis, but, in any event,

it has to do with determining what it is that the school

system is generally going to undertake with the resources

it has at hand. It has to do with determining the highest

priorities in a particular community, wherever the community

may be.

Finally, we suggest listing potential broad objectives,

which are in turn subjected to screening by very relevant

considerations. (See Figure 7)

Screen for Relevancy

Screen
Broad
Objectives
by
Societal
Needs

Screen Screen
Broad Broad
Objectives Objectives
by by
Learner Educational
Needs jhilosophy

Figure 7.

Refine the
Agreed
Upon
Broad
Objectives

@RC

Board of
Education
Adopts
Broad
Objectives

Do these proposed objectives actually meet societal

needs? Do they meet learners' need? Are they consistent

with our educational philosophy? Out of the interaction
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of this kind of screening we believe there will come broad

objectives which have 13-2en agreed upon and which must then

be refined prior to adoption by the Board of Education.

This generally brings us through the first three events on

our events diagram. (See Figure 5.)

Let us look, though, at some examples of what we are

talking about when we say objectives. (See Figure 8.)

SOCIETAL GOALS e.g., The Imperatives of Education

1

BROAD OBJECTIVES

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

e.g., For every child to read, write,
speak, spell and listen at a
level commensurate with his
ability.

5.- e.g., No. I. For each child to com
prehend printed materials at
individual expectancy, as
measured by the comprehension
sub-test of the Gates- MacGinitie
A, 8, or C.

(CDRC

Figure 8.

We say such things as the Imperatives of Education

typify the broad goals of socity. They are those state-

ments of societal needs which are so large and so complex

that they are actually beyond the capacity of the school

system to achieve acting in isolation. I think all of us

are aware of this limitation on what the school can do.

We say that closely related to societal goals and contributing
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to their achievement are those things that the schools car

do and that these will typically, as a result of the kinds

of activity we nave just diagrammed for you, result in

development of what we say are broad objectives. But, as

Or. Aovick said earlier today, tnese typically are not of

such a nature that their attainment is immediately and

directly capable of recognition.

In our particular approach, our Educational Resource

Management Design, it is envisioned that we will develop

for each broad objective in a school system perhaps eight

or ten specific objectives. We will refer to these as

specific objectives because they have something within them

that tells when they have been attained.

The specific objective that we are using here in this

example is really one that has been developed by the

Westport, Connecticut School System. Westport is one of our

pilot districts, you will recall. They are working very

hard in this particular area. Attainment of this specific

objective speaks to attainment of the general objective.

littaining several such specific objectives would actually

represent the attainment of the broad objective in our

example. So, specific objectives in a certain number,

whatever may be required, would represent the attainment of

a broad objective. All of the broad objectives of a

school system would constitute that school system's con-

tribution to attainment of societal goals.
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Now, remembering this, let's look at the development

of some alternative programs to achieve objectives within

a school system in our Educational Resource Management

Design concept. (See Figure 9.)

TEtroad
Obje Clive
No I

Definition of Alternative Program *I
Sub-program Personnel
Learning Actodities," Materials

Other required resources

Sub-program Personnel
Support Serv;ces < Materials

Other required resources...
Detin4,an of Alternative Program

Learning Aclivite MPeartserianles1

Sub-program

Other required resources

Sub-program
Support Services Materialsi

Other required resources

Definition of Alternative Program *I
Sub-program Personnel
Learning Activ,liess--- Maleflols

Other required resources

Sub-program , Personnel
Support Services Moterials

Other requited resources

Oefinitton of Alternative Prcqrarn *N
Sub-program Personnel
Learning Activit,es-- MoteroIs

Other required r,sources

Sub-program Personnel
Support Services v-- Materials

Other required resources

Figure 9.

We start with that broad objective, say the example,

"read, write, spell and listen, at a level commensurate with

the ability of :.he child," and we move forward from. that to

at least one specific objective.

All right, we have a specific objective. Perhaps it

is such as the one we had on the prior slide. Now, for that

specific objective let us generate at least one program that

will achieve it.

5ri
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When we have generated this program we will find that

in it we have identified sub-programs of learning activities

and sub-programs of support activities. These, in turn,

of course, will require the use of the resources already

mentioned as inputs from society. Included will ba the

pe-zsonnel, the materials and certain other resources which

may be available in that community. Some may be available

but not by purchase. Rather they may be available as direct

contributions of time, special skills, geographic features

and so on.

All right. Having developed one alternative program

for the complete attainment of this specific objective in

a certain span of time we now de.,elop a series of other

alternatives to the number of N, or however many we may think

appropriate. Perhaps there should be at least three such

alternative programs for each specific objective.

All right, let us look at some of the otl-ar specific

objectives which would result, then, in the attainment of

broad Objective Number 1. You can envision a series of

these 1 through N, however it may be and for each of these

others we go through the same thing, develop a definition

of Alternative Program Number 1, and suosequently other

programs.

Now, out of this we have to determine which of the

alternative programs we are going to use, and we start in

this fashion here. (See Figure 10.)

GO
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Objective #1

Alternative Program #1
I. Cost / Time
2. Availability of other

sources of support
3. Other constraints
4. Anticipated effectiveness

Alternative Program #N
I. Cost / Time
2. Availability of other

sources of support
3. Other constraints
4. Anticipated effectivenes:-.

Cost
Effectiveness
Analysis

Figure 10.

Cost
Effectiveness
Analysis

Selection
of Optimum
Program

Let us take, say, just the specific Objective Number 1

from the to of Figure 9 and let us look at Alternative

Program Number 1, the top one, in terms of cost and time

and availability of other sources of support, other con-

straints that may be peculiar to it, anticipated effective-

ness, et cetera, which in a general way will constitute for

us in education our cost effectiveness analysis of that pro-

gram in contrast with cost effectiveness analysis of each of

the other programs, out of which we hope to select an optimum

program.
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Now, we find that having selected the optimum program,

it is necessary to divide that optimum program. (See Figure 11)

(Instrucional
General

Separation of
Optimum Program
into Sub- programs

Assignment of
Sub programs to
Program Categories

Instr. uctionaI
Exceptional

Instructional)
Support

Figure 11.

Community
Service

Non
Instructional)
Support j

G"7c

We divide that optimum program into the sub-programs

and separate those into our functional program categories so

that we have like activity with like activity for most effec-

tive,convenient and useful administration.

We are suggesting "instructional general" as being

those programs of activity, learning activities, which are

in support of the learning of the broad group of youngsters

who are not considered exceptional.

Our instructional-exceptional category we simply say is

all of those instructional activities that are designed for

the children who are either exceptional by reason of being

gifted or exceptional by reason of being handicapped.
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The instructional-support activity and service category,

or grouping of subprograms, is all of those activities which

are in uirect support of either instructional general or

instructional exceptional.

The non-instructional support would include such items

that are not in direct support as general administration,

o)cration of the transportation system, the maintenance

and operation of plant, et cetera, and finally we provide

and suggest a community service program category, for those

activities which the school system undertakes which are not

defined as being within the legal, regular responsibility of

the school system.

I think you can see how we have moved through the genera-

tion of o-jectives finally down to development of programs,

selection of programs, at least tentatively, and assignm7nt

of these to individual programs.
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Now, in the next frame, (Sec Figure 12), we will have

to re-examine this selection for just a moment.

Reconciliation 0
Priorities
Resources
Programs

Preparation of the Budget Document

Includes a War for allocating
procurable resources to
programs and for relating the
composite process to outputs

AC

Figure 12.

Approvol of
Budget Document
by
Board of Educolion

Thus far examination of the model has brought us to

where we have made a tentative selection of sub-programs

and assigned these to categories; but the first thing that

has to do with our definition of budgeting relates to the

fact that there must be a final reconciliation of priorities,

resources, and programs. It may v'ell be that in practice

we'll often have to re-cycle, go back and select other pro-

grams (which are not necessarily optimum ones) for utiliza-

tion; or we may have to re-examine our total priority struc-

ture. But, in any event, within the area generally viewed

by us as being budgeting, we see final reconci ..ation as a

responsibility, plus the preparation of the budget document,

and finally, approval of the Board of Education.
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We define budgeting to also include accounting and

reporting so let us examine quickly the accounting device

we are suggesting to support E.R.M.D. (See Figure 13.)

Accounting Categories

Category
Examples

Major Sub

Program Instructional- -General Objectives re Reading

Location Elementary Level School X

Object Salaries Classified

Project ESEA 89 -10 Title

Fund Building Sale of Bonds

ORC

Figure 13.

We use five breakdowns. One we will call program. As

an example of that, a major breakout within it would be

instructional-general or instructional-exceptional or instruc-

tional-support, non-instructional support or community

services and under it there might be sub-categories, as we

would desire in our particular district.

We suggest a category called Location, where we may

break the category up by sub-districts if we are decentralized,

as in the case of large districts, or we may break it up by

elementary and secondary levels or any other means we consider

appropriate to break out. Then subdivisions such as "school"
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are provided. Theoretically we could go on from this to

departments, and hopefully even some day, with our increasing

technology, to individual students. This leads me to the

observation that perhaps Educational Resource Management

Design as one application of planning-programming-budgeting

may not be as devoid of humares5 as some would suppose.

Next we call attention to "Object" but not in the

general sense we now use it. We think perhaps that the

classifications "Salaries, Material, Capital Outlay and

Other Expenses" might be enough major categories here,

with appropriate sub-categories under those.

We do recognize the need for a project classification

where we can pool together those things which a school

system does on contract, as, for example, with the Federal

Government. This is to accommodate the need to report such

projects most conveniently.

And, finally, we recognize the need in most States for

maintaining an identification of funds.

Out of all of these we could select theoretically any

particular combination of information we would desire, and

ore of the things we are anticipating with the Douglas County

District -- Lowell Baumunk, Superintendent -- just south of

here -- is an attempt, at least, to develop an accounting

approach utilizing this general format, which will be feasible

and operable in the very small school districts thzt do not

have data processing equipment.

,
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Our sub-committee on accounting, tnat developed this

format, Ray Holt, Emmett Moll, and Allen Dye, feel that most

of the school districts that have the data processing equip-

ment will have little difficulty with kind of approach

at the present time. And so we are going to concentrate

just a little bit on seeing what can be done to take care of

those districts that do not have data processing equipment.

But let us look at the next elaboration of the model. (See

Figure 1.4.)

Procurement
of
Resources

r-
1

Applicotion
of Resources
According to
Plan

1 /

1
/ / r

1

1 / ..,
..,

Accounting and
Reporting of Operations r

Performance
of Learring
Activities

I

i1 V
Performc ice /
of Suppu rt
Services

Pionning
Decisioning

Figure 14.

Outputs Learner
Growth, e.g.,

Knowledge
Skills
Attitudes

Evaluating 1

©RC

What we are showing here is a s.?ries of actual program

points that are the concern of budgeting, accounting, reporting.

These include the procurement of re*ources, the application of

them to the various programs, and on to the final output of

learning.
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Now, we show at this point that the accounting and

reporting of operations deals with these activities. The

information flows from these to accounting and reporting of

operations, and through that to p1-Inning and decisioning.

At the same time this is going 0:1, evaluation is also

occurring. So we come, then, to the subject of evaluation.

(See Figure 15.)

L
Society Programs

Sub- Programs
Activities
Sermes

(Learner's Condition)

Objec lives
(Learner's
Condition)

1.

Learner's
Condition

Leorner
Condition

CZ)

'

Philosophy

Eva luation

Objective 1 Subjective
Measures Measures

.
Data I- ------*<, Plarnmg. . .-

Figure 15.
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You will recall the earlier reference to objectives

as coming from society, learner condition and educational

philosophy and you will recall the actual development of the

objectives themselves. It occurs to us, as we Clink d)out

ev,Auating, that it may be wise for us to do some comparison

of the learner condition and our objectives for the learner

condition. And so we amplify just a little bit what we

would be comparing and developing as we move into this matter.
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Here we have an X and a Y and we show the information

flowing down to evaluation, and be sure that you see that

we call for both objective and suAective measures to de-

velop data which would flow to planning for its utilization.

Now, as we look at this, I thick you might be interes+led

to Allow that what we mean by the X over there is pupil des-

cription at initiation of program operation, and Y is our

proposed description of the pupU at the end of the proyram.

In other words, Y is our objective. (See Figure 16.)

X = Pupil description at initiation of program
operation (entry characteristics)

Y = Proposed pupil description at end of
program (objective)

I = Pupil description at an; interim pcirit of
proce3s

Z = Pupil description actually obloine,i at end
of program

U = Unexpected outcomes

F = An unknown fraction

C = Change

(t)

Figure )6.

Y = Y +C

Y= X-C

Y - X + C2

Y < X

Let us look at some of the possible relationships between

the entry-behavior of the pupil and his proposed learning

condition at the end of the program. We might find that the

objective is equal to hi: ontry condition, X plus a certain

changc. C Lquals Change. We might that the objective
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is to delete certain behavior. r:le might find. that our objective

is to add certain behavior, and at the same time subtract cer-

tain other behavior. (Indicating right side of Figure 16.)

Interestingly enough, it is theoretically possible to find

that our objective is less than the entry capacity of the

student, in which case it would seem to us that the kind of

information thus revealed would be very important information

for planning. It certainly would be very important for that

particular student that he and groups of similar students

should not have to go through an unnecessary and unmeaningful

prog.,...am of learning.

4)hi1e these projrams are in operation, if we were to

take, at any interim point, a measure of the pupil's progress

toward attaining an objective and do some comparing with our

objective, theoretically these are some of the things we could

find. (See center section of Figure 15 in conjunction with

Figure 17.)

X = Pupil description at initiation of program I = X
operation (entry characteristics)

Y Proposed pupil description at end of I = X + U
program (objective)

= Pupil description at any imcrim poin of i = FY + X
process

Z = Pupil descdphon actually obtained at end I 6 X FY + U
of program

U = Unexpected outcomes I < X # Y

F = An unknown fraction

C= Change = X±C=Y

© RC

Figure 17.
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We could find, for example, that I, the interim measure

is equal only to the entry condition of the learner -- that

the program is making no progress. We think this is impor-

tant to planningdecisioning and the information should flow

to them.

Or we could find that the interim measure has produced

actually only some unexpected outcomes. If that is the case,

I think that is cf interest to planning.

Or it may have produced only a fyaction of the objective

Y plus the original condition X. Perhaps it has produced a

fraction of Y plus some unexpected outcomes.

Unfortunately, it is theoretically possible that we

will find the interim measure shows that the pupil's learn-

ing condition is less that it uas when he ;Ite.ced the Program

X and is still not equal to Y. It may well L he is regres-

sing. This is unfortunate, but this is the kind of informa-

tion that I think Dr. Curtis was referring to that we should

be aware of if it is so. We might really be very fortunate

and find the interim measure indicates that we have attained

X plus or minus C, ar.d it is equal t Y. We have done what

we wanted to in a lesser time than we expected, in which case

this is also cf interest to the Planning and the Planning

decisioniii group.

The final product, the outcome of the program, is now

to considered, and we let Z represent the pupil description

that is actually obtained at the end of the program. (See

Figure 15 in conjunction with Figure 18.)
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X = Pupil descrption at initiation of program
operafion (entry characteristics)

Y= Proposed pupil description at end of

program (objective)

I = Pupil description at any interim point of

process

Z= Pupil description, actually obtained at end

of program

U = Unexpected outcomos

F = An unknown fraction

C = Change

©RC

Figure 18.

7. = Y

Z = Y+U

Z = FY

Z = FY + U

Z= X

Z = X U

If we find it is equal to Y, we have attained our ob-

jectives, that is fine! If we find it is equal to Y plus

soma unexpected outcomes, these may be good or bad, but

certainly the information is important to Planning and Plan

ning-Decisioning. Z can perhaps be equal to only a fraction

of our objective or a fraction of our objective plus some

unexpected outcome, or we ca obtain nothing or we may have

regressed. These are things which can happen. Hopefully,

they will have not. But as we operate this model with its

emphasis on objectives and attaining objectives and utiliz:;.ng

optimum programs, this is the kind of information that we are

presently seeing as being useful to the Planning and Planning

Decisioning people.
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Now, this has been with respect to the instructional

kinds of activities and services, but let us consider just

briefly the non-instructional

Support
Objectives

Or) j

activities. (See Figure 19.)

Requiren'ents of
Instructional
Program

Programs Supporting
Sub- Programs,
Activities,
Services,

(Measures of
Performance)

Total Output
of Program I

Physical Needs
of Learners

Eva 1 uo iiwi

I-Subjective
Measures

Objective
Measures I

Oato

Figure 19.

Planning

©RC

We show you that the origin of the non-instructional

or support sub-programs would normally be, we think, the

requirements of the instructional program and the physical

needs of learners. In the slide, support sub-objectives are

to be set forth in some fashion that we represent with the

1:tter Y. The sub-programs are to be operated and will be

subjected to evaluation at interim points. I represents

tae interim measure of progress or production. The final

output will again be called "Z", and we will subject yeasues

of Z to basically the same kind of analysis as we did the Z

of the instructional program categories. In both cases the
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object of evaluation is to produce information of importance

to Planning and Decisioning.

Now, this has presented for you a very hasty and, I know,

rather superficial sketch of our general picture of a black

box in the building. I'd like to summarize by looking again

at this partic,dar diagram. (See Figure 4.)

We have said that the parts of Program Planning-

Budgeting-Evaluation System or Educational Resource Manage-

ment Design, as we now envision it, consists of planning,

with its emphasis upon objectives, of programming with an

emphasis upon generating alternative ways to achieve those

objectives over a multi-year time dimension.

We say that a part of Educational Rescurce Management

Design is budgeting and nowhere have we suggested that the

budget should be limited to one year; it should be set forth,

as we see it, in terms of what is currently known about the

attainment of the objective, and this does require time. We

have shown you that time is one of our most important iden-

tified inputs or resources.

Finally, we say that E.R.M.D. includes evaluating --

evaluating progress in attaining outputs, and evaluating

outputs to determine achievement of objectives.

We think that out of these four parts these events (See

Figure 5.) are important, at least at this time, for giving

you direction, and giving us direction as we attempt to de-

velop finally more workable models. We think that identifi-
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cation of the inputs, the development of the objectives that

we are going to seek in a given school system, the considera-

tion of alternative programs, the analysis of them, the divi-

sion of thew into proram categori,.s, the program categories

being instructional-general, instructi.dnal-exceptional,

instructional support, non-instructional support, and commu-

nity service, and the operation of these programs to conclu-

sion with evaluation of their outputs all of this consti-

tutes a base for developing a good PP3E system for use in

public education.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is our moOel as it presently

stands.

This afterncon when you go into your group meetings for

discussion of this, our pilot representatives and consultants

will be scattered among all three of your groups. They will

be available to you for specific answering of questions. I

recognize that our time at this point is rather limited. I

just want to use what little time I have for a wrap-up point

view and some pointing of your thinking towards the after-

noon session.

At the conclusion of the group sessions, which start at

1:30, you will be handed a questionnaire where it is asked

that you give some reactions and some appraisals both of the

model as you have seen it and also of the situation that may

exist in your State at the present tine.
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As sill has mentioned to you earlier, we are planning

eight Regional Conferences this fall. There is a place on

the face of this questionnaire for you to identify which

of those regions you are representing or whether you are

from Canada, and we wish that you do so, so that :7e can collate

by regions the information which you have given us and employ

it in developing our programs for those Regional Conferences.

This will be most helpful to us.

Ladies and gentlemen, it has been a real pleasure to

make this presentation to you
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Summary of
the Group Sessions

E,:cerpts from the Concluding Panel Session

DA. Witt am H. Cant 6:

Ladies and gentlemen, the final session, as indicated,

will be in the form of a concluriing panel. I am reminded

of one point before I begin the introductions and then ask

for the first report. You were given questionnaires and asked

to complete them prior to leaving. Please leave them on the

tables outside if you have not already done so.

Next, I will present the members of the panel to you.

On my right is Miss Sue Haggart, a technical specialist for

the RAND Corporation and an associate of Dr. Novick.

Starting immediately on my left, representing the Chief

State School Officers and the man who chaired the session

of that group, Dr. Burnell Larson, Superintendent of the

State of Nevada.

Dr. Novick you have already met.

Mr. Grayson, as the presiding officer today, you have met.

Dr. Kenneth Hansen of Washington State University is next.

He is representing Dr. George Brain, a member of our Panel of

Experts and also Chairman of the Committee on Assessment of

Progress in Education.
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The pattern of this afternoon will be as follows: we will

ask each of the persons who either chaired or recorded for the

three grc,up sessions earlier this afternoon to take a few

minutes to comment in any direction they may choose, either

in the form of a report to us for the record cr in the form

of questions which they would like to list or both. Hopefully,

we can answer most of your questions this afternoon; if not,

we will get the answers for you later. After these three

persons have reported, by agreement, all of these persons

on the platform will serve as resource persons, as well as

our consultants in the audience, any members of our Panel

of Experts and any representative of our pilot districts,

in order to answer any questions presented by these men.

I have asked Mr. Grayson as the presiding officer of

the Conference, the President of our organization and the person

who presided at the ASBO group session in this room this

afternoon, to lead off with the initial comments, whatever

he chooses to say.

Mn. EhnC4t C. Gkoy,on:

I was very fortunate to have a large group of School

Business Officials, and when you get this many together you

can always come up with plenty of questions and comments.

One of the first concerns was, would the revision of

Handbook I7, which is currently under contract to be revised,

give consideration to incorporating PPBES in the development

of that manual?

78
-71-



I think the general consensus of opinion was that it

probably would. Pete Perkins is here and I know he is taking

down copious nctes so we will be sure that it will be reflected.

Secondly, there was a question, would the slide pres,m-

tation that was presented this morning be available for use?

I think you mentioned to me that this is copyrighted and is

still in the process of development and that there will be

some changes in it before the final slide presentation

is made available later on.

DA. Wittiam H. Ciikti6:

Yes, you are correct. During the next month there will

be some revision of the glides as a result of today's meeting

and subsequent meetings with our Committee of Cons'.itants.

I have been making some notes hei:e and I trust other

members of the Panel have been doing the same. We will let

you raise these questions, then I will try to allocate them

for reply as we go along.

Mk. Ekne4t C. GhaVon:

Fine. Another concern of this!group th!s afternoon was,

in a discussion OE the basic progras, could there be some

common agreement as to hhat these programs are? We were

presented with these programs as t.11;e proposed model would

envision, but there are probably some differences in opinions

and some concerns in other areas o,E things that Might be left

-*/2-

79



off of some classification. Will there be some attempt to

get down to specifics and not have, say, State Departments

going one way, local districts going another and possibly

our model system going another way? Is there some way we

can get common agreement among the various educational or-

ganizations as to what the basic programs might be?

We also were concerned with the present budget procedures

as to whether we would have two budgets if we got into this

,171pe of system, one which would be a line-item budget and

the other being the proposed PPBES system. Would we have

two budgets to work with in the development of this type

pf system?

ids°, is there any idea of the costs of establishing

a PPBES system, will it cost more, will it cost less? What

are the implications for the district, should the accounting

and reporting take precedence over decision-making and planning?

What would be the costs, in other words, in going into a system

of this type? There seemrsd to be quite a bit of hidden costs

in this system that came to the surface after some of our

experimental systems got into it.

Another question we had was, is the purpose of the project

to become a standardilee system for all districts? I think

some opinion was expressed here that this would be a guideline

or a model and not necessarily a standardized type of system.

Then what about the smaller districts where we have the

superintendent and the bookkeeper, how would he fit into a

system like this, will them, be provision for small districts

to develop this type of system?
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Another concern was, I think, with the state laws, as to

:low they might affect implementing a program budgeting system.

For instance, commingling of funds in a system, would this

model have some way of taking care of state laws and so forth?

Of course, it was thought that possibly the Education Commission

of the States may need to help us out, if necessary, to get

some uniformity.

Another grestion: Do the educational institutions them-

selves lend themselves to use is a decision-making or management

type of control?

And then it was brought cut, the outside forces that

impinge upon management decisions such as the unions and other

pressure groups in the commun.:Ay, how would they fit into

this decision-making process, how would PPBES help to sell

a budget to the taxpayers? I think generally it was agreed

that it could present alternatives, it could present costs

of education, and so forth, that might be helpful in selling

a budget.

Finally, how do we get the State Departments! of Education

more involved in this project, because generally speaking,

they would take the leadership in implementing a statewide

system.

That concludes my guestons.
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D4. Wittiam H. Cukti,s:

Thank you very much. Next, I would like to ask Dr.

Larson if he has any comments on behalf of the Chief State

School Officers.

Dk. Buknett Lalt,son:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I sensed a feeling among the representatives from the

Chief State School Officers that there certainly is no re-

sistance to moving into program b.:::geting. As a matter of

fact, many of the states have already made some very clear

and incisive inroads on this concept and procedure, and I

think the rest of us are looking for ways to accoiaplish the

same kinds of things. Many of us, however, 1-,ave not had the

explicit direction that some of the states seem to have had.

I think most of you can allay any tears you may have that

State Departments of Education are not going to consider this

matter ve/y, very seriously. Speaking for my own state, we

are dedicated to the idea, and we will be doing a great many

things in this during the next biennium, paiticularly as

regards departmental operation and administratirn.

We feel that a development of program budgeting needs

to be made for a state agency before it can reasonauly be

tried out in a pilot somewhere in the school districts.
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Certainly it was reiterated that state leadership is

required, and also that state financial help is needed.

Along with this need it was expressed that perhaps we have

not communicated very well, for example, to legislators in

general and to state administrative officers in particular

the ideas and the concepts of program budgets. I think this

is where some of us have failed.

I know this is the case in my own state. W1 have started

to t?lk too late and ithoat sufficient good foundation infor-

mation. The result has been an unwillinc-Les5 on the part of

legislators to assume responsibility for budgeting under the

PPBS concept. One of the alternatives suggested for better

communication with the legislatures was that we approach

them with the idea that this concept could be included within

a planning section in a state department of educaton and that

this planning section could assume the responsibility for program

budgets as one of its c1 ties. I think most legislators agree

now that state departments of ecucatioh certainly need to

be agents of change and perhaps each one of these state depart-

ments of education should have within its component organization

one set of individuals whose duty it is primarily, perhaps,

to work for change and to afflict the comfortable to accomplish

it.

Several of the models being used across the country

were referred to. I won't take the time to go into them.

I think some of them are rather interesting and the approaches

were certainly different from any that I had heard oZ.
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One of the questions was, how can model districts sustain,

withoit added financial support, an effort in promoting and

establishing program budgets ind the concepts and ideas that

accompany the change.?

A state department of education has a responsibility here

as well as in securing funds for any state educational activity.

A state department of education must be ready to point the

way, logically, and with the weigh..c. of evidence behind it.

One of th2 basic and oft-reiterated points was that in

order for program budgets and the concept to be well established

and broadly designed, it should be openended and flexible,

and that there muss be alternative approaches which would

respond specific lly to needs of the various districts, since

each may be unique and each may have its own very discreet

and positive kinds of demand::.

Witeiam H. Cukta:

Thank you very much, sir. I might state in passing that

Dr. Larson has in his own state one of our pilot districts,

namely, Clark County, which includes the area of Las Vegas .

Also, Dr. Larson is a member of our National Liaison Committee

representing the Council of Chief State School Officers.

Dr. Forrest Conner served as Chairman of the Administrators

group but has. requested Dr. Kenneth Hansen who served as

the recorder to be the spokesman.

Dr. Hansen.
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OA. Kenneth Han,sen:

I suspect. that Forrest Conner asked me both to record

and report in the vain hope that I would repeat his scintil-

lating and introductory remarks ('lilich he could not modestly

do); but although they were scintillating, I won't report them.

I will report, rather, what the other people said and the

questions they raised.

The first question concerned the danger that the process

of "clarifyng our objectives" might constrict our thinking.

That is, in the attempt to make our objectives so specific

as to be programmatic and measurable, we would fail to include

broader -- or even as Dr. Novick called them this morning,

"fuzzy" objectives. Eowever, there seemed to be the belief

that as long as we realized that this was a problem, merely

clarifying and making specific and even behavioral the objectives

did not in any way limit the nature and the scope and the breadth

and the depth of cur educational objectives. That danger

existed only if we let it happen.

Major questions were also raises. about the paradox of

the long-range nature of implementing such a system as this

as against the immediate steps that needed to be done. Several

of the spoleesmen for the group ad3ressed themselves to the thought

that we must immediately tell our constituents that this

cannot be done overnight; it may take a minimum of three to

five years to get this program going. Nevertheless, there

is no excuse for not taking the immediate steps of providing

alternative objectives and alternative programs and the kind

of long-rans planning that does have to start now. The
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long-range nature of implementing this program gives us no

warrant for not getting started on the immediate and sequential

steps we can take.

This project itself can help provide some of those immediate

steps toward the long-range implementation. For example:

interim information and examples as fast as they are produced

by the project without waiting for a completed report; more

specific and explicit alternative objectives and alternative

programs, not as examples of what should be but more as examples

of what might be, the kinds of things that districts can

actually use as examples of what they themselves should seek;

and in-service training at multiple levels, because so many

different levels of the educational enterprise must be imme-

diately involved in this program. Especially the small districts

will need this sort of help.

Our attention was els) called to the need for the assumption

by the superintendents and their staffs of their clear respon-

sibility for educational leadership in providing the alternatives

that are demanded--quoting again from Dr. Novick--that the

name of the game is providing workable alternatives.

There was a good bit of concern, perhaps more than any

other concern mentioned, with the fact that we at once ,eed

political involvement at all levels of the body politic and

must at the same time be prepared to resist political pressure

for the immediate institution of premature programs of this sort-
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We need more and more to involve the political decision makers,

not only in designing programs, because they are calling for

them, buc in understanding the great complexities of :such an

approach.

But throughout all of this discussion, I felt there

was not any defensiveness in the questions and the comments;

rather, a- assured but not a relaxed attitude on the part

of the participants because they were realizing, as so many

spoke up on this topic, that this is not all new. It is

part of the planning and change process with which we have

only dabbled so far, but with which we do have a basic pro-

fessional familiarity and a tremendous professional obligation.

J think maybe the best summary of this problem was given

a few years ago by a former Assi- int Secretary for Health,

Education and Welfare, who 'alled the PPBS System an orderly

arrangement of incomplete information." Our job now is to

complete the information. Thank you.

Chai4man Cukti4:

I thank you, Ken.

In an effort to try and cover all of the other questions

raised from the various groups, and I hope that each of the

presenters will double-check me as I go down through my own

list, I will start with some of the points or questions which

Ernie Grayson raised.
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One had to do with the proposed revision of the Hand-

book II. You are all familiar with Handbook II, and I guess

all of you now by now that the United States Office of Education

does propose to revise it. Also, Ernie made some reference

to Pete Perkins because Pete's firm has been awarded the contract

for the revision process.

Because I heard Pete answer this question precisely in

the meeting with the School Administrators, I am going to

ask him if he will take a minute to answer the question again.

The question that Ernie raiscd for his group concerned the

cDripatibility of the revision of Handbook II to the PPBS

concept and especially to a project such as ours. Pete,

are you willing to answer that?

Mn. Joseph A. Peakins, la.:

The Handbook II specifications provide for three phases:

One, revision of the old chart of accounts, cleaning up the

inconsistencies in the function/object area and updating

thu glossary of terms. Two, a general treatment of Planning,

Programming, Budgeting Systems showing its relationship to

the chart of accounts as a technical base to PPBS with a re-

quirement that the contractor take into consideration and

communicate with each major PPBS design project in the country.

Three, show how the financial chart of accounts interfaces

with the systems in the other U.S.O.E. handbook series dealing

with facilities, pupils, staff and curriculum.

As of this moment the ASBO Research Corporation and the

California Commission on School. Budgeting and Accounting have
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the only two major projects in the country. Peat, Marwick,

Mitchell and Co. as the contractor to assist the U.S.O.E. in

revising Handbook II will have to be in constant communication

with both projects. The Handbook II prcject is not a design

of a PPS system, rather it relates the technical base, that is,

the accounting system, to what the ASBO Research Corporation

is doing. It should supplement and complement it, not over-

shadow it.

Chaikmall Cukti:

Thank you very much, Pete.

The next question relates to the slide presentation

and the availability of it. The presentation, for the

present, will riot be available on a large Scale. We propose

to revise it further as we do more revision of the model,

but we do expect that it will be available at all of the

regional meetings in the fall. We do expect it will be

available at the Professors' Conferences and at certain other

major institutes or conferences. But for the noment, just

to distribute it without the explanatory sections would not

be practical, from our point of view. Later on, as we develop

a higher degree of sophistication of the model, we expect

to prepare printed materials concerning it. As I indicated

to you, some time within the next two months we will send

to each of you the proceedings of this meeting, including

diagrams. Also, we will continue to send material to you as

well as to other p- arsons in positions of leadership across

the nation to the extent that we feel it is feasible.
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However, I would remind you of what I said in my

presentation that we do not wish to be premature in dis-

tributing materials which in themselves might become the

"final word" right at the beginning of the project.

The next question related to the basic programs.

The question: Will we be presenting more specific examples

of programs and objectives, etc., and if so, what are our

plans in this direction?

I have asked John Gott if he would like to comment

on this question. Our consultants have some thoughts on

this matter, also. John will comment first.

Mk. John Gott:

In the first place, I'd like to call your attention to

the fact that we are aware of the element of alternatives

in the PPBES System, and we at this point in time are not

willing to restrict the availability of alternatives in

this area. Yes, we are interested in developing for you

adequate examples of what can be done, of various ways of

doing it. A number of our pilots are working on this. We

are not in a position to commit. It is like a great many

of the other questions: Ernie raised having to do with imple-

mentation, to which we are, hopefully, now ready to turn our

attention during the forthcoming months. We think that we

will be able to give you better examp)es than we are able to

give at the present time.
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Chaikman Cukti6:

Is there anyone else on the panel woo wishes to comment

to this question? Sue.

Mi66 Haggakt:

I would like to make o comment abol

.eem to detect a different use of alterr

Mr. Novick had in mind this morning. T1

doing right now in your districts or in

ments of Education are your programs.

base case, if you want to call it that.

that we are talking about, in generatir

alternative ways to achieve the oFjerci

that you now have -- not altp_n,-.cive pr

A program structure doesn't stay still

is dynamic in the sense that as new ob-

selves felt and new programs are desig

jectives, your program structure wfl.1

really no such thing as a permanent or

structure.

Now, you can have a general proar

certain districts will find slots in t

that they can fill and certain other d

any input for particular slots. A goo

district versus an elementary district

program budget structure for a unified

elementary districts can use almost th

they won't have any secondary educatio
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t alternatives. I

atives than I think

e activities you are

your State Depart-

Whey comprise your

The alternatives

J alternatives, are

ves of the programs

Dgram structures.

or isn't static; it

ectives make them-

ed to meet those ob-

:hange. So there is

alternative program

1m structure and

at progrean structure

stricts will not have

' example is a unified

You can have a

district and the

same inputs except

or any inputs to



programs related to activities involved in secondary edu-

cation.

The program structure for secondary education, broken

up by objectives, (two general ones might be preparing

students for employment or preparing students for further

education) might be the same as a program structure de-

signed to be a national program structure. The elementary

district, however, would have no input to those programs.

As I said, the alternatives you seek are the alter-

native ways to achieve your objectives, not alternative

program structures as I seemed to detect. I could be

wrong. But check on the idea of alternatives, as it re-

lates to the considerations in developing a program structure.

M4. Ghay6Cfl:

Bill, I think our group was trying to think in terms

of will the project involved develop a list of programs

that there would be some common agreement on. I think this

is what we were concerned about. Is this out of the

question?

Choitman Ctotti6:

John, do you want to answer that? We have talked

about some of the supplementary material.

Mn.. Gott:

I can discuss it, but I can't answer it.

Chc.i.man Cukti.s:

That is what I mean. I am referring now to our. dis-

92
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cussicns of about two or three weeks ago in the supporting

data beyond the basic chapters.

M. Gott:

I am not quite sure that I understand what you are

referring to, Bill. You miy wish to supplement this. I

need to react just a littlD bit to what Miss Haggart said

in the matter of alternatives. If, for example, the ob

jective is to install a PPBES System in your school system,

then we recognize that you may wish to consider various

alternatives in thi,i sense, also, and I think tnis may have

given rise to the apparent confusion a moment ago because

I was speaking in that particular sense at that point in

time.

Now, with respect to those basic programs, one of the

questions that has hung in our minds is whether a basic or-

ganization of programs will be static and standardized

throughout the United Stat?s in all systems and in all or-

ganizations. One of the basic questions is whether or not

the requirements of state and federal policy decision-

making are such that PPBES will have to be in a standard

format. Ideally, we would li };e to leave to each district

the latitude to organize its programs in categories which

may be most appropriate for its particular circumstance,

and yet we recognize the possible constraint of require-

ment for state and federal level policymaking such that

standardization would be required.

9;3
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At this point in time, these are just two of the

points of consideration and the ratter is not, as I see

it, resolved. We will be attempting to deal with it in

the chapter outline. If you will refer to that, you will

find some of the points at which we intend to treat it in

greater depth latei.

Chairman Ca/Lti6:

The only point I would add, Johr, in addition to

covering these items in the basic chapters, I think we

had in mind that in some supplementary material in the

document we might give other examples. We are definitely

against the idea of developing a standardized model that

will constrain the efforts of an individual school system.

We recognize the value of sharing of data, comparisons,

so forth. There must be an overall pattern.

How far down the pathways we go with the overall

pattern I know none of us is prepared to answer that

Ttostion as yet. But I would like to go back again to

our statements of this :horning. We are doing everything

possible to develop a model which will give each and every

one of you "room in which to move."

I note, John, that you have answered one or two other

questions in the process and we are down to about two

minutes. As yet we have not answered the question of

whether we are going to require two budgets in the transi-

tion process.

Will you please answer this que,Ition, Dr. Novick?
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Dn.. Novick:

I think we have to recognize that the program budget

is planning-oriented. This doesn't mean we are making a

forecast. We are laying out a plan. In this, the first

year is next year's budget. Now, th'.s again should not

be taken to mean that you have to change the existing

budget structure. The proposal has always involved the

concept of a crosswalk, and Secretary McNamara I think

did this best when he said to the Congress, "I will give

you the posture statement," meaning that "I will lay out

tne long-range plan of the Department of Sefense. The

Assistant Secretary or Comptroller will give you next

year's budget in the traditional pattern."

This is a very important thing in dealing with

legislators, because they do not want to change their

habits, and it is not necessary that they Crwage their

habits.

The only other statement I want to make is, remember

that a plan is not only flexible, but a good plan aborts

almost as soon as it is completed. In other words, you take,

let us say, a year to make up a plan. In that period a

great many things happen. You are, let us say, administer-

ing that plan for six months. A great many new things

happen. It is a very bad plan if at the end of the first

six months of its operation it cannot be susceptible to

very major revision. You may be locked in, as the auto-
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mobile people are, with machine tools and other long

lead-time items that you ordered eighteen months in ad-

vance. But even then you may czcasionally have fo junk

the cost already incurred. Another thing to remember is

when we talk about alternatives, we mean alternative ways

of looking at things. This may mean alternative program

structures, this may mean alternative program elements for

implementing a program. But the one thing I would like to

leave in your minds is the fact that the long-range plan

i5 just that. It is not a forecast. You are not putting

yourself in cement. You are, rather, saying as of this

point in time, given this information these are the de-

cisions we make. Six months later, given new information,

given new conditions, you may make significantly different

decisions.

Chaikr,an

Thank you very much, sir.

I think you have the answer in that statement concern

my the dual budgets. There is one other question that I

do wish to answer quickly. In the interest of time I shall

try to be brief.

There was a question raised concerning the small dis-

tricts, recognizing the fact that in this nation of ours

over half the districts, if I remember my statistics cor-

rectly, would have less than 2,000 youngsters each, and we

still have approximately 20,000 districts. We rust have a

deep concern, of course, for the small school district



which does not have access to some of the newer phases of

technology, at least not at the present. However, we are

entering into a spacial agreement with the Douglas County

School District in a special experimental project to make

sure that we are reflecting some of the problems of the

smaller district. Also working with Douglas County

probably will be the State Department and the University

here in Colorado.

Time has run out on us, ladies and gentlemen. In a

moment or two we will conclude this conference. Before

doing so, I wish to thank the panel participants.

My thanks also to the Committee and to all of you

that worked together in this team effort, and certainly you

in the audience who took time to be with us.

9
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IV. PROGRAMMING -- ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

V. BUDGETING

VI. EVALUATING

VII. ORGANIZING FOR IMPLEMENTATION
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IX. IMPLICATIONS
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

FROM ANALYSIS OF REPLIES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES

WHICH WERE DISTRIBUTED TO THE PPRTICIPANTS OF

THS NATIONAL CONFERENCE

by John Gott

Research Associate to the Project
of the Research Corporation of ASBO
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

FROM ANALYSIS OF REPLIES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES

WHICH WERE DISTRIBUTED TO THE PhRTICIPANTS OF

THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE

by John Gott

Research Associate to the Project

1. The responding groups perceived school business officials
as most aware and classroom teachers as least aware of PPBES.
(See Table 2.)

2. Of the groups inquired about, legislators and school
business officials were perceived as being the ones most in favor of
adoption of some form of PPBES. (See Table 3.)

3. The replies indicated a belief among the respondents
that adequacy of selected skills requisite for operation of
PPBES in education is least in schools of under 2,00C pupils
and highest in schools of over 5,000 pupils. However, the
generally low range of mean composite ratings (1.5 to 2.4)
supports the view chat much in-ceics training will 1,a re-
quired to support_ any wide spread implementation of PPBES.
(Sce Table 4.)

4. The respondents were most sure (4.5 mean composite
ratings) tnat the RC ASBO Educational Resource Management
Design (1) will in use produce increased precision in iden-
tifying the objectives for which a school system is responsible,
and (2) provides an increased emphasis upon relating activities
and services to specific objectives. The lowest mean ratina
of all respondents, still markedly in the area of agreement
(3.9), was accorded the statement ' -.at use of EPJD will
increase effectiveness of communicotion between edu.eaters ,nd
legislators. (See Table 5.)

10.1
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TABLE 1. ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPATION IN COMPLETING QUESTIONNAIRE

Group*

Number umber
Attending Responding to Percentage
Conference Questionnaire of Response

Chief State School
Officer or Representative 25 22 88%

State Presidents of
RASA Organizations 41 33 80%

State or Province
Presidents of ASBO
Organizations 37 28 76%

TOTALS (For above groups) 103 83 81%

*Note: persons other than in the groups listed were deemed
to not constiLute a definitive group for the purposes
of this F4 ly.
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