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The micro-level of administrative processes is in essence a
set of interlocked roles and routines.

Generally, such pro-

cesses are viewed as neutral instruments and also of trivial
importance.

Contrary to such a view, this dissertation ar-

gues that at the micro-level, roles and routines,

far from

being simple and clear, turn out to be complex and ambiguous.

This is because their interaction involves different

institutional rules,

agency norms,

information,

and cogni-

tive orientations that need to be continuously accommodated
in a seamless web of implementation.

The creation and re-

tention of ambiguity is conceived of as a natural outcome of
such

accommodation.

This

dissertation

explores

such

a

possibility in the role-routine interactions involved in the
execution phase of the budget process.
widely held to be a control process.

Budget execution is

But the nature of such

control is far less straight-forward and far more complex
than

is

commonly assumed.

The dissertation explains the

management of such complexity in terms of the retention of
ambiguity in the control processes of budget execution.
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INTRODUCTION: SCOPE, METHOD, AND JUSTIFICATION
OF THE STUDY

This dissertation pursues a subject that long has excited my intellectual curiosity.

It seeks evidence of "ambigu-

ity" in administrative processes and endeavors to understand
its status and function.
have

Ambiguity is something that we all

experienced, but as a conceptual issue it nevertheless

remains a peripheral concern.

This is as true for philosophy

as it is for administration.

"Philosophers," notes Atlas

(1989):
have given far less attention to ambiguity than
its central employment in their reasoning would
seem to require (p. 151).
Addressing social scientists, Merton (1976) similarly notes:
although the social relations between persons have
inevitably been drawn into the psychological analysis of ambivalence, they have not been made central to it. Social relations remain peripheral to
the analysis. They are taken as facts of historical
circumstance rather than examined in terms of the
dynamics of social structure to see how and to what
extent ambivalence comes to be built into the very
structure of social relations (p. 4).
Responding to such admissions, this study employs ambiguity as its central concept and points to the need for viewing
it differently.

Rather than considering ambiguity as simply

dysfunctional, as is commonly the case, ambiguity is shown
here to have functional consequences for maintaining the institutional stability and organizational legitimacy of the
budget execution process in agencies.
1

One point that needs to be mentioned at the outset is
that "ambiguity" here is treated as an orienting and explanatory concept and not as a normative or scientific one.
Therefore, it does not compete with or denigrate the normative
claims of rationality.

In this sense, ambiguity stands

alongside concepts like "slack," "redundancy," "muddlingthrough," and "buffering."

Today the importance of these

concepts for understanding administrative processes is obvious.

But before they received analytical clarification,

their significance not only went unrecognized, but they also
carried negative connotations in describing the administrative process.
Ambiguity presently retains an obscure and negative
status, although a handful of researdhers have begun to
address its conceptual importance.

Given this recognition,

available treatments of ambiguity emphasize the cognitive
and psychological dimensions of individual actors.

But whe-

ther ambiguity is an attribute of institutional dynamics is
not directly tackled.

The theoretical task of this study is

directed precisely to this end:

To consider the status of

ambiguity as an unintended outcome of interactions in administrative

processes.

A recent study by March and Olsen (1989) deals with
ambiguity in the context of macro-institutional processes.
They place ambiguity as a contingent and to some extent a
2

strategic outcome. For instance, they note:
(R]ules and their applicability to particular
situations are often ambiguous. Individuals have
multiple identities. Division of labor sometimes
breakdown. Situations can be defined in different
ways that call forth different rules. Rules are
constructed by a process that sometimes encourages
ambiguity (p, 24), [My emphasis].
In their work, March and Olsen argue that, ambiguity emerges
from the ways institutional processes function.

One instan-

ce of how this occurs, is the way institutions achieve coordination by uncoupling the components of a problem and solving selective parts.

Another instance, is the maintenance

and activation of a repertoire of procedures and past lessons to address such solutions.

From their perspective,

ambiguity -- rather than becoming an error inducing mechanism turns out to function in an error reducing capacity.
But whether such a capacity is an intended or an unintended
outcome is not commented upon.
In trying to demonstrate their argument, March and
Olsen consider institutions as political actors.

Therefore,

their focus lie on the macro level of institutional dynamics
rather than on the micro level.

They explicitly reject the

premise of micro-level interactions affecting macro-level
outcomes.

They point out that, role-interactions are essen-

tially structured and given meaning by the institutions in
which they occur.

Thus their foci is to show

how institu-

tions create what they refer to as "appropriate behavior."
3

My research is in general agreement with the position
taken by March and Olsen.

But it differs on two issues.

First, I take a micro focus and offer specific observations,
while they took a macro focus and offered general observations.

Second, while they attempted to show how institu-

tions shape role-interactions, my attempt is to seek how
this occurs through the meaning imparted by the role players
in a specific administrative process.

In this sense, the

present research advances the thesis of March and Olsen.
This study examines ambiguity in a realm of administrative process that is conventionally thought of as least
likely to retain it, namely, the budget execution process.
Therefore, the research strategy can be conceived of as
counter-intuitive.

Budget execution is generally presented

in the literature as a highly formalized, instrumental, and
routinized process established to promote rational organizational action.
the

To show otherwise, the research

micro level of the budget execution process.

focuses on
This in-

volves studying the interactive effect of the roles and routines in the budget execution process.
The significance of this study stems from various concerns.

The principal one is the general neglect of micro-

analysis of administrative issues.

In Public Administration

we know that -- between stated goals and actual outcome;
between different organizational norms and performance stan4

dards; between different procedural routines and role performance,

there is occasional and enduring incongruence or

variance that spans the different organizational levels and
functions.
For those who are working from the rationalist premise,
the existence of incongruence is considered a problem to be
solved, while those who are working from a non-rationalist
premise consider it a phenomenon to be explained.

Different

theories compete to account for the incongruence as well as
to identify their causes and consequences.

A major focus of

the organization theory and implementation process literature is to address such incongruence, not only between policy goals and organizational actions, but also the incongruence within oganizational actions.

Therefore, on the

basis of such observations it is reasonable to explore
whether budgetary actions retain "fuzziness" beneath the
seemingly formal and routine processes of budget execution.
Such fuzziness is not simply an aberration of otherwise
rational bureaucratic operation, but a reflection of the
problematic nature of the administrative process itself.
One source of the problematic stems from the competing
institutional rules that bear upon the implementation process, e.g., the competing designs

of fiscal control and

administrative discretion in budget execution.

Such rules

are institutional in the sense that they bring stable poli5

tical, economic, and cultural values
tation action.

to bear upon implemen-

For example, budget accounting brings the

values of fiscal control, distrust of government, and standard cost to the design of the budget execution process.

on

the other hand, budget adjustment brings to bear the values
of administrative discretion, agency growth, and situational
imperatives in the management of the execution process.
The dynamic interaction of such operative institutional
rules can be observed in the nexus of information processing
procedures and role performance of organizational actors.
Therefore, an important question to look at is: How are the
different institutional rules accommodated in practice? More
specifically, how are accommodations affected through role
performance and procedural routines?
tability,

agency norms,

So far,

legal accoun-

the incentive-sanction structure,

bargaining strategies, and management control remain the
acknowledged concepts explaining

such accommodation. The

retention of ambiguity is yet to receive such
ment.

acknowledg-

The aim of this study is to argue for such acknow-

ledgment.

In the context of agency budgeting, Hopwood

(1974} points out:
considering the breadth of organizational involvement and the variety of purposes served by budgetary procedures, it is hardly surprising that many
highly relevant questions remain unresolved. The
problems are important ones, however, because although many of the technical procedures of budgeting are well developed, if not highly sophistica6

ted, the nature of their relationship to human behavior in organizations, despite providing the
very basis of their organizational rationale, remains an area subject to a great deal of uncertainty and doubt (sic], (p. 40).
Therefore, ambiguity remains one such unexplored area in
budgetary research.
In the budget execution process, ambiguity refers to
the retention of multiple interpretations of implementation
action. Multiple interpretations are considered to emerge
from the interaction of different roles and routines, rather
than necessarily residing within the roles and routines
themselves.

For theoretical discussion, two measures of

ambiguity are used: Procedural ambiguity, operationalized as
the equivocality of information (Putnam & Sorensen, 1982;
March & Feldman 1981; Weick, 1979; Swanson, 1978); and Role
ambiguity, operationalized as the

variation in role identi-

ty and task performance (Merton, 1976; Rizzo et al., 1970;
Katz et al., 1964).
Within the budgetary field,

budget execution remains

the least explored area of administrative practice (Burkhead, 1962; Axelrod, 1986).

Budget execution is considered

an intermediate phase of the budget cycle preceded by the
budget preparation and approval phases and followed by the
audit phase.

It is in the execution phase where agencies

draw out their spending plan, struggle with the central
budget office over such a plan, spend money, and maintain
7

accounting records of their spending.

Given the strategic

and political importance of the budget preparation and
approval processes, the inattention to execution is understandable.

But once enacted and put into operation, budget-

ing becomes subjected to the administrative processes and
the implementation cultures of specific agencies.

Given

Public Administration's concern with implementation, the
importance of budget execution is self-evident.
At the micro level, the budget execution process is
conceived of as a collection of roles locked into implementation routines.

Both roles and routines operate on insti-

tutionalized information and agency norms that make budget
execution to appear similar in form, but different in operation across the different agencies.

Available research on

budget execution focuses either on the functional description of the process or on its dysfunctions.

This leaves the

question of institutional dynamics largely unexplored.
instance, Caiden (1985) observes:
budget systems are made up of a number of variables, the most evident of which are formal procedures and classifications of the budget document.
But these do not tell the whole story.
They may
be thought of as the outward manifestations of a
series of conscious and unconscious decisions responding to questions regarding access to the budget, the means by which conflicts are resolved,
the budgetary time cycle, and the organization of
data (p. 500).

8

For

Therefore, exploring the actual role performance and procedural routines in budget execution would allow us to go beyond its formal description and tap into the interpretive
realms of its institutional dynamics.
The observations on institutional dynamics are based on
the interaction of budget adjustment and budget accounting
routines associated with the role performance of agency
heads, budget officers, and accountants.

In the budget exe-

cution process, multiple roles converge upon one another -each with its different information requirements, cognitive
orientations, and role rationalizing behaviors. How are such
differences accommodated? In what way does the accommodation
affect the budget execution process?
queries,

In addressing such

the research questions pursued are based upon two

levels of inquiry: conceptual and empirical. The general
question addressed at the conceptual level is:

What is the status or ambiquity in administrative
operations?
The specific question addressed at the empirical level is:

How does the interaction between the roles and
routines of budget adjustment and accounting
manifest equivocality of information and variation in role identity and task performance?
The methodology followed in this study utilizes a middle-range approach. A middle-range approach employs a limited
set of interrelated propositions that connect low-level empirical observations with more abstract conceptualizations
9

(Merton, 1968; Pondy, 1984). For this study, the interaction
of roles and routines forms the basis of low-level empirical
observation, while the discussion

on the status of ambigu-

ity in administration forms the basis of abstract
alization.

conceptu-

While the latter is pursued on the basis of ob-

servations made by other students of the subject, the former
is pursued through the method of account analysis. An account consists of the interpretation that actors assign to
events or episodes.

Account analysis involves an investiga-

tion of the way individuals record and represent to themselves certain properties of the collectives to which they belong.

It then tries to trace how they use this knowledge in

generating the coordinated actions which continue to reproduce the actions of the collectives more or less accurately
(Harre,

1978).

empirical)

Because observations

(both theoretical and

are considered as "accounts," the writing style

followed in this study frequently uses quotations from other
researchers on the subject as well as those of actors in the
process.
Five governmental agencies of the United States were
selected for the research.

For each agency, accounts were

elicited from the agency head, the budget officer, and the
accounting officer.
terviewed.

A total of thirteen officials were in-

A semi-structured interview method was employ-

ed, each lasting for about two hours.
10

Interviews were tape

recorded and the transcripts were used for analysis.
Documents that are analyzed include the quarterly and monthly reports, budget forms, and accounting formats that the
agency officials considered important in their budget execution process.

In each interview, the officials were asked

to narrate the execution process in their agency, their role
in it, the routines that they followed,

their interaction

with other roles, and certain attitudinal questions.
appendix 1, for the questionnaire used in the study).

(See
On

more than one occasion, the questions were reframed or supplemented by new questions, or the officials themselves
raised new ones.

This allowed the accounts to finally

emerge as a negotiated understanding of the process between
the officials and me.
pretive.

In this sense the research is inter-

But it is interpretive in a restricted sense, be-

cause it is bound by the conceptual argument, and it does
not fully explore the linguistic,

intentional, and situa-

tional aspects of speech and action.
The limitations of this study stem from its methodology
as well as the results obtained through it.
ge approach has a restrictive scope.

The middle-ran-

Therefore, one needs

to be cautious in interpreting the results as general findings of the budget execution process.

For instance, a full-

er exploration of the budget execution process would require
a simultaneous treatment of the linkages between the macro
11

and micro levels of the process, e.g., the linkage between
appropriation politics and agency outcome,

or the interac-

tion between the central budget off ice and the departmental
budget offices.

Padgett (1981) points to this research

agenda in the following way:
the structure of decision-making within the multiple levels of the bureaucratic complex must be
taken seriously for any understanding of the
translation of political, economic, and social
inputs into state expenditure outputs (p. 121).
The study is also limited in not utilizing fully the
information processing approach.

For instance,

it leaves

out the study of schema structures, information filtration,
or communication overload.

Therefore, findings on the equ-

ivocality of information remain inconclusive.

On a more

practical level, the lack of follow-up interviews makes the
acpount analyses subject to amendments, which can change the
meaning imparted to the accounts.

As the accounts are also

a negotiated outcome, my knowledge of the execution process
has influenced the interpretation of the accounts.

Thus the

description of the process may carry the limitations of my
knowledge of budget execution prior to the interviews.

Fur-

thermore, not all agency officials fit exactly with the role
categories.

This may be considered a strength in the sense

of showing the stability of roles, despite the official titles held.

All these limitations to some extent weaken the

arguments made, but they do not undermine its thrust or im12

port.

This is because the middle-range approach and the

interpretive method followed within that approach, do not
seek any general fact finding or try to establish the objective certainty of those facts.

All it seeks to establish

is the plausibility of the thesis, so that the inquiry may
further continue.

In other words, how far the integration

of the conceptual and practical understanding of administrative practices is achieved is the moot point.

In this

sense, the approach is affirmative and not based upon the
falsification theory of scientific methodology.
Finally, given the absence of a paradigmatic approach
to study administrative processe or budget execution,
study needs to be seen as exploratory.

this

This is because it

attempts to move away from the purely descriptive or prescriptive approaches that are commonly encountered in administrative research.

The focus here is not on how budgeting

and accounting can be made more congruent or to document the
variance between amounts appropriated and actually spent,
but to explain why incongruence needs to be seen as the unintended outcome of institutional dynamics.

Therefore, al-

though the research is on budget execution, its focus is on
roles and routines, and not on budget variance and outlay.
The research is an attempt to bring the concept of ambiguity
down from the macro analysis of organization or policy to
the micro analysis of an administrative process.
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PART A
SPECIPYIHG THE RELEVANCE OP THE STUDY
AND THE RESEARCH STRATEGY POLLOWED

In this part, I discuss the relevance of my study -for understanding both the administrative process and budget
· execution as one such process.
The first chapter deals with the question of relevance
in the context of the foci and approaches in the literature
on budgeting.
After specifying in what ways this study aids our understanding of the budget execution process, I then proceed
to identify its methodological locus and the research strategy that is followed.

This is the topic of Chapter II.

The strategy essentially involves a middle-range approach,
that links the theoretical with the empirical observations.
The linkage is developed through analyzing the accounts
of both the students (Part B) and practitioners (Part C) of
budget execution.
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CHAPTER I: REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE

In this chapter I shall discuss the place of the study in
the constellation of available studies dealing with the general subject area.
tions.

The chapter is organized into three sec-

The first section discusses the focus of the litera-

ture on budget execution.

The second section discusses the

literature dealing with the nature of incongruence in budgeting.

The third section discusses the literature that uses

ambiguity in its study of administration.
In the field of budgeting, we read much more about budget
formulation and approval than budget execution and adjustment.
Research in budgeting has mainly probed into the budget f ormulation process or the aggregate impact of the budget on the
economy and vice versa, or the determinants of expenditure
levels.

In fact, budget formulation in many ways stands for

what budgeting is all about.

The emphasis on budget formula-

tion not only reflects the strategic importance of expenditure
levels, it also reflects the disciplinary foci that are operative in the field.

Political scientists who are generally

interested in revealing the politics of the process and economists who are interested in solving the problems of optimal
resource allocation have dominated the field.

Given the

strategic importance of budgets the foci on politics and
economics are understandable.

But once enacted and put into
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operation,

the budget becomes subjected to administrative

actions and the administrative sub-culture.
The effect of budget execution on the budget process,
particularly the extent of transformation effected in the
appropriated budget, has not been subjected to systematic
documentation.

studies of the budgetary process (when they

deal with budget execution) simply acknowledge such effect.
For instance, Axelrod (1986) notes:
budgetary literature tends to minimize the significance of budget implementation •••• It concentrates
on the changes in base budgets and increments between fiscal years, but overlooks the major adjustments within the fiscal year even though they alter
budgetary outcomes significantly. In some governments the changes within a fiscal year may be as
great as, or even greater than, changes between
fiscal years (pp. 169-170).
There are few estimates to substantiate this view.

For ins-

tance, a GAO study estimates that in FY 1978, for the fifty
largest appropriation accounts, the actual outlays differed
from the budgeted outlays by $35 billion (Quoted in Axelrod,
1986; p. 173).
1985 federal

In another study the GAO estimates that "in FY
agencies on the aggregate underspent $156. 8

billion of the appropriated amount" (Axelrod, 1986; p. 173).
Given these facts on the budget process at the federal
level, one may argue that, given the practice of balanced budgeting at the state and local levels, such deviations are a
rarity.

But as Hale and Douglas ( 1977) found out in their re-

search, such transformations are very much part of the state
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budget process.

The primary mechanisms through which trans-

formations occur have been identified by both writers to conreprogramming,

supplemental appropria-

tion, and cash management routines.

Therefore, rather than

sist of:

transfers,

simply being the neutral tool of implementation, the budget
execution process has a dynamic of its own.
From this perspective, managing budget execution is as
important an outcome of the budgetary process as that of allocating scarce resources to public policies.
articulated by

v. o.

Yet, the agenda

Key (1940) continues to dominate research

on the budgetary process.
Key argued that the focus on the "mechanics of budgeting"
diverts attention away from the basic budgetary problem, namely: "on what basis shall it be decided to allocate X dollars
to activity A instead of activity B?" (p. 62).

The determina-

tion of the rules of allocative efficiency from then on proceeded along three research traditions: Public Finance, Welfare Economics, and Management Science.
In general, these approaches assume

budget execution to

be the translation of the derived decision rules into rational
administrative practice.

In contrast, the present study ar-

gues that budget execution cannot be seen as the simple translation, or the extension of the political or economic decisions, and that an administrative focus needs to be added to the
prevailing conceptions.

To address this, a refocus on the
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mechanics of budgetary decision-making is required: the reverse of what Key argued.

In fact, students of budgeting have

identified budget execution as a neglected domain of research
in budgeting.
As early as 1941, the Committee on Public Administration
noted that:
much of the available literature about budget
administration has concentrated its interest upon
budget preparation and enactment, only secondary
attention has been given to the problems of budget
execution. Yet here is a field of vast importance
with many ramifications (Pitsvada; 1983, p. 84).
over

the

years

this

same neglect has

been

identified by

scholars in the field (Burkhead, 1956; Fisher, 1975; Fremgen,
1978;

Schick,

1981;

Premchand,

1983; Axelrod,

1986) .

For

instance, Schick (1982) notes:
There is one financial area which Congress knows
very little about and the General Accounting Office
knows little about, and I shall add, the Off ice of
Management and Budget knows little about and that
area is, how the money is spent by agencies after
it is made available by Congress (p. 171).
The same pronouncement also applies to the state and local
level budget execution (Anton, 1966; Hale & Douglas, 1977).
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Section 1: studies on Budget Execution
and the Focus of this study

Available studies on budget execution are few and fragmentary. For instance no bibliography or literature review
exists on the subject.

In general, published writings are in

the form of either a text chapter or a journal article. In the
following matrix, I have categorized the available literature
into four analytical groups.

Macro
level
focus

Micro
level
focus

Functional Locus
Burkhead (1956)
Crecine (1969)
Moak & Hillhouse
(1975)
Premchand (1983)
Axelrod (1986)

Behavioral Locus
Gerwin (1969)
Steiss (1972)
Danziger (1976)
Hartle (1976)
Lynch (1979)
Crecine (1985)

Buck (1929)
Schick {1964)
Dunbar (1971)
Howard (1973)
Herbert et al.
(1982)
Pitsvada (1983)
Pitsvada and
Howard (1986)

Anton (1966)
Hofstede (1968)
Hale (1975)
Hale and
Douglass (1977)
Schick (1978)
Fremgen (1978)
Draper and
Pitsvada {1981)

Figure 1: Matrix of the Budget Execution Literature.
In this matrix, macro and micro refer to the levels of
analyses adopted in the studies.

The macro level constitutes

an analytical perspective that is premised upon the concept of
programmed action or "automaticity," as Lerner terms it.

At

this level, organizational actions are viewed as based upon
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the hierarchically oriented routines and constraints, where
action is evaluated for its

compliance

with rules, or what

Lerner terms the "relations reinforcing or reestablishing
effects" (1986, p. 465).

In budgetary terms the macro app-

roach describes the formal requirements of an integrated topdown control process.

The micro level constitutes an analyti-

cal perspective that is premised upon the concept of discretionary action, which Lerner terms "combined intentionality."
At this level organizational actions are viewed as a "problematic outcome of encounters among autonomous actors" (1986, p.
465).

In budgetary terms the micro approach describes the

intended and unintended behaviors of actors.

Given this dis-

tinction, studies that describe budget execution in terms of
its formal control properties are categorized as having a
functional locus, while studies that describe the process in
terms of budgetary actors and the

strategies they pursue are

categorized as having a behavioral locus.
Based on the two perspectives, four different approaches
can be identified: Macro-functional, Micro-functional, Macrobehavioral, and Micro-behavioral.
In the macro-functional approach, budget execution is
presented as a rational instrument optimizing the appropriated funds.

In this endeavor, budget procedures are seen as

neutral instruments of implementation. Actors' performances
are treated as of peripheral concern, and intra-organizational
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relations are considered congruent as long as they serve overall system viability.
In the micro-functional approach, the emphasis is placed
on formal authority structures and an integrated administrative system.

For instance, as early as 1929, Buck specified

the prescriptive requirements of "good budgeting."

These in-

clude the centralization of executive authority, the careful
scheduling of anticipated income, devising of work-plans and
definite attotment according to such a plan, and an integrated
financial plan that emphasizes prior control of disbursements.
The literature in this approach focuses on efficiency, with
accounting procedures conceived of serving as neutral instruments of budget control.

The basis of neutrality stems

from the conventional notion that such procedures objectively
report the flow of funds and the efficiency of their transactions (Razek & Hosch, 1985; Henke, 1983).

In this approach

the debate whether budget execution should be more control
oriented or become flexible is ongoing, with the case for more
control as the dominant mode of argument
Dunbar, 1971; Herbert et al., 1982).
behalf

of

(Anthony,

1965;

The argument is made in

appropriate accounting standards

(meaning,

the

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) and reforming existing accounting practice in accord to such standards (Chua,
1985; Tierney & Calder, 1985; Wallace, 1985; Premchand, 1983;
Anthony, 1980).

For instance, Anthony and Premchand suggest
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that the financial statements of a government can be and need
to be constructed according to the principles that operate in
the corporate sector.

on the other hand, the case for more

flexibility is made in favor of better adaptability of the
budget to the resource scarcity and environmental contingencies that are characteristic of the execution process (Howard,
1973; Fremgen, 1978; Draper & Pitsvada, 1981; Pitsvada, 1983).
In the macro-behavioral approach, the focus is on the
generic or formal role description of the budgetary actors.
The thrust of this literature is to discern the determinants
of decision-making for a predictive theory of allocative decisions {Hartle, 1976; Crecine, 1969; 1985).
considered

The agency is

a homogenous entity that acts on the basis of

standard operating procedures and organizational incentives to
facilitate organizational growth.

The interaction between

formal roles and standard procedures is shown to serve the
functional imperatives of the organization, whether they be
control or growth.

Rather than focusing on legal or accoun-

ting controls, in this approach control is treated in behavioral and political terms.

The propensity to create budget-

ary slack is one instance of political control.
In all three approaches, budget actions are conceived of
as simple acts of rule following and role maximizing behavior.
No attempt is made to take into account the possibility of any
incongruence between formal role requirements and actual role
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performance.

Nor is there any attempt to explain how the

interaction of procedures and roles succeeds in maintaining
the functional imperatives, or how uncertainty is absorbed
into the process.

This leaves open the question as to how

budget strategies or games are actually realized through role
performance and routine work.

Schick points to this, saying:

A budget's greatest successes are not won through
open warfare but through routine obeisance to its
dictates. For a budget process to be effective,
constrained parties must accede to it much more
often than they challenge it (1980, p. 361).
In his study, Schick identifies the constrained parties as
institutional actors which include the President, the Legislative Committees, OMB, and the Executive Departments.

Even

at this macro level, the dynamics are yet to be explained. In
contrast, the present study identifies the constrained parties
also as institutional actors, but operating at the micro level
of the budget process (e.g., agency heads, budget officers,
accountants) .

Given that the macro-level dynamics are yet to

be explained, this study can be seen as a beginning effort to
address the issue starting with the micro-level dynamics.
The micro-behavioral approach comes closest to the issues
addressed in this research. One of the shortcoming of studies
in this cluster, except the one by Anton (1966), is that they
focus on individua: actors and not their interactions.

No

attempt is made to generate any interpretive account of the
actors themselves. In this respect, the present study can en23

large the scope of the micro-behavioral approach. The study by
Anton is considered a point of departure.

Anton, in his study

on the politics of state expenditure, explicitly utilizes a
micro-behavioral approach.

The difference between his approa-

ch and the present one lies in the questions addressed.

While

Anton gives more emphasis on the formulation and approval side
of the budget, this study is exclusively focused on execution.
In his analysis Anton sought to reveal the political as. pects of budgetary action, while the concern of the present
study lies in studying the nature of ambiguity in role-routine
interactions.

Role-routine interactions, as Anton notes:

permits them (budgetary actors) to act within the
framework of a well defined subculture of their
own. To the extent that maintenance of the organizational status quo is problematic, as is sometimes the case, the rules of this subculture assume
an importance that can hardly be exaggerated (p.
49) •

In the behavioral literature, most studies on budgetary
roles focus on the motivational effects of budget standards
(Argyris, 1952; sterdy, 1968; Hofstede, 1968).

For instance,

Sterdy concludes that management should simultaneously set
high and unattainable budget levels to motivate individuals to
achieve the greatest efficiency.

By "unattainable" is meant

that the discrepancy between aspired costs and the actual cost
cannot get below the point where budgeteers feel discouraged
to attain the targets.

In actuality, such standards, when

they are effective, become meaningful in the context of the
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budget sub-culture rather than as a set of objective indicators.

That such sub-cultural rules can emerge from the accom-

modation of competing institutional, organizational, and situational norms has not been subjected to inquiry, at least not
in budget execution.

section 2: studies on Incongruence and the Focus
of this Research
Most studies of budget execution recognize the incongruence between budgeting and accounting (Buck, 1929; Burkhead,
1956; Caldwell, 1978; Harmer, 1981; Hayes et al. 1982; Flamholtz, 1983; Gordon and Sellers, 1984; Thompson and Jones,
1986).

For instance, Burkhead notes:

The close relationship Qetween budget execution
and government accounting very often permits the
latter to dominate the former ••• not only does
budget execution come to be dominated by accounting considerations, but the whole process tends
to freeze into rigid routines (p. 350).
An opposite view arguing for more and better control techniques to bridge such incongruence is offered by the Comptroller
General, who notes:
Federal finances are managed through an elaborate
structure of decision processes and information
systems. Many of these processes and systems, now
obsolete, face ever-increasing difficulties in coping with the demands placed upon them .•.. Budgeting, accounting and management information systems
often yield data that are unreliable, inconsistent,
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and all too often irrelevant (Quoted in Axelrod,
1986; p. 244).
Incongruence within the budget cycle has also been recognized
{Fisher, 1975; Hale & Douglas, 1977; Axelrod, 1986).

For ins-

tance, Axelrod writes:
The budget that has been actually implemented
differs significantly from the budget proposed
by the administration and the appropriation bills
approved by the legislature (p. 169).
While Burkhead attributes incongruence to the domination
of "fiscal controls," Axelrod attributes it to "a variety of
reasons."

In fact, the whole literature on this issue can be

articulated around these two attributions.
Those who see incongruence emanating from fiscal control,
approach it,
making

by suggesting frameworks and techniques for

budgeting and accounting

isomorphic.

The PPBS app-

roach attests to this aim. On the other hand, those who attribute incongruence to various contingencies, approach the
issue

by forwarding explanations based on organizational

politics and the information processing behavior of budgeteers.

The only commonality among the latter approaches lies

in their focus on the actual processes as compared to the prescriptive stance of the former.

Thus,

the literature on

incongruence can be organized along a continuum -- ranging
from the traditional to the emergent approaches, (Figure 2).
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Emergent
Annroach

rrraditional
Annroach
(Purposive Rational
Action) Perfect
Organizational
Control

(Construction of
Institutional
Reality) Maintain
Flexibility

[Adapted from Covaleski, Dirsmith, and Jablonsky (1986:279)]
Figure 2: Approaches to Budget Incongruence.
The traditional approach, built upon the foundation of
fiscal control, views the budget as quantitative expressions
of resource allocation along the rational decision-making
process

(Ijiri,

1965; .Dunbar,

1976; Herbert et.al, 1982).

1971; Anthony

&

Herzlinger,

For instance, Dunbar views the

budgetary control system as a "hierarchically linked combination of a goal setting and goal achieving machine" (p. 88).
Consistent with this

approach,

any modifications

in the

budgetary process should establish more complete, objective,
and rational control over the budget process.
However, the traditional approach also recognizes the
contingency design for budgetary control.

For instance, Burns

and Waterhouse (1975) argue for such a design.

Their basic

idea is that "tight" control systems should be used in centralized organizations facing stable and simple environments,
while "loose" control systems should be used in decentralized
organizations

facing

dynamic
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and

complex

environments.

Although insightful, their observations pertain to corporate
rather than public budgeting.

In the context of governmental

budgeting, Thompson and Jones note:
Control system design should be matched to circumstances. Increasing costs and homogeneous outputs
imply one kind of design, decreasing costs and
heterogeneous outputs another (1986, p. 559).
Despite the recognition of the necessity for contingency
designs, the practice of budget execution appears to retain a
total control orientation.

Schick (1978)

observes that in

public budgeting control is the uniform and enduring feature
of the process.

He even characterizes this feature as "the

triumph of techniques over purpose."

Schick notes that:

The language of budgeting manifests the preoccupation with control ••• This is the way legislators
expect them (meaning the budgeteers) to perform,
and this is the way they construe their responsibilities .•. Budget officers, of course, prefer to
be regarded as counselors rather than as controllers (p. 99).
In this account, recognition is also given to the discrepancy
between the actor's view and the system designer's view of the
process.

But research in the traditional approach is pres-

criptive and does not address how this incongruence is actually managed in the execution process. The

control perspec-

tive that has the widest currency is the one suggested by
Robert Anthony (1965) and elaborated in detail in the public
management literature (Steiss, 1972; Herbert et al., 1982;
Hays et al., 1982).
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Anthony conceptualizes the control process as divisible
into three levels of organizational hierarchy: the strategic,
the managerial, and the operational. Among these three, the
managerial and operational controls fall within the execution
process.

To management control is assigned the function of

realizing the efficient and economical accomplishment of organizational objectives.

This is to be achieved through the

integration of the financial and organizational information
systems,

e.g. ,

cost accounting by responsibility centers,

using full costs, and summary reports showing totals instead
of specific items.

To operational control is assigned the

function of making sure that specific tasks conform to the
objective standards of efficiency.

This is identified as

programmed control that sets rules of prescriptive actions,
and allocates resources to produce the desired output at the
lowest

cost.

This

perspective

Anthony and Herzlinger (1975).
of

cost

accounting,

is

elaborated

further

in

They suggest the introduction

appropriate

cost-benefit

analysis,

responsibility accounting, variance accounting, accrual accounting, and unit price charges as basic mechanisms needed
for an efficient and effective control system.
accounting
control.
government

is

identified

In this regard,
accounting

as

the

principal

In fact,

mechanism

of

the traditional view holds that

should

closely

resemble

commercial

accounting practices {Anthony, 1980; Premchand, 1983).
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The traditional view fails to consider the argument entertained in the emergent view -- that accounting controls may
operate as an extension of the social control functions of the
political economy.

Such effects are masked by the "apparent

neutrality" for which accounting techniques are valued.

Such

valuation or interpretation thus legitimizes and reinforces
the social control process on a continuing basis (Hopwood,
1983; Tinker, 1984; Richardson, 1987; Cooper & Hooper, 1987).
Thus Gordon and Sellers (1984) note:
Accounting systems are not neutral as to their
effect on public policy process and recognition
of this fact is long overdue (p. 283).
The emergent view of accounting in organizations takes
issue with the idea of control techniques being neutral and
rational.

Theorists have begun to see budgeting and accoun-

ting as socially constructed phenomena rather than simply a
technically rational

function

Lehman, 1987; Morgan, 1988).

(Hopwood,

1983;

Tinker and

The emergent view recognizes

that once a budgeting system is implemented, what it accounts
for shapes organizational members' views of what is important,
and what constitutes reality (Cooper et al., 1981; Colvaleski
and Dirsmith, 1983). In fact, Richardson (1987) identifies
accounting as a "legitimating institution" that serves budgeting and gives it

the appearance of rationality.

accounting function in such a symbolic capacity?
(1983), for one, argues that:
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Why does
Flamholtz

The organizational concern for control arises because of the incompatibility of qoals amonq people

and the correspondinq need to channel human efforts toward a specified set of institutional qoals

... (therefore), the components of the control system (job descriptions, standard operating procedures, performance measurement systems) ought not be
confused with the system per se....
Statements
such as "through budgets, activities of different
parts of an organization can be coordinated and
controlled" are technically incorrect or at least
incomplete (pp. 154,159).
One reason for the persistence of incongruence is attributed
by March and Feldman (1981) to the symbolic uses of information.

For instance, they describe this, by saying:
information is gathered, policy alternatives are
defined, and cost-benefit analyses are pursued, but
they seem more intended to reassure observers of
the appropriateness of actions being taken than to
influence the actions (p. 2).
Although the emergent view offers different insights into

the ways in which organizations function, it remains in the
developmental stage and is yet to offer a systematic theory.
Furthermore, most of the discussions in this literature do not
deal with government budgeting or accounting, but nevertheless
they offer theoretical arguments to identify the institutional
nature of accounting principles and practices. For this study,
the principal relevance of the emergent view lies in under-standing accounting as a set of "institutional rules" operating at the micro-levels of the budget execution process, and
unlike the conventional view of accounting research, the emergent view supportive of the interpretive method of inquiry.
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In a different way there is yet another emergent view
that is related to budget execution.

This view falls within

the micro-functional and micro-behavioral approaches identified in figure 1. For the Federal level, Pitsvada notes:
Budget control and budget flexibility, while they
may appear to be at opposite ends of the budgetary
spectrum, also can be complementary. Agencies always feel that they need more flexibility in implementing the programs that are funded in the
budget.
congress feels that unless it exercises
meaningful control over the governmental pursuit it
is not perf arming it's most vital constitutional
power.
Within this framework, workable ground
rules for budget execution emerge (1983, p. 100).
The primary thrust of this view is to see budget execution as
a flexible enterprise.

For instance,

Pitsvada argues for

flexibility in object classification, appropriations, contingency appropriations, emergency provisions, transfer authority, and reprogramming.

The primary reason given for the need

for such flexibility is to allow administrative discretion to
exert its maximum expertise and for budget execution to
pond to program outputs rather than promote
devotion to cost consciousness in government.

res-

a single-minded
Commenting on

state budgeting, Howard (1973) notes:
the emphasis in exercising controls is shifting
from meeting expenditure limitations to obtaining program results (p. 21).
Most studies in this tradition discuss the advantages or
disadvantages of discretion and control techniques in budgeting.

The purpose of such discussion is to offer prescriptive
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solutions for efficient budget execution.

They do not discuss

how discretionary practices and control techniques are meshed
together without necessarily having dysfunctional effects on
budget execution.

This is precisely the issue addressed in

the present study.
From a micro-behavioral perspective, Samuelson's (1986)
approach is closer to the issues addressed in this study.

He

mentions that studying the coexistence of different conceptions of the role of budgeting adds a significant new dimension
to the understanding of the budgetary system (p. 35).

But his

approach is historical, similar to Hale's (1975) study on the
changing role of budgeting under two different gubernatorial
administrations.

The idea that different budgetary roles co-

exist is also the main trust of Schick's (1966,1971) argument.
Schick observes that every budgetary system is a mix of control, management, and planning functions that have accrued
over time.
The focus of the present study is different in that it
attends to the actor's role in the process rather than the
role of the process itself.

Therefore, budgeting is app-

roached from the point of view of the sequence of actions
performed by the actors rather than those that are implied in
the design of the budgetary system.

One significant differ-

ence of this study with Samuelson's lies in his finding that
when budgeteers experience a clear divergence between the
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actual and the prescribed role of budgeting they are more
likely to behave dysfunctionally, while my expectation is that
this is not necessarily the case.

In fact, the very gap bet-

ween the actual and the expected may have functional consequences for the process.

In this regard covaleski et al• s.

(1986) argument on accounting and budgeting practice is noteworthy:
No one was emotional about the implementation, use,
and beyond-control aspects of accounting. Budgeting
was there, a fact of life to be accepted and taken
for granted (p. 296).
Given the specialization and professionalism of budgetary
roles, through what mechanism such an acquiescent behavior is
induced is a legitimate question to explore.

The literature

in budgeting and accounting either raises the point or attributes

it to ideological controls,

bureaucratic inertia.

professional norms,

or

The present study differs from them in

trying to offer an argument utilizing all three attributions
in the experiences of the actors themselves.
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section 3: studies of Aml>iquity in Orqanization
and the Focus of this study

Studies that have used ambiguity as a key concept in
their research on organization can be classified into three
groups.

In the first group, studies discuss ambiguity in the

context of organizational decision-making and role-playing
(Katz et al., 1964; Rizzo et al., 1970; March & Olsen, 1976;
March, 1978; Lerner, 1978; March & Feldman, 1981).
second group,

In the

studies discuss ambiguity as a property of

organization behavior

(Cohen et al.,

1972; Merton,

1976;

Lerner, 1978; Weick, 1979; Lerner & Wanat, 1983; Eisenberg,
1984; Lerner, 1986; Baum, 1989).

In the third group, studies

discuss ambiguity in the context of accounting practices of
bureaucratic organizations (Hopwood, 1974, Hedberg and Jonsson, 1978; Cooper et al., 1981; Dyckman, 1981; Faircloth &
Ricchiute, 1981; Flamholtz, 1983; Macintosh, 1985; Hopper et
al., 1987; March, 1987).

The purpose of grouping the avail-

able studies is not to convey the idea that within each group
there is a uniformity of approach or argument.
In the first group, studies differ in terms of the conceptual meaning given to the term ambiguity.

In the litera-

ture on role performance, ambiguity refers to the degree to
which clear information is lacking concerning the expectations
associated with a role, the methods for fulfilling known role
expectations, and the consequences of role performance.
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In

the decision-making literature, March (1978) and March and
Olsen

(1976)

consider ambiguity as a decisional situation

where there is uncertainty over both causation and future preference.

March and Feldman, on the other hand, refer to ambi-

guity as the symbolic use of information that takes on two or
more meanings.
In the second group, Lerner (1978)

uses ambiguity to

ref er to the difference between what actors know and what they
presumably would like to know and the implication of this
difference for the way decisions are developed and enacted.
In the study by Lerner and Wanat (1983), ambiguity is attributed as the equivocality of categories that bureaucracies use
to classify their clients.

Lerner (1986) on the other hand

uses ambiguity as the multiple meanings of power, politics and
policy-making that emanates when one moves from the macro to
the micro approach in organizational analysis. All these studies point to the strategic use of ambiguity in organizational
interactions. such interactions include reciprocity, authority, jurisdiction, communication, and leadership.
It is only in terms of the equivocality of meaning in
organizational information and interaction that these studies
have direct bearing on the present research.

The point of

difference lies in identifying the source of equivocality in
the interactive roles and routines.
is on

In other words, the focus

the derivation of meaning rather than on the intrinsic
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nature of information, or personality or on the nature of
uncertainty

in decision-making.

The present

study also

differs in terms of its focus, which takes the study of ambiguity from the generic organizing activity to the micro context of such activity.
In the third group, studies differ in terms of the status of ambiguity in accounting practice.

They range from

Dyckman's discussion of ambiguity as a form of intelligence to
Faircloth and Ricchiute's discussion of the consequences of
ambiguity intolerance.

such behavior is said to be rooted in

the professional role identity of accountants {Dermer, 1973;
Norton, 1975). This orientation stands in opposition to the
variety of role-rationalizing behavior of budgeteers.

Such

variation is captured in the guardian orientation (Appleby,
1957), advocacy orientation {Natchez & Bupp, 1973), political
orientation (LeLoup & Moreland, 1978), and expert orientation
(Bell, 1985).
Studies have also identif ed a variety of contexts where
ambiguity is displayed in accounting.
(1987) locates it in role incongruence.

For instance, Hopper
He mentions that:

(]Accountants often face a dilemma because they are
supposed to fulfil two conflicting roles simultaneously. First they are seen as watchdogs for top management. Second, they are helpers for all managers
(p. 440).

A different treatment is accorded by Cooper et al. when
they locate ambiguity in the multiple functions of accounting.
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For instance, as a language system and culture, ambiguity sustains and influences the structure of organizational control,
and as a legitimizing function it maintains the economic logic
for evaluating administrative performance.

The common ground

of studies in this group lies in considering ambiguity as an
objective feature of institutional organizations.

In doing

so, they approach the issue from a deductive standpoint.
The present study shares with them the view of organizations as contending terrains, but the contentions are approached not in terms of any political theory but in terms of the
terrain of interactive roles and routines.

Finally, given the

lack of definitional agreement on the term, the present study
utilizes the central perspectives of all three groups but
seeks their application at a micro-administrative context of
the budget process.
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CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The choice of method in studying a topic is not only subject specific but is also dependent on the questions asked.
Particularly in Public Administration, the variability of method is rooted in the eclectic nature of the field itself (Cleveland, 1979).

This suggests that the choice of a methodology

is circumscribed by the nature of the topic, the available
knowledge on the topic, and the practical constraints of the
study.

on the question of "method," Caldwell {1968) notes:

method is not solely, or even most importantly,
a matter of technique. It is first and foremost
a way of thinking (pp. 219-220).
Commenting on the methodological choice in social science,
Machlup (1978) takes the point further.

He remarks that

methodology constitutes:
the reasons behind the principles on the basis
of which various types of propositions are
accepted or rejected as part of the body of
ordered knowledge in general or of any special
discipline (pp. 55-56).
Based on these observations, the discussion in this chapter is
divided into three sections.

The first section lays out the

argument for the method adopted in this study.

The second

section discusses the middle range approach used and the nature of evidence that is involved.

The third section dis-

cusses the empirical research conducted through semi-structured interviews and account analyses.
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section 1: The Line of Arqum.ent for the Chosen Method

Simply stated, this study can be categorized as theoretical and qualitative.

In their study on the research metho-

dology in Public Administration, Perry and Kraemer (1990,
p. 348) point to the distinction between methods focused on
the "practice of administration" (which deals with the problems of particular organizations or programs) and methods
focused on the "study of administration" itself.

This study

then falls in the latter category.
The focus on the study of administration, particularly as
it relates to budget execution, finds support in the small literature on the budget execution process.

For instance, Ora-

per and Pitsvada (1981} point out that:
each agency has its own rules and regulations governing budget execution. Thus, whatever focus there
is on the field tends to be on the unique aspects
of the subject matter as it relates to individual
agencies rather than as elements of commonality (p.
15) •

Therefore, by making the budget execution process the object
of study, one can begin to discern such elements of commonality.

Writing in the general context of the budgetary pro-

cess, Wamsley and Hedblom (1983) point out that,
we need a more discriminatory theory built around a
classification of types of budget processes differentiated on a variety of potential bases ... that
encompasses the variety of purposes that actors in
the process pursue. But before we can get to that
kind of descriptive/explanatory theory, we must
first comprehend why our existing "knowledge"
stands in the way (p. 346}.
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One pre-requisite for "unscrambling things," as they put it,
is to formulate descriptions of the dynamic fluidity of the
process.

They write, "it is the 'wild variables•, the rela-

tively small margin of uncertainty that matters" (p. 354).
Therefore, simply identifying this study as theoretical
and qualitative does not do justice to the topic under study.
Therefore, I need to elaborate on the reasoning behind the
choice of the method.
The method chosen for the study is a middle-range strategy that allows conceptual modeling of micro-level observations, and then linking them to the macro abstractions of the
process.

The linkage is built upon my interpretation of the

observations made by other students of
the views of the practitioners.

the subject as well as

The interpretive power of

conceptual modeling is demonstrated in Allison• s ( 1971) classic study on decision-making.

Allison shows how the knowledge

of a subject is a doubly interpretive act: first, in the choice of model, and second, in the observations made through the
chosen model. Similarly, commenting on the research findings
in budgeting, Gist (1982) notes:
one difference in the findings of the incrementalist
budgetary theory of Davis, Dempster and Wildavsky
and the competition theory of Natchez and Bupp have
been wrongly attributed to the different unit of
analysis. The differences in the findings of these
theorists depend instead on the particular theoretical construction of budgetary behavior and the
budget measures chosen (p. 859).
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In fact, the alterations of conceptual lens have construed
budgeting either as a strategic tool or as a politico-administrative ritual (Wamsley and Hedblom, 1983).

Wamsley and Hed-

blom point to the importance of the distinction between macro
and micro level observations. The failure of doing so, they
note, has led academic arguments on the subject into a conceptual muddle.
To sum up this line of argument, the choice of the
middle-range approach as the conceptual lens for this study is
based on its potential for articulating certain theory-laden
observations on the budget execution process, and then relate
them to a limited set of empirical observations at the microlevel of the process.
The micro perspective is adopted not only to facilitate
a delimitation of the inquiry but also because it allows us to
focus on organizational actions that are rooted in institutional patterns.

The focus is on observing the processes which

govern the responses people make to their jobs while at the
same time seeing them as a problematic outcome of encounters
among the role players (Garfinkel, 1967; Roberts & O'Reilly,
1978; Lerner, 1986; Zucker, 1988).

For instance, Zucker notes

that, in such a focus:
the institutional aspect is not portrayed as a matter of individual interest, but as essential for
interaction to continue. In part, this microorder

consists of a replication of the wider social order,
such as the borrowing of role identities from other
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settings. But it also involves the creation of new
order, such as specific judgement standards. As long
as microorder reproduces macroorder, the multiple
levels reinforce each other (sic,) (p. 41).
Lerner (1986) mentions that in the micro approach:
[t]he actor's perspective becomes the starting
point. That actors have perspectives is crucial to
the analysis. Organizational action is the complex
product of their collective actions, not an independently explainable phenomenon predicting actors'
behavior •••• (Furthermore,] the micro view invites
a distinction between intended and unintended consequences. In contrast, the macro view makes no such
distinction and indeed could not make sense of such
a distinction (p. 466).
The micro approach does not require a large number of cases in
order for observations to make sense, particularly, when it
involves institutional organizations.

This is because, as

Weick (1983) notes:
Homogeneity increases as norms become stronger, as
training programs lengthen and intensify, as socialization becomes more coercive, as jobs become
harder to find, and so on. Thus increased pressures
toward homogeneity increase the relevance of micro
analysis (p. 19).
In the interpretive mode, micro-level analysis involves
studying processes in terms of interactional units engaged in
the creation of coordinated outcome.

The fitting together of

individual lines of action provides access to the definitions
and interpretations surrounding the outcome. Therefore, Denzin
(1970) notes:
this feature of joint action suggests that interaction may have a variable career. That is, observers cannot photograph the beginning phases of an
encounter and assume that agreements reached in that
43

phase will remain unchanged until the end ••.. While
participants may agree initially on definitions,
rules, conduct, and images of self, these definitions may be so vague as to permit conflicting
points of view to later emerge that challenge the
entire basis of joint action (p. 264).
Similarly, Yarwood and Nimmo (1976) observe:
the language and concerns of role-taking encourage
the researcher to focus on the dynamic character of
activity in formal organizations. Role-taking is
conceived of as a creative endeavor. It is assumed
that roles continually undergo change and that role
behavior is always tentative (p. 339).
In the context of organizations, actors are primarily role
occupants, and joint action is essentially the interaction of
roles and routines.

Therefore, studying such interaction

offers a means of utilizing the interpretive mode of inquiry
at the micro-level of organizations.
In the handful of studies dealing with ambiguity, researchers have also identified the centrality of role interaction
as a means to access the micro-institutional nature of organizational performance (Merton, 1976; Lerner, 1978). For instance, Merton notes:
although the social relations between persons have
inevitably been drawn into the psychological analysis of ambivalence, they have not been made central to it. Social relations remain peripheral to
the analysis. They are taken as facts of historical circumstance rather than examined in terms of
the dynamics of social structure to see how and to
what extent ambivalence comes to he built into the
very structure of social relations, (sic.] (p. 4).
Furthermore, in the literature on middle-range approach, role
theory (Beres & Price, 1980) and equivocation of information
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(Gilfillan, 1980) have both been identified and studied as
concepts appropriate

for middle-range research.

These views

on the micro approach can be identified as an emergent perspective on research. In the realm of budgeting such a perspec-

"'

tive has yet to be explored.

There are supportive views that suggest the fruitfulness
of such an inquiry.

For instance, in their article titled

"Traditional and Emergent Theories in Budgeting," Covaleski et
al. (1985) mention that the emergent "perspective emphasizes
that shortcomings in budgeting may not be mere oversights, but
rather may be inherent in budgetary thought and budgetary practice (p. 296)."

In fact, studies on budgeting that emphasize

the role-interaction approach have come up with interesting
observations on the process.
Schick (1978, p. 59;

Both Anton (1966, p. 178) and

1981, p. 515) emphasize that it is the

interaction between roles and routines which constitute the
system of action through which collective decisions are made.
For instance, Anton (1966) offers the following clarification:
the terms in which the various actors orient themselves to this situation are provided by a shared
set of informational categories which structures a
common universe of discourse. Within its terms,
categories of objects are identified, criteria of
relevance and significance are established, and
relationships between objects are structured. Each
actor, of course, selects certain cateqories for
special emphasis, in keepinq with the requirements
of his particular role. But this is done within a
framework of thouqht shared by all participants in
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allocative decisions. such sharinq is extremely
siqnificant, for it provides the foundation upon
which each actor develops a more or less stable set
of expectations reqardinq the actions of other part ic ipan ts in the system .... Thus roles do not
spring from anything internal to the individual
actor but rather from his perceptions of and expectations about himself in relation to objects and
actors external to himself. Since roles are defined
according to this complementarity of expectations
... emphasizing the perceptions and expectations of
each actor should provide a clarification of the
system of action by which the state organization
allocates its resources (p. 181).

Given that stability of roles is seen as a joint outcome
of expectations as well as the functional requirement of the
process, how are the competing values, norms, information formats, and the interpretations of role players continuously
managed amidst the endemic incongruence of intent and outcome?
The answer to this question offers a possibility for one to go
beyond the mere observation of stability and begin to explain
it.
In order to arrive at an explanation, a middle-range
methodology is chosen to link this micro level observation of
stability with the macro level conceptualization of institutional dynamics. But before moving any further, a qualification to the middle range approach needs to be made.
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Section 2: The Middle Ranqe Approach and the Nature
ot o~servations Utilized in the Research

The middle-range theory as a method for doing research is
described by Merton (1968) as:
intermediate to general theories of social systems
which are too remote from particular classes of
social behavior, organization and change to account
for what is observed and to those detailed orderly
descriptions of particulars that are not generalized
at all. Middle-range theory involves abstractions,
of course, but they are close enough to observed
data to be incorporated in propositions that permit
empirical testing [sic,] (p. 39).
In general, middle-range theories are applied to the detailed
aspects of social systems. Such theories, Merton argues:
are not logically derived from a single all-embracing theory of social system, though once developed
they may be consistent with one (p. 41).
These attributes of the middle-range theory have been
further revised, particularly on the question of empirical
testing and the nature of conceptual modeling.

The revisions

have taken two directions: the first in the form of more rigorous formulation of operational hypothesis and their subsequent
testing (Pinder & Moore, 1979; Gilfillan, 1980) and the second
in the form of interpretive inquiry and abstract conceptualization {Pondy, 1980; Weick, 1980). This second direction is ref erred by Pondy as the middle-range strategy to distinguish
this approach from the middle-range theory, which researchers
in the first direction subscribe. On this issue Pondy (1980)
writes:
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The middle-range strategy is a strategy of inquiry
that makes use of an intermediate process of theorizing that connects low level empirical facts with
more abstract conceptualizations. We refer to these
abstract conceptualizations as root metaphors or
fundamental images of the subject matter. Any
middle-range theorizing must be interpreted in the
context of the root metaphor from which it derives
in order to be understood properly (p.64).
The metaphor, which Pondy argues to be underlying the middlerange strategy, is the idea of organization as an enacted
environment.

Therefore, the distinctiveness of the middle-

range strategy lies in its interpretive premise of explanation.
But what could be the nature of empirical evidence that is
consistent with this premise? How could

such evidence also

account for the institutional nature of enacted meanings?
Finally, given the problematic status of fact-value dichotomy
in Public Administration, how can one go about drawing evidence
in order to relate it to abstract conceptualization?
One way to address this dilemma, as argued by Mattessich
(1978), is to consider institutionalized facts as values.

He

raises the question, "how could sentences expressing both descriptive and prescriptive contents be categorized?" Using the
argument of Searle (1964), he provides the following analysis
to address the question.
Statements containing words such as "married",
"promise", "home-run", and "five dollars" state
facts whose existence presupposes certain institutions: a man has five dollars, given the institution
of money. Take away the institution and all he has
is a rectangular bit of paper with green ink on it.
A man hits home-run only given the institution of
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baseball; without the institution he only hits a
sphere with a stick. Similarly a man gets married or
makes a promise only within the institutions of
marriage or promising. Without them all he does is
utter words or make gestures. We might characterize
such facts as institutional facts, and contrast them
with non-institutional, or brute facts: that a man
has a bit of paper with green ink on it is a brute
fact, that he has five dollars is an institutional
fact (p. 50).
Mattessich then goes on to qualify institutional facts as those
which carry meanings only within constitutive rules -- by which
is meant rules that:
do not merely regulate an antecedently existing
activity called playing chess; they as it were,
create the possibility of or define that activity.
The activity of playing chess is constituted by
action in accordance with these rules. Chess has
no existence apart from these rules (p. 50).
Similarly, we can say that, words like "efficiency," "discretion," "effectiveness," "fund balance," "debit-credit,"
"generally accepted accounting principles," and "budget
balance" can also be considered as institutional facts deriving
their meaning from the constitutive rules of public and private
budgeting.

In this same line of reasoninq, it can be arqued

that concepts like "redundancy," "slack," and "am.biquity" are
also institutional facts reflectinq certain constitutive rules
of the administrative process.

In other words these facts be-

come meaningful only in their context of occurrence, and not
in their literal meanings.
But constitutive rules become real only when they become
embodied and acted upon.

The rules of chess become constitu49

tive only when people take upon the role of chess players and
play the game.

Therefore, playing chess involves having a re-

pertoire of programmed moves, counter-moves, and novel moves.
Similarly, role-playing and role-making as well as following
routines and varying routines, also become institutional facts
by virtue of their status as constitutive rules of administration.

Just like the institution of chess, we also encounter

in role-playing and procedural routines a social performance
that involves the interaction of competent actors. Such actors
bring to the interaction personalities, strategies, and interpretations to carry out the institutional rules in a meaningful
and satisficing fas-hion.

From this perspective, the actors•

accounts of their performance establish an important basis for
knowing the constitutive rules underlying their performance.
Therefore, institutional facts need to

~e

understood as

interpretations of competent role players, and not simply as
objective facts inscribed in the formal position descriptions.

Having established the nature of evidence, the question
then becomes, how can such evidence be empirically derived?
What method should be used for empirical research which is
consistent with the nature of evidence?

The answer to such

questions leads to the discussion in the following section.
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Section 3: Account Analysis throuqh the Method
of semi-Structured Interview

Documentary methods offer the empirical means to collect
evidence and link them to abstract conceptualization. One such
method which captures both institutional facts and the actors'
interpretation of them is professional talk, supplemented by
formal reports and written documents, that the actors refer to
in such talk.
Talk about one's role is not simply a verbal replay of an
event past, but itself is a type of action -- "doing things
with words," as Austin (1962) puts it.

Talk in an interactive

situation has been referred to as an "Account" (Garfinkle,
1967; Scott and Lyman, 1968; Buttny, 1985). Accounts are categorized in many ways -- as excuse, as justification, as narrative, as story, etc.

The important point is that accounts

carry one's preferred meanings about an event in question.
Weick and Browning describe such accounts as narratives (1986,
p. 243).

Therefore, the words account and narrative are syno-

nymous concepts and can be

used interchangeably.

It follows that the way role occupants narrate and represent certain properties of the administrative process can offer
evidence for explaining how joint actions continue and remain
stable on a regular basis.

Accounts are generated through a

variety of research tools: interviews, biographies, diaries,
journals, participant observations, case studies, and even
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official reports and forms.

Given the nature of this study,

the semi-structured interview method has been identified as
appropriate for "account analysis," along with the study of
budget reports, forms, and ledgers.
Account analysis consists of revealing the knowledge
of social meanings, situations, and norms invoked by role
players in their interpretation and justification of what
they do in an episode or event.

"In this methodology," writes

Harre (1978),
the intensive design is favored over the extensive,
that is, detailed studies of individual people
selected as typical members of social collectives,
and of particular occasions identified as typical
examples of kinds of social events, are to be
preferred to studies of large number of individuals
and of social occasions based upon external manipulations of only one or two variables. Emphasis on
the intensive design leads on to a revival of
interest in how people understand the social worlds
they are creating (p. 45).
Such an intensive design can be operationalized through the
intensive interview method. Williamson et al. (1982, p.166),
identify such an interview method in the following terms:
interviews involve direct interaction between two
parties -- the interviewer seeking information from
the interviewee. As in any interaction the ultimate
value of the interview depends on a number of
considerations, notably:
1. commitment: the degree of interest in both
parties in making the interaction mutually
beneficial.
2. meaning: the ability of each party to recognize
the true intent of the other's actions and
statements.
3. flexibility: the extent to which the course or
content of the interaction may be adapted to
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meet the needs of both parties.
4. assimilation: the ways in which the two parties
digest and interpret the ongoing interaction.
Account analysis through semi-structured interviews
focuses on particular episodes.

An episode is a sequence of

actions that have some unity. Such sequences can be structured
by guiding questions, hence the qualifier "semi-structured."
By identifying such questions, the interviewer es-tablishes the
parameters for account giving.

The actors must address the

sequence of questions specified for the episode.

At the same

time, the researcher also negotiates the meaning of such
episodes with the role player on an ongoing basis (Denzin,
1970; Williamson et al., 1982).

On this point Tompkins and

Cheney (1983) note:
As an observer, the researcher will be ready to
produce his or her account of the same episode.
Because the same actions can be seen as the perf ormance of different acts, the researcher frequently
must negotiate his or her account with the accounts
of the actors. In the course of a moderately
scheduled interview, the actor and researcher
negotiate towards a common understanding of the
act(s) represented by the episode (p. 30).
The interesting point about account analysis is its inclusion of the researcher in the interpretive process.

But in

doing so (i.e., negotiating the meanings when needed), the
actors' accounts remain open to two types of modification.
First, a reason that was not considered at the time the actions
were performed may be provided by the actor or inf erred by the
interviewer.

A second type of modification occurs when an·
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actor is persuaded that his or her account should be changed.
Taking these into consideration, the advantages of account
analysis are identified as follows:
(1)

Accounts point to the nature of the decision premises
or rules that guide behavior. Different actors may
articulate them differently, thereby revealing their
interpretive stance.

(2)

Accounts identify the interactive roles in which the
actor engage, both on a regular and irregular basis.

(3)

Verbal articulations can be different from those
specified in official documents.

(4)

Accounts help to explain the nature of the role identi fication process, both with one's formal position as
well with other roles. Therefore, perceptions of articulated roles can vary.

(5)

Accounts also help identify the deviations from standard procedures and the actor's reasons for such
deviations.
Given these advantages, there are two dangers in account

analysis.

First, the focal actor may create a false explana-

tion of action, and, second, the focal actor may reinterpret
his or her meaning when reconstructing events.

Al though there

are no general solutions to these problems, one way to minimize
them is to refuse to accept a single "Yes" or "No" answer from
the actor and then probe for the reasons behind such response.
In order to conduct such account analysis on the actors
involved in budget execution, I chose five agencies as my
research site. It is important to point out the reasons as to
why I have chosen aqency budqet offices over the central budqet
offices (CBO) or their interaction with aqency budqet offices.
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Budget execution is a joint outcome of the CBO and the
agency budget offices.

While the

CBO plays a prominent role

in the allocation and allotment processes, the agency budget
offices are more involved with the disbursement, monitoring,
and accounting processes.

This does not mean that the proce-

sses are mutually exclusive or that their jurisdictional separation is fixed.

For instance, agency budget offices also sub-

allot the appropriations, and the CBO also monitors budget execution.

Given that, this study focuses on what happens after

aqencies receive their allotments from the CBO, the aqency budget offices become the natural sites for such inquiry.
Therefore, despite the significance of the CBO, I have restricted my observations within the agency budget offices (except
when the CBO becomes an integral part of their operation) •
This restriction is partly made in order to achieve analytical
parsimony and partly to attain some sampling uniformity.
Within each agency budget office/unit, three key roles
were identified: Agency heads' involvement in budget direction,
Budget officers' involvement in budget management, and Accounting officers• involvement in budget accounting.

These roles

and their functions are further identified with three budget
routines: Budget control procedures, Budget adjustment procedures, and Financial accounting procedures.
agencies studied,

Among the five

one was federal, two were state, and two

were local budget offices.

The rationale for choosing the
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research sites is a combination of the need to capture the
variability of the

process and to operate within the cons-

traints of resources, time, access, and logistics that I faced.
A total of thirteen interviews were conducted over a four month
period.

Although the research design calls for fifteen such

interviews, two officials were unavailable during the time of
my visit.

For each role player the interviews lasted for app-

roximately two hours. Interviews were tape recorded and later
transferred into written transcripts for account analysis.
The questions that guided the interviews were initially
structured from my readings of the budget execution literature.
Four sets of questions were devised.

The first set contained

the common questions for all the role players.

The second set

was for the agency heads, the third for budget officers, and
the fourth for accounting officers. Questions were later added
to or dropped from each set during the course of the interviews
and while moving from one interview to the next.
to some extent one interview influenced the next.

Therefore,
The docu-

ments mentioned during the interviews, (budget forms, budget
manuals, budget reports) were collected for each agency and
later analyzed.
The difficulty in analyzing the accounts is partly
explained by the reluctance of the role players to express
themselves fully. For instance, one official mentioned
that:
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You know one of the problem of interviewing people
like us is that we are the door keepers, so it is
hard for us to sit here and say, "Oh •• Yeah •. ," so
it's negative in the sense that you have to resist
it. Otherwise the whole process is just going to go
to pot.
Similar difficulties of gaining complete accounts from the
budget officials are noted in the literature.

For instance,

Edward Lehan (1983), a veteran researcher of the budget process, cautions that:
The researcher must be forever wary in this respect,
because how public officials act in allocating may
vary greatly from what they report they are doing,
perhaps even from what some believe they are doing
(p. 17).

Thomas Anton (1966), another keen observer of the process,
gives the following account to convey this same point:
So long as an object appropriation is not exceeded
or consistently used for improper purchases, there
is no particular difficulty in receiving approval
for purchases from an account that normally would
not be used for such a purchase. Having achieved
such resolutions according to his own discretion
rather than prescribed rules. the chief officer of
the agency will in all probability be hard put to
recall the nature of his discretionary judgements
within weeks after they have been exercised. And he
almost certainly will have no way of recalling them
months later. when his budget request is being
prepared and defended, (p. 203).
Because the accounts to be analyzed in this research face
similar pitfalls, such cautions serve as an important reminder
as to the nature of constraints that are endemic to the subject
matter itself.
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Within the parameters of plausibility, the accounts generated from the interviews and documents then forms the lowlevel evidence of the interactions between roles and routines
in the budget execution process.

On the other hand, the con-

ceptual modeling of ambiguity in the administrative process in
general and of budget execution in particular forms the basis
of abstract conceptualizations.

It is the linking together of

low level observations with abstract conceptualization upon
which this dissertation is built.
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PART B

THE NATURE OF CONCEPTUAL ABSTRACTIONS
INTRODUCED IN THE STUDY

Part B of this study builds on the discussion in Part A.
In this part, I discuss the theoretical constructs that are
used to describe the administrative process in general and the
budget execution process in particular.
In Chapter III, I discuss the general properties that
characterize the administrative processes, where ambiguity is
identified as one such property. This is followed by Chapter
IV, which discusses the meaning of ambiguity in terms of its
general usages and analytical applications. This chapter also
operationalizes ambiguity in the context of roles and routines
in the administrative process.
Finally, in Chapter v, I take the operationalization
further into the dynamics of the budget execution process. The
chapter describes budget execution as a craft, the very nature
of which creates and retains ambiguity as an unintended outcome
of the process.

59

CHAPTER III: THE THEORY OP ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS
AND THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OP AMBIGUITY

This chapter presents a conceptual rendition of the
administrative process -- in terms of the gradual relaxation
of its rational attributes and its incorporation of the nonrational ones.
As mentioned in the methodology, this study utilizes a
micro-institutional approach to address the subject matter.
Therefore, outlining the administrative process at the micro-institutional level allows the identification of the properties of institutional dynamics, where ambiguity is argued
to be one such property.
The discussion is organized into three sections.

The

first section identifies the generic properties of the administrative process, including those of institutional organizations.

The second section discusses the dynamics of roles

and routines in the administrative process.

The third section

discusses the nature of incongruence in the administrative
process.
Section 1: General Properties of the Administrative Process
Administrative processes are complex and continuous.
What exactly are the properties of such complexity and continuity? To answer this question, first it needs to be pointed out that there is not one but a multitude of administra60

tive processes, and to confound the matter further there are
also processes within processes -- some coupled tightly,
others loosely in an elaborate network of interactions involving variable sets of rules, roles, routines and cultures.

In the micro-institutional perspective, rules are con-

sidered to be embedded in roles and routines, and therefore,
not necessarily acting as an external constraint on them.
Complexity and continuity are abstract constructs. To
understand them,

I

resort first to the descriptions that

existing studies offer.

The dominant conception of the ad-

ministrative process involves seeing it as a purposeful, intendedly

rational,

and

impersonal

system

of

interlocked

positions with decision-making responsibility (Weber, 1947).
For most students in the field this conception is labeled as
"rational," which is the first property of the process. The
conventional view depicts rationality to be the primary property of the administrative process.

For instance, Waldo

(1955) notes:
Administration is cooperative human action with a
high degree of rationality •.. The distinguishing
characteristics of an administrative system, seen
in the customary perspective of administrative
students, are best subsumed under two concepts,
organization and management, thought of as analogous to anatomy and physiology in biological system. Organization is the structure of authoritative and habitual personal interrelations in an
administrative system. Management is action intended to achieve rational cooperation in an administrative system (pp. 11-12).
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In contrast, there is another view which sees the administrative process to be socially constructed, often acting as an instrument of politics,
contested meanings,

and often as a

dominant political symbols.

often as a terrain of
legitimizing force of

This conception is generally

labeled as "institutional."
In the Weberian depiction of rationality,

the primary

property of the administrative process constitutes the
breakup of complex decision
narrower
authority

sub-decision
and

the

structures

structures

corresponding

along

into narrower and
the

division

of

hierarchy

of

specialized

tasks. Through this mechanism, people are assigned to positions and supplied with the ends to be achieved, which are
circumscribed by their job descriptions and the specified
channels of communication.

In this perspective, the admin-

istrative process can be understood as a set of functionally
related roles following established routines.
Therefore, in the rationalist perspective, the administrative process is generally considered to be a behavioral
calculus of ends-means sequences that are functionally specified and objectively monitored.

The goals are set to ac-

hieve operational efficiency through a

constant effort to

reduce the ratio between decisional inputs and outputs
generating effects that are predictable.
(1958)

and

March and Simon

explain the reason for this predictability in the
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following terms:
Roles in organizations, as contrasted with many
of the other roles that individuals fill, tend
to be highly elaborated, relatively stable, and
defined to a considerable extent in explicit and
even written terms. Not only is the role defined
for the individual who occupies it, but it is
known in considerable detail to others in the
organization who have occasion to deal with him.
Hence, the environment of other persons that surrounds each member of an organization tends to become a highly stable and predictable one, (p. 4).
Therefore, clarity in goals, clarity in communication, stability of roles,

and certainty in outcome are the values

that inform the design of the control and evaluation system
of the process.

Dunshire notes:

Control processes are the necessary complement
of implementation process in the understanding
of execution in a bureaucracy (1978:18).
The most predictable control design lies in

structur-

ing and influencing the decision premises of role occupants
and the procedural routines that they follow.

Herbert Simon

(1957), who pioneered this view, articulates such control in
the following terms:
The behavior of a rational person can be controlled, therefore, if the value and factual premises
upon which he bases his decisions are specified
for him. This control can be complete or partial,
all the premises can be specified, or some can be
left to his discretion. Influence, then, is exercised through control over the premises of decision. It is required that the decisions of the
subordinate shall be consistent with premises
selected for him by his superior (sic.] (p. 223).
This control mechanism, designed to
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ensure organizational

rationality,

is not only a behavioral mechanism within the

task structure, but also a mechanism to institutionalize the
dominant values of society. Simon points out that:
To secure all the advantages, therefore, of expertise in decision-making, it is necessary to go
beyond the formal structure of authority.
The
authority of ideas must gain an importance in the
organization, coordinate with the authority of
sanctions (p. 138) [Emphasis in the original].
Therefore, what we see here is a conception of administration as a
rational
ones.

micro-institutional process:

property

of

organization with

integrating the

the

institutional

This conception is further developed in the recruit-

ment and communication patterns in organizations -- where
values, skills, information, and interactions, are harnessed
through job descriptions,

manuals,

and forms

make

for

organization.

behavior

functional

the

in order to
On

this

point March and Simon (1958). observe:
Not only can organization communication be detailed, but it can be cryptic, relying on a highly
developed and precise common technical language
understood by both sender and recipient (p. 3).
It fallows that the control designs for attaining greater
certitude in organizational behavior and outcome lie at the
heart of the rational conception of the administrative process.

But, as Blau and Meyer (1983) observe, "what has been

taken apart through specialization must be put back together
again"

(p.

8).

This calls for patterns of coordination,

which constitutes the second property of the administrative
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process.

Mouzelis (1979) observes that:

coordination is an essential feature of administration. It usually consists of rules.... such
rules permit the integration of tasks .... Rules do
not ref er simply to inert materials and tools but
to people who act as whole human beings, they
never succeed in completely controlling the situation and in directing the organizational activities towards their predefined goals ... Rule elaboration with the low level of internalization of
organizational goals incites the bureaucrat to
accomplish the minimum work required (pp. 59-61).
The accommodation of this reality in the administrative
process leads to a variety of strategies that are institutionalized in complex organizations.
the duality of goals as

Perrow

( 19 61)

notes

"official" and "operative"; Merton

{1940) notes the pervasiveness of "bureaucratic dysfunction"
and "tunnel vision"; Bernard (1938) notes the overlaying of
the "informal" on the "formal"

Wilensky

(1967)

notes the "distortion and blockage of intelligence";

Hofs-

tede

( 1968)

structure;

notes the reliance on "game playing." The in-

variant condition for the incongruence between the functional rationality of the administrative process and the actual
working of the process is also recognized in this perspective.

Simon (1957) mentions it in the following terms:
It is also as true of organizational as of individual behavior that the means-ends hierarchy is
seldom an integrated, completely connected chain.
Often the connections between organization activities and ultimate objectives is obscure, or these
ultimate objectives are incompletely formulated,
or there are internal conflicts and contradictions
among the ultimate objectives, or among the means
selected to attain them....
Nevertheless, what
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remains of rationality in their behavior is precisely the incomplete, and sometimes inconsistent,
hierarchy that has just been discussed (p. 64).
The depiction of the incomplete working of the process can
be shown in at least three lines of argument,

along with

their central concepts.
The first conception relaxes the condition of rationality

by rendering

it as

"bounded"

(Simon,

1957)

and

its

operative mode as "disjointed" but "incremental" (Lindblom,
1959).

The second conception introduces "non-rational"

attributes of the process through such constructs as:
dundancies"

(Landau,

anarchy"

(Cohen

(Pfeffer,

1981; sunesson,

tionality"
1989).

et

1969;
al.,

(Brunsson,

Bendor,

1972),

1985),

"re-

"organizational

"organizational

politics"

1985), and "organizational irra-

1981;

Chiehester,

1985;

Schulman,

Responding to the inadequacy of the first conception

Schulman (1984) writes:
Our models of bounded rationality do not really
capture the variable states that organizational
decision processes can assume ••• Thus we fail to
appreciate the range of fluctuation in motives,
strategies, or response capacities that discrete
organizational circumstances can endanger (p. 34).
The third conception dispenses rationality altogether,
and

identifies

the

social

construction

of

organizational

reality, the negotiation of their meaning, and the persistence
of such meaning as

properties of the process (Weick, 1979;

March & Feldman, 1981).

A primary element of meaning creation
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involves the use of information and communicative practices
that create overlapping organizational cultures.

Each culture

has its own set of norms, coding categories, and its own dynamies. This introduces a variety of uncertainties into the process.

In this conception, uncertainty is not the lack of in-

formation where information is construed as the knowledge of
causal relations to predict the future.

Rather, uncertainty

is understood in terms of the nature of information itself.
For instance Feldman (1988) notes:
The concept of information that is used by students
of organization politics has been defined as a counterpart to the concept of uncertainty and ignores or
underestimates the socially constructed nature of information.
This approach opens up new and deeper
questions about the informal political norms that regulate political relations, and that an important
part of these norms regulate explicitly and implicitly, the manipulation and distortion of information
in group interaction (pp. 76-77).
Information in this view is equivocal, which has both symbolic
and practical use in creating status, enhancing authority,
shaping careers and the organizational outcomes.
If we take into consideration the arguments of all three
revisions of rationality in the administrative process, we
arrive at a fourth property.

For lack of a better term let me

refer to it as "requisite indeterminacy" -- reflecting the
ideas of the "law of requisite adequacy" where each socio-technical system has design requisites of its own (Ramos; 1981, p.
136), and the "law of the situation" (Follett; 1918, p. 51),
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where managers yield to norms induced from the evolving situation through the uniting of experience, and not from the fact
that, values are held in common.

For all of these reasons,

organizational members do not comply automatically with formal
rules and their corresponding role descriptions.
compliance is generally problematic.

Therefore,

Formal rules may be in

conflict with informal rules or norms of conduct, which emerge
spontaneously in the process of interaction.

Formal reporting

requirements may be evaded or procedures may be interpreted to
fit situational interpretations (Blau, 1963; Meyer and Blau,
1983).

It is this fundamental recalcitrance of human tools

which accounts for the unanticipated consequences of purposive
action and control in the administrative process.
Despite this admission, administrative theorists continue
to lay emphasis on rationality -- operationalized in terms of
efficiency and economy.

How then can purposive controls, de-

signed to program organizational roles and outcome, come to
terms with the operative discretion and meaning formations in
organizational action?

Here the observations on

the nature

of "institutional organization" provide an important lens to
look for answers.
It needs to be mentioned that there is a tremendous elasticity in the concept of "institution"
Scott,1987).

{Braibanti,

1976;

For instance, it encompasses the idea of the

infusion and diffusion of values beyond the technical require68

ments of the task at hand (Selznick, 1957); a relatively stable
collection of roles (Friedrich, 1963); and the reciprocal typification of habitualized actions (Berger & Luckman, 1966).
Therefore, one can draw the common idea that institutions work
in and through organizations. This gives rise to the construct
of institutional organization, which Zucker (1988) describes
in the following terms:
Within an organization, institutionalization operates
to produce common understandings about what is appropriate and fundamentally, meaningful behavior. They
may involve common response to authority, adoption
of reasonable task-related practices and procedures,
and other, as yet unexplored, internal aspects of
organizations (p. 5) (My emphasis].
Such institutionalization, notes Rowan (1982), is more easily
maintained in organizations -- "where technical procedures are
highly certain and standards of evaluation easy to formulate"
(p. 261).

Thus a fifth property of the administrative process

can be identified in the incorporation of the varying characteristics of institutional organization. These characteristics
can be summarized as follows:
(1)

Institutional organizations incorporate appropriate
languages to foster institutional legitimacy. Adopt
a vocabulary that coincides with the rules and myths
of society giving organizations the ability to "provide prudent, rational and legitimate accounts" of
themselves as being "oriented to collectively defined,
and often collectively mandated ends" (Meyer & Rowan;
1977, p. 349).

(2)

Institutional organizations avoid assessments by
the criteria of efficiency and effectiveness and
seek assessment primarily on ceremonial and inter
nally defined criteria. Societal values are espou69

sed as quasi-goals, subject to management's determination of adequacy. Professionals transform the
moral mysteries inherent in the work performed by
individuals into impersonal techniques that have
been mastered by its members (Meyer & Rowan; 1977,
p. 344).
(3)

In institutional organizations the values and myths
in their environment often conflict with those in
the organization. Adaptations of organizational
subsystems are likely to reflect inconsistent values and myths that emerge from diverse sources.
If an organization cannot dominate its environment,
it can decouple the elements, assume good faith,
and overlook the inconsistencies (Meyer & Rowan,
1977; pp. 356-358).

These characteristics, which typify institutional organizations, lend theoretical credence to the property of adequate
indeterminacy.

Therefore in institutional organizations the

administrative process takes on multiple meanings.
Applying these observations to the institution of budgeting one can trace these properties in budget execution.
Arising from and serving the quest for rationality, budgetary
practices

also display the ceremonial function of giving the

appearance of rationality (Wildavsky, 1964; Hofstede, 1968;
Wamsley and Hedblom, 1983; Meyer, 1985; Covaleski et al. 1985).
For instance,

Wamsley and Salamon (1975) observe that in

operational practice, "the budget process sounds like a mindless melange of games and ritualistic behavior"(p. 1).

Meyer

(1985) provides a more detailed de-piction of the institutionalized property of budgeting.

He observes that:

Two comments about the connection of budgeting to
the construction of organization are required.
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First, demands for budgetary control generally
increased organization at lower levels of administration. Subunits, sub-subunits, and sub-sub-subunits
proliferated, but the basic departmental organization
of finance functions were not affected by budgeting,
save for the centralized budgeting units. Second,
while the intent of budgeting may have been to limit
expenditures by forcing individual units to make
explicit their activities and costs and thereby to
compete with each other for scarce resources, its
impact may have been the opposite. The more budgetary
hence the more organizational categories, the greater
the number of justifications for expenditures and the
greater the ease of making opportunistic shifts in
these justifications. (p. 76).
From a more interpretive point of view Hopwood (1983) observes
that, in the representation and reporting of organizational
performance accounting is involved in the creation of the
organizational order in economic terms which in turn shapes
organizational processes and actions.
Having set the properties of the administrative process,
now the question can be raised as to how they interact in the
micro-institutional level? In other words, how do role players
negotiate the control system?

The institutional dynamics at

the micro-level then refers to the problematic nature of joint
decision-making, and the negotiation of meaning that takes
place in implementation action.
This problematic can be specified in terms of the pressures toward joint decision-making that operate on

individual

judgements over the need for coordination, while at the same
time such pressures also supply the necessary condition for
conflicts over judgement to occur.
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March and Simon note:

Inter-individual conflict arises either when there
are differences among individual goals or when
there are differences among individual perceptions
of reality (1958, p. 124).
The cognitive processes underlying the use of information in
decision-making, which are also structured by role specifications, can be argued to be major factors in creating such
incongruence.

For instance March and Simon note:

In an organization of any size, there will be
different types of information at different
points. This incomplete sharing of information
leads to intraorganizational disagreement where
there is pressure toward joint decision-making
within the organization (p. 127).
Therefore, administrative processes at the micro-institutional
level can be conceived of as retaining different forms of incongruence, which also contributes to the creation of organizational politics. At this micro-level, politics then takes on
a different character.

Frost (1987) observes that:

Power can be located not only in resource dependencies and in systems of influence but also in
the personality, skill, and experience factors
that actors bring into the organizational setting.
Organizational politics is the embodiment of the
exercise of power. It is represented in the strategies and tactics actors use to get their way in the
day-to-day, ongoing, present-time functioning of
organization -- it is power in action. In addition,
... politics can also be foun4 in the intentional
buil4inq of frameworks, of coJDJDunication rules an4
meaninqs that compose systems of influence; it is
power in conception (p. 518).
Similar views on the politics at the lower levels of administration can be found in Mechanic (1962) and Blau (1963). What
is significant to note at this level is that such politics is
72

carried out within and through the existing rules, role relationships, and the procedural routines.

Self (1973) observes

that, "in the zone of administrative politics, the political
conditions of change and indeterminacy occur within a more
planned and routinized framework than usually happens with
party or legislative politics" (p. 152).

For instance, such

politics can take the form of disputes over the choice of
criteria that affect the rule-following behavior of administrators.

For example, one may choose credibility as a crite-

rion to measure effectiveness, and then actions may be steered
to affect and enhance this credibility.
Having outlined the micro character of institutional
dynamics, I further need to elaborate on the constructs that
are implicated in the dynamics.

Two such constructs are roles

and routines.
Section 2: The Dynamics of Roles and Routines in the
Administrative Process
The Dynamics of Roles:
The concept of role refers to actions taken by individuals
which are patterned according to the expectations of both the
role-player and others with whom interactions take place.
more formal terms, Harre and Secord (1972) define role as:
That part of the act-action structure produced by
the subset of the rules followed by some individual
defined as belonging to a particular category of
person .••. Therefore, on the role-rule model, simi73

In

larities in people's behavior do not necessarily
derive from similarities in the stimuli to which they
are subjected, but from shared meanings and commonly
accepted conventions and rules (p. 183).
Thus in analyzing a system of roles, it is not necessary to
probe into the personality characteristics of the role-players, because roles are built upon mutual expectations.
In this approach, roles cannot be examined without simultaneously examining the shared values upon which they are
structured.

In the budgetary context Anton notes that, "it is

precisely this interaction between roles which constitutes the
system of action through which allocative decisions are made"
(p. 178).
From this perspective, the administrative process can thus
be understood as a set of culturally created roles. Katz and
Kahn (1978) note:
Role-prescriptions specify the persons from whom
one is to accept influence and expect role-related
communications, as well as the persons over whom
one is expected to exert such influence and from
whom such information is to be provided (p. 457).
This conception of role in terms of authority

allows role

playing to influence the administrative process.

Such influ-

ence varies because, as Katz and Kahn note, "individuals in the
same authority positions differ in the increments of power they
exercise" (p. 458).

Such variability stems not only from per-

sonality characteristics of the role occupants, but also from
the meanings given to activities in patterned interactions.
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Furthermore, in institutional organization, by making the
organization specific tasks meaningful in terms of the competing institutional rules, role performers may face different
degrees of internal and external stresses and hence feel pressed to accommodate them.

The retention of the symbolic in the

concrete is one way through which such stresses may be managed.
For instance, Thompson (1961) points out that, lacking specialized competence, general administrators use all sorts of devices for propping up the intellectually weak foundations of
hierarchical authority.

These include an obsessional stress

upon the tasks of control and coordination, together with a
cultivation of romantic theories of the executives' role and
mild dramatagury of authority. A similar pattern of role conception has also been observed by Anton in state budgeting.
In contrast to the role of the general administrator, the
role of the professional is described in the literature as resistant to role variation, displaying functional fixation, and
a high desire for autonomy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Ashton,
1976).

Professional training has been generally identified as

a major source for these tendencies.

For instance, Tolbert

(1988) notes:
Shared frameworks, containing definitions of desirable outcomes of activities, make it easier to
transmit both specific elements of culture and the
rationalized myths that accompany them. Professional
education programs, which serve as a major source of
values and attitudes toward professional work, exert
an important influence in the development of such
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frameworks. However, different educational programs
may provide very different understandings of professional work {p. 105).
Because institutional dynamics at the micro-level create pressure for joint decision-making, the interactions among different professional roles may contribute to the creation of different interpretations of activities and outcomes. Therefore,
for the administrative process to accommodate such variations,
mechanisms other than formal control and standard procedures
have to come into play.

In this regard, Tolbert notes:

Because professionals typically resist formal,
bureaucratic control of their behavior, adherence
to specific rules, policies and behaviors must be
effected largely through the process of organizational socialization (1988, p. 105).
From this perspective, like organizational slack and redundancy, ambiguity can also be conceived of as another element
contributing to such socialization practice.
The Dynamics of Routines:

Much of administrative process is built on procedural routines.

Routines provide stability, continuity, and organiza-

tional memory that gradually institutionalize certain patterns
of information processing over others.

Even the game strate-

gies are often routinized (Wildavsky, 1964; Crecine, 1969;
Gerwin, 1969). Routines also facilitate compliance and control
by streamlining execution and at the same time attempts to make
discretion predictable.
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Behaviorally, routines are the organizational counterpart
of habit formation, which preserves useful behavioral patterns
(Simon, 1957).

In general, routinization is associated with

the function of reducing uncertainty in administrative tasks.
For instance, Pfeffer (1981) notes:
A routine task, which by definition is repeated
many times and is programmable, is the epitome of
certainty in organizational operations ••. [Therefore] those performing routinized tasks also
have less power (p. 272).
But different effects have also been argued to hold. For
instance, Weick (1974) notes that:
Organizational routines have several other consequences for organizational function. These routines
typically negotiate the reality that an organization
confronts. Routines resemble solutions in search of
problems. Organizational routines also have the
property of being recursive. Once started, they run
off to completion regardless of the consequences (pp.
364-365).

In the context of institutional organization, routines not only
function as simplifying and stabilizing devices, but take on
a momentum that goes beyond their original rationale.

In this

context Tolbert notes:
Over time, the origins of the habit and the problems
or situations that provided the impetus for the
activities are forgotten, and the activities acquire
a more or less objective character. Indeed rationalized myths are likely to develop in organizations
around habitualized patterns, enhancing their perceived objectivity. The myths "explain" the way in
which activities are linked to specified, appropriate
organizational objectives (1988, p. 103).
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How do routines maintain the competing institutional
values besides rendering them as myths?

One answer to this

question lies in the conception of control in terms of the
standardization effects of routines, hence the
"standard operating procedures."

synonym --

Thus Allison mentions that

routines are:
standard operating procedures or rules that make
possible regular and coordinated activity. Routines
are regular because they are qrounded in the incentive structure of an orqanization and the normative
sanctions that qo with it (1971, p. 83)
[My emphasis].
Furthermore, Wamsley and Zald (1973) suggest that the process
of institutionalizing the collective normative order in organizational action also regulates the flow of resources and legitimacy for organizations.
From another point of view, Simon notes that:
An important objective of standardization is to
widen as far as possible the range of situations
that can be handled by combination and recombination of a relatively small number of elementary
programs (1957, p. 150).
But such controlling effects have their unintended outcomes.
Simon points to one of them, saying:
A matter becomes part of the organization routine
when it is settled by reference to accepted or
approved practices rather than by consideration of
the alternatives on their merit. If rationality is
to be achieved, a period of hesitation must precede
choice, during which the behavior alternatives,
knowledge bearing on environmental conditions and
consequences, and the anticipated values must be
brought into the focus of attention (1957, p. 89).
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similarly, March and Olsen (1984) observe:
information about the consequences of alternatives
is generated and communicated through organized
institutions, so expectations depend upon the structure of linkages within the system, as well as the
ways in which biases and counter-biases cumulate (p.
740) .
Therefore, it can be argued that, while organizations
develop routines for dealing with recurring problems, these
routines gradually become well-entrenched, whereby members of
the organization tend to see situations as equivalent even when
they are not. The result of such practice is that procedures
remain in use even after the situation where they fit has gradually changed. And so the organization's initial success breeds
failure unless the organization rapidly revises its routines
(Starbuck & Hedberg, 1977) • Therefore, we see that routines can
have the opposite effect of rational decision-making, even
though they are generally considered important aids for rational organizational action.
Organizational researchers have also come up with other
variations on the dynamics of routine. For instance Blau (1963)
found that, at the micro-organizational level, operational procedures are modified on a regular basis. He reports:
Officials redefined procedures in terms of the
dominant objectives of their tasks, and these
changes, in turn, gave rise to further amplifications of procedures in the interest of other
objectives (p. 35).
Bromiley and Marcus (1987) found that:
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Organizational routines under the duress of repeated deadlines act as inhibitors of change if organizational cohesion is maintained and a single favored routine is repeatedly placed between the organization and external challenges. on the other hand,
organizational routines under the duress of repeated
deadlines act as facilitators of change if organizational cohesion breaks down, separate routines are
invoked by individual staff ,and management synthesizes these routines into
new organizational practices
(p. 99).

Therefore, given such background in theory and research findings, it is plausible to argue that procedural routines not
only provide stability but that they are also accommodative to
change, and these dual functions introduce flexibility into the
routines, thus subjecting them to equivocation in both their
meaning and application.
Section 3: The Nature of Inconqruence in the
Administrative Process
In institutional organization, administrative processes
can be understood in terms of two patterns of interaction. The
first pattern is triggered when macro-institutional rules and
directives come in contact with the micro level administrative
practices.

The second pattern is triggered when different

micro administrative roles and routines become interactive.
In this second pattern of interaction involving roles and routines, the first pattern inscribes the different institutional
rules into the administrative process. Therefore, in implemen80

tation, the clarity and consistency of the formal roles and
routines often are

replaced by complexity and incongruence.

In terms of understanding the micro dynamics of the implementation process, Berman (1978) echoes a similar conception
when he writes:
The process of micro-implementation consists of
the mutual adaptation of local policy and local
organizational characteristics. This complex
adaptive process inevitably creates uncertainty
in how policy will be implemented; the uncertainty
cannot be eliminated without removinq the local
flexibility that is necessary if policy is to
work out {p. 157).
Incongruence is not a unitary concept.

The following discu-

ssion depicts the different types of incongruencies that may
coexist in the administrative process.

Incongruence is a

concept which is similar to Merton's (1968) concept of "dysfunction."

According to Merton, the consequences of an ac-

tivity are considered functional when they increase the ability
of a given system to achieve its predetermined goals.

Conver-

sely, the consequences are dysfunctional if they hinder the
achievement of such goals.

Goals may be manifest (recognized

and intended by the participants) or latent (neither intended
nor recognized).
The reasons I choose the term incongruence over dysfunction are two: first to move away from the negative connotations
that have been accumulated by the latter term and, second, to
convey the idea that functionality of interaction is not nece81

ssarily dependent on goal attainment (manifest or latent) , but
needs to incorporate the very continuity of intra-system dynamies irrespective of goal accomplishment.

This idea of incon-

gruence as shown in figure 3, can be further differentiated
into its contextual variations.
Administrative
Process is held
to explain
incongruity
Institutional
Processes contributes to
incongruity
Institutional
Processes do
not contribute
/to incongruity

Intertemporal
Incongruity

Unintended
Incongruity

Administrative
Process is not
held to explain
incongruity

[A]

[B]

(CJ

[DJ

Congrous
Incongruity

Intrinsic
Incongruity

[Adapted from Macintosh, 1985]
Figure 3: Types of Incongruity under Different Administrative and Institutional Perspectives
Cell-A:
This occurs when participants expect past incongruities while
experiencing new ones -- for instance, changes in the budget
process in two periods or after successive budget reforms.
Cell-B:
This occurs when incongruity is recognized but set aside because the prevailing frame of reference fails to explain the
ongoing dynamics -- for instance, the budget is considered a
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steering device when in fact it may be practiced in a ritualized manner.
Cell-C:
This occurs when the prevailing frame of reference is applied
but does not fit within the existing dynamics.

For instance,

the budgetary process is considered incremental when there are
major shifts in allocations and priorities.
Cell-D:
This occurs when prevailing frameworks accumulate over time and
take the form of traditions or constitutive rules or rational
myths.

Such incongruity paradoxically may create a sense of

security and stability.

When someone points to such incongru-

ence, they are often told, "that's the way we do it here, just
do your job and carry out (the) orders." For instance, a budget
process at bottom is considered to be both traditional and
modern at the same time.
Incongruence occurs frequently in and between administrative processes, but as Macintosh (1985) points out:
the problem is that they create unstructured situations for managers who then get rid of them by treating them as abnormal. •• or cramming them into familiar frameworks instead of looking for more appropriate ones (p. 208).
The ability to detect and respond to different forms of incongruence is a mark of successful adaptation, which cannot be
engineered through premise control or

tight monitoring. This

is not only because of the complexity of intra-process dyna83

mies, but also because it involves the collective dynamics of
institutional processes.
In the administrative process it is often the case that
a mix of frameworks is applied to get things done.

In those

mixes, certain frames explain some of the event but leave other
events out, which are then subjected to certain other frames
for explanation.

This phenomenon can be described as the

multiple attributions of reality.

In an interactive environ-

ment where frames are embedded in the roles and routines, their
interaction brings to life a multiplicity of acc-ounts characterizing the interactions.

Therefore, ambiguity can be seen

as implicated in the management of incongruence.

'!he

dynamics

of administrative processes at the micro-institutional level
as discussed to this point can now be offered in a more compact
outline, as shown in figure 4.
Institutional
Level
Value Premise
Constitutive
Rules
Professional
Values

Administrative
Level
Control

==>
<==

Coordination
Enactment
Requisite
Indeterminacy

Micro-Institutional Level
Role Variation

==>
<==

Procedural
Routines
Role-Routine
Interactions

[The arrows in the figure depicts the recursive nature
of the dynamics).
Figure 4: Outline of the Micro-Institutional dynamics
of the Administrative Process
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In short, the dynamics form the basis to argue that in situations of joint action, administrative rationality cannot be
considered as the simple extension of individual rationality.
This is because joint action by design is interdependent, hence
in the administrative processes, multiple roles and routines
converge along with their different norms, cognitive orientations, and institutional values.

Furthermore, all of these

forces operate in creating the administrative sub-culture,
where they exist in a state of dynamic tension.
Therefore,

it is equivocality rather than univocality

which is the likely outcome of such sub-cultural interactions.
This is partly because control cannot be total, and coordination cannot assume total agreement.

Therefore, implementation

action at the micro-institutional level must continuously
stabilize the negotiation of meanings over
trative activities and their outcome.

discrete adminis-

Ambiguity is argued to

be one such device that makes such negotiations possible.
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CHAPTER IV: THE CONCEPT OF AMBIGUITY AND
ITS RETENTION IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS

In this chapter I shall discuss "ambiguity" as a concept.
In order to do so, I shall discuss its various meanings and
applications in organizational research.
The chapter is divided into four sections.
section, I

In the first

discuss the general status of ambiguity, followed

by a short inventory of its analytical use.

This is followed

by a discussion of its applications in explaining organizational processes.

The section ends with the treatment of "ambi-

guity" as a form of intelligence.

In the second section, I

discuss "role ambiguity," and in the third section I discuss
"procedural ambiguity."

These are two of the component con-

structs utilized in the study.

In the fourth and final sec-

tion I discuss the dynamics of role-routine interaction, and
offer a stylized depiction of the behavioral dispositions
toward ambiguity.
Section 1: The General Status of the Concept
Ambiguity is a phenomenon which seems to conflict with
conventional logic and the linguistic culture of modern society.

This stems from a disposition to believe that to be

scientific is to be unambiguous -- a disposition that is premised on metric precision, where clearly defined observational
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categories and measurement procedures are expected to yield
valid and precise knowledge about human conduct Levine, 1985) .
The paradigm of rationality captures this disposition in both
its cultural and institutional manifestations.

In Public

Administration, this disposition is displayed in the normative
search for a rational administration that is expected to optimize efficiency and economy through the programmed control of
administrative actions.

Ambiguity is thus rendered a status

opposite to certainty and rationality.

Although the growing

differentiation in the conceptual meaning of rationality to
some extent moderates this opposition, at the same time such
differentiation itself renders the concept of rationality
ambiguous.

(For the different meanings of rationality, see

March, 1978; Wildavsky, 1978).
One reason why we do not generally encounter the use of
ambiguity in the description of administrative processes has
to do with the fact that,

people consider the concept of

rationality and its Weberian ideal type, as the only legitimate language to describe administrative processes.

People

thus find it hard to identify and describe organizational
experiences with non-bureaucratic and non-rational concepts
(Baum, 1987) .
But in common usage, ambiguity does not even enjoy such
a non-rational conceptual status.

Rather, it carries a va-

riety of negative connotations, describing a variety of phe87

nomena: ignorance, deception, inconsistency, vagueness,
double-talk, capriciousness, excuse, and others. None of these
usages necessarily relates to the conceptual meaning of the
term, although in many places the term has been used to refer
to the variety of phenomena that has just been listed. For
instance, Katz et al. ( 1964) , in their study on role ambiguity,
saw a pervasive and discomforting effect of ambiguity caused
by the very nature of modern society.

They saw the need to

contain ambiguity so that organizational action and identity
can become more clear, consistent, certain, and satisfactory.
On the other hand, language researchers tell us that ambiguous modes of expression are rooted in the very nature of language and thought.

We frequently use

ambiguous modes of ex-

pression in metaphor, alleqory, pun, contradiction, symbol,
irony, and paradox.

All of these

articulate realities which

are too subtle for straightforward representation (Levine,
1985, p. 21).

In fact, there are many concepts in social and

professional language that do not lend themselves to concrete,
certain, and predictable operational meanings. Such is the case
with concepts like "equity," "public interest," "legitimacy,"
and even such apparently precise concepts like "efficiency,"
"effectiveness," and "control." (For the multiple meaning of
"efficiency" see Patrick Hennigen, 1978; on "effectiveness" see
Kim Cameron, 1985; and on "control" see Dermer & Lucas, 1986).
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Lacking a consistent and consensual meaning, such terms
do not simply become meaningless. Rather, their use value lies
in the expressive and/or normative influence they have on communication and interaction -- in the form of ideologies, values
and conventions.

The aversion towards ambiguity is primarily

a culturally learned one; therefore, to unlearn such aversion
one needs to seek the various manifestations of ambiguity in
order to arrive at a more critical understanding of the administrative process.
section la: Ambiquity -- A Short Inventory Of Its
Analytical status
The Oxford English Dictionary defines ambiguity in
terms of its subjective and objective connotations.

Subjec-

tively ambiguity is given the connotations of
wavering of opinion; doubt; uncertainty as to
ones' course of action or conduct.
Objectively ambiguity is given the connotations of the -capability of being understood in two or more ways;
double signification; an equivocal expression,
several possible meaning; admitting more than one
interpretation; of doubtful position or classification; as partaking of two characters or being on the
boundary line.
Similarly, Katz et al. (1964, p. 22) maintain the distinction
between the subjective and objective meanings of role ambiguity. They identify "objective ambiguity" as a condition in the
environment and "subjective ambiguity" or "experienced ambigu89

ity" as a psychological state of an individual person.

Among

all such connotations, equivocality, i.e., the capability of
being understood in two or more ways, is the commonest meaning
retained in the term.

The only empirical study on the use of

the concept shows "multiple meaning" as the most frequently
used connotation --

irrespective of one's awareness of such

significations (Norton, 1975, p. 608).
The study of ambiguity has taken different forms.

The

main lines of investigation include the following:
[1] Linquistic

Here the focus is on word sense. Studies focus on the syntactical, lexical, and referential ambiguity in language use {Hirst, 1987; Empson, 1963).

In this literature, ambiguity is ge-

nerally taken as a contributing cause of variation in the truth
value of a sentence under varied circumstances of utterance.
[2] Philosophical

Here the focus is on word-object relationships and the indeterminacy of meaning and action (Atlas, 1989; Henderson,
1986; Soles, 1984; Quine, 1960). Ambiguity in philosophy is
considered a state of understanding that is in-between certainty and doubt.
[3] Decision Theory

Here the focus is on individual information processing behavior
under conditions of uncertainty (Heiner, 1988; Nisbett & Ross,
1980; March, 1978; Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Ellsberg, 1961).
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Ambiguity is attributed in decision-making when predicting a
future course of action becomes subject to equally valid probabilities or when reasonable information is used unreasonably.
For instance,

Ellsberg perceives ambiguity as a condition

falling between complete ignorance and risk.

It exists when

a decision maker feels that there may be more than one reasonable distribution of probabilities over future events that are
relevant to the decision at hand. Therefore, ambiguity emerges
from the various degrees of confidence one assigns to the probability estimates.

March (1978) construes ambiguity in terms

of instances that involve uncertainty over guessing future outcomes. He points out that theories of choice under uncertainty
emphasize the complications of guessing future consequences
which involves two kinds of guesses:
The first guess is about the uncertain future consequences that will follow from alternative actions
that might be taken (this is the problem of uncertainty) . The second guess is about the uncertain future preferences the decision maker will have with
respect to those consequences when they are realized
(this is the problem of ambiguity) [1987, p. 155].
The notion of uncertainty is again differentiated in terms
of perceived and objective character of information. Objective
uncertainty stands for the lack of clarity in information, in
causal relationship, and in the time-span of feedback about
results. Perceived uncertainty stands for individual differences in cognitive processes, cultural perceptions of the environment, and the differences of res-ponse repertories (Downey
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&

Slocum, 1975).

One interesting study takes a different app-

roach from the rest, arguing for the necessity of imperfect
decisions.

Heiner (1988) writes:

agents always have a positive marginal incentive
to use some information imperfectly, but never
to use all potential information even if they
have costless access to perfect information
about how to select every action (p. 29).
In this literature, commentators have used such terms as
"wicked" and "fuzzy" to characterize the lack of structure

in situations where there

is uncertainty over both

causation and preference.
[4] Social Theory

Here there are a variety of approaches to the understanding of
ambiguity. The major ones are:
Conceptual {Lerner, 1986; White, 1976); Sociological (Merton,
1976; Baum, 1987); Political (Connolly, 1987, Kingdon, 1984;
Elder & Cobb, 1983, Urban, 1982); and

Organizational (March,

1987; Cohen & March, 1986; Eisenberg, 1984; Lerner & Wanat,
1983; Putnam

&

Sorenson,

1982; Weick,

1979; Lerner,

1978;

Swanson, 1978; March & Olsen, 1976; Cohen et al., 1972; Rizzo
et al., 1970; Katz et al., 1964).
All of the connotations of ambiguity in this literature,
in so far as they point to its social rather than the psychological context, form the basis of my discussion. The purpose
is to arrive at a conception of ambiguity considered to be
operative in institutional organization.
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Section lb: Applications in Orqanization
Having outlined the available studies that explicitly use
the concept, it is paradoxical to observe that by the very criterion of its definition the term itself has been rendered ambiguous, i.e. , there are multiple meanings of the concept.

Let

me now sort out the various studies within the social theory
category in order to elaborate on the conceptual meaning of the
term utilized in the present study.
studies that deal with conceptual ambiquity attribute the
term to the different understandings of organization that result from the micro and macro perspectives.

For insstance,

from the micro perspective the concept of power is based on the
actor's discretion, whereas from the macro perspective the concept is based on one's "intrasystem position" (Lerner; 1986,
p. 467).

Or consider another view: "To the macro position,

politics is the main device of allocation of values in society
.•. (while) to the micro position, politics is seen as an elite
ritual that veils the true arena of social dynamics, of which
allocation of values is only a part" (White; 1976, p. 67).
Conceptual ambiguity may also be attributed to observations
made from different vantage points (See Gist's observation on
page 37).

Similarly, the different understandings of bureau-

cracy derived from abstraction and concrete experience also
attest to the attribution of conceptual ambiguity (Katz et al.,
1964; Goodsell, 1983).
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In the political context of analysis, ambiguity has been
ref erred to in terms of the symbolic use of values and concepts
that creates multiple meanings in policies and their outcome.
Elder and Cobb (1983) note that:
Symbols provide a vital link between the individual
and the larger social order and that they are crucial to the process of legitimacy ..• A symbol is any
object used to index meaninqs that are not inherent
in, nor discernable from, the object itself, Since
a symbol is initially used as a vehicle for condensing and simplifying a variety of stimuli, it is
likely to have some initial ambiguity. That am.biquity tends to be compounded over and over aqain the
more the symbol is reused in different contexts (pp.
27-34).

Because symbols synchronize diverse motivations of different
individuals, they are not only mechanisms of legitimation, but
at the same time through the accommodation of diverse views
make collective political action possible.

Thus hortatory

language in politics is both ambiguous and functional for collective order.

Therefore its use remains institutionalized in

the diverse interactions of the collective. Yet this functional outcome is not designed, but emerges as an unintended outcome of the political process.

Reflecting on the administra-

tive process, Elder and Cobb (1983) note:
Administrative language is characterized by symbols
pragmatically interpreted by their users, but it is
distinguished by the fact that the symbols tend to
be affectively and cognitively meaningless outside
this narrow circle (p. 67).
Urban (1982),

on the other hand, points to ambiguity

residing in the practice of administrators• entertaining mul94

tiple ideologies. He argues that administrators simultaneously
uphold a general ideology rooted in the dominant institutional
values and special ideologies that emerge from special circumstances and institutional sub-cultures or enclaves. Ambiguity
in this context, notes Urban:
enables the group in question to integrate others
around the products of administrative action by
wrapping these products in the sort of symbols which
secure their acceptance and, concomitantly, legitimate the bureaucratic order itself (p. 10).
In the budgetary process, Anton (1967) describes ambiguity
emerging in the highly stylized behavior of actors in the form
of moves and counter moves played around the symbols of "economy, 11 "service," and "competence."
Urban locates the reason for ambiguity in the contradictions that are inherent in the practice of administration,
where the pressure for mediating the discrete with the abstract, the desire to increase power and discretion, and the
need to comply with rules result in unintended "ambiguity in
definition and perception".

This in turn creates a "multitude

of meanings" that serve to stabilize the administrator's role
{1982, pp. xiii,6).

Similarly Elder and Cobb note that such

dynamics are not so much the product of conscious design but
are the imperatives which are inherent in collective decisionmaking.
Connolly (1987), on the other hand, finds in ambiguity a
political medium of moderation, which is considered essential
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for democratic politics to continue.

He writes:

Modern politics, at its best, is the institutionalization of ambiguity; it keeps alive that which
might otherwise be killed by the weight of authority
or necessity; it helps that which is subordinate to
find its own voice and, perhaps, to expand the space
in which it can be for itself rather than only for
the order. If authority tends to concede too much to
the yearning for harmony, politics encourages us to
confront the urge itself (p. 141).
What Connolly is ref erring to in this passage is the need to
recognize and appreciate ambiguity as a necessary condition for
democratic politics.

Authority is the outcome of consensual

meaning; otherwise, it fails to induce obedience. Therefore,
Connolly is arguing that the need for consensus has to be
moderated by the necessity of creating multiple viewpoints
through the political process.
At a less global level, researchers have also noted the
importance of ambiguity in policy design (Lowi, 1979; Nakamura
& Smallwood, 1980; Kingdon, 1984) and in organizational goals
(Simon, 1957; Perrow, 1961; Blau, 1963). Therefore, goal ambiquity can be noted as an acknowledged feature of institutional
organization.

Ambiguity in goals results in the creation of,

official and unofficial intents, easier agreement on goals, and
the issuance of formal directives with informal cues.

Along

with these, the logic of the circumstance and the coalition
behavior of intra and inter organizational actors may cause
further meanings to emerge from the exercise of discretion.
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The pressure of multiple meanings, both in intent and outcome, therefore requires a process of constant negotiation, not
only to keep the formal intents, structures, and outcomes operational, but also to allow the emergent meanings of intents
and structures to have their effect in the process.

For ins-

tance, Pierce (1981) notes:
Programs justified as aiding disadvantaged localities, are usually administered in such a way that
small benefits are available to a large number of
geographically dispersed communities, regardless of
objective measures of need. To accuse the bureaucrats of acting contrary to the wording of the law is
pointless if they adopted the only policy that would
result in continued funding (p. 5).
Ambiguity, thus, is not only a legitimating device as captured
in the symbolic and ideological literature, but it also stabilizes organizational performance as captured in the policy and
organization process literature.
The literature focusing on intra-organizational process
also identifies ambiguity as a feature of administration.
Lerner and Wanat (1983) utilize the mathematical notion of
"fuzzy sets" to explain ambiguity in the way classification
system works in bureaucratic administration.

A fuzzy set is

a collection of elements whose membership is equivocal, i.e.,
some elements are clearly in the set and some are clearly not;
while for some it is not clear whether they are in the set or
not. Lerner and Wanat suggest that the necessity for consensus
building is often a consequence of dealing with fuzzy concepts.
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Thus meetings abound in bureaucracies in order to continuously
negotiate multiple meanings.
In the context of changing environments, Cohen and March
(1972) observe ambiguity in what they term "organizational anarchy."

such anarchy is described as situations where "goals

are vague, problematic, inconsistent, or unstable."

Such a

conception of ambiguity is also observed in decisional situations that Thompson and Tuden (1959) describe as "anomic
structure," where reliance is placed more on decision through
inspiration.

Thus ambiguity is primarily treated as a special

case of organizations resembling the character of their special
environment.
At a more intentional level, Eisenberg (1984) attributes
ambiguity to more opportunistic and strategic behavior in organizational communication.

The strategy is based on seeing the

communication process as an "interaction of multiple rationalities."

Eisenberg points this out, saying:

strategic ambiguity is essential to organizing in
that it promotes unified diversity, facilitates organizational change, and amplifies existing source
attributions and preserves privileged positions (p.
227).
One interesting point raised in Eisenberg•s research is that,
when communication occurs through very coded messages, incomplate information and siqnif ication may enqender hiqh deqree
of clarity amonq people who have a shared meaninq, and endanqer
ambiquity when such sharinq is problematic.
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In this sense,

aabiquity may exist irrespective of actors• active cognition
of it.

In fact, as Eisenberg notes:

low levels of perceived ambiguity may often accompany high levels of strategic ambiguity, and vice
versa (p. 230).
Ambiguity is also noted as an uncertainty coping mechanism.

For instance Lerner's use of the concept is based on

this attribution.

Lerner (1978) identifies ambiguity as:

the difference between what actors know and what
they presumably would like to know, and on the
implications this difference has for the way decisions are developed and enacted (p. 4).
The objective character of ambiguity lies precisely in the
idea that in a relationship between, say, A and B one may be
certain about the relationship more than the other or both may
be relatively sure about different aspects of the relationship
or the substantive issues that are involved. Thus ambiguity may
be retained in the relationship
uncertain about the relationship.

without either A or B being
Thus Lerner observes:

two strategically minded actors may both treat as
ambiguous elements of their relationship which are
in fact clear to both (p. 6).
Applying this attribution, Lerner identifies its retention in
the authority, jurisdictional, and reciprocal relationships
among organizational actors.

For instance, ambiguity may be

manifested in superior-subordinate interaction, which is formally governed by commands and job descriptions, but in practice may remain negotiable.

Ambiguity may also be manifested
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in the doctrine of executive privilege, which allows the superior on shaky grounds to inject coerciveness into the process
while denying subordinates the rationale for grounding their
objections.

Lerner notes that:

Going by the book is often associated with superiors' interest in securing compliance to the letter, but the book can also protect subordinates from
doing any more than what is required (p. 16).

An extensive documentation of ambiguity in the ordinary
experience of organizational actors is provided by Baum (1987).
For instance, a federal employee, when asked to describe the
balance of power and rules in his workplace, reported them as
follows:
I have to live within the rules. What I do is consistent with the rules. The ability to interpret the
rules [matter). But the fact of the matter is, I
think I am limited ultimately by ••• I am not sure
.•• People are enforcing the rules. But if they are
not enforcing the rules -- in this sense, it is both
[rules and people] , but, in fact, the rule is
probable. But I don't have any rules saying that I
can't do this. It depends on what the initiative is.
If it is consistent with the rules, then the people
will be there. If you are talking about the rules of
the organization, sort of the unwritten rules, that
brings on a different kind of question •••• I think
that even if nobody says this is a rule, you need to
think about if this is acceptable (p. 32).
The employee's ambiguity about the balance of impersonal rules
and personal influence is reflected in his frequent use of
"but."

In this instance, both formal rules and personal rela-

tions coexist in very uncertain terms. Consider another report
of a county clerical staffer who narrates her use of ambiguity
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in getting the needed jobs done:
Authority is given to me by the organization. I
don't have authority but what is given to me by my
supervisor. I do have authority to give someone an
account number, to tell them that they have money to
spend. I can communicate with the State, and my boss
will back me up. We argue a lot ••• I guess that is
about all the real authority that I have. Sometimes
you take more authority than you should in order to
get something done. I do that a lot. For example, I
had a check to pay. I wrote the check and took it to
the fiscal officer and told him to sign it, and it
took him all day to sign it. I circumvented a couple
of people. It is the old story to knowing who as
well as what (Baum, 1987, p. 46).
In another empirical study, Blau mentions that department heads
established clear-cut procedures and amplified them through various directives in order to discourage deviation from formal
intent.

Yet it turned out that the lower level employees chan-

ged the procedures and imparted new meanings to them.

For ins-

tance, Blau (1963) notes that:
Clerks modified the due-date procedure to make their
work experience more satisfactory •••• Furthermore,
by exercising some discretion when giving due dates,
they transformed a routine, mechanical duty into an
interesting social experience. This was partly due
to the feeling of power derived from being able to
sneak somebody through (p. 29).
All three illustrations show that, although organizational
roles are established in the formal hierarchy and procedures
are routinized, differences in employees' competence, interest,
self worth, and ambition still lead to ambiguity when responding to the exigencies of the situation.
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Section le: Ambiguity As a Form of Intelligence.
Rational decision-making procedures in administration fulfill the function of choice through the selection of action alternatives and reducing the uncertainties of outcome.

But ad-

ministrative processes face two problems in this respect: to
choose the right thing to do and to get it done. In this context, Brunsson (1982) identifies two kinds of rationality addressing

these two problems.

He labels them as "decision ra-

tionality" and "action rationality." He points out, saying:
the one is not better than the other, but they serve
different purposes and imply different norms. The
two kinds of rationality are difficult to pursue
simultaneously,because rational decision-making
procedures are irrational from an action perspective; (so) they should be avoided if actions are to
be facilitated (p. 37).
From this line of argument it follows that decision irrationality observed in the decision process is explainable as
action rationality.

For instance, ideologies and myths have

been shown to serve this function (Urban, 1982; Meyer & Rowan,
1977).

Organizational slack and redundancy have also been

shown to serve a similar function (Cyert & March, 1963; Landau,
1969).

Likewise, ambiguity is also argued to serve a similar

function as a distinct type of institutional

intelligence.

Organizational intelligence, as originally described by
Wilensky (1967) to consist of

"information, questions, in-

sights, hypotheses, evidence" (p. vii), needs to be expanded
into a broader concept of "institutional intelligence." March
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(1978) describes such intelligence as:
that knowledge, in the form of precepts of behavior that evolves over time within a system and
accumulates across time, people and organizations
without complete current consciousness of its
history. Then sensible action is taken by actors
without comprehension of its full justification •••
[He further notes] Global ambiguity like limited
rationality, is not necessarily a fault in human
choice to be corrected but often a form of intelligence to be refined by the technology of choice
rather than ignored by it (p. 592)
This same point is echoed in Dyckman (1981) when he writes:
systemic intelligence rather than calculated rationality may play an important role in understanding
behavior, thus when judgements or actions are evaluated by comparison with outcomes, environmental
factors influencing these outcomes may not even be
considered (pp. 292-293).
Thus budget variances may be interpreted in terms of their
action rationality rather than their decision rationality. In
fact, greater precision in analysis and the measurement of perf ormance is often a mixed blessing.

From such considerations,

ambiguity as a form of institutional intelligence may facilitate action rationality by making the symbolic and ideological
interpretations coexist with formal controls and their discretionary exercise in administration.

Administrative problems

in such a sub-culture may not so much be solved as managed, but
in doing so it may stabilize and legitimize the administrative
process in the larger institutional environment.
What the organizational applications of the term suggest
is that ambiguity can be a characteristic feature of orgaza103

tions operating in turbulent environments as well as a general
property of bureaucratic organizations.

Next, such applica-

tions suggest that, ambiguity can be retained in the actors'
perception of organizational processes as well as in the very
nature of

interactions between actors and the procedures

through which organizational action takes place. Finally, they
suggest that, ambiguity may be conceived of as a form of intelligence which facilitates the management of institutional
organization.
Given the focus of this study on the role-routine interactions at the micro-institutional level, the second view of
ambiguity as a property of bureaucratic organization will be
emphasized.

Therefore, clarification of role ambiguity and

procedural ambiguity in terms of their equivocal potential is
offered in the following two sections.

section 2: The concept of Role Ambiguity

Role ambiguity has been subjected to different meanings
in the research on role performance (Katz et al., 1964; Rizzo
et al. 1970; Merton, 1976; Baum, 1987). A behavioral perspective is adopted by Katz et al. (1964) in their use of the term.
To them it constitutes:
[the] discrepancy between the information available
to the person and that which is required for adequate performance of his role. Subjectively it is the
difference between his actual state of knowledge and
that which would provide adequate satisfaction of
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his personal needs and values ••• The relationship
between the objective condition of ambiguity and the
intensity of the ambiguity experience for a certain
person will be modified by various properties of
personality (sic,] {pp. 73,26).
Following this approach, Rizzo et al. (1970) operationalized
the concept as the lack of clarity in behavior observed against
(a) certain predetermined indicators predictive of clarity and
{b) what the role occupants consider as appropriate behavior.
This approach to role ambiguity essentially deals with the
psychological dimensions of role identity and hence is considered partial for understanding role-ambiguity in interactive
situations.
A much broader and somewhat different view is offered by
Merton, who extends role-ambiguity to the culture at large.
He uses "ambivalence" to designate this meaning of role-ambiguity.

In Merton's (1976) approach,

Ambivalence refers to incompatible normative expectations of attitudes, beliefs, and behavior assigned to a status (i.e., a social position) or to
a set of statuses in a society .•.• The ambivalence
is located in the social definition of roles and
statuses, not in the feeling-state of one or another type of personality (pp. 6,7).
Merton (1976, pp. 9-11) describes how this basic ambivalence
can take different forms. These are listed as follows:
[1] Ambivalence emerging from the conflict of interest or
of values, in which interests and values incorporated
in the different statuses occupied by the same person
result in a compromise behavior.
[2] Ambivalence emerging in the conflict between several
roles associated with a particular status. This not
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only make competing demands for time, energy, and
interest upon the occupants of one status, but the
kinds of attitudes, values, and activities required
by each of these roles may also be incompatible with
the others.
(3] Ambivalence emerging from the contradictory cultural
values held by members of a society. These values are
not ascribed to particular statuses, but are normatively expected of all in the society.
[4] Ambivalence emerging from the disjunction between culturally prescribed aspirations and socially structured avenues for realizing these aspirations. It is
neither cultural conflict nor social conflict, but a
contradiction between the cultural structure and the
social structure.
[5]

Ambivalence emerging from living in two or more societies or becoming oriented to differing sets of cultural
values.

These sources of ambiguity at the broad cultural level are not
based on individual dynamics but on structural ones. This
structural dynamics is stated by Merton in the following terms:
Behavior oriented wholly to the dominant norms would
defeat the functional objectives of the role.
Instead, role-behavior is alternatively oriented to
dominant norms and to subsidiary counter-norms in
the role. This alternation of subroles evolves as a
social device for helpinq people in desiqnated
statuses to cope with the continqencies they face in
tryinq to fulfill their functions. This is lost to
view when social roles are analyzed only in terms of
their major attributes (p. 18).
The expression of this same dynamic in public bureaucracies

is depicted by Baum in situations where "direct

collaborative

action

is

appropriate

to

solve

problems."

Ambivalence may be retained in interactive roles where,
conscious intentions (are] opposed by unconscious
aims: workers may want both to solve and not solve
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problems because other, interpersonal issues seem
more important; to exercise power and not exercise
power ••• to collaborate and not to collaborate because there are no definite limits on what others
want or will do; to take responsibility and not to
take responsibility because it may never be satisfactorily defined and fulfilled. With such complicated motivations, the straightforward problemsolving implied by rational models may be an exceptional occurrence (Baum, 1987, p. 26).
Role ambiguity therefore taps into certain structural attributes of bureaucratic organization.

For instance, a role

occupant may be uncertain about the scope of responsibility
entailed in a position or what is expected by others, or he/she
may not know whether the expectations are being met.

Secondly,

there may be unclarity as to who has legitimate right to influence each other or the limits of one's authority over others.
Equivocality may emerge in the interpretation of rules and
regulations or in determining the conditions which afford the
exercise of discretion.

Such forms of role-ambiguity have yet

to be conceived of as a natural and inevitable aspect of administrative processes, which are generally considered to be
rational and predictable.
Therefore, we need a conceptualization that somewhat
reduces the scope of Merton and broadens the scope of Baum.
such a conceptualization is needed in order to focus on role
ambiguity at the micro levels of institutional organization and
give it the significance that it deserves.
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section 3: The concept of Procedural Aml:>iquity
In addition to role ambiguity, this study also utilizes
the concept of procedural ambiguity to conceptualize the nature
of ambiguity in administrative processes. Procedural ambiguity
is conceived of in terms of the degree of equivocality in the
information that are routinized. In any administrative process,
there will be different amounts and types of information at different points. This leads to an incomplete sharing of information, and, coupled with the different roles and rules, such incompleteness may result in the retention of multiple meanings,
particularly where there is pressure toward joint decision-making (March & Simon, 1958).

Making role players share a common

source, standardizing the information processing techniques,
developing a common vocabulary, or promoting a common ideology
may all contribute towards mitigating this effect. But the very
nature of adminis-trative processes is such that they will continuously generate such incompleteness.

The incompleteness of

information that lends to multiple meanings through the interpretive acts of role players can be referred to as contributing
to the equivocality of information in procedural routines. In
this context, Weick (1979) mentions that,
it is important to realize that an input is not
equivocal because it is devoid of meaning or has
confused meaning. Instead, equivocal inputs have
multiple signification... The imaqe we want to

capture is not that of an environment that is distorted, indeterminate, and chaotic (p. 174).
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Weick argues that multiple signification occurs when infermation becomes "embedded in the total situation" and not
considered in isolation (p. 182).

It is here that equivoca-

lity of information becomes subjected to the interactive
processes of enactment.
Various cognitive constructs, such as "cognitive dissonance," "schema," "ideology," and "espoused theory," have been
utilized to account for the patterns of enactment or meaning
creation.

These approaches suggest that role players are dis-

posed to seek out information that they think will support
their existing beliefs or bolster their shaken beliefs.

Fur-

thermore, research on information processing discussed in section l(a) lends further evidence as to why information remains
equivocal in organizational decision-making.
Therefore, interpreting information and its communication is
a highly selective process of sorting out information and rendering it meaningful.

In the context of public management,

Steiss (1972) notes that,
omissions and inaccuracies may increase the ambiguity of messages; however, since ambiguous messages
are open to multiple interpretations, more agreeable
meanings may be attached to them by the receivers.
Thus, while ambiguity may result in slippage between
sender and receiver, such slippage may also promote
consensus and agreement •..• (For instance, Steiss
further notes), As a result of irreducible ambiguities, the application of systems techniques is
frequently limited to a narrowing of alternatives
and does not completely solve the problems of the
public manager (pp. 106,17).
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In the information processing and organization communication literature, the study of equivocality is shown to result
in two kinds of ambiguity: ambiguity in the very nature of message or information itself and ambiguity in the message interpretation and communication process (Stohl & Redding, 1987;
Putnam & Sorensen, 1982; Daft & Macintosh, 1981).
ambiguity is conceived in terms of the latter.

Procedural

such ambiguity

is also a matter of degree, varying with the nature of organization, its environment, and role interactions.

Gilfillan

(1980) argues that Weick's theory of enactment depicts this
dynamics of equivocation:
Equivocality is registered and adjusted to by the
differential activation of standardized processing
rules; the rules specify the assembly and application of particular types of interactive behaviors
that will reduce the equivocality of the input; the
more rules are applied, the fewer the behaviors that
can satisfy all of the rules (p. 51).
Given this dynamic, the theory suggests that it is necessary
that the procedures themselves be complex or equivocal enough
in order to deal with the level of equivocality in the informational inputs and interactional outputs of their operation.
Going back to the two types of message ambiguity, the
first type (in the information itself) is activated, when information is clear to the receiver but the underlying meaning
is not.

This is because the information has two or more signi-

fications. The second type (in the interpretation of messages)
is activated when multiple interpretations converge on the
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information processed in communication.
Given that some degree of equivocality is present in all
organizational inputs, its effect on the interpretations of
role occupants is one way to understand how administrators make
sense of their activities. An example of how equivocality affects the administrative process can be seen in situations
where, as equivocality increases, administra-tors tend use
fewer routine procedures and increase their communicative cycles.
But meaning creation does not take place only in the
context of discrete tasks, the organizational subculture; or
the personality attributes of role players but also in the
context of institutional rules, values, and symbols that are
activated through the procedural routines.

such meaning crea-

tion not only facilitates the administrative process but def ines the process itself.
In the context of accounting procedures, Hopper et al. note:
The so-called "generally accepted principles" of
accounting, for example, and the various rules and
devices within it, are regarded as fragile products
of circumscribed and tentatively negotiated meanings. Far from providing a secure or accurate
depiction of reality, accountinq is seen to repre-

sent a lanquaqe system furnishinq a partial and
particular type of perspective on everyday life

(1987, pp. 441-442).

Similarly, empirical research on accounting practice has argued
that, through a negotiating process, accounting data are reinterpreted and modified in the pursuit of sectional interests
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in organizations. These studies also show that accounting data
are also used ritualistically to rationalize the decisions that
were already carried out (Berry et al., 1985; Gray & Jenkins,
1985; Marcus

&

Pfeffer, 1983; Covaleski

&

Dirsmith, 1983;

Gordon & Sellers, 1984; Pandlebury & Jones 1985).
Therefore, in institutional organization, the necessity
of integrating institutional values and norms with the intraorganizational and subcultural meanings introduces
element of equivocality in the

another

information processed through

the procedural routines. Another form of equivocality, emerging
from the dual nature of organizational information, is identified by

Swanson (1978), who writes:

Much, if not most, organizational information is
probably best regarded as two-faced, i.e., as the
product of inter and other-directed needs taken
together. This has consequences for organizational
self-learning and self-delusion, and for the maintenance of organizational credibility and organizational secrets (p. 237).
This dual nature of information is also noted by March and
Feldman (1981) when they treat organizational information both
as "signal" and "symbol."
Commenting on the politics of numbers, Starr (1987) shows
how ambiguity is managed through the reporting formats. He
writes:
The acknowledgement of ambiguity and imprecision in
the presentation of data poses a task of considerable delicacy. The appropriate disclaimers may be
made in technical appendices, while the basic mode
of presentation implicitly says the opposite. In a
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pattern that Morgenstern calls "specious ac-curacy"
figures are regularly reported to several decimal
places even though they cannot possibly be accurate
to that degree (p. 51).
These observations suggest that equivocality in message interpretation very much involves routine procedures.

This is

because a majority of organizational information processing
activity occurs through routine procedures and a majority of
organizational communication takes place around them.
Therefore, it follows that the equivocality of information so
far discussed is also retained in the routine procedures and
the messages that are communicated through them.

Examples of

such procedures constitute the various directives, manuals, and
forms that are regularly processed by the organizational roleoccupants.

In this context, organizational routines, rather

than simply being the mechanisms of uncertainty reduction,
themselves become a medium of absorbing uncertainty.
Like role-ambiguity, procedural ambiguity in routines also
carries both symbols and signals and negotiates them through
the various interpretive acts in particular administrative
episodes.
In the administrative context, March and Simon (1958)
provide an important distinction of communication based upon
procedural routines. The distinction is between "communication
relating to procedural matters and communication relating to
substantive content" (p. 161).
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They note that both forms of

communication are routinized in terms of generating: "problemsolving, attention-directing, and procedural questions. " These
questions vary in tone and intensity along the organizational
hierarchy and across the roles played in each hierarchical
level.

Therefore, such questions off er a means of understand-

ing the degree of equivocality in the information retained in
the procedural routines.

For instance, they observe that:

In making choices that meet satisfactory standards,
the standards themselves are part of the definition
of the situation (p. 141).
Thus, in addition to role ambiguity, procedural ambiguity can
also be construed as another feature of the administrative
pro.cess.
While depicting ambiguity in the socio-structural dynamics, Merton (1976) also suggests its manifestation at the micro
level.

He writes:

The ambivalence inherent in a wide variety of roles
must deal with ~oth maintenance of the pattern of
behavior and with instrumental results, with activity that serves chiefly to maintain social cohesion
and activity that serves to get things done (sic,]
(p. 8).

In the context of bureaucratic organizations,

Baum (1987)

similarly notes that:
Some ambiguity is inherent in tasks, and some
resides in the social structure of bureaucratic
organizations created to accomplish the tasks (p.
57) •

Given the micro-institutional focus of this study, we can
similarly conceive of administrative processes as a network of
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role-routine interactions, where role ambiguity and procedural
ambiguity are retained in such interactions. This conception
of micro-institutional dynamics also finds support from more
specific observations made by organizational researchers. Such
observations reveal the micro-processes through which ambiguity
is retained in budget execution.

Three such observations are

cited below.
[1]

Actual and budgeted spending levels are reported, as
well as differences. The message conveyed by this
information, however, is tentative. Any conclusions are
tenuous. Variances such as underspending do not necessarily indicate either effective or efficient performance. The information has more than one focus. It is
ambiguous and does not yield one clear-cut solution
(Macintosh, 1985, p. 226).

[2]

Challenging budgets or "realistic" standards, for instance, are not merely 5 or 10 percent less than last
year's figures. The accountant may well see a numerical
cut in such terms, but a manager sees it in his own
terms, based on his own experiences, expectations and
needs. The cut, small though it may be, may endanger his
chances of promotion, increase the uncertainties :irta::at
in the task, or be seen as an indicator of the prevailing
management style. Is it then likely to be seen as challenging or realistic? •..• Similarly, it is easy for an
accountant to give a precise definition of allocated costs
as including certain things, excluding others and derived
on the basis of a predetermined formula. But a manager may
see the accountant's precise efforts in very different
terms, and respond to them accordingly. Reality is, in
other words, the outcome of a process of personal perception and social interchange (Hopwood, 1974, p. 161).

[3]

The responsiveness of the political system to environmental pressures may, at least in the short run,
depend on the amount of slack in the system, and the
ways in which accounting numbers are produced and
fudged •••• (In such situations] learning may be superstitious, and fallacious rules of inference may
persist for long periods (March & Olsen, 1984, p. 20).
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section 4: Ambiquity and General Behavioral
Dispositions

There can be a variety of behavioral responses to diff erent kinds of ambiguity (Brunswik, 1949; Budner, 1962; Katz et
al., 1964).

Therefore, in the interaction of roles and routi-

nes various behavioral dispositions may be displayed.

In the

context of administrative officials two such dispositions can
be enlisted: those of the managers and those of the professionals.

In the literature, contrasting findings also have been

reported regarding these two classes of officials.
The managerial disposition, although varied, has been
shown to be generally tolerant of ambiguity (Isenberg, 1988;
p.

535)

p.

230).

and even shown to mildly thrive on it (Eisenberg, 1984,
For instance, Quick {1989), a management veteran for

over twenty years, notes saying:
I came to understand that either-or, which characterizes many managerial decisions, is a trap because
you have only two boxes in which the whole world
must fit. Sometimes, it occurred to me, reality was
best defined by both-and. I further discovered that
the more options I had, the more possibilities I
discovered, and the more successful I was in deciding and solving. And the more fun managing was (p.
xi).
Similarly, Isenberg reports the view of one senior manager
typical of the group he studied.

The manager reports:

I think ambiguity can be destroying, but it can be
very helpful to an operation. Ambiguities come from
the things you can't spell out exactly. They yield
a certain freedom you need, not to be nailed down on
everything. Also, certain people thrive on ambiguity. So I leave certain things ambiguous. The fact is
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we tie ourselves too much to linear plans, to clear
time scales. I like to fuzz up time scales completely (1988, p. 535).
In the context of budget management, Howard (1983) notes:
Despite the frustrations that a lack of goal cla-rity may entail, most state administrators appear to
prefer broad and ambiquous objectives so that they
can adapt their actions and decisions to specific
situations they face (p. 104).

In surveys on budget mangers, studies report that they generally prefer more flexibility and discretion in budgetary
decisions (Engstrom, 1979; Duncombe & Kinney, 1987).
In contrast to this generic disposition of managers, a
more focused research on accountants have depicted the opposite
view of a general intolerance of ambiguity (Ijiri et al., 1966;
Norton, 1973; Dermer, 1973).

Such intolerance is attributed

by the researchers as "functional fixation," which refers to
individuals' attaching a fixed meaning to objects and being
unable to see alternative meanings or uses.

Such fixation

leads one to have more and more information of the same kind.
Golembiewski and Rabin (1983) observe that financial officials
are less active in seeking answers to problem-solving and
attention-directing questions.

They identify the reason as

follows:
No doubt the traditional concern with score card
questions helps explain this common inactivity,
implying as it does that internal financial reporters are less equipped and motivated to handle the
other types of question {p. 3).
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Therefore, the functional fixation of accounting officials,
reflected in their need for more information of the same kind,
fosters a reliance on accounting principles rather than an
appreciation of equivocation.

An

appreciation that would

require the handling of multiple interpretation in their
processing of routine information.
Given that no systematic research is available on these two
dispositions, empirical generalization cannot be derived from
such narrow and context-specific observations.

At best, these

two dispositions can be treated as stylized facts that need to
be evaluated on a case by case basis.
To sum up the relation of ambiquity as a concept, with
administration as an institutionalized practice, involves a
conceptualization that takes into account:
[1] The possibility of ambiguity retained as an unintended
outcome of the interaction between competing institutional values and organizational norms and practice.
[2] The possibility of ambiguity retained in roles and routines, and their interaction in the micro-institutional
level.
In this conceptualization, ambiguity refers to multiple
interpretations of administrative actions. Roles and routines
are two interactive elements of the administrative process.
Therefore, whether ambiguity is retained in such interactions
is an issue worth probing. Such probing gives access to certain
features of the process that otherwise remain obscure.

For

example, in the budget execution process, allotments are made
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to satisfy both legislative and agency goals, funds are disbursed and accounted through striking a balance between normative allocation criteria and discretionary justifications.
Thus

budget execution may reveal

the micro-institutional

dynamics as a complex synthesis of multiple determinations
rather than the unidimensional control perspective that is
presently entertained.

I turn next to depict the craft of bud-

get execution in order to discern the contextual plausibility
of this argument.
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CHAPTER V: THE CRAJ'T OP BUDGET EXECUTION
This chapter discusses the conventional view of the
budget execution process.

The purposes here are two-fold:

first, to confront the formal textual understanding with the
dynamics of the process conceived of as an administrative
craft, and second, to incorporate into the formal mechanics an
interpretive scope that reveals the craft to include the management of ambiguity.
The chapter is organized into three sections.

The first

discusses the formal mechanics of the budget execution process, the second discusses the dynamics of the craft of budget
execution, and the third discusses the interactions between
the roles and routines of the process.
The institutional dynamics of the administrative process,
outlined in the previous section, take on specific character
in implementation actions.

As early as 1929, Buck pointed to

the "importance of synchronizinq as far as possible the inflow
and outgo of the moneys required for the support of the government (p. 161).

Having stipulated this structural rule, Buck

immediately conceded saying that,
Of course, as every administrator knows, the two
cannot be made to balance exactly from day to day;
for this reason there should be an excess of receipts over disbursements, the amount of which
should depend upon the magnitude of expenditures on
the probable daily turnover in governmental business.... (He futher notes that] when the spendinq
authorities do not secure the needed flexibility
120

through transfers, they may disregard to a large
extent the detailed restrictions which have been
fixed by the legislative body on their appropriations {1929, pp. 161, 457).
In his description of the budget execution process Buck
remains prescriptive.

Rather than explaining the incongru-

encies, his effort is directed towards solving them through
administrative reorganization.

Furthermore, Buck's focus is

on tracing the evolution of budgetary systems at all levels of
government.

In this he lays emphasis on the Central Budget

Offices. In contrast, my focus and concerns are rather narrow.
In the budgetary literature, the

conventional view of

budget execution is considered in terms of approximating the
notion of administrative rationality.

But the policy imple-

mentation and organization behavior literature notes the def iciency of this view.

For instance, Myrtle {1983) points to

the general deficiency as the "failure to connect an organization•s budget to its policy implementation efforts and responsibilities" (p. 17).

Although Buck did not elaborate, never-

theless, he acknowledged such failure by saying:
It seems rather comic that legislative bodies
should persist in making detailed appropriations
only to see them unmade by the transfer method
(1929, p. 489).
In the context of the poltics of budgeting in Illinois, Anton
(1966) further elaborates on this failure, saying:
there is no centrally organized effort to link
decisions to consequences until the following decision period. In the interim, decisions which have
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erred on the side of generosity can be transformed
into "accurate" decisions simply by spending more
than is necessary. Decisions which have erred in
the opposite direction, meanwhile, can always be
corrected by submitting a request for supplemental
appropriations to make up for an inadequate original grant. There is thus no reward for accuracy and
no particular stringent penalty for inaccuracy. In
this sense the determinations made during any given
decision period for the next fiscal period are
divorced from their consequences and therefore
among the least important financial decisions that
are made ••.. Many of these decisions are made
without any explicit perception of alternatives. In
general it is assumed that what the state organization is now doing will continue to be done because
there is no other choice (pp. 179-180).
This general incongruence stems from another basic
dilemma: how to execute a fixed budget in a flexible world.
This dilemma can thus be conceived of in terms of treating the
execution process not only

as an exercise in institutional

control but also as one of adjusting to the spending plan.
This dilemma also adds to the ambiguity of the process.

Thus

Fremgen (1978) observes:
Budgets are generally regarded as management tools
of planning and control, and it is in this context
that flexible budgets are so useful. In government
agencies, however, budgets are also viewed as ceilings on spending authority; and this is the view
that tends to dominate (p. 63).
In reality, budget execution incorporates and manages both
control and flexibility in the process, which make budget
execution a complex administrative craft.

This is because

various institutional rules, budgetary cycles, budget calendars, programs, organizational levels, funding levels, and
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personalities are continuously accommodated in the settled
roles and routines of the process.

In order to render the

craft and its complexity more explicit, a description of the
process in terms of its formal procedural mechanics is needed, before the tacit dimensions can be introduced to modify
the formal view.

section 1: The Form.al Mechanics of Budqet Execution
In formal terms, budget execution is a phase in the
budget cycle where agencies implement public policies by
spending their allotments of appropriated money on programmatic actions. Moak and Hillhouse (1975) describe the process
as follows:
Execution of the budget is both a substantive operational process and a financial process. It is
getting things done within a time schedule by the
application of all means authorized for attaining
program goals, but within monetary limitations, and
ideally, within standard cost limits. Since this
stage covers the full fiscal year, it is usually
the longest in the (municipal) budget cycle and
overlaps with both the formulation and legislative
stages of the succeeding year's budget (p. 91).
Both the central budget off ice and the agency budget off ices
are involved in budget execution.

While the Central Budget

Off ices (CBO) play a prominent role in the allocation and
allotment processes, the agency offices become prominent in
the disbursement and accounting process.
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Although this study

focuses on the agency budget offices, it is necessary to point
out the importance and involvement of the CBO in the overall
budget execution process.
In general, the CBO acts as the "eyes and ears" of the
chief executive as well as serving as the conduit for the
transmission of central directives to individual agencies.
They routinely approve and adjust the spending plans as well
as the work programs of the agencies.

They also seek to con-

trol the overspending and underspending in order to balance
the budget.

They execute this through the continuous monitor-

ing of the aggregate flow of revenues and expenditures.

The

importance of CBO lies in having an across-the-board perspective, and therefore the capacity (at least by organizational
design) to formulate an "objective view" of the performance
and coordination of various agencies and programs.

This is

considered important, given the tendency for agencies "to
minimize or explain away data pointing to def i-ciencies in
programs and projects" (Axelrod, 1986, p. 71). In reality, the
capacity to entertain an objective view is often questioned by
both the commentators and practitioners of the budgetary process (see Axelrod, pp. 73-74).
From the point of view of agency budget offices, the CBO
appears differently. For instance, Axelrod notes:
Living in a real world, they are quite prepared to
accept fiscal and policy constraints from the chief
executive and his surrogate, the (central] budget
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office. But within this restrictive framework they
seek maximum flexibility, without the intervention
of the central budget office, in the details and
financing of their programs, projects, and policies
•.•. Agencies often regard the budgeteers at the
center as well-meaning generalists who lack the
understanding and sophistication of the specialists
in the agency (p. 70).
This organizational culture of the agency budget offices,
allows them to be studied as separate organizational entities.
This separation is entertained in order to do a more focused
observation on the budget execution process.

Given this

observation, it also needs to be mentioned that, there is no
uniformity as to the internal structures and processes among
the agency budget offices.
The pattern of agency budget execution varies from one
agency to another as well as across the levels of government
and within each level.

Furthermore, as Axelrod (1986) notes,

the extent of decentralization in budget implementation varies with the political system, the political clout and managerial skills of an agency, and
the management style of the administration. Where
agencies have strong management systems and clearly
control their programs, projects, and costs, they
achieve considerable credibility with administrations and legislatures and, in general, gain more
flexibility in controlling their funds. At times,
though, even poorly administered agencies have such
a strong political base that they still enjoy substantial flexibility (pp. 178-179).
Generally, the responsibility for execution rests with
the agency head, who delegates authority to the budget/finance
department and to the departmental directors.

Thus the execu-

tion process encompasses management at all levels.
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The pro-

cess involves at least four interrelated steps:
(1)

Appropriation or Allocation:

Appropriations are made by the legislature authorizing
agencies to spend or obligate money within specified
expenditure categories. This involves allocation, a
process of breaking up the appropriation by programs,
organization units, expenditure categories, or account
codes, or any combination of these. The responsibility
of the allocation process rests with the CBO, who assigns
the appropriations to specific categories of expense so
that funds may remain reserved for that category.
(2)

Allotment or Apportionment:

At this step the CBO takes the appropriations that have
been allocated and further subdivides them into time elements, e.g., monthly or quarterly allotments and allotment for personal or non-personal services. Where
appropriations are contingent upon future events, such
as the receipt of grants, a portion may be retained.
Instructions may be communicated by the CBO and the
agency budget office in the allotment. Both the CBO and
the agency budget off ices also create contingency reserves by retaining a portion of appropriations from each
allotments or from previous budget surplus. Finally, the
agency budget off ices sub-allot funds to the different
departmental and program units.
(3)

Fund Disbursement or Spendinq:

This is the most detailed step where agency off ices actually obligate or spend money from their allotments.
Usually, budget analysts of the agency budget office/unit
scrutinize and approve the expenditures. Then it goes to
accounting, where the amount is entered in the computerized ledger, then it goes to the departments and/or the
contracting off ice. When departments place orders or
when contracts are signed, the obligations are created.
When goods and services are billed and vouchers are paid,
then expenditures are disbursed. The criteria of disbursements are established to ensure the accuracy and legitimacy of expenditure decisions. Budget accounting is entrusted to affect these ends through detailed financial
control.
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(4) :Fund Accountinq or Financial Monitorinq:
This is the step where expenditures are maintained
and monitored in terms of a set of self-balancing
accounts. Monitoring can be a built-in device, where
expenditure ceilings for spending and transfers are preprogrammed in the budget. Monitoring can also be done by
timing expenditures and obligations, clamping down on
year-end spending, accelerating expenditures when needed,
mobilizing cash on hand, tapping agency-wide lump-sums,
or approving expenditure from the contingency fund.
Encumbrance accounting (the recording of actual against
estimates) plays a vital control function in enforcing
appropriation and allotment limits. Additionally, budget
reports and accounting reports can generate cost figures
that permit comparison of performance against cost
standards. The accounting system is structured around the
accounting codes, organized into funds, departments,
appropriations, and objects and sub-object level information. This information is consolidated and updated in a
general ledger. Budget accounting also produce reports on
the status of appropriations, allotments, funding levels,
and updates information on financial transactions.
The process in formal procedural terms can be described
as follows.

When appropriations are approved they are recor-

ded by the accounting office in its books.

Checks and warra-

nts payable from appropriations are subtracted from ·the proper
object sum, and the resulting information is summarized and
made available to each agency on a monthly/quarterly basis.
Thus, for any given month/quarter, records maintained by the
accounting off ice enable the agency head to see at a glance
the appropriation (by object and by total;) the amount obligated against each object during the preceding quarter/month;
the accumulated total of obligations against each object
account; and the sum that remains available for spending.

It

is these periodic summaries of expenditure on major object
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accounts which provide the information foundation of the
budget forms along with the instructional materials that
accompany them. Anton notes that, "the heart of the informational system is the appropriations structure, and the accounting categories which record its use" (1966, p. 28).
The accounting structure is also built around funds or
fund groups, a unified records system, and basic accounting
classifications (Moak and Hillhouse, 1976, p. 338).

Fund is

an accounting category which consists of a set of self-balancing accounts (balance sheets and operating system accounts).
Funds can be conceived of as programmed accounting rules.

For

example, technically a shortfall in revenues received in the
general fund should not be off set by a surplus of earmarked
revenues paid into a trust or enterprise fund.

Records are

maintained by funds, which are later consolidated, and the
resulting totals are organized in the balance sheet form.
Funds are also legal entities which can do business or have
transactions with other fund entities.

Therefore, the fund

structure has important effects on the broader task of resource management.

The Generally Accepted Accounting Princi-

ples suggest eight fund types: General Fund, Special Revenue
Fund, Debt Service Fund, Capital Projects Fund, Enterprise
Fund, Intergovernmental Service Fund, Trust and Agency Fund,
and Special Assessment Fund (Moak & Hillhouse, 1976, p. 339).
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Accounting records are maintained for the funds on either
a cash or a modified accrual basis.

In the latter form, ex-

penditures are recognized in the accounting period in which
the fund liability is incurred except for the unmatured interest on general long-term debts and the debt supported by
interest-bearing special assessment levies.

On the other

hand, revenues are recognized in the accounting period in
which they become available or collectable within the current
period (Hayes et al., 1982, p. 89).
The accounting function is structured around the Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP).

The current

position of the National Council on Government Accounting is
that where legal provisions conflict with GAAP, the local
government should prepare its statements in accord with GAAP
together with whatever supporting schedules are necessary
to satisfy state laws.
Governmental accounting is heavily weighted on the expenditure side: payroll accounting, purchasing and inventory controls, property controls, and construction project accounting.
But accounting also serves certain other institutional functions.

These include providing accurate and timely informa-

tion to creditors (bond holders) concerning the financial
status of the agency and providing correct information on the
profitability of public enterprises. Hayes et al. (1982) note
that the exercise of accounting controls
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at a level that is

too detailed not only adds to the number of units subject to
control but also tends to result in frequent budget modif ications.

Supplementary controls on spending for certain objects

and budgetary apportionments also add to the problem.

The

situation worsens with line-item budgets since line-item control maximizes the number of both controls and budget modif ications (pp. 82-83).
This brings us to the issue of budqet manaqement. There
are a variety of mechanisms to affect this.

Schick (1964,

1978) identifies the most common ones to be the following:

(1) "Allotment Control" -- Approval of spending plans by the
central budget office or the headquarter.

(2) "Position Control" -- Freezing vacancies or new positions for which funds have been appropriated.
(3) "Travel control" -- Approval of travel vouchers by the
agency budget office.
(4) "Requisition Control" -- Approval of purchase orders by
the agency budget office. This control pertains to the
legality and advisability of the expenditure.
(5) "Transfer Control" - Within specified limits, approval
by the agency budget off ice of all inter and intra agency
deviations from the originally approved spending plan.
Beyond such limits, the central budget office approves
the transfers. Generally, proposed transfers between
appropriation items require legislative approval.
There are two kinds of transfers. One, that involves
the reallocation of funds among programs, projects,
activities and object classes in the same department.
This kind of transfer is rare, and when they are needed,
the CBO initiates them. The other kind of transfer
involves shifting funds within the same appropriation
account for a purpose different than originally contemplated. This transfer process is often called reprogramming. The agency budget office enjoys discretion in
reprogramming decisions, but the extent of their dis130

cretion is broadly specified by the legislature. Finally, transfer also includes the use of the contingency
reserves or unencumbered appropriations for the immediate
use by the agency budget office.
Among these

and other control mechanisms the position,

requisition, and transfer controls are the most relied upon
routines for maintaining flexibility in budget execution.
Budget transfer is the most significant among them.

Moak and

Hillhouse (1976) note:
Most operating budgets require modification through
amendments during the course of the year. It is the
function of the central budget off ice to maintain
sufficient knowledge -- both through the accounting
process and through contacts with the individual
departments and other budget units -- to be aware
of impending requirements for formal amendments to
the budget during the course of the year (pp. 9394)

If projected levels of performance do not materialize, then
discussions are first held with the departmental spending
units, and if necessary, with the chief executive, as to the
pattern within which funds for the remainder of the year will
be made available. In addition, there can be transfers,
reprogramming, and the use of the reserve and unencumbered
funds to affect budget adjustment and thereby manage the
execution process.

Finally, the year-end settlement of

accounts (for annual budgets) and carry-overs to the next
fiscal year (for biennial budgets) terminate the execution
process.

This then summarizes the mechanics of the budget

execution process.
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These mechanisms, which have become the dominant conception of the execution process, convey the idea of an automated
and tightly monitored process with stable, predictable outcomes.

In fact, the institutionalization of procedural ratio-

nality is so pervasive that one long-time observer of the process notes:
Budgeting has become one of the great triumphs of
bureaucratic order •..• The books are opened and
closed each fiscal year, the accounts maintained
and forms filled, the purchases made and the payments disbursed -- all with fidelity to the deadlines and rules .... Budget makers came to esteem
and rely on what can be routinized, the things that
can be routinized generally pertain to internal
operations rather than to public outcomes ••.• The
forms and routines force one's mind to the worksheets and ledgers, and away from the schoolroom,
hospital, or ghetto (Schick, 1971, pp. 206-208).
Routinization assures that central values are institutionalized and followed by the role occupants.

To strengthen this

routinization process in order to serve the expanding institutional rules, there has been a constant effort to incorporate more and more of the GAAP into budget accounting, particularly at the state and local levels (Chan, 1985).

The role

construction that is necessitated for the stable and optimal
performance of routines can be summarized as follows:
Budgetary Man, whatever his station or role, would
act rationally and efficiently, regardless of his
personal or organizational stakes in budget outcomes. In a budget process ruled by such men, there
would be an unswerving commitment to efficiency,
explicit and prior delineation of goals and purposes, objective evaluation of the cost-effectiveness
of spending policies, and no bias in the inter132

change of data and analyses (Schick, 1971,
165).

p. 164-

The mechanics described and the roles prescribed in the
formal depiction of the process remain incomplete.

Far from

being simple and self-explanatory, budget execution in practice is a complex accomplishment of managerial and professional competence.

The exercise of such competence can thus be

identified as a craft.
The notion of "craft" has many shades of meaning and
application.

The Oxford English Dictionary refers to the

following meanings among others:
Skilled occupation; A profession requiring special
skill and knowledge; Ability in planning or performing; Ingenuity in constructing; Skill to deceive or overreach (1989, p. 1104).
In these dictionary meanings, the application of the notion
tends to connote the skills of managing effectively as well as
skills to create and retain ambiguity.
The only work in the field of Public Administration that
utilizes the notion of "craft," considers it a form of practical knowledge in administration that seeks:
to achieve goals and to meet standards, and in
doing so, often managing to utilize all the creativity and capacity that practitioners can muster
(Berkley, 1984, p. 8).
Berkley's conception of the administrative craft includes the
reference to an objective standard, the use of a variety of
techniques and materials to meet the standard; solving given
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problems, and using standards in such a way that creates room
for exercising ones individual imagination and temperament.
The existence of an objective standard, against which the
evaluation of the other elements depend, on closer examination
turns out to be the most difficult one to ascertain.

As

Berkley himself points out:
In most administrative situations there is an objective standard lurking somewhere, shadowy and
illusive and hard to apply though it may be. At the
same time, there is almost never a precise formula
that will invariably work best in all situations
(p. 7) •

Therefore, the very necessity of objective standards and
the very nature of such standards render the notion of craft
appropriate to describe and analyze the budget execution process in terms of the management of ambiguity.

This is because

craft implies the multiple and creative exercise of rules,
roles, and routines and their interactions in the execution
process.
The positive aspect of the craft of budget execution lies
in the fact that, like any other craft, one's performance is
centered on the careful attention to technical details and
behavioral interactions.

Therefore, the prospects of impro-

ving one's craft lie in continuously learning from practice.
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section

2: The Operational Dynaaics of the craft

One reason budget execution becomes a stable craft stems
from the general incongruencies in the budgetary process.
Howard and Pitsvada, who are among

the few students writing

on the subject, note that:
Generally, budget execution in government agencies
does not demonstrate a close correspondence to that
described in accepted theory. Theory presumes a
stable environment where the agency is held accountable for accomplishing a well defined state of
public goals. These "Laboratory" conditions simply
[do] not exist in most agencies. The majority of
agencies must implement conflicting, sometimes illdefined goals that reflect the lack of consensus in
public policy objectives (sic,] (1986, p. 48).
Fisher points out that "events have so transpired that •.. the
crucial commitments are often made by administrative officials" (1975, p. 257).

Similarly, Sharkansky (1969) notes

that "state and local officials may also make innovations in
their policies by shifting funds within totals that grow only
incrementally" (p. 106).
The question of budget transformation, although acknow!edged, has received attention only in a handful of studies.
Hale and Douglas (1977) point out that, within appropriation
ceilings, transformations are affected during the execution
process.

They identify the strategic and creative uses of

budgetary routines as mechanisms affecting such transformations.

They report their findings as follows:

Our review identifies several major ways in which
budget adjustments occur. First, conservative es135

timates of special fund revenues can increase
general funding and expedite subsequent alterations. Second, accounting legerdemain frequently
creates artificial "accounting" balances disguising
overspending by public officials. Third, transfer
authority allows administrators to shift funds
between line-items and appropriation accounts.
Fourth, reprogramming occurs when officials reallocate funds within a single line-item or budget
account. Finally, special funds facilitate budget
alterations by insulating programs from state or
local controls (p. 369).
Similarly, in his review of government accounting practices,
Anthony (1985) brings out how the accounting function becomes
involved in the budget adjustment process.

He notes:

Within wide limits, government accounting rules
permit accountants to play games that lead to whatever bottom line the mayor or governor wants (p.
161).
This observation is further elaborated by Anthony in his
identification of the following strategies among others:
[1] "The job of the
not a large one
way, they give
funds well" (p.

accountant is to report a surplus, but
-- regardless of the facts, .•• in this
the appearance of having managed their
162);

[2]

Practicing desk-drawer accounting, where "the accountant watches the flow of cash receipts and cash disbursements. Toward the end of the year, if it appears
there may be a large cash surplus, the accountant
holds out incoming checks, puts them in the desk drawer, and keeps them until the beginning of the next
year, at which time they are recorded as revenues
(p. 162) ;

(3]

In order to avoid a deficit, accountants may "keep the
books open for a few days at the end of the year. The
accountant then credits additional cash receipts to the
year that has actually ended (p. 162);

[4]

Accountants may "charge the general fund for expenditures that properly belong in the special revenue fund
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or capital projects fund" (p. 167).
Transformations through procedural routines thus come
about in a variety of ways. Usually general funds lapse at
year's end, but special funds do not.

Therefore, flexibility

over the expenditure can be created by recording expenditures
in the special fund accounts that are originally designated in
the general fund accounts. In fact, the legal status of Funds
may allow such transactions, and the GAAP also makes such
practice permissible.

Funds may be transferred from one

agency to another either to meet a shortfall or to provide the
CBO with funds to meet some contingency. Obviously, such
transfers affect the operation of agency spending plans, but
satisfying the central budget office's demand rather than
sticking to the plan is often deemed a politically smart move.
In fact, repeated reprogramming establishes the factual evidence for justifying new projects or the necessity for increased appropriations.
Furthermore, planned spending may be cut due to fiscal
policy demand, appropriated funds may be released late in the
year due to different budget calendars, grants may not materialize or are released late, or matching funds requirement
may demand immediate encumbrance, creating cash flow problems.
On another level, planned hiring may be deferred or not materialize at all.

All of these situations regulate the release

of funds or create the shortfall of funds, thus triggering
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budget transfers.

For these reasons and others, discretionary

judgements are endemic in the expenditure process.

This not

only inscribes a new dynamic in the execution process, but in
their cumulative effects, it also weakens the conventional
idea of budget execution as a process, driven totally by the
logic of appropriation or legislative intent.
Observing local budgetary practices, where the stability
of budget execution is generally presumed to be the greatest,
Hayes et al. (1982) state that there are incongruencies and
inadequacies in the process.

They identify the followings as

common to local government budgeting:
(1)

In most local governments the financial components
are not adequately interrelated.

(2)

The system is fragmented. The budget staff is
concerned with budget preparation and expenditure control
but tends to sleight the performance aspects of budget
implementation. The accountants concentrate on the minutiae of expenditure control. The program administrators
do what they have to do and may or may not worry about
the effectiveness, efficiency, and quality of program
performance.

(3)

Decision making in the budget process is hampered
by the lack of adequate information on program performance and results and of financial data that fits
budget program categories.

(4)

Administrators are told what they have to spend,
and spending limits in most -- but not all -- local
governments are usually observed and enforced. Data on
emerging expenditure problems, however, are often not
reported promptly.

(5)

Administrators are not usually told what they are expected to achieve in terms of program performance results. Often, performance is not measured, reported,
monitored, or even related to costs.
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(6)

Little attention is given by any of the parties involved to the need for interim corrective action to bala
nee performance against costs as the budget plan is
implemented and modified.

(7)

The financial system is, in most localities, evaluated by periodic financial and compliance audits. But
without independent assessments of program efficiency
and effectiveness, programs can be funded and operated without knowing whether they are worth what they
cost or whether they could be more efficiently managed.

Despite the nature of the above incongruencies, financial
controls in budget execution have largely evolved as independent routines, fulfilling a largely limited technical function.

In the face of considerable evidence to the contrary,

this remains the dominant identity of the process.

As a con-

sequence, the issue of whether public policies are realizing
their ends through the expenditure process remains a peripheral concern.
Even the accounting function, generally held to be the
guardian of certitude and accountability, is not immune from
incongruence.

For instance, Hopwood (1973) writes:

An organization's economic structure is never precisely known and any accounting system can only
attempt to represent its complexity approximately .
.•• Accounting systems are usually designed to serve a variety of purposes. But in trying to satisfy
them all, inherent contradictions emerge and the
reports may often fail to satisfy perfectly the
requirements of any single purpose. As many have
discovered from bitter experience, the availability
of information in no way ensures its acceptance and
appropriate use ••• rather than heinq passively
absorbed, information is interpreted in accordance
with the manaqer•s own personality and the social
beliefs, pressures and purposes of his environment.
As a consequence, the final impact of the accoun139

tants• activities is often problematic, diffarinq
radically from his oriqinal intentions •••• social
processes make the final effectiveness of the
accountinq system dependent upon the whole fabric
of the enterprise. It cannot be viewed in technical
isolation (pp. 1-s).

For example, an unfavorable budget variance may be viewed as
an indicator of poor managerial performance, even though the
variance might have merely reflected imperfect accounting
standards.

On a similar note Anton observes:

To be sure, quarterly and sometimes monthly statements of expenditures from object accounts will
exist. But if accounts have been juggled, these
statements may well range from slightly to highly
inaccurate and in any case will report dollar sums
without reporting the nature of the purchases made.
Second, since it is these same summaries of expenditures from object accounts which provide the most
important basis for calculating budget requests,
their inaccuracies are carried over, as it were, to
the processes of budgeting and appropriating, where
they serve to trigger the series of responses which
constitute the various decision-making roles (1966,
p. 204).

These unintended and institutionally built-in outcomes help us
understand the budget execution process by taking us away from
the formal mechanics of the process and into the dynamic process that it really is.
At the micro-level, this dynamics is constituted of the
various role players and their use of procedural routines.
Moak and Hillhouse observe that,
execution of the budget requires a complex mix of
leadership, shared responsibility, operational
directives, controls, new and adjusted planninq and
proqramm.inq, and frequent reviews and reappraisals
(1975, p. 94).
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In a survey of information needs of budget officials Engstrom
(1979) concludes:
city officials would like to have much more performance and program data than is now being provided
for them as they make budget decisions •..• Chief
executives express more of a desire for performance
and proqram. data than do budqet directors (p. 59).
In another survey of how budget officials define budget success, Duncombe and Kinney (1987) report that a majority of
them define budget success as "flexibility in the use of
appropriations."

Furthermore they conclude that,

flexibility meant: (1) avoiding restrictive language in the appropriations act; (2) reappropriation authority allowing the agency to carry forward unexpended or unencumbered appropriations into
the following year; or (3) having open-ended authority to write grants and use the funds secured from
the grants without having state funds cut ..• success is not getting too badly beaten in the appropriation process and surviving the fiscal year with
dignity. (They conclude saying), flexibility in
using funds can result in more effective program
administration and service delivery because agencies can use their funds where and when they are
mostly needed. Finally, through good bud-get execution, an agency can enhance its reputation and credi~ility, (and) administer its program more effectively (p. 35).
A similar observation is made by Reed and Swain, who note:
Formal decisions are broad and general. As one
moves from policy to operational levels, expenditure authority is communicated less formally. Those
using resources pref er informal communication of
expenditure authority for two reasons. First, formalities consume time and personnel resources.
Second, documentary records constrain. central
officials try to increase control through general
roles and requirements for information, while opera ting officials seek autonomy by arguing that
their situations is unique, that recording require141

ments are burdensome and pointless, and that they
know what to do .... They make deals, place orders,

hire people, enter into contracts, and otherwise
spend money. At this point, expenditure administra-

tion often becomes the more informal activity of
manaqinq (1990, p. 169).

Although, budget officers' preferences vary in terms of their
views on budget execution, in contrast to the views of the
accountants, they value flexibility over control.

In fact,

the formal set-up of the accounting system can neither
accommodate to flexibility nor facilitate such flexibility.
Rather the pursuit of general principles makes the accounting
function concentrate on general system-wide controls, than
respond to the contingencies of agency operation.

The presen-

tation of these principles and their operational value is
generally appraised on their technical merit and hence considered to have a neutral effect on the substantive outcomes of
the execution process.
Under such a technical conception of accounting, the
drawbacks of the execution process then inevitably get identified with the incompetence of budget managers or the political environment of budgeting. But that there may be systemic
elements involved in the permanence of incongruence is generally missed by the observers who stress the formal mechanics of
the process.
A behavioral focus on budgeting at the micro-institutional level allows us to see execution as flexible, discretion142

ary, and informal, yet at the same time following all the
procedural controls and institutional values. Hofstede {1968)
argues for the "qame" metaphor to convey such a dynamic
description. He writes:
The basic problem is how budqetinq can be considered a qame, because it is part of a formal, purposeful control system, and it should remain part of
it. However, the answer is that this control system
has repeatedly proven to be self-destroyinq when
used in a direct, mechanical way. It is so complicated because of all the technoloqical, economic
and human elements involved, that in a mathematical
sense its operation is over-determined -- like five
equations with four unknowns. In order to make it
viable, a "play" or margin or tolerance or random
element must be introduced into the system, and
this is the condition that makes it possible to
exercise budget control as a game. This 'play• must
therefore be valued positively ••• "play" is a
condition for reachinq a psycholoqical and economic
optimum: for avoidinq the waste of destroyinq
people's motivation (p. 80).
Similarly, Cyert and March (1963) use the concept of budgetary
slack to explain the unintended games in the control system.
They write:
The fragmentation-interdependence problem is reduced when the budget process has a good deal of
slack -- the disparity between the resources available to the organization and the payments required
to maintain it (p. 36)
The nature of information-processing in budgetary decision-making provides yet another clue toward understanding the
dynamic nature of the craft.

A formal basis for such dynamics

is described by Crecine (1985) in the following terms:
Information processing approach to public spending
decisions focuses on information, interpretations
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of that information, and the ways in which it is
collected, structured, and processed. Some types of
information are specified, broadly, by the nature
of the task environment faced by the organization
or complex information-processing system. Other
types of information are organic to the strateqy
employed for coordinating the various parts of the
information-processing system itself (p. 118).
There are two interrelated themes in the above passage. The
first theme concerns the nature of information processing in
budgeting ("Information, interpretations of that information,
and the ways in which it is collected, structured, and processed.")

This form of information processing involves the

accounting procedures, i.e. , forms, ledgers, and reports.

The

second theme concerns the different types of intelligence
implicated in the process.

The first type is one that is con-

veyed in institutional rules, ("specified broadly, by the
nature of the task environment faced by the organization.")
Examples of such intelligence are budget balance, fiscal
policy, efficiency, standard cost, and obligation plan.

This

type of intelligence becomes the carrier of institutional
values, which supplies the premises of budget decisions.

such

premises bring into agency attention particular definitions of
reality that have to be accommodated with the definitions that
exist within the agency sub-culture.

The second type of inte-

lligence is one that is conveyed through agency practices and
norms ("one that is organic to the strategy employed for coordinating the various parts of the information-processing sys144

tem itself.") such intelligence emerges from the actual role-

routine interactions and brings into agency consideration
pragmatic norms that allow workable trade-offs between contending institutional values, e.g., efficiency and effectiveness,
discretion and control, and adjustment and conformity.
In budget execution, budget transfer and budget accounting act as anchors for both types of intelligence.

During

budget execution, the interactions among roles and routines
involving both types of intelligence affect modifications in
the budget.

The interactions are neither mechanical nor pre-

determined but rather are mediated by the meaning attributions
in each agency sub-culture.

Ambiguity may be an unintended

structural outcome of such meaning attributions. For example,
budgeteers who value flexibility find ways to exert their
competence in the execution process while going through the
procedural and role requirements.

And yet, accountants who

value control also manage to claim budgetary success through
adhering to the technical standards and in the exercise of
their professional competence.

Therefore, the interaction of

roles and routines beneath their apparent stability retains a
dynamism that generally goes unnoticed in the formal depiction
of the budget execution process. Caiden point to this, saying:
the familiarity of everyday routines and the diff iculty of perceiving a meaningful pattern beneath
seemingly isolated events often conceal the passage
of radical transformation (1985, p. 495).
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But lacking a micro-analytical frameworl(, such observation
fails to explain why budget transformation is affected by the
roles and routines in the implementation process and how
transformations are negotiated without having to change the
formal identity of the roles and routines.
In general, agency budget officers -- with their closer
ties to the departmental heads and agency head, as well as
their knowledge of the legislative process -- are more sensitive to and feel more comfortable with the budgetary games
than do accountants who adhere to an autonomous professional
standard and are generally more concerned with gaining certitude through detail control.
On a more aggregate level, Lynch (1979, pp. 10-102)
categorized the budgeteer role into four ideal types: "the
true rational-believer," "the pure-reactive," "the budgetwise," and "the wise-budget person." The budget-wise person
works on the premise that decision-making should follow the
rational approach. If decisions do not follow that approach
he/she calls the decision highly questionable and in error due
to poor professionalism or the unfortunate intrusion of politics into decision-making.

In contrast, the reactive budge-

teer is governed by the budget calendar, budget manuals, or
job description.

This type sees the budget role in terms of

the discrete tasks to be accomplished through following the
standard procedures.

The budget-wise official is one who is
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aware of all the forms and tables but discounts their effect
because he/she recognizes that politics is sometimes of overriding importance.

He/She also believes that analysis has its

limitations but can often greatly help in decision-making. He/
She values playing things straight, having a grasp over details, being tight with money, and yet capable of recognizing
a political necessity when it is present.
All four types display different, but nevertheless overlapping cognitive orientations.

such orientations have deep

consequences in the formation of role expectations and role
interactions, and the use of procedural routines.

For ins-

tance, faith and confidence in the normative theory of rational decision-making make one indifferent to the fact that many
programs have vague and multiple goals.

Substituting vague-

ness with more concrete operational goals, while it may satisfy one's criteria of rationality, fails to tackle·the values
implicated in the multiplicity.

Secondly, such faith may lead

one to spend more time, energy, and money on analysis when the
end result may be as useful as the one generated through more
limited analysis.

The reactive role fails to avoid potentia-

lly foolish mistakes, while the budget-wise role fails to appreciate the value of analysis where it can be effective.

By

definition, Lynch made the wise-budget person the ideal role
for the budgetary process.
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In addition to these roles, professional accountants
offer yet another role in the dynamics of budget execution.
They are generally identified to operate either in the
rational or the reactive mode.

For instance, Thompson and

Jones (1986) note that,
The relevant literature tell us that controllers
are highly risk averse, particularly with respect
to outlay estimates. They are held to be risk
averse, not because they are inherently cautious,
although many of them are, but because of the
incentives they face. Controllers are rewarded for
their success in matching resources and outlays.
Consequently, fiscal balance tends to be their
primary objective .•.• (Thus they) give greater
emphasis to the certainty of outlay estimates than
to the quality or quantity of service outputs ...
(But) such risk aversion contrary to their intent
may induce tolerance for task inefficiency and even
slack, by executing budgets so as to produce savings that may be appropriated when unanticipa-ted
problems arise (p. 547).
Such incongruence within the accounting role is also noted by
Gordon and Sellers (1984).

Their study c:oncludes that when

resources are scarce, budget recipients (Accountants) prefer
accounting to be out of phase with budgeting; congruency is
preferred only when resources are abundant.

This brings into

doubt the conventional belief that accountants always pref er
congruency.
Based upon these observations i t is reasonable to
construe that when different role orientations interact they
create multiple expectations and meanings over their action
and their joint outcomes.

This view finds support in Schick,
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when he notes:
Budget players have multiple, overlapping, and
reciprocal roles ..• but each participant has his
distinctive role mix that distinguishes him from
the others (1971, p. 64).
Anton (1966), in his study of the Illinois budget process,
takes the point much further, saying:
there are no 'theories of organization' or 'principles of administration' from which actors have
derived the rules governing their behavior. Nor are
there any abstract principles, such as efficiency,
rationality, or consistency, which are used by
actors to organize their activities. Instead the
system is organized according to expectations
regarding a thoroughly specific set of objects and
actors, held together by symbols which are peculiar
to this system and to no other. The 'rules' that
are followed are not deductions from principles to
be imposed on behavior but habitual and largely
unrationalized outgrowths of years of doing the
same thing in the same way with the same men .•. In
orienting themselves to other participants, actors
normally pay far more attention to the attributes
of other actors than to the performance characteristics of their roles (p. 193).
Pressed for joint, reciprocal, and coordinated action, the
role-routine interactions necessarily become focused on getting the job done.

There is no pre-established meaning to the

formulation of "getting the job done." It is interpreted in a
variety of ways by a mix of institutional rule:s, traditions,
norms, personal! ties, cognitive preferences, time of the year,
politics as well as by the logic of the situation.

Therefore,

the patterns of role-routine interactions creates their own
sub-culture -- each having its distinctive strategies, behavioral expectations, and even modes of communication.
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Anton

observes:
Wise budget officers very quickly learn two things.
First, they learn that questions concerning their
budget requests almost always arise :Erom the record
of expenditures made by the agency. Second, they
learn that the accounting system is sufficiently
ambiguous to off er them considerable leeway in determining charges to be made against particular
accounts ••. As one such official put it, "Any budget officer with half a brain knows perfectly well
that he can cover up any expense he wants to cover
up simply by juqqlinq his accounts; I've done it
many times myself". Though perhaps exaggerated,
this statement does illustrate the widespread disreqard for budget categories as mechanisms relevant
to internal agency operations (pp. 47-49).
In this passage, Anton sees ambiguity as an intentional
strategy in budget management that leads to a disregard for
the formal mechanics. In other words, to have ambiguity one
necessarily undermines the formal order. But Anton's observation is singular on this issue. Almost all observers of the
process commented on the near veneration of the mechanics,
while at the same time acknowledging ambiguity. Without resorting to the psycho-social attribution of false consciousness
to the budgetary actors -- which implies that, somehow they
have been duped to think of the process as stable while it is
not -- and without denying the possibility of using ambiguity
as an intentional strategy, one can only understand such phenomena if ambiguity is seen as the unintended outcome of the
interpretive process.
Ambiguity does not necessarily lie in the juggling of
accounts, but in the various interpretations of what such
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juggling means.

Ambiguity thus needs to be seen in the insti-

tutional context of interpretation.

In th.is formulation. the

existence of ambiguity does not contradict the maintenance of
stability and continuity of the process. In fact. such stability and continuity may be made possible in part by the very
retention of ambiguity.

Otherwise, any process in order to

reproduce itself through a stable set of roles and routines
will need to have a continuous consensus as a precondition of
its operation.

However, as we know, conse:nsus is not a prior

condition but one that emerges

from and through negotiation

and control.
In fact, within the craft of budget execution certain
strategies are followed that in a very paradoxical way can be
termed the "generally accepted budgetary principles."

It is

paradoxical in the sense that its operational premise and
functional outcome are exactly the opposite of the more institutionalized "generally accepted accounting principles."
These strategies can thus be termed conventional wisdom in the
budget execution process.

Examples of such wisdom include:

(1) Spend all appropriations and, if possible, a bit more.
(2) Avoid any sudden increase or decrease in expenditures,
and try to maintain a constant expenditure level.
(3) In case of conflict between these two rules, the former
is to be preferred.
(4) Create slack resources whenever possible.
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These sub-cultural or micro-level strategies not only accommodate their own local circumstances but also the institutional rules that are operative in the proc:::ess.

The incorpor-

ation of GAAP and achieving a balanced budget are two such
rules. Both carry the symbolic and practical effects of fiscal
responsibility and fiscal integrity.

From a broader histori-

cal perspective, Schick traces the

institutional rules and

their incorporation in the budget process as follows:
The emergence of modern budgeting occurred during
an era in which many public and business leaders
were skeptical of the value of government programs
and expenditures. To those who regarded government
as a "necessary evil", the job of budgeting was to
minimize the evil by holding government spending in
check ... The accountants who took command of the
budget off ices were trained in the methods of control and committed to line-item operations. Technique triumphed over purposes, as budgeteers settled into the busywork of maintaining financial
accounts according to the prevailing standards of
efficiency and accuracy (1971, pp. 21-22).
Therefore, the micro-institutional dynamics- of budget
execution involve the management of emergent interpretations
with the existing ones through the interaction of roles and
routines.

Budget execution, through such interlocking of

roles and routines, thus is transformed from being seen as an
organizational calculus of objectivity, accuracy, and rationality into a craft that is creative, yet stable and continuous.
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Section 3: Interaction of Roles and Routines
in the Budqet Execution Process
In the budget execution process, the information system
conveys more than the policies and definitions of categories.
It also carries cues on the nature of role expectations from
and to the budget officials. Anton makes a similar observation
when he notes:
data are more tractable than are roles; participants are likely to seek and use the kinds of data
that suit their preferred roles rather than to
adjust to assigned informational resourcE~s. Accordingly the distribution and use of information will
be determined largely by strategic factors rather
than by an objective division of labor .... The
actual distribution probably is based on reciprocal
arrangements among the participants rather than on
a specific formula that carves out distinct domains
for each. In a fragmented political environment,
budgetary roles tend to overlap and to be ambiguously and informally defined, with a resulting
tendency to use similar data throughout the budget
process. Furthermore, the fragmented budget situation allows each player to call his own tune and to
have considerable autonomy in responding to the
tunes of others •... (Therefore Anton concludes),
regardless of the manner in which the activity is
carried out, the nature of the activity in all
agencies is determined by existing informational
categories and the subculture that has developed
around those categories (1966, p. 190).
The dynamics of this process are carried in both verbal and
written communication.

In the budgetary literature, verbal

communication is given some recognition mainly in the formulation process, but not in the subsequent control and adjustment process.

The description of the control process entirely

relies on written communication.
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Hofstede (1968) notes that,

"in general, the accounting literature pays little attention
to non-written control reporting" (p. 33). Yet, person-toperson communication between staff and line assumes more
importance for the use of reports than the formats of their
presentation.

This is because figures and data need to be

translated in terms of the context of their use.
Therefore, it is important to conceive of the actual
process as an interaction that involves both forms of communication.

While budgetary routines capture the written form,

budgetary roles capture the oral.

The dynamics of budget exe-

cution thus can be observed in the "accounts" of such interaction.

Interpretation of information, the manner in which they

are put to use, and the role expectations that are entertained
all take place in such interaction.

That is why, despite the

dominant control orientation, so much flexibility, strategic
behavior, and interpretation are found in the process.
For instance, modified accrual accounting introduces
complexity on a routine level.

The modified accrual method

calculates revenues and expenditures on different bases, the
former cash, the latter accrual.

Therefore, the difference

between revenues and expenditures can be rendered an ambiguous
measure of change in the overall financial condition. This is
particularly true when the modified accrual basis becomes the
preferred accounting practice for some categories of funds and
cash or full accrual for

others.
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In such instances, the

simple comparison of financial condition across different
funds tends to become ambiguous.
Budget information is stabilized primarily through procedural routines, e.g., transfer, reprogramming, and purchase
orders.

The basis of interpretation is built upon questions

and justifications.

By reading between the lines or by using

the literal meaning, whichever is deemed expedient, budget
officials not only become aware of the kinds of questions and
justifications that are to be interpreted but can use the
information itself to mean different things.

Commenting on

the behavioral interpretations that stabilize role perf ormance, Anton notes:
people can be required to explain the expenditures
they make or want to make. Whether or not the explanations offered can be made to square with f inanc ia l accounts is less important than the personal relationships which define agency officials
as "trustworthy" and reviewing officials as "responsible" (1966, p. 204).
Therefore, meaning creation through the definition and
interpretation of categories is very much part of the organizing activity of budget execution.

Thus formally the exe-

cution process remains the same -- all pr<lcedures are followed, all rules are upheld, yet different interpretations of
action may coexist.

Therefore, beneath the apparent stability

of the system there is considerable dynamism, which depends
more on the craftsmanship of the budgeteers than the rational
requirements of the process.
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Depending on how transactions are rec:::orded and interpreted, figures contained in the budget forms can provide the
needed justification.

It is the providing of both written and

oral justifications, as well as making behavioral appraisals,
that lies at the heart of budget execution.

This is partly

due to the fact that appropriations do not provide comprehensive definitions for each object-item and cannot hope to cover
the variety of expenditure situations that arise.

This incre-

ases the scope of deriving different justifications for expenditure decisions.

Here too, adherence to institutional rules

and to their interpretation gains importance.

Even though

different justifications may be forwarded, they are always
couched in the symbolism of efficiency, effectiveness, public
service, and professional standards.

Thus, Anton notes, ins-

titutional officials necessarily have considerable leeway in
determining which accounts to use for which payments.
illustrates this point as follows:
Should an ophthalmologist brought into a state hospital to examine patients• eyes be paid from the
"Personal Services" or "Contractual Services"
appropriation? or perhaps the "Travel" appropriation should be used, particularly if the specialist
is located some distance away from the hospital and
if both the Personal Services and Contractual Services accounts are running short of funds. Certain
employees of this same hospital, who live in buildings that are part of the complex, are granted a
reduction in rent as compensation for overtime
work. Should this be recorded as an increase in
"Personal Services" or as a decrease in "Maintenance" allowance (1966, p. 69)?
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Examples of craftsmanship defy categorization, but following the study of Hale & Douglas (1977), a few can be noted:
(1) Deferring hiring, travel, training, and purchase.
(2) Use of one account to fund activities in another account.
(3) Transferring funds between departments or agencies.
(4)

Reimbursing last year's activities in the current year.

(5) Reprogramming funds from one program to another.
(6) Reinterpreting accounts or shifting funds from general
funds which lapse at the year-end to special funds
that continue.
All such devices and others are used to ensure flexibility,
attain programmatic goals, serve agency interests, and enhance
the status of the budget office, all at the same time.

Such

craftsmanship is not only a sub-cultural phenomenon negotiated
through the interactions of roles and routines, but also a ref lection and accommodation of systemic concerns that are institutionalized in the process.

At the macro-institutional

level, Caiden (1984) depicts the retention of ambiguity as a
systemic feature of the institutional dynamics:
As budget processes and institutions have reacted
to fluctuating and conflicting demands upon them,
the situation appears fluid, unstable, and ambiguous •••• The packaging of decisions increases centralization and sharpens conflict, but also provides opportunities for leverage and bargaining •••.
The increasing complexity of budget data and the
importance of unifying assumptions enhances the
power of leadership, but also broadens and deepens
the scope of budget debates (pp. 109,116,117).
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The instances of multiple interpretation rooted in institutional dynamics can also be observed in the multiple
interpretations of reconciliation estimates and budget cuts.
Cuts may be seen as savings affected to increase efficiency,
or they may be seen as a reduced commitment to needed public
service, or even as changes brought about by accounting gimmicks.

Therefore, concepts like cuts, savings, and budget

balance carry both symbolic and practical meanings to diff erent role players or the same role-player located at different
positions in the process.

The conceptual framework depicting

ambiguity in budget execution can be summed up in terms of the
interaction of the discretion and control dynamics of the process.

Budget adjustment and budget accounting constitute two

principal
[I]

procedures affecting the dynamics.

Budget adjustment procedures bring discretionary judgment to bear upon expenditure decisic,ns. Such procedures include fund transfer, reprogramming, deferment
of spending, cutbacks, and cash management. Transfers refer to the movement of expenditures between
accounts or set of accounts, while reprogramming refers
to the changes made in spending plans within an account
or set of accounts. Budget adjustments occur in response
to shortfalls in revenues, changing financial conditions,
programmatic changes, and salary savings due to deffered
or delayed recruitment.

[II] Budget accounting procedures bring institutional control to bear in expenditure decisions. These include
generally accepted accounting principles, fund balances, indices of cost effectiveness, etc. To ensure
accountability, such procedures monitor the financial
transactions and the efficiency of agency operations,
and relate executive actions to the spending plan.
Management decisions on how
to operate, to a great
extent, are based upon the information provided through
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the accounting procedures.
During budget execution, both procedures become interactive -through the roles and routines followed by the budget officer,
the accounting officer, and the agency head.

The role-routine

interactions of these officials not only affect modification
in the budget but also control such modification.

The inter-

actions are best seen as mediated through meaning attributions.

Ambiqui ty is conceived of as the unintended outcome of

such attributions.

It is not simply a matter of going through

the motions, but a political art involving the interpretation
of rules, roles, and routines that are embedded in the process.

Just as incrementalism in the budget formulation pro-

cess or slack and redundancy in the budget execution process
serve as aids to calculation and compromise, ambiguity may
also be seen to serve similar purposes in the budget execution
process.

This conceptual framework is shown in figure 5.

Rules
Roles
Routines

Budgeting

Ac::::counting

Policy direction
Appropriation

GA.AP

Agency Head

Accountant

Budget Officer
Transfer
Reprogramming
Deferment

Figure 5: conceptual Framework Explaining
159

General Ledger
Fund Status
report
Bud~Jet

Execution.

Having narrated the dynamics of the budget execution process through the accounts of other students of the process and
my interpretation of them, I have tried to demonstrate such
narration as a component element of the methodology of "account analysis. 11 Therefore, my conceptual rendition of ambiguity in the budget execution process is an interpretation arrived at through the existing accounts.

It is an interpretive

act, because I tried to read from such accounts meaninqs that
remain either obscure or unexplained in the oriqinal.

There-

fore, from such "account analysis" it is possible to identify,
articulate, explain, and make explicit attributes of the execution process that are only implied in them.

~rhe

intent here

is to extend my interpretation to the ambit of shared understanding rather than to gain a consensus over opinions or
observations.
To further negotiate the conceptual accounts

with the

accounts of the practitioners, account analyses of thirteen
budget officials in five agencies are presented (Chapters VI
to IX).

This is the subject matter of Part c, which lays the

empirical basis of my discussion.
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PART C
NATURE OF EMPIRICAL OBSERVATIONS INVOLVED IB THE STUDY:
ACCOUNT ANALYSIS OF BUDGET OFFICIALS IN FIVE AGENCIES
The discussion in chapters VI through X is based on the
analysis of accounts given by the practitioners of budget
execution.

The discussion replicates the order of the con-

ceptual accounts presented in the previous chapters. In each
chapter, the discussion proceeds first with the accounts of
the agency heads, the budget officers, and the accounting
officers.

Selected accounts that seem relevant for discussion

are provided. The purpose here is to give the readers a basis
to form his or her own interpretation of the accounts (excerpts are highlighted in the bold to convey my emphasis) •
Keeping in line with the methodology, the accounts are
not the mirror image of the theoretical constructs. Rather
they offer an empirical basis to seek clarification of the
theoretical arguments. Therefore, the discussion lacks the
familiar articulation of a step-wise argument that "validates"
some stated hypotheses.
Chapter VI gives an overview of the budget execution process in five agencies. Chapter VII, differentiates the control
process from a singular conception to a multiple one.

Chapter

VIII picks up on the latter theme and differentiates the roles
performed in the process.

Chapter IX discusses the routine

procedures in the process and links them t.o the role-routine
dynamics.

Finally, Chapter X brings together the general

observations on ambiguity in the budget execution process.
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CHAPTER VI: OVERVIEW OP THE BUDGET EXECUTION
PROCESS IN PIVE AGENCIES
This chapter is organized into three sections. The first
section offers some general observations on the budget execution process in agencies.

This is followed by the next sec-

tion, which elaborates on the observations on each of the five
agencies.

Finally, a concluding section combines the observa-

tions in this chapter in order to carry forward the discussion
into the following chapter.
section 1: General Observations of the

Pi~ocess

When individuals were asked to describe the budget execution process in their agencies, without any exception, the
answers began with the

mechanics of the budget formulation

process, even when I defined and clarified what is meant as
budget execution. The depiction of the mechanics varies
however with the nature of the agency.

For example, the

budget director of the federal agency provides the following
narrative:
Well, before I get into execution, we have to talk
a little bit about formulation. Aqencies price out
and define the requirements to carry out their
missions for the next couple of fiscal years, then
the headquarters consolidates the requirement of
all the component aqencies into one overall budqet
document, which they in turn forward to the OMB and
other review aqencies, after which we call the
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budqet scrub, when they have to testi.fy in front of
various conqressional committees. We eventually qet
back the operatinq hudqet for the year to carry out
our mission. Now this year it's sort of typical,
we still don't have our PY 90 fiqures, here we are
almost finished. with the first quarter of the
fiscal year and we still are operatinq on our
continuinq resolution, and we are still not exactly
sure what that annual expense is qoinq to be. But
in theory, we should have that amount by the first
of October, so we in turn can distribute the budget
to all our operating elements, so that they can
plan their fiscal program throughout the fiscal
year.
The latter part of the narrative, which deals with budget
execution, stands in contrast with the former part, which
deals with the budget formulation process.

Whil~a

budget formu-

lation is narrated as a rational and step-wise process (a
planning orientation), budget execution is narrated as a
tactical and situational process (a managerial orientation
focused on uncertainty absorption). Two further observations
warrant attention in the narrative.
The first relates to how the Budget Director connects the
formulation with the execution process. In his words, "we
eventually get back the operating budget for the year." In
other words, what the director is conceding is that budget
execution does not wait for the completion of the formulation
process.

This means that, in practice budget execution

operates both within and beyond the logic of the formulation
process.

This is indicated in the last statement, where the

director nominally affirms the rationality of the process:
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"In theory we should have that amount by the first of October,
so we in turn can distribute the budget to all of our
operating elements, so that they can plan their fiscal program
throughout the fiscal year." This gap
practice is not only academic, but

between theory and

an actual fact which is

registered in the understanding of practitioners.
The second observation on the narrative has to do with
its omissions. By now it is a fairly established fact that
budget formulation involves a political process operating
through top-down intervention, bottom-up bargaining, game
playing, or a combination of all three.

But in the narrative

none of these elements are mentioned.

Therefore, it can be

argued that budgeteers

carry a bias in considering the

process as rational even when the practice of budgeting is
reported to be otherwise.

This lack of acknowledging the

political dynamics in the description of the budget process is
not a linguistic oversight on the part of the practitioners.
It is indicative of the tacit nature of politics in the budget
process as well as the culture of meaning construction among
the budgeteers.
A second narrative provided by the budget officer (budget
director) of a state agency is as follows:
Let me tell you how we formulate the budget. A

budqet is a plan we are, and I think I can truthfully say this, we are a fairly conservative aqency.
When it comes to the question of spandinq money, we
just don't willy nilly spend money on frivolous
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things. The goal is to try to provide as much
money as we can for construction .•.. During the
budget formulation process if somebody is asking
for something for what is called non-construction
categories, we go through not only a request
process, but a hearing process within the department at various level .••• If it makes through that
process, then they go ahead and execute that plan.
But like all qood plans, sometimes you have them qo
under and sometimes qo over ••• , because, between
the time of bu4qet formulation an4 execution, there
can be as much as eiqhtean months. The problem is
that either somathinq new or batter or cost
affective has come out or the price has qona up, or
somebody has flat underestimated •..• We are not
like a general fund agency, essentially our main
mission is to construct roads and maintain roads,
but in doing that we have programs, budget
programs. Money is appropriated by the General
assembly to those proqrams, and then .it is up to us
to break those dollar amount down for the operational needs •••• The development of the amounts that
are appropriated for those proqrams is also done
kind of bottom up, hut it is not dona on a specific
line item. We do an annual budget that breaks
those dollars down to operational units, they may
cross-over various program areas, so they can tap
into what they need to do their thing .... We ask
them what they plan to spend, and literally it is
broken down by the line items that ai::·e in the
state's accountinq system •••• we use incremental
budqetinq, no matter what kind of system of budqetinq there is. I can tell you from my experience
that there is only incremental budgeting. All else
are fads.
In this narrative budget formulation is described as a
rational and planned process, where conservation is the
meaning of rationality, while budget execution i.s described in
terms of absorbing uncertainty and exercising expenditure
control.

This is reflected in the argument that, while the

budget is a plan, the time-lag between formulation and
execution necessitates the modification of the plan.
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While it

is reported that the development of the amounts that are
appropriated is done on a programmatic basis and not on a
line-item format, a few lines later it is also reported that,
expenditure plans are "literally" broken down by line-items
following the state accounting system. This multiple usages of
the line item format is not a self-contradictory or weakly
articulated description.

Its meaning is rooted in the tension

of upholding the process as

rational, while acknowledging

action that is practically expedient. As the director admits,
"We use incremental budgeting, no matter what kind of system
of budgeting there is."
Here too it is noticeable that politics is not mentioned
in the process dynamics. Nor does the admitted gap between
theory and practice create any difficulty in considering the
process as rational. Thus it

can be argued that the meaning

of the process is a cultural construction, maki.ng it possible
to simultaneously hold the budget process as both rational and
non-rational.
A third description comes from the narrative of an agency
head (County Administrator), who gives the following account
of the process:
If I can take a moment and explain to you a little
of how we handle the process and put the document
together, that might help. During the budget process I meet with the staff and departments individually, and we set overall objectives to beqin

with, so that they know what the priority issues
are ••. , and the document is prepared with those
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priorities in mind. When it is submitted by the
departments, they submit a balanced budget. We
give them target allocations and appropriations on
amounts that's are roughly what they had last year
plus any new expenditures at the time ••.. They also
give me a list of unfunded items, and we discuss
those, because there aay be soaethinq that should
be hiqher in priority, and in soae cases I qive
thaa additional money. That goes to the board. So
the board knows what we are not able to do and what
we are able to fund. During the year we review
those. I review those periodically when emerqencies
come up, personnel turnover takes place,
whatever •••• I qo by proqrams. We have detailed
line items to develop that, but then I work with
the proqrams.

In this perspective budget formulation is also considered
a rational process (goal directed) with emphasis on planning.
Budget execution on the other hand is less plan oriented and
contingent in focus (situational).

Here too, there is no men-

tion of politics in describing the process. Also, the planning
imperative is blended with the traditional mechanics of the
process. The distinct element of this account, in contrast with
the other two, lies in the explicit absence of any theorypractice gap and the more personal style of the narrative.
Both distinctions reflect the cultural context of budgeting.
In the county office, budget operations are within the personal
knowledge and authority of the county Administr·ator.

This is

reflected in the frequent use of "I" over· "We," while
describing the process. Administrative subculture, far from
being a passive construct, plays an active role in constructing
the meaning of the execution process.
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Four broad observations can be registered from this
preliminary discussion.
1.

The budget formulation process sets the broad parameter for the budget execution process.

2.

The budget execution process reco:ncilE~s the imperative of planning with operational contingencies.

3. Politics is not entertained as central to the dynamics of the process.
4. The meaning of budget execution as a rational pro
cess remains despite many incongruencles between
the stated objectives and actual c::>perations.
Taking all four observations together, it can be argued
that there is an explicit and a tacit dimension in the budget
execution process. The coexistence of both dimensions is a
cultural achievement that ensures the stability and continuity
of the process. In the discussion that follows, I shall
elaborate on this argument in terms of both the mechanics and
the dynamics of the budget execution process.
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section 2: O))servations on the Budqe·t Execution Process
in Five Aqencies
Aqency 1: Budqet Execution in a small Municipality,
(Blacks))urq, Virqinia)
The municipality operates through a council-manager form
of government, with the Town Manager exercising central
authority over the budget. The budget manual assigns to the
budget a variety of purposes. It states that:
As a planning tool, it provides an opportunity for
all program managers to review and evaluate their
existing programs, adjust efforts where necessary,
and plan the efficient allocation of resources for
the cominq year. The budget can also communicate to
elected officials, and the community at large, the
many services offered by the locality and provide
insight into how those services are performed. once
the ))udqet is approved, it provides manaqement with
a control mechanism for ensurinq funds are expended
to meet the planned ))udqet o))jectives (Town of
Blacksburg, Budget Manual; 1990, pp. 90-91).
The task of realizing these purposes is primarily borne
by the Finance department. Although the Town Manager retains
the authority over budget execution, he offers a different
account of his functioning in the process:

The predominance of the manaqer•s involvement is not
necessarily in ))udqet execution, but it is in budqet
formulation and ))udqet development process, because,
from the manager's standpoint, I am more interested
in the results. once the budget gets adopted, and
gets translated from policies and work programs, and
goals and objectives, once those become translated
into accounting functions, as far as from the
manager's standpoint I just tend to be more of a visionary and am interested in programs and th.e results
I look at the totals in the budget printouts.
I do not go down line-item by line-item, a.nd circle
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line-items and say,
here. I look at the
I concentrated on ...
has been pinpointed

Uh ..• Oh ••• you're out of line
total department. That's what
unless there is a problem that
by the Finance Director.

In this account, the agency head not only heightens his
role conception, but insists on a total

comprE~hension

of the

budget, yet he declares his involvement in the execution
process to be minimal. Furthermore, he holds budget execution
to be a self-propelled process by virtue of its being
translated from policies into work programs and accounting
categories. The execution of the budget then clearly lies with
the Finance Director, who functions as the budget officer in
this agency.
The Finance department receives allocations for subdepartments for the various line-items. It in turn disburses
the funds through purchasing rules and regulati1::ms autho-rized
in the state codes. The state code allows anything under
$20,000 as a small purchase that does not require its
authoritative approval, but as the finance

dirE~ctor

mentions,

for the town only, anything under $5000 is conf;idered a small
purchase and constitutes the practical limit c>f departmental
discretion.

Individual departments can purchase within $50,

without having to go through Finance. For expenditures beyond
$50, departments have to go through a formal requisition
process which is controlled by the Finance department.
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The Finance department locates the vendors from its vendor
pool for the supply of requisitions.

The usual practice is to

search for a local vendor before looking elf;ewhere. Part of the
reason for doing this is to support the local economy and build
support in the town council.

As the Finance Director notes,

"the town council always want to make sure that all those local
suppliers are involved in our purchasing." The Finance department is also involved in the transfer of money from one department to another and from the unappropriated fund balances.
Transfers occur throughout the year and always require the
authorization of the Town council.

As the fiscal year draws

toward an end, the Finance department tries desperately to put
the brakes on what it calls as "Christmas in June" (the tenden-

cy to spend available money by the year-end).

In practice,

budget transfers can be requested, in which case the matter
goes to the accounting supervisor, or such a transfer can be
suggested, in which case it is initiated by the Finance
Director.

The budget officer (Finance Director) provides the

following narrative of the transfer process:
Each line item is supposed to be in balance. It's
not supposed to have a deficit. That's what the
requisition process is. If they charge it to some
line item that has a negative balance or doe~sn • t have
enough money to cover, that purchase order is rejected. We tell them you need to do a transfer •••• That
transfer needs first to be verified by us, saying
yes, the funds are available, which is either yes or
no, and then approved by the Town Man.ager. Now, I
could put a little note on that and say, I don't
think so. or (I might say) you might want to consi171

der .••• Or (I might say something positive) if the
department head has a really qood case fc::>r it, and
most of them will come up with one: "Well we lost one
person and have all this work and it sure would help
to have an IBM sitting up there." Them you know the
manager will probably say, "fine."
Budget transfers in this account occur through the joint
action of the finance department and line

dE~partments.

The Town

Manager usually goes with the decision of the Finance Manager,
except when the transfer is big or is necessitated by some
policy change.
On the monitoring side, at the beginning of each month,
the Finance department sends revenue and expenditure budget
sheets for each department to work on.

After the Finance

department's processing of those sheets, departments get a comparison of how much they have spent for that month, how much
is encumbered for that month, and for the year-to-date, what
the remaining percentages are for this year, and what the
remaining percentages are as compared to last year.
Accounting plays a key role throughout the execution
process.

The town budget operates on a fund accounting basis.

It has a total of six fund types, of which the Government Fund
is the dominant category (60%), followed by En.terprise Funds
(37.5%), the Internal Service Fund (2.6%), Capital Project
Funds, the Debt Service Fund, and the Agency Fund.

The town

charter specifies that:
The Town's accounting records for general governmental operations are maintained on a modified
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accrual basis, with the revenues being recorded when
available and measurable and expenditures being
recorded when the services or goods are received and
the liabilities are incurred. Accounting records for
the Town's utilities and other enterprises are maintained on the accrual basis. (Town of Blacksburg,
Annual Financial Report; 1988, p. 1).
The purpose of this accounting system structured around budget account codes is to effect both expenditure control and
internal accounting controls.

In actual practice, most of

the accounting occurs on a cash basis, and accrual accounting is used

occasionally.

For instance, the accounting

supervisor gives the following narrative:
We encumber accounts and make accounts payable,
and when the invoices come they come to this office
(Finance) directly, and our account payable clerk
pays them with checks, but we do accrue some •••.
We still do have encumbrances outstanding that we
will leave in the financial statements for that year
.••• [In] our June 30th financial statement we do
accrue what we expect to come in on the ~:oth of August for the June collection or July collection, so
we do accrual accountinq and cash, but it is mostly
cash.
The accounting officer (Accounting Supervisor) presents
a technical perspective of accounting as a record keeping
function. Yet, the recording of accrued expenditure that carries over into the next period or even the next fiscal year
makes the cash record technically inaccurate.

The monthly

report and the monthly financial report are the primary procedures to keep track and control the disbursement of funds.
While the Finance Director relies on the monthly financial
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report showing the status of expenditures by the account codes
for individual department, the Town Manager relies on the
monthly report showing the status of activities, accomplishments, and total expenditures for individual departments.

Aqency 2: Budqet Execution in a county Government,
(Roanoke County, Virqinia)
The County operates on the joint authority of the Board
of Supervisors and the county Administrator. The budget system
is designed on a program format. For example the budget manual
states that:
The Annual Fiscal Plan is developed wi.th an emphasis
on personnel, programs, and projects rather than a
concentration on line-item accounts. The use of
this format allows the budget document to be used
not only as a financial planning guide, but also as
a management tool to measure the efficiency of County operations and the management abilities of our
County staff. (County of Roanoke, Fiscal Plan; 198990, p. 271).

Given this policy, the execution process is expected to
realize the measurement and enforcement of efficiency in budget
execution. This view was also reiterated and emphasized in the
description of the County Administrator, who holds the ultimate
authority for budget execution, assisted by two staff departments: Finance and Management & Budget.

The formal objectives

set for the Management and Budget Department are as follows:
[1]

Meet all deadlines for financial plans as set by
law, the Board of Supervisors, and County administrator.
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[2]

Project a three-to-five year County-wide operating
budget as a long range planning document.

[3]

Develop an annual user fee evaluation program.

[ 4]

Maintain the Governmental Finance O:ff icers Association's Award for Distinguished Budget Presentation.

(5]

Provide financial analysis support to the Economic
Development department.

Provide assistance and timely responses to the
Board of supervisors and Administrators' request
for special projects and financial analysis.
(County of Roanoke, Fiscal Plan, 1989-90:95).

[6]

Against these objectives, service levels or performance
targets for the departments are set. For the department of
Management & Budget, the emphasis is on financial analysis,
planning on new revenue sources (particularly on user fees),
and economic development projects.

In contrast, for the

department of Finance, the emphasis lies in the fulfillment of
the following objectives:
[1] Meet all payroll deadlines, and
File all payroll reports on a tLmely basis
(County of Roanoke, Fiscal Plan, 1989; pp.90:92).

[2]

The service levels assigned for the department are to provide
timely reports on the payroll.
In practice, the actual functioning of the two departments
is less clear cut.

For example, the Finance Director notes:

Well, our budget unit started about two years ago,
and there is only one person in there, or two during
the budget season. So sometimes we shift the different duties that they (Department of Manaqement &
Budqet) will do and sometimes we shift the.m where we
(Department of Finance) do. we really haven't qot
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thea in a firm place yet. Most of the budqet transfers, they all end up throuqh here. Sometimes they
start in the budqet off ice, and end up here, dependinq on who they can catch. A lot of times our duties qet confused a lot in budgetary matters.
One source of this confusion is obviously the difference
between the stated policy and procedures and the actual operations that take place during budget execution.
While the Finance Department considers itself the major
component in budget execution, the .county Administrator holds
a slightly different view:
You need to know that I have a separate budqet department. It is not party to accountinq, so there
are two departments. The budget works in planning.
It's really budget and management. They do periodic
reviews .•.• During the year if it is necessary to
transfer funds from one major account to another, I
put those back throuqh the budqet department, because that's something that we may need to program
into next year's budget •••• Once it (the budget] is
adopted by the board and appropriated, then the
ability to spend those funds is left to the department heads and the accounting (Finance) dE~partment.
In this account, the Finance department is subordinated to the
Management and Budget department, at least in the view of the
agency head. He sees the Budget department to be specializing
in planning, and Finance is presumed to be acting on its plans.
The view of the budget officer {Finance Director) differs on
this account.

Furthermore, from the agency head's point of

view, budgeting and accounting are considered separate, but
from the budget officer's viewpoint they are not.
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The Management and Budget department is the principal
staff arm of the County Administrator involved in target
setting, both county-wide and for individual departments. These
targets or ceilings later dictate how the budget is to be executed. But for day-to-day operations, the Finance Department
exercises control in budget execution, and therefore its
function is not simply the timely operation of payroll as the
budget manual states.
Targets are set and requests are adjusted to the targets.
Once approved, the budget is translated into a

c~eneral

ledger.

There are two different systems for maintaining budgetary
information -- one for accounting figures (e.g., Fund status,
Cash balance, Unencumbered balance), the other for budget
figures (e.g., appropriation balance, percent spent, percent
increase and decrease), although both can be interchanged for
reporting purposes.
In describing the execution process, cme Assistant County
Administrator provided the following account:
Basically the budget becomes a part of the accounting process. We have a computerized system that
allow us to carry the approved budget level for
each department in the computer, and then, basically, for any purchases that are made, we have to
verify that funds are available. So, essentially,
the budqet is the sheet of music that we march by
durinq the year .••• Once we place an order, then
that money is encumbered in the system, so that it
can't be spent again. In other words, we don't
really have to physically disperse the money in
order to encumber it •••• Obviously, you have thinqs
happeninq durinq the year that requires deviation
177

from what is shown. Well there obviously would be
projects, emerqencies that arise or it could be a
failure to accurately forecast.
In this account, execution is viewed as a nearly automatic
process, where the authority of the Assistant administrator is
nominal. Given this automaticity, no attempt is made to reconcile this view with his admission of deviations in the process.
Budgets of individual departments are monitored at a
summary level. Each departmental budget :is broken down into
three expenditure categories: Personnel, Operating, and Capital. Built-in checks are placed in the general ledger to
prevent departmental directors from spending more than what is
budgeted in the total for the three expenditure categories.
Although there is this automated control of the process, more
reliance is placed upon the monthly report, purchase orders,
and vouchers to enforce the ceilings.
The accounting system is built upon uniform accounting
codes. Budgets for all funds are adopted on a basis consistent
with the generally accepted accounting principles applicable
to the governmental uni ts.

The General Fund is accounted for,

using the modified accrual basis of accounting. Proprietary
Funds are accounted for using the accrual basis of accounting.
Accounting control is realized through encumbrance accounting,
which allows encumbered amounts to lapse at year-end and
outstanding balances to be reappropriated as part of the
following year's budget.

In terms of monitoring, the crucial
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aspect involves the yearly selection of an area to highlight
the County's efforts and accomplishments.

More formally,

Budqatary Control is defined as "the level at which expenditures cannot legally exceed the appropriated amounts." In practice, effective control is exercised by the County Administrator on a more personal level. As he narrates:
We really don't have much of a problem with
overruns. When there is an overrun in a department, they advise me early enough ... , and if the
Board asks for something additional, or if I ask
for something additional, I will cover it either
by getting more money from the Board or another
contingency account where I can substitute funds.
If it is somethinq that they have made a mistake,
[then] I have them take funds from somewhere else
in their budget, and occasionally, I have them
take money from another budget in that division
.... They don't like that. They gang up on the
other guy. It doesn't happen again.
In this account, there is a tacit reference to the
nature of politics in the execution process, even though
there is an overt denial of its recognition. The politics has
to do with the engineering of incentives and disincentives in
awarding discretionary authority to the subordinate units and
the degree of competition introduced in the fund balancing
process.
The scope of discretion in the execution of the approved
budget is formalized in the County charter, which states
that, "[t]he County Administrator is authorized to amend appropriations by transferring unencumbered appropriated amounts
within appropriation categories or to transfer up to $10,000
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between appropriation categories within any fund" (Annual
Financial Report, 1989; p. 4). For amounts over $10,000, it
requires the approval of the Board of Supervisors, and for
amounts over $500,000 requires a public hearing.

Aqency #3: Budqet Execution in a state Aqency,
(Department of Transportation, Richmond, Virqinia)

This agency operates on special funds and trust funds,
which enable the agency to have operational autonomy from the
Central Budget Off ice (Department of Planning and Budgeting) .
There are 81 Divisions, Districts, Residencies and other
major organizational entities within the agency. Each of
these receive administrative directives affecting all of
their operations (VDOT, Base Budget Proposal 1989, p. 10).
The budgetary functions are shared by the Budget department, the Fiscal department, and the Information System
department, all under the authority of the commissioner
{Agency head). The political authority resides in a Board
appointed by the Governor. The budget operates under a biennium cycle of appropriation and is based on a program format.
The format specifies program and sub-program allocations
against program strategies and service levels.
"Administrative and Support Services" is

For example,

identified as the

leading program, with "General Management and Direction" as
180

its sub-program.

With the exception of certain highly speci-

alized units, the general administration of each organizational unit is assigned within this sub-program
Budget Proposal, 1989; p. 10).

(VDOT, Base

Strategies for this sub-

program include: Maintaining accrual accounting interface
with the state system, implementation of Infc>rmation system
Plan, and Financial Management System, Fiscal reviews, External audits, and the efficient and. effective utilization of
all agency resources (Base Budget Proposal 1989, p. 11). The
action of the Budget department and Finance d1epartment stems
from this sub-program allocation. Therefore, in terms of
policy design, budgeting appears to be a support function
rather than the premier control mechanism. But from the
viewpoint of the budget officer, this seems not to be the
case. The Budget department does exercise central control
through both formal and informal mechanisms.
In the organizational culture of the agency, budget
officials maintain a distinction between construction and
non-construction activity, with emphasis

4~n

the former. Des-

pite the official program categories, this distinction is
maintained, which reflects the agency culture. In this sense,
budget officials uphold a strong sense of mission in justifying their role. This sense of mission, in contrast to the
embodiment of the formal organizational objectives, seems to
be a function of the funding status of the agency (i.e.,
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special funds). Expenditures for construction are viewed as
non-discretionary, and its accomplishment has ·measurable attributes, but non-construction expenditures are considered to
provide room for discretion -- part of which stems from the
necessity of making changes for mission accomplishment. The
agency head (Commissioner) described the

proc~~ss

as follows:

The formal process that we use involves our budget division. Now, we have an established process
whereby we quarterly review the budgets that are
being implemented by the field units, and asking
the field units for justification for any extraordinary changes they want to make in implementation. Beyond that, execution occurs throuqh the
proqrams they have laid out, the spendinq plans
that they have laid out in their ini·tial formulation. Well, there could be a host of chanqes.
There could be chanqes made on the basis of conditions found in the field, conditions that were
not anticipated at the time the budqet was put
toqether. That process occurs many months before
implementation. For example, we might find that a
bridge deck that needs extraordinary repair that
has not been planned, that has not been budgeted.
There could be a trade-off in the field that
needs to be done in lieu of somethinq else. so
they will request a shift of funds from our maintenance division.
In this account we again see that the execution process
involves planned spending and subsequent modifications without any reduced sense of control.
From this description, budget control, far from being a
sub-program activity, is considered central to the process.
Furthermore, the budget division does get involved in the
discretionary judgements over construction activities. The
nature of discretion depends on the magnitude and timing of
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the expenditures.

The budget officer narrates this as

follows:
See. It depends on the magnitude, depends on what
programs. For instance, we tell truck~ weighing
program this is how much money we got. If you make
any changes in your plan, we just want to know
about it. we can't qo over your bottom line, and
they qenerally know the rules of the qame, and
they will look at that, and then aqain it depends
on the time of the year. If it is August, they
will say, let's contract to fix something down in
Bristol, and hopefully it will generate the savings. Because we don't want the contract at the
latter part of the year, and since we got to fix
this up, and if it doesn't generate the savings,
then we will plan it for the next year, and request funding for 80% than 50% of the project. so
you know, one does not necessarily depend on the
other, it's a whole set of options, and a lot of
it depends on what time of the year you are in,
the order of maqnitude of it.
In this account, the process is depicted as more responsive
to situational imperatives and the exercise of judgement than
following the spending plan that carries the logic of appropriation. In his control over the execution process, the
budget officer relies on the monthly report, the quarterly
report, and the year-end report.

While the year end report

is used primarily to draw up the expenditure plans for the
following year's budget request, the quarterly reports form
the basis of budget review for the Budget Division, and the
monthly report for the Fiscal Division.
Besides formal reporting, budgetary contriol is exercised
through the clearing of

various forms for purchase and tra-

vel and through the established channels of f oJrmal and inf or183

mal communication.

The Fiscal Division also exercises sepa-

rate control in the execution process.

The following account

shows how the accounting officer describes th1a process:
We are kind of reaction oriented. We have set
procedures and what we are doinq is processinq
information that comes throuqh, and basically
that is the things that have already happened. We
have already purchased the goods, so now we have
to pay the invoice •... When the budget is approved, we receive a document from Budget, more of a
summary document. We take that document and then
record by journal entries into our financial
system the numbers on that budget document. That
forms a summary level document, and often we have
to qo into much more detail, so then there is a
supplemental document. That's prepared, and w e
use that to further break the budqet down into
our accountinq system. That's done at the beginning of the year. We then have to reconcile our
financial system, with the budqet entries that
was put into that, back to the document •••• Now,
once we have done that, we also have to reconcile
the budqet document to the comptroller's accountinq system (the State's accounting system] •••• We
have two separate accounting system, the agency
accounting system and the Comptroller's or the
general accounting system.
Even when reconciliation of spending plans with actual expenditures remains the central thrust of accou1nting, the accounting function is primarily viewed as after-the-fact
verification of accuracy, consistency, and conJEormance of the
figures. In this account there is apparently no perception as
to the strategic and controlling effects of accounting. For
accounting control, the agency does not use encumbrance
accounting, but relies on fund accounting and account groups,
each considered to be separate accounting entities.
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The operation of each fund is accounted for by the
following account groups: assets, liabilities, and fund
balance. Governmental and Fiduciary Funds are accounted for
by using modified accrual basis, Proprietary Funds are aceounted for using the accrual basis.

But in actual operation,

the budget is prepared and monitored on the cash basis.
Since the budgetary basis differs from the generally accepted
accounting principles, a reconciliation of the differences is
also maintained (Annual Financial Report, 1988, pp. 10-12).
In this account we encounter different interpretations of
fund balance that is not part of the appropriation control,
but one that is necessitated by the accounting principles.
Agency # 4: Budget Execution in a State Field Agency,
Southside Virginia Training center (SVTC),
Petersburg, Virginia
The budgetary functions of this agency reside in the
Administration and Support Services Division and the Administrative Services Division. The former deals with budget
allotment, the latter deals with accounting and financial
management.

Both Divisions report to the Director of the

agency. The execution process narrated by the budget officer
(Assistant Director of Administration) is as follows:
We are told what our budget is, and then it's
just a matter of dividing it among many departments we have ..•. The appropriations come to us
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by programs and sub-programs in a two year cycle ...• When I took over the budqet, I tried to
make every sub-proqram match one of the divisions. Now we budqet on a cost center level ••••
cost center is equivalent to a department in my
mind. Every cost center will have money allocated
to a line-item which is defined by the department
of Accounts. General funds are allocated all at
once, special funds come on a 1/12 month basis
(once a month, which comprises 80% of the budget), so my objective is to straightline the budget. Each month we spend about 1/12 of our budget •... (For example], this is the end of November, we should have been at 42%, so I draw a line
across the 42% mark, and I see that this cost
center is over 42%, and then I say, :tor each
month they have to tell me why, now that's a discussion, there is nothinq in writing. It means he
has overspent on the straiqht line, but it doesn • t necessarily mean that he is out of budqet
compliance.
Beyond the program and sub-program appropriations and
their allocation to cost centers, budgetary control is exercised through purchase requests, quarterly reports, and monthly reports.

The quarterly reports are the aggregation of

the monthly reports. In the quarterly report,

to~erance

of

three percent (plus or minus) variance in expenditure is a
standard practice to adjust the budget.

The budget adjust-

ments which occur through the transfer process is narrated by
the budget officer (Assistant Director) as follows:
once a quarter, I am qoinq in and doinq a budqet
adjustment. Now, of course, everythinq is slow
in the state. So if the quarter ends in September
I won't qet those adjustments until the first
week of November, because I give them a month to
analyze, a month to adjust. so I am a month behind each time. It becomes critical at the end of
the year, the last quarter of the year. We just
say, forqet it, and I take control, and the ·1aw
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aaya my director can overspend the budqet, and ao
at the and of the year there ia only one thinq I
am worried about. That the bottom line does not
exceed what the appropriation ia. Now, I am allowed to carry some expenditures forward, because
that's normal part of operating, but that only
amounts to about 300,000 in a 48 million budget,
which is insignificant, less than 1%.
In this account we see that adjustments lag behind the monthly targets of expenditure. Adjustments are primarily afterthe-fact rationalizations brought by the cumulative smoothing
of the 3% variances.
In actual practice, budget execution does not proceed in
a neat orderly fashion. This is reflected in the narrative of
the accounting officer (Accounting Manager):
My twenty one years of experience is that budget
should be what your needs are and build up that
way. Well, most of the time that's not the way
we are going at [it]. What we are told is, here
is a target amount of money that you got to work
with, and then we are trying to deal with it. I
think it's a kind of reverse order in which it
should be done, but I think that's the scheme of
things. I think it puts you in the mode of robbing Peter to pay Paul, because somewhere alonq
in the whole process, from the aqency on to the
leqislative process, somethinq qets lost in that.
Somewhere alonq the line there is an assumption
that, hay, you qot all the resources that you
need to run thinqs. When someone is makinq that
assumption, and most of the time that's not fact,
there is a spread there, and you are tryinq constantly to deal with that. The intent is for it
to be a rational process, but when we actually do
it, it doesn't happen that way.
Because the agency executes a program budget and allocates it through cost centers, it maintains a dual monitoring
function. Expenditure control is reported :both for cost
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centers as well as for the fund groups. The ag·ency also maintains two different ledgers -- the accounting ledger and the
budgeting ledger. The budget operates on Fund Accounting,
which is based upon the state accounting codes.

Funds are

maintained on a cash basis and disbursed through encumbrance
accounting. While in execution, one has to respond to the
operational needs, the way fund accounting registers expenditures does not correspond to the program definition of
those needs. For instance, even when a project needs increased spending, the very operation of fund accounting puts a
brake on it, because one cannot cross the line between different fund groups. Therefore, the necessity of fund balance
competes with the immediate need for program spending. This
results in budget execution to incorporate the dynamics of
adapting to both operational and accounting needs, while at
the same time presenting itself as the unfolding of the formal spending plan.

Aqency # s: Budqet Execution in a Federal Aqency,
(Defense Mappinq Aqency, Virqinia)
The mission of this agency is to produce maps and
charts.

To fulfill its mission the agency utilizes a program

budget format. Budget formulation begins in a two step process. First is the Program Objectives Memorandum Process -- a
five year projection of what the agency is going to be bud188

geting for in the future. This process is carried out every
Spring.

Then in Summer the annual budget cycle starts, which

is actually two budgetary cycles -- one for the current or
operating year and the other for the proposed or formulation
year. The execution of the budget is narrated by the Comptroller as follows:
Once we receive our annual budget, the budget
off ice receives an allocation from our headquarters, and what they do is, we have various budget
analysts assigned to each particular areci, whether it's salaries, travels, maintenance, or production contracts. They in turn distribute that
budget to various production departments, and
then we monitor throughout the year how we execute that program.
In the words of the budget officer the process also include
the following:
It starts in the first day of the fiscal year,
and it's pretty much a cooperating thin9 between
us and the production people, .•. and it involves a
number of things such as funding for organizations that are not located here, we have a whole
number of those, and that involves, of course,
during the year reprogramming, internal t~eprogra
mming. Sometimes we get additional money, sometimes we get less money. We have to accommodate
all these things .••• The budqet at the first of
the year is a plan. Thinqs chanqe, so you [have]
qot to make adjustments, additions, or 15ownward
revisions that is imposed on us by the headquarter, by Congress.
Budget execution also involves contracting activities
both outside contracting and inter-service support agreements, procurement, management of supplies, travel, training,
and maintenance.

The monitoring process is based on the
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obligation plan that is reported to the headquarters, the
daily and monthly reports for internal control, the

Budget

Review Group (BRG), and the Resource Advisc1ry Board (RAB)
meetings to affect adjustments in the budget.

In addition,

the accounting codes in the allotment ledger provide the
status report of each account against the given appropriation. The controlling effect of the obligation plan is described by the Comptroller as follows:

our headquarters requires us, at the start of the
fiscal year, to qive them an obliqation plan, and
what that does is that it breaks out by elements
of expense how we are qoinq to execute that plan,

and they have a requirement, where we vary by plus
or minus 5% of that plan, we have to explain to
them why we have deviated, and sometimes we get a
little frustrated with that requirement, because
it really doesn't give us much flexibility, and in
certain cases, when you have a budget as large as
ours, you know it's almost impossible to proqram

down to that level, to know somethinq exactly when
it's qoinq to occur. They expect us to ktLOW that.

The daily report is a computer printout called "system
2000," where the budget is broken down into line-items, and
for each expenditure requirement the budget analysts verify
the validity of the requirement, the accuracy c1f "fund site",
and check whether funds are available for the expenditure to
go forward.

At the end of each working day the system 2000

is updated, giving the daily status report on the disbursement of funds.
The allotment ledger is maintained by the Accounts
department, which captures the expenditure by the cost cen190

ters and

reports whether departments are spendinq too much

or too less aqainst their quarterly and annual expenditure
authorization and obliqations.

It also reflects the accrued

expenditures -- collected and uncollected, the unfilled
orders, and the unobligated balance.
The allotment ledger forms the basis of the monthly
report, which is a summary document on the end-of-month expenditure status. It is

prepared by the budget office,

telling each department how much money it has in its program,
how much it has spent and how much it has left.
reports play

The monthly

a crucial role in the Budget Review Group

Meetinqs. The BRG meetings are usually monthly meetings
chaired by the budget officer and include the Division Heads.
Basically, reprogramming decisions are made at these meetings. In addition to reprogramming, review of new and unfunded requirements is carried out, and decisions are·reached at
these meetings. The Budget officer holds discretionary authority to reproqram funds not exceeding $75,000.

For

amounts higher than $75,000, the decision has to be reached
at the BRG, and for amounts greater than $100,000, the headquarters has to be notified and its permission obtained.
While such permission is not necessary at the time expenditures are committed, it may come later. The Comptroller qives
the following narrative on the BRG:
Sometimes the BRGs are pretty clean and not con191

troversial, and so we can just pretty much rubber
stamp them and I will send it right to the di rector and he will approve it. But especially
when the funds are tight, or at the end of the
fiscal year, we are meeting, say, at the last
week of the fiscal year almost daily, because
what we are doing is cleaning up the accounts.
The BRG meetings serve both routine and strategic adjustment
purposes. On the other hand, the comptroller sets agenda for
the RAB meetings, although formally it is the responsibility
of the Technical Director. The bias of the BRG is to resolve
problems at the lower level, so that reprogra1mming decisions
are not forwarded to the Resource Advisory Group.

The RAB

deals with reprogramming that is either large or controversial or both. The Comptroller narrates the process as follows:
If it's beyond $75,000, then we have to <;JO through
what we call a RAB process, that is the senior
people, and it is chaired by our Technical Director and I am the Deputy Chair. I do all the leg
work and make the agendas, and what we do is, we
recommend and say, here are the new requirements,
here is why they are high priority, and here is
where we propose to take the money f:rom.
The budget execution process in this agency can be seen
to be operating under formal institutional rules

and their

control systems. These rules are the obligation plan, the
program appropriation, the transfer ceilings, the System 2000
report, the monthly report, and the BRG and RJLB meetings.
In actual operation, these rules are treated as flexible in
order to accommodate the demands of the situation -- be that
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of an emergency, political compromise, or changing priority.
All of these are subject to the interpretations of the actors
involved. In fact, under different circumstances, different
interpretations of these rules are utilized. This is depicted
in the following narrative of the Comptroller, which differs
in tone and substance from his earlier narrative.
In the budget execution process there is constantly changing requirement (Laughter]. Nothing
stays the same. If we would have a stable program, it would make our life a lot easier, but
there are constantly changing priorities. It comes from everywhere, so that was probably never
in the original programs. So what does that mean?
Some thinqs have to shift, somethinq else is not
qoinq to qet done. And then what that means from
the budqet and accountinq standpoint [is], we
have qot to switch money around, to cover this
down, and that's just a small example. The main
thing is something comes down from the Pentagon,
or somebody forgets something, or there was a
cost overrun. So a lot of our time is spent in
trying to remassage this, to get the money in the
right pockets.
In fact, people rarely consult the rules in the budget
manuals.

When one gets stuck or feels

threate~ned,

the issue

is referred to the legal counsel's office for clarification.
In this sense, institutional rules are internalized and
treated as procedural routine. This routinization of institutional rules is far from being straightforward.

It is

necessarily mediated by the different budgetary controls,
that blend different roles and routines with the institutional rules and agency norms.
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It is the elaboration of such a control process that
takes the discussion into the next chapter. But before leaving the present chapter, let me summarize the observations
that point to the nature of ambiguity in the budget execution
process.
Section 3: Summary of Observations on the Aqency
Budget Execution Process
The following observations are listed to highlight the
structural (rules), behavioral (roles), and procedural {routines) patterns in budget execution.
[1]

The budget cycle does not necessarily correspond with
the

fiscal year cycle, nor is there a clear conceptual

differentiation between the budget formulation and
execution processes.
[2]

There appears to be no clear organizational division
between the budget management and accounting functions.
Budget management and accounting may operate in the
same unit or in one position. Even when they are in
separate units, the accounting unit may function more as
a budget unit, and the budget unit that of accounting.
There appear to be various degrees of functional mix
between the two.

[3]

No clear and consistent procedural guidelines are followed in budget execution.

Spending plan!; are used
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flexibly to control, guide, and legitimize budget
actions -- all at the same time.
procedural actions

The behavioral and

appear to be simultaneously promo-

ting and protecting allocational flexibility as well
as compliance with appropriations.

on the accounting

side, program justifications are used for budget monitoring, while line-items are used to control program
spending. Accounting also uses multiple f<)rmats to document budget control (e.g., the fund basis, the program
basis, the cash basis). These three bases make the reconciliation of accounting ledgers less of a clear and
precise report.

On the budgeting side, various reports

are used (e.g, monthly, quarterly), without
mity in their formats.

any unifor-

This opens up the budget reports

to multiple interpretations.
[4]

No significance is accorded to politics. While politics
is tacitly acknowledged, its importance is explicitly
denied. Politics occurs in the distribution of expenditure authority and in the exercise of discretionary
judgments. Politics can also be attributed to the style
of leadership developed by agency heads, despite their
claims to rely upon objective indicators. Finally, politics can be attributed to the creation of the unfunded
list and rank ordering of the listed items.

195

(5]

Situational imperatives, in the form of the magnitude
of spending needs, the areas of spending, and the
timing of spending decisions seem to be a defining feature of the execution process -- more than the formal
hierarchical and functional descripti.ons that are common
to the budgetary texts.
All of these observations suggest that, in operational

practice, budget execution proceeds through the interaction
among the structural (institutional rules), behavioral (agency roles), and procedural (functional routines) components
of the administrative process. Such interactic>ns often generate incongruence, and therefore the mandgement of such
incongruence becomes an integral part of the process.
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CHAPTER VII: ELABORATING BUDGET EXEC:UTION AS A
MULTIPLE CONTROL PROCESS

In the last chapter, I presented a general description of
the execution process as derived from the accounts or perspectives of the practitioners.

The task now is to particularize

the general description.
In order to reveal this dynamic in the control process,
this chapter is organized into four sections.

The first

section explains the idea of multiple control processes in the
context of the three budget execution functions.

The second

section discusses the accounts of the agency heads as they
relate to budget direction.

The third section discusses the

accounts of the budget officers as they relate to budget
management, and the fourth section discusses the accounts of
the accounting officers as they relate to budgret accounting.
Section 1: Budqet Execution and the conception
of Multiple Controls
Budget execution has been explicitly viewed as a highly
structured process, yet practitioners have implicitly acknowledged fluidity in the way it gets executed.
The idea of administration as a semi-structured process
is not new.

In fact, the blending of the formal and informal,

and the closed and open aspects of organization, remains the
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basic explanatory approaches in the theory of complex organization.

Therefore, the operationalizatiorl of the semi-struc-

tured conception has taken different forms and has utilized
different concepts.

In this research, I have chosen the con-

cept of ambiguity to render such a conception of the budget
execution process.
In order to reveal the nature of ambiguity in the control
processes of budget execution, the first task is to break open
the generic conception of control into its compc:ment elements.
The concept of control -- where the whole of the budget process is conceived of to embody it -- is not unitary but manifold.

This manifold conception emerges in terms of the diffe-

rent functions and strategies that are in place.
tant functions

Three impor-

identified are "budget direct.ion,"

"budget

management," and "budget accounting."
Budget direction
The rationality of control in terms of budget direction lies
in the act of monitoring and achieving policy goals -- in
other words, accomplishing policy success. This function is
officially entrusted to the agency heads. From their perspective, control is viewed less in formal hierarchial terms, and
more in terms of strategic interventions and informal practices.
Budget management
The rationality of managerial control focusing on the operational aspects of budget execution is the degre!e to which the
coordination of various units and programs is achieved within
the appropriation amounts -- in other words, achieving
budget success. This function is officially entrusted to the
budget officers. From their perspective, control is viewed
less in terms of the exercise of overt authority, portrayed in
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the stereotype of naysayers, but more in terms of building and
maintaining a network of relations that fosters mutual
confidence and operational flexibility in the execution
process.

Budget accounting
The rationality of accounting control focusing on financial
accountability is the degree to which expenditure decisions
conform to the generally accepted accounting principles. This
function is entrusted to the accounting officE~rs. From their
perspective, contrary to the conventional view of accounting
as the guardians of the purse, the accounting function in
reality varies from being simply reactive to becoming a full
partner in expenditure decision-making.
These three functions are utilized as analytical categories and not in terms of their status as separate units. For
instance, there may or may not be separate departments for
budgeting and accounting functions.

Therefore, lacking any

uniform organizational arrangement of these functions, I have
opted to use them as operational categories :rather than as
organizational units. What follows are the account analyses of
the budget officials as they relate to the three categories.

section 2: Aqency Beads view on Budqet Direction
Agency heads report that they have minimal involvement in
the execution process and rely more on their budget officers
(Finance or Budget Director) to control the process.

The

mechanism through which the agency heads monitor the process
is having periodic consultations with the budget officer and
reviewing the monthly or quarterly reports.

Therefore, agency

heads remain dependent on what their budget officers report or
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advise and what the monthly/quarterly reports capture.

As one

agency head puts it:
From the managerial perspective, I look at the
totals in the budget printouts. • • • I conc::entrate a
great deal on the monthly activity pe?rformance
reports. Those reports are measuring the department's performance in 5-6 key areas of that department's function. That's the kind of thing how I
keep the pulse of what is happening in the day in
and day out operations. on the monthly financial
report, I give more of a cursory look. I relegate
that to the Finance Director, and she will pinpoint
to me, she will come to me and say, I think we have
a problem in this particular area.
The nature of the information on the basis of which control is
exercised is interpretive rather than objective. For instance,
in order for any performance indicator to be objective, the
indicators need to be translated in terms of the budgeted
amount expended. But as the agency head admits, no such translation occurs or is attempted.

In his words, the focus is,

basically on satisfaction levels, efficiency levels. My focus when I start looking at the dollars
[and] interpretinq the dollars to the results,
occurs more durinq the latter portion of the year
when I develop the budget for the next year.
In budget execution, efficiency is equated with satisfactory results, where satisfaction is not cons:trued from any
objective measure, but from the interpretation c•f performances
and accomplishments that are negotiated within the agency subcuture.
Given that the institutional nature of control is based
on appropriation and its regulative effect, one important mea200

sure of its effectiveness then rests on the appraisals made by
the legislative body on the operational status of appropriations.

Agency heads form the key link between the agency and

the legislative body.

Therefore, such appraisals need to

occur through the agency head.

In most cases the link is

found to be weak. In fact, members of the legh;lature generally do not take any particular interest in the execution of
the spending plan. For example the Town ManagE:lr states:
They concentrate more upon what we are qoinq to do
with the money than the money its elf. However,
where they find themselves always making the critical decisions is whether or not we have available
funds to do it or not.
In this account one could ask how it is possible to determine
the amount of money needed without having a clear understanding on how much money is being spent for wha.t activity. In
order for appropriation to be effective, legis;lators need to
rely on regular operational information from the execution
phase.

In practice, this responsibility is

discretion of the agency head.

de~legated

to the

When asked whether the Town

Council requests the various reports that would provide such
information, the Town Manager said:
Very little, a couple of times a year. We give them
the status of key projects. condense it still
further, condense maybe 85 pages into 3, although
they get copies of those report every month. I
don't believe that they read them. I think they
skim. They can call me; very seldom do I get calls.
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Therefore, the objective of attaining policy goals by
figuring out the degree of its successful attainment, functions more in terms of achieving budget success than relating in any systematic way the policy goals to the budget
execution process.

This makes budget execution from the

vantage point of the agency head -- a mechanism that seeks
compliance with appropriation amounts rather than with general
policy goals.

This institutional process transforms budget

execution into budget compliance, although, :formally it is
treated as a planning mechanism.

The Town Mana9er emphatical-

ly makes this point:
I take a very personal interest in and want to meet
with the auditors, and challenge the auditors, if
you will, to test our accounting system t.o be sure
that it in fact can stand up to the chall.enqe.
In fact, a similar pride in and satisfaction with full compliance to procedural matters are entertained by the County
Administrator, but such strong compliance attitudes are not
found with the agency heads at the state and federal level.
At the county level, the control mechanism also includes
goal setting through annual retreats with the Board and the
yearly targeting of a single area for closer attention. In the
account of the County Administrator, little attEmtion is given
in terms of the controlling effects of such mechanisms on
budget execution.

Rather, it is the specific program expendi-

tures that constitute the basis of control.
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The program

targets are set through a negotiating strategy in the budget
formulation stage.

For instance,

the County Administrator

reports:
I let them set the goals, let them tell me what
they should do.
I may have some suggE~stions of
what I know they should do too. We negotiate that.
I like to give a department at least 75% of their
work that they identify and 25% of it miqht be new
programs, new directives that I have in 1nind.
A second control mechanism identified by the County
Administrator constitutes the annual employee evaluation.
He describes the process in the following account:
I tell them in the budget process, "I gave you monI gave you three more people for a. drainage
program. Why did you not do what you told me that
you were going to do?" So we periodically review
that and relate it back to the budget, and when
their annual evaluation comes up, the employee
evaluation, I relate that back to the budget.
ey.

Two additional mechanisms identified are the submission
of unfunded items early in the budget year and budget adjustments through transfer and additional funding.

The County

Administrator gave the following account of t:t.te process:
From the budgetary standpoint, there is a requirement to do more than you have the money fior, and I
try to. If the issue is one that is truly important
then we work with it in the budget department and
the finance people to find a way to accomplish it.
If it becomes necessary to fund a new fire truck in
the middle of the year, then I tend to lean toward
qettinq the job done, as opposed to accountinq for
the dollars.... I prefer the ope-ratinq d.epartment
rather than finance to run the show.
The nature of control exercised thus takes; place through
both the formal and informal mechanisms. This is because,
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operationally,

budget

execution ceases

implementation of an agreed upon plan.

to be

simply the

It bec:::omes a dynamic

process responding to the demands of the situation.

Yet such

responses are always orchestrated to show expenditure decisions to conform with established procedures even when they
are not relied upon in the actual

decision-ma}~ing.

The control process at the state agency follows a different strategy.

One reason for this is the "special fund"

status of its programs. This allows the agency to use greater
than anticipated revenues to fund not only the unfunded requirements but also to add funds to programs that have been cut
in the budget formulation process.
The Commissioner states that there is less central control because of the decentralized operation of the agency and
the organizational politics that takes place in the process.
He discusses the process in the following ter1t1ls:
We allow a great deal of politics, because we are
operating on a basis that there is a decentralization in decision-making. Which means that, within
some parameters, the field is given a great deal of
latitude in making trade-offs, and judgements, and
it is only when the organizational goals transcend
the objective of keeping decision-making at the
lowest possible level, such as being in a very
tight fiscal times and looking for ways everywhere
possible to shave expenditures, only in those
instances [do) we have our budget division execute
a stronger control.
The other controlling aspects identified include the
quarterly review process and overall evaluation of agency
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performance. Such evaluations are not necessarily tied to the
execution process. For instance, the CommissicJner states:
I look at the bottom-line results. I loc>k at the
outcomes. I measure them against a number of criteria, one of which is the dollars spent. I will
measure it against the mandate that we have, the
staff resources, and time. We are in the process of
developing a performance indicator system that
indicates the nature of work by goals and objectives, and the accomplishment of those gc>als based
on specific quantitative measurement, compared year
after year.
For the Federal agency,
obligation plan,

control

program apportionment,

is embodied in the
agency norms,

the

monthly budget review group, and the resource advisory group
meetings.

The comptroller who directs budget execution empha-

size the BRG and agency norms as strategic mechanisms of
control.

Here too, the control mechanisms are not geared to

realize the policy goals through the budget exec::ution process.
For instance the

Comptrolle~

describes the obligation plan as

follows:
What the headquarters says is: "How are you going
to spend the apportionment? By area, and by the
month?" Then they look at the (spending] plans and
monitor each one and they want to know why we are
deviating from that plan. It's kind of unrealistic
in a lot of cases, because, over time, by the very
nature of the program, expenditures cannot be
anticipated. . • • If you could schedule, the!re should
be no overtime. Right? For example, in the~ contracting area, it's a very difficult thing to determine
almost a year in advance when a particular contract
is going to be awarded. Because our people have to
write the specifications, it has to g 0 out to
competition, and then you have to analyze the bids,
and finally, when everything is blessed by our
acquisition people, our production people, then we
1
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can finally make our contracting award. Well, there
are a lot of steps you have to go thrc>ugh, from
advertising, analyzing, and so forth, .and if we
don't make an award at the end of the month we have
projected, then we have to go back to the headquarters and tell them why, and there are a lot of
outside influences that come in, new prio:rities hop
up and we have to stop everythinq to qe1; that job
done.
From his vantage point, the Comptroller does not see the
formal mechanisms operating as stated.
strategy that

is

followed

involves

The more practical

adapting the

control

process in accord with the emerging situations and with the
agency culture, which is dominated by the production department.

Therefore,

the

production

departmeirit

effectively

controls the program expenditures, despite the fact that the
Comptroller retains the formal control over all expenditures.
In reality, the Comptroller mainly controls the personnel,
supply, and logistic side of the expenditure. For instance, in
such a decentralized operation the Comptroller notes:
we will monitor and make sure that they (program
expenditures] are in accordance with the plan, but
the actual approvals will be done by our production
types.
This is one instance of the controlling effect of agency
norms.

Another instance which the Comptroller describes is as

follows:
Headquarters has a policy where they like to see
all of our funds fully expended, because: they are
fearful that, if at the end of the yea:r- we show
some money that hasn't been spent, they are afraid
that we will be criticised for having too much
money, and that our budget will be cut ne~xt year.
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On the question of the creation and management of slack
resources, the process is described by the Comptroller as
follows:
In government, there is a perception that, if you
spend a lot of money in late September you are
dumping money, and you have to be very sensitive
about that.
So what we do is that, early in the
year we list everything that we like to cio but we
do not have the money for, and we try to prioritize
those •••. A lot of people hoard money, you know,
and sometimes a contract won't go at all, because
maybe the bids were too high, ••• [or] people have
held their travel money, or travel did not materialize. The same thing may happen with overtime ••••
so invariaDly at the end of the year we come up
with our own pots of money. So in September, again
on the execution side, for each budget analyst, I
have given them responsibility to make sure that
they thoroughly know what the requirements are and
what money is not going to be needed. Then what we
try to do is, we aggregate all that money and apply
that to the highest priority items on the unfunded
list. Also, sometimes we get phone calls from the
headquarters; for example, last year we gc>t a phone
call and they said: "Hey, if we have some money
what could you use it on?" So we are al~ays ready
and we have our list, and we have a narrative
statement saying, what's it for, and what would be
the impact if we don't receive it.
But note that these discretionary funds are not part of
the fund accounting structure, nor are the changed priorities
part of the original spending plan.

Yet all expenditures are

recorded in terms that show them to be in accordance with both
the fund structure and the spending plan -- in other words,
looking for the efficiency of existing funds while trying to
seek funding for the non-funded items.
to compromises in both.
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This dual effort lead

General Observations on Budget Direction

(1] Theory suggests that the budget control function
exercised by the agency heads involve giving policy
direction and providing performance feedback to the
legislature. In practice, there are differ•ant conceptions
of control,

depending upon the nature of the agency

culture. It can mean simply staying within the appropriation ceilings irrespective of program accc>mplishment. It
can mean keeping legislators

informed on the budget

actions taken, whether or not they read, understand, and
use such information. It can mean the utilization of
planning techniques to affect change, while at the same
time relying on such techniques and others for compliance
purposes.
[ 2]

The nature of providing direction varies by the

nature of supervision. For instance,

while~

decisions are

made on discrete items, the reporting and monitoring
activities document the aggregate status of funds. While
agency
control,

heads

claim

to

be

abstaining

from

detailed

their activities show them to be otherwise.

While in theory they are supposed to direct their budget
officers, in practice they depend more on the discretion
of their budget officers.
(3]

While agency heads consider their directives to be

apolitical, at the same time they allow politics and
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attempt to regulate it.

This occurs mostly in the crea-

tion and use of the unfunded list.

section 3: Budget Officers View on Budget Management
The control function in budget execution is seen from a
different perspective by the budget officers involved in budget management.

Their focus is more on gainb1g influence in

the disbursement process than overtly exercising their formal
authority through the expenditure authorization process.

On

the formal level, they view budget control t.o be a fairly
automatic process, which includes verifying and authorizing
purchase orders, contracts, bids, and travel vouchers.

What

is interesting to note is that almost all budget officers
vigorously reject the idea of being naysayers -- which incidentally

remains

manager• s role.

the

stereotypical

image

·~f

the

budget

For instance, the Finance Director of the

municipality describes her role by saying:
No, I don't have a no stand. I mean really we have
got right down to the center of my business. Really
you know. I don • t • I don ' t run the othe.r departments' budgets. It's up to them.
The

way control is diffused rather than overtly exerted is

narrated by the Finance Director as follows:
I don't check up on individual line items. Each
line item is supposed to be in balance. It's not
supposed to have a deficit. That's what the requisition process is. If they [departments] charge it
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to some line-item that has a negative balance or
doesn't have enough money to cover that purchase
order, it is rejected. Then we tell thern you need
to do a transfer .... Such transfers are verified by
the Finance Department, which says eithe:r- "yes" or
"no," and then approved by the Town Manager.
This active role in the budget adjustment proce:ss makes budget
control in the hands of the budget officer a more discretionary enterprise.
As compared to the level of budget direction, control at
the budget management level is considered more detailed, operational, and removed from policy questions.

For instance,

the Finance Director of the County notes:
I am not sure whether what the board wants and what
the most sound technical advice dictates is negotiated or resolved. We give them our viewpoint and
then they do what they want to do with them.
When asked whether she raise any objections when such advice
is ignored, she responded by saying:
Not in public. I feel that happens quite a bit and
usually with two offices. They hear from two places, because we both are stressing the need to have
some kind of resource, some kind of resp<>nsibility
for things that may come up unexpected, and the
board• s main priori ties are to spend as much as
they can on projects they have. That question comes
up every year and they tell us, "you have to hold
the line here, you need to cut back here," at the
same time they are wantinq to qo ahead and spend.
Sometimes they even know how we feel about it but
they do it anyway. But we would never stand up
publicly and say, "do this do that."
That budget management involves discretionary acts of control,
is exemplified in the following view of the Finance Director:
In the past couple of years they [the
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le~rislature]

haven't got into the details so much of what was in
there [budget reports]. Rather they conce:ntrated on
the programs. That's the way we were tryi:nq to aove
them, to think in terms of the overall ••.• We hand
out information to them that are summaries -- like
1 or 2 lines of summaries for each d•apartment,
where the departments may have turned in a package
this thick to us that we have reviewed, but we try
not to let them see that because then they will get
too boqqed down in the details of it i.nstead of
thinkinq of the total program.
The Control process at the State Field agency is also
viewed in more operational terms. Thus the Assistant Director
comments, "the people who control the buck control the
agency."

He identifies the control mechanism to be the cost

center approach, the quarterly review process, the 1/12 th
allotments,

and straight-lining the budget against them.

While explaining how the policy goals are under:stood, in order
to structure the expenditure decisions, the Assistant Director
states that:
I do know what my boss wants. There is net doubt
in my mind on the direction that we want to go, but
I do not have a feel for what the leqislat;ure wants
to do. You know, for the department I have an idea.
There is this six year plan, I read that, and I am
responsible for planning in the agency. so I read
that and find out about it.
Therefore,

the focus of control is more toward attaining

budgetary than policy success. This is because, no formal
mechanism is mentioned that translates the six-year plan into
budgetary targets.

For instance, the agency utilizes three

reports to monitor budget execution -- annual, quarterly, and
monthly. How these reports are utilized is indicative of the
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emphasis on internal control for budgetary suc:cess.
We have an annual report that we have to submit to
the central office. What happens is this:: whenever
it leaves my office, I no lonqer look
at the
process from the cost center level, like :c aa doinq
with the quarterly report. I have to look at it
from the proqram level. so when I submit it to the
central off ice, I submit it to show how we performed by proqram., and then they submit a report to
the legislature.
Therefore,

in reporting budget performance,

two different

emphases are manifested. One is to convey infe>rmation to the
headquarters, and the other is to convey information to line
departments.
The idea of budget management as related. to budgetary
success is further captured in the Assistant Director's
account when he narrates, saying:
I have found it politically smart to stay within my
budqet, and to be totally upfront with the central
office and the DPB (Department of Planning and
Budget, which is the CBO of the state] .••.. You have
to remember that we are a sub-group of the Department of Mental Health. As long as the Department
of Mental Health does not overspend, DPB doesn't
care •••• I make arbitrary cuts or additions, very
arbitrary, but it all equals to what the a.ppropriation is. I also tell that to the d.epartment
heads -- "you can chanqe the money however you want
to, but that• s all the money you [will] qet". I
also qive them an opportunity to write me a list of
the thinqs they are not able to do, and qenerally I
have a pot of money that I hold in reserve, and
based on justifications, and based on Director's
quidance, and other Assistant Directors• pet projects or whatever they are. I take that money and
then I will allocate it, but it comes back to the
appropriation.
The basis of the Assistant Director's decisions is again
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discretionary because the monitoring process does not utilize any institutionalized system of indicators;.

That control

does not incorporate any formal mechanisms ·other than the
monitoring of spending plan was reflected in the following
remark of the Assistant Director:
From the facilities standpoint, I am really
pleased. The one thing that we don't do here that I
wished we did is cost accounting -- looking at per
unit cost. In our field we don't deal with per unit
cost. We deal with the appropriation, and there is
a big difference between them .•.. So if I had to
change anything, I would develop a new sy~;tem where
I can look down at the per unit costs and compare
it to a per unit standard that's verifiable, justifiable, to show that we are doing well.
At the state agency (Agency #4) the
the control process as a

11

budge~t

officer sees

juqqlinq 11 act. He nalrrates saying:

We [have] got various budgets and budgets within
each one, we [have] got processes within each one,
and it's a juggling act, it's interesting.
The budget officer also holds the process to be a nearly
perfect one. Responding to the question on the possibility of
any discrepancy between intent and execution, he comments as
follows:
I wouldn't even say there is a real minor one. In
our case, we state what we are going to dc1 with the
money through the six year program. Through the
biennial budget we state what we intend to do with
the money, and the other thing, I guess, is we can
totally justify why we have asked, and t:l'lat 's the
key to it . • • • I would say the variance between
what is allocated to them and what the final yearend is, you are talking about 1.5% (at the most 2%)
...• You know you can't say emphatically that some
folks don't qo on buyinq sprees at the end of the
year, but, on the other hand, when I qo down and
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review the two or three hundred budqet.s that we
have, I would say 99% of them have underspent their
l>udqet.
The way such control is executed is by dividing up the spending plan by program, object, and sub-object level expenditure.
The Budget Director describes the process as follows:

We control down to the ol>ject level, l>\lt we also
look at the bottom line. We also do not allow
transfers between personnel and non-personnel,
(because] the goal is to try to provide as much
money as we can for construction, which means,
whenever we fund something else, it eventually
comes from our ability to build roads. ( rhe mechanism identified with this policy orientation is]
... the quarterly review process, that is, if they
are overspent in an ol>ject, they can request a
transfer of money between ol>jects, an•1 the l>iq
thinq is that, as lonq as they don't qo above their
bottom line, then you know we will qo alonq with
it. Also the process calls for them to have it
approved throuqh their directors, where:, we have
the option to override that, :but we exercise it
very sparinqly if at all.
1

Here, too, no clear mechanism is mentioned as to the objective
conditions that require discretion or,

if control is main-

tained down to the sub-object level, then tc• determine why
discretion becomes necessary at all or why exiecution becomes
a juggling act.
to

be

no

process.

Therefore, in reallocating funds, there seems

strict

adherence

to

formal

rules

to

guide

the

It depends not only on the discretion of the budget

director, but also on the field offices and the understanding
that both reach with each other.

Thus when asked what is the

percentage amount beyond which the budget

dir•~ctor

uses

the

override option and clamps down the transfer request, he res214

ponded by saying:
We even get questions like that from our auditors:
"What percentage do you look at?" And it is very
difficult to determine what percentage that is,
because it depends on what program it is.
Therefore, lacking any objective and standardized indicator
of reallocation, the idea of budget conformancE! becomes one of
maintaining the aggregate budget totals rather than monitoring
policy success.

But it is the latter that for:mally stands as

the basis and the purpose of the execution process.
At the Federal agency (Agency #5), the budget director
views the budget department as playing the pro:minent role. In
his words, "bud.qet is where the action is." But this prominence is immediately qualified by saying that the budget
department works in cooperation with the production department.

Such coordination leads him to view the execution

process as a flexible tool for planning rather than control.
He reports:

You see, bud.qetinq is a planninq tool, a.nd. if you
are qoinq to constrain it by forcinq jLt into a
dollars and cents mod.a, forqet it. You haven't qot
any planninq tool any more. You are too busy lookinq for dollars and cents •••• I think when you get
guidance from senior management as to which way to
go, then the internal conflict between those two
things are removed to a large extent, and successful budget administration becomes a matter of doing
what the guy says to do. They are not irreconcilable. They never have been.
The manner in which planning is put to practice is described
as a matter of experience rather than simply a technical
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expertise.

Responding to the issue of how he gets to know the

priorities, the budget officer notes:
To a larqe extent it's a matter of experience, and
it's a conjunction of some of our orqanizational
priorities that you know about. If there is a
choice of funding a support requirement and funding
a production requirement, then, all things being
equal, the production one is qoinq to weiqh in
every time. Everybody knows that.
The manner in which everybody comes to know about the priorities lies in the internal dynamics of the agency culture and
not in

the formal control process.

Based upon such under-

stood priorities, execution is controlled thrc•ugh reprogramming, which are externally controlled through congressional
ceilings

(having

no

real

operational

consequence),

and

internally controlled through the monthly budget review group
meetings.

The budget officer notes:

There is a conqressional limitation on reproqramminq. I don't know what that fiqure is, but there
is a f iqure that says, you will not reproqram at a
certain level without prior notification or the
approval of the Conqress, but it never reaches us.
I doubt if it even reaches the headquarters.
This suggests that enough discretion

is pr1ovided by the

congressional ceilings so as not to invoke it in reprogramming
decisions.
General Observations on Budget Management
[1]

The stereotype of control in budget management portrays
it as a function of naysaying. But the budget officers
reject this view. While they acknowledge the control
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orientation of their functions, they describe such control as constituting both procedural and behavioral elements. Furthermore, they entertain the dc>minance of the
budget department while at the same time! conceiving of
budget management as a cooperative enterprise.
[2]

Budget management utilizes different fon1ats in reporting expenditure decisions. While operational planningiS
carried out on the basis of discrete declsions, budget
control is maintained on aggregate amounts.

No objective

procedures are followed (except making interpretive judgments) to translate and relate the discrete decisions to
the aggregate amounts.
[3]

While budget management is conceived of i.n formal procedural terms,

it is practiced so as tc> maximize the

discretion of the budget officer to balance the various
operational and competing needs of the agency units.
While

the

controls

ritualized procedures

exercised
(e.g.,

are

cone;idered

Transfers,

to

be

Requisitions,

Reprogramming) , at the same time such controls are viewed
as the basis of purposeful budget action.
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section 4: Accountinq Officers View on Budqet
Accountinq
Generally, budget accountants do not see any differentiation between policy success and budget success. For instance, the Accounting Supervisor of the municipality remarks:
I don't think Finance as such has got that much of
a differentiation between policy and dai1y objectives, because they sort of coincide.
Therefore, in this interpretation, budget exec11tion is seen to
be realizing the policies without any clear conception as to
how this conformance is achieved.

The Fiscal Manager of the

State agency sees control occurring through the reconciliation
of the different accounting systems and trial balancing the
accounting ledger. He notes:
We prepare a schedule that shows reconciliation of
our budget book to the entries of our financial
system, then reconciliation of our financial system
to the Comptroller's financial system.
This is accomplished by following a uniform accounting code
that "dove-tails with the Comptroller codes."

The process is

described as follows:
Because we are a special fund agency, and we have
construction projects that go on beyond two or
three fiscal years with the money budqeted for
maybe two or three years. Then when you finish one
fiscal year, you have available cash that needs to
be carried forward, while the DPB budget only has
the budget for one fiscal year, and not the carryovers from the previous year. Our accounting system
has that prior year cash budgeted so that it can
be spent this year. We have to make those adjustments to make sure we reconcile the difference between the two.
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In this account, it is noticeable that he is not quite accurate about the budget which operates on a two year cycle. This
suggests that the budget process is not really what the
accountant concentrates upon.

This is

reflecte~d

in his under-

standing of policy direction when he notes:
What I would consider policy? I have 9uidelines
that I have to follow from a couple of different
areas, one being the state Comptroller. Then I have
guidelines and policies from the Accounting association, the Financial Accounting Standard Board (a
unit of the Accounting Association], and in order
to make sure that I am in compliance with those
policies, I issue internal administrative procedures to help us meet those overall objectives, and
we do that through issuing a fiscal manual, and in
that manual we tell our staff how you do certain
things, how do you process this type of data. • • • We
have internal reports for our various units, and
annual financial system for external use~
In this account, we see that policy is interpreted as professional guidelines and organizational procedures.
Manager also reports disaffection with the
financial management.

exi~;ting

The Fiscal
system of

He notes by saying:

I think we need to make some changes in the f inancial system. The financial system that WE~ have was
developed years ago, I like to describe it as
buckets. Each bucket represents a project:. You put
the budget into the bucket, and the actual expenses
into the bucket, and the balance left over is what
you can spend. That's the way the financial system
was designed initially, when there was not a lot of
guidelines being offered from the accounting industry as to how it should be done. Now th.at we are
getting these guidelines they began to modify the
system that we developed years ago. It's been
modified, and modified, and modified to a point
that it's really not operating efficiently. So we
need to develop a system that's more into todays'
technology.
219

The Accounting supervisor at the Federal agency (Agency
#5) views the control process as occurring th:c-ough quarterly
allotments, where accounting is not considered to play any
discretionary role. Its role is to ensure the legal propriety
of transactions. Yet the accounting function goes beyond such
procedural checks.

This dual interpretation is reflected in

the Accounting Supervisor's narrative:
Accountinq has no involvement in the justification
of chanqes. A lot of time the budqet people will
say, "you have to tell us whether we can leqally do
it. 11 A lot of documentation comes here after-thefact and we have to leqitimize it.
On a general level he sees the accounting system as a reporting system that registers the monthly status <:>f funds.
But he mentions that the accounting system is fragmented where
"the program people keep separate accounting records."
He also views the accounting system as "a patchwork that has
been modified and modified," and yet he does not see any difference between private and public sector accounting.

This,

given the fact that public sector accounting has developed
accounting practices that are different fro111 those in the
private sector.
Thus accountants generally do not see themselves as
exercising budget control.

This is, despite the fact that

accounting itself constitutes the primary mechanism of budget
control.
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General Observations on Budget Accounting
[1]

Budget

accounting

follows

both

formal

institutional

guidelines and organizational procedures. For instance,
the use of uniform accounting codes makef; budget accounting a programmed activity to which p11rposeful activities like after-the-fact justificationf; of budget
changes are added.
[2]

Accounting controls are exercised through the reconciliation of

different accounting

systems

as

well

as

balancing the ledgers within each system .. This becomes
more than a programmed routine, because the mode of
reconciliation depends on the nature of the fund structure and the various opportunities and re:strictions that
are built into them.
[3]

Budget accounting follows detail technical procedures to ensure the accuracy of its reports while, at
the same time, accommodating to the executive's intent
and past practices of the agency.

Therefore, accounting

control becomes more than the "bean-counting" image that
remains the stereotypical view of its function. The added
element constitutes the varying degrees of discretion
exercised by the accounting officers and their participation in operational decision-making.
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Concluding Observations on This ChaP.ter.

The accounts on all three categories of budget control
point to the coexistence of compliance,
policy-satisficing

forces

multiple lines of control

in the

coordination,

execution process.

and
The

whether exercised through the

budget transfer, requisition, fund accounting, reconciliation,
or aggregate ceilings -- are implemented in a flexible and
strategic manner.

This conception runs counter to the idea of

total control projected in the nay-sayer image of the budget
off ice. It also shows the varying conceptions of the budget
control process.

Therefore, this tacit dimension of control

opens up the possibility of probing further into the nature
and source of ambiguity in the process.

The study of roles in

the budget execution process is the next source that I turn to
in Chapter VIII.
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CHAPTER VIII: ACCOUNTS OF ROLE IDENTIFICATIONS
IN THE BUDGET EXECUTION PROCESS
As mentioned in Chapter II, the literature on budget
execution does not touch upon the issue of role designation.
In most cases, the reference is toward a general conception of
the budget office, with a generic description of political and
managerial roles.

In this chapter budgetary r oles are speci1

fied in the context of the budget execution process.

In

reference to the theoretical discussion on role, conceived of
as a social construction of administrative activities, rather
than the formally fixed functions in the organizational chart,
this chapter analyzes the accounts of the budget officials to
impart empirical meaning to such constructions.

This amounts

to showing that, in practice, roles vary -- despite their
official designations and functional specializations.

And

given the interaction of roles in the execut!-ion process, such
variations become more amplified, thus introducing ambiguity
into them.
To bring out this point, the present chapter is divided
into four sections.

The first section discusses the variation

in role designations.

The second, third, and fourth sections

discuss the accounts of the agency heads, budget officers, and
accounting officers on their role identifications, role
performances, and role expectations in the exec:ution process.
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section 1: Role Desiqnations of the Budqet Officials
The three categories of agency officials involved in the
budget execution process hold different designations of their
roles.

In the five agencies studied, officials involved in

budget execution vary in terms of their job designations and
organizational positions.

Table 1, lists the different desig-

nations of the agency budget officials for the three budget
functions.
Table 1: Designation of agency budget officials in the
three budget execution functions.

1

Agency
Name

Budget
Direction

Budget
Manaaement

Agency #1
Municipal

Town Manager

Finance
Director

II
l

I

!
!

Budget
Accountinq
Accoun~ing/

Supervisor

I
I

Agency #2
County

County
Administrator

Finance
Director

I'

Finance
Director

Agency #3
State

Commissioner

Budget
Director

I

Agency #4
state Field

Director

Assistant
Director

Controller!
Fiscal
Manager [
I
Accounting!
Manager

Agency #5
Federal

Comptroller

Budget
Officer

j

j

I

I

I

Accoun~ingl

Supervisor

For example, in the Federal agency the Comptroller is the
designation of the official involved in budget direction, and
accounting supervisor is the designation of the official
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I

responsible for the routine operation of budget accounting.
In the County government, the

Director of Finance is the

designated official for budget accounting,

and the Budget

Director is the designated official for bud9et management.
In practice, the Director of Finance

administ~~rs

both budget

accounting and budget management functions, with the County
Administrator functioning in budget direction.
Therefore, from table 1, it can be stated that there is no
uniform designation of budget officials in the three functional categories of budget execution.
titles differ, but officials also occupy
in performing similar functions.

Not only do their
diff~~rent

positions

Budget offic:ials also per-

form overlapping functions occupying similar positions.
Therefore, budget execution is reflective of the agency subculture in which it operates.

The effect of agency culture

is reflected in the manner officials understand and narrate
their role as well as their expectations of others' role in
the process.
The general view of the interaction between budgeting
and accounting during budget execution seems to be evenly
divided. Accounting officials (except in Agency #3),

gene-

rally see the interaction as harmonious, while budget officials are divided in their opinion of the interaction as
either of tension or of harmony.

On a comparative basis,

the budget officers see their role as discretionary, infor225

mal, flexible, and built upon organizational norms; on the
other hand, the accounting officers see their· role as standard, formal, inflexible, and built upon professional norms.
Overall, roles are conceived of as stable, but this very
stability has different sources.

For budget c>fficials it is

derived primarily from the agency culture, while for accounting officials it is derived primarily from their professional culture.

Therefore, to sum up this section, role iden-

tifications differ from the official position descriptions.
In fact, position descriptions were not regarded as having
any significant effect on role construction.

The following

discussion will elaborate on role construction as narrated
by the budget officials.
Section 2: Role Construction of the Agency Heads
All the agency heads identify their roles primarily in
the budget formulation process, particularly in setting the
general direction for the agency and its activities.

They

identify their role in budget execution mostly in terms of
their periodic evaluation of agency activities based on some
aggregate measures set by the different departments.
instance, the Town Manager in Agency #1 states that:
The predominance of the manager's involvement is
not necessarily in budget execution, but in budget
formulation and budget development process ••.•
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For

From the manager's standpoint I just tend to be
more of a visionary and am interested in programs
and the results and the measures, and the way I
view that is, I keep, if you will, keep tabs of
how well people are doing, how our performance
measures are beinq attained .... In an organization
this size, there is a lot of detail, and if you
allow yourself to get consumed by those details,
then pretty soon you can't be out claiming the
important role of the community leader. In order
to have that time you [have] got to delegate responsibility, have good people working for you,
have trust.
A similar view is offered by the Commissioner of Agency #4:

I qet most involved when formulatinq the budqet.

We hold internal hearings, which I personally conduct, and I raise questions and give instructions
to the budget division in terms of decisions I
want to see carried out •... For example [when
there is a revenue restriction] we won't be cutting the budget from here. We will be asking people in the field who make those decisions to tell
us where they are going to cut, where they are
going to reduce. Well, I want to see an explanation. I want to have the opportunity to make sure

that there is not a qamesmanship or polit;ics
qoinq on in those kinds of decisions. But by and
larqe it will be monitorinq or reviewinq to ensure that there are areas where they are literally
tryinq to achieve the same qoals that I a.m.

But not all agency heads share this passive role. The County
Administrator (Agency #2) identifies his role in terms of an
active involvement in the execution process.

He notes that:

I think of myself as a catalyst and a facilitator.
They probably think of me as a dictator. Really, I

work very much as a catalyst, a facilitator. I
give all of my staff a lot of flexibility, involvement in decision making, because they are the
ones who know best what's happening in their area ..•. Sometimes I will visit the various departments. We are large enough. Yet we are small
enough that I am pretty familiar with what's going
on. Large enough to be able to delegate and I like
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that ... (but] most of them [departments] compete
not to have my attention. No, that's a joke, seriously, I don't think so, I think we have a good
balance .... I interact a lot with the budget department, because of the goals and objectives of
the review process, making sure that things are
handled properly.
A similar active role is narrated by the Comptroller of the
federal agency (Agency #5).

He mentions that:

My first love is the operational day-to-day matters of fundinq down the requirements, makinq sure
that the job qets done, and every day is different. It's excitinq. It's challenqinq. I am not
crazy about doinq studies, or analysis, or reorqanizations, because they come and qo. But, when I
am getting my fingers dirty, so to speak, making
sure that some new requirements get done, I get
some satisfaction out of that because, I like to
deal with managers, and wheel and deal, and to
make sure that the job gets done as quickly and
efficiently as possible •.•• I guess they probably
think that I am over there (budget department] too
much. But that's my first love and I enjc>y it. Now
maybe the other division [accounting] will say the
opposite. Maybe they don't see me enough. Maybe
that's just a reflection of where my interests
lie.
Such variability in role identification and role perf ormance to some extent influences the nature of interaction
between the budgeting and accounting
cy.

functions~

in each agen-

Each variation can thus be considered a contributing

element in the creation of agency sub-culture. For instance,
the Town Manager sees the accounting function which is
housed in the finance division in the following terms:
Often times accountinq procedures are very strict,
rudimentary, and offer little flexibility. Because
that's the idea behind accountinq, to have vary
little flexibility so that you can account for
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thinqs ..• as we go through the budget, and again
we concentrate upon performance -- on what we are
doing rather than what we are spending, finance
kind of plays a back seat role. And only when we
need to come up with more funds do we qo back to
finance and say, you sure what your projections
are? You sure you don't have the qreen eye shade
out there little too tiqht?
Contrast this position with his narration of the budgeting
function performed by the Finance Director:
When the budget is approved, it becomes the finance department's responsibility to see day in
and day out ••.. [The] finance director is more of
a team player, who understands the perils of the
operating departments, and when they have to make
those critical decisions to allow flexibility,
they can make them and feel better about it. Because a lot of finance directors (meaning the
accounting types] don't like flexibility, because
they have been trained and ingrained with the idea
that to maintain the integrity of the system, I
want that [meaning control], but there has to be
some flexibility. I think it really helps the
finance directors too .••• Because what happens
is, if you withdraw from the operating department
heads and don't qive them flexibility, they will
find it some other way, and what they wi.11 do is,
they will lie or they will qo around the back end
of the system. And the finance director thinks
that everythinq is Ok. But just because these
folks are codinq it different to meet the system,
they will say, fine, you want to have your damn
system, you can have it, but I am not pl.ayinq the
qame. I will just code thinqs that I know. You
really have to know what I am buyinq~ Really,
there is no integrity there and the systE~m and the
citizen loses.
Given these two very different operational perspectives, the
Town Manager then identifies how these two roles fit together.

He narrates that:
When one is doing budgeting it is very di.fficult
to get down to maybe $100 increments, andl pretty
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soon you find yourself in conflict there [with the
accountants], because you have underestimated on
one line item and not on the other line item, and
then all the bureaucratic necessity is to switch

thinqs around. But althouqh they come into conflict, it's a conflict well worth havin~J in order
to maintain the inteqrity of the financiial system.

There is one major thing that can get organizations like this in great deal of trouble, and that
is for the citizens not to have confidence in the
financial integrity of the system, ... and that's
why I get very involved in the auditing process.

Recall that he remarked how one of his controlling acts
involved challenging the auditors.

In actuality, this cha-

llenge is met in a less direct fashion because, as the
Finance Director mentions, she resolves all outstanding
problems before letting auditors check the budget.

In this

arrangement, problems are resolved before the challenges are
faced.
The County Administrator views the accounting role as
pretty much a recording activity and the budgeting role as
making the tough decisions. For instance, he mentioned that:
Generally the accounting people are the people
who like to work with financial figures. My
budget people work with figures too, but I use
them much more as management analysts .... During
the year if it is necessary to transfer funds
from one major account to another, I put those

back throuqh the budqet department, beca11se that' s
somethinq that we may need to proqram into next
year's budqet. So the functions are fairly
separated.
But this separation takes different degrees of importance
under varying conditions.

For instance, in response to the

question "whether the accounting and budgeting procedures
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conflict," he remarked by saying: "no, not really, only when
there is not enouqh money to qo around."

But when condi-

tions are normal, the functions are integrative, with budgeting in the leading role.

The County Administrator des-

cribes the budgeting role as follows:
It is budget and management. Probably I would reverse the title into management and budget. See,
a lot of time I have my budget people working
special projects •••• I send them as trouble shooters. They bring in financial background and the
management perspective, and so there are times
when I like to have them go in and do a work flow
analysis, improve the operations of the departments •••• There are times when you can allow finance to run the show or the operating dE~partments
to run the show. I prefer the operating departments to run the show. The finance department does
state their dissatisfaction about that, and I
resolve it by letting them be a part of the decision .... They both are part of a top management
team that I have.
Therefore, in the case of the County, integration of
accounting and budgeting functions and the roles of the two
departmental officials is very much regulated by the direct
supervision of the County Administrator.

It is this agency

culture that does not result in budgeting and accounting
becoming two distinct entities, even though they remain
separate in their functions.
The Commissioner of the State agency (Agency #4) sees
the nature of the interaction as both congruent and incongruent, displaying both harmony and tension.

He narrates:

Well, I think there is always a certain amount of
incongruence between those two processes, because
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they do have different objectives in mind. one is
a planning mechanism, and the other is a documentation and control mechanism •••• Budget [people]

would consider themselves as more policy and proqram oriented, and the fiscal division would see
themselves as more detail, accounting oriented,

... but I think largely they are congruent in that,
the finance accounting system has to be set in
place to flow from the budget decisions that have
been made and implemented. But here, we have an
unique problem in that we are working on the basis

of revenue estimates with the expectation of the
revenues being realized, But if they are not realized, then we have to make major adjustments, even
though those funds have been appropriated to us,
because they don't exist. In a general fund agency

when the funds are appropriated you know those
funds exist. In our case we don't know that.

The need to make adjustments due to budget uncertainties
and the restrictive nature of "fund accounting" causes frustration on the part of the accounting office.

As the Commi-

ssioner narrates:
I am sure it's frustrating to make those kinds
of changes, but I wouldn't consider them to be
anything more than routine frustration with any
kind of job, •.. but it doesn't frustrate me.
The Comptroller of the Federal agency (Agency #5) sees
accounting also as a passive function, but he also acknowledges its functional fixation and institutional significance.

He notes:
accounting people can care less what the original
budget was, they can care less what the proposed
changes are, they can care less what the shortfall
is. The only thing they want to know is how much
money we do have, and where it is •••• I t~hink

accountants don't need to be loyal strictly to the
agency, because their profession is government
wide, and they can go to any aqency and rlot really
miss the beat, so to speak. I think when you get
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into the programming aide, you get to know the
mission better, its a little bit more parochial,
but when you are in accounting, you are picking up
a document and processing it, or making up a report where there is a lot of numbers, and it really doesn't matter to you whether its a map or ship
or missiles or a can of beans that's behind your
accounting for the products ..•• I think most people rightly or wrongly perceive accountants as
quote "bean counters, inflexible, very narrow
minded," and to a certain degree I agree with
that, because I have dealt with some accountants.
In this agency, the identification of the budgeting role
stands in sharp contrast to the accounting role.

For ins-

tance, the Comptroller notes:
The budgeting people they [have] got the power ••••
When you start working in budget, you have to be a
little more flexible, there are qrey areas. Most
accountants are very narrow minded, they want to
make sure that it has come to that exact penny,
and that the i's have to be dotted and the t•s
have to be crossed. In budget, hell, if you have
to come within a few thousand dollars then you are
happy. You know, I have seen some accountants
become budget officers, and I think they spent
more time, and have wasted more time in worrying
about minute details rather than looking at the
big picture. Whan I got into the budqat, I enjoyed
it from the standpoint that you are involved in
everything. You know every day-to-day operational
decision •••• They are looking for help from you
and your opinion. Where do you get some money sat
aside that we can use? Where is the weak area
where we can delay to later in the year?
Therefore,

the interaction between budgeting and ac-

counting remains highly institutionalized -- where one
routinizes the institutional values of financial control,
and the other adapts them to the agency's need.

The Comp-

troller sees this as a complementary arrangemE!nt.

For
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instance, he remarks:
The budgeting people have to rely very intently
upon the accuracy of the accounting data. So the
budget types know that all their decisions are
based upon the accuracy of the accountants. So
they better have some faith and confidence in them
to do a good job.

summary of Observations on the Agency Heads' Role
From these accounts one can observe that agency heads
do not have a common conception of their roles or a common
expectations of the budgeting and accounting roles. Agency
heads are either active or passive in their role performances. They also did not offer any clear conception of the
areas of congruence and incongruence in the interactions
between budgeting and accounting. As a result, role expectations vary despite their formal specifications. Agency
heads, who identify their roles in terms of budget direction, tend to see themselves as concerned with the big pieture, being a facilitator of the process, maintaining organizational legitimacy, securing accountability, and resolving organizational conflicts primarily through the informal
mechanisms.
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section 3: Role Construction ot the Budqet Officers
The Municipal Finance Director (Agency #1), who is both
the budget and the accounting officer, identifies her role
as follows:
I think I am more of an accountant than a budget
person, because the budget is already laid out
anyway, and it's rather simple what goes through,
and accounting is more detailed and it's more
judgmental. . . . For some departments it gE~ts a
little bit confusing with all these line-items.
For me, I like them.
Such role identification where she sees accounting as judgmental rather than simply routine can be attributed to her
role development process. She notes:
My degree is in accounting. I am a CPA, but you
see I have come up through the ranks. You see, I
started late in accounting. I was in food service
before that. If you want to talk about participation or team playing, you have to be or you are
dead ..•• so I don't come from a straight accounting degree, you know, starting at the age of
twenty one going into public accounting, which is
what most people do who have become finance directors, and a lot of them are in public accounting,
which is very rule oriented. You know, "t.hou shall
not." It's a very stratified layout.
This role development is more pronounced in her dealing with
the departments, as she notes:
There is not an adversarial relationship by any
means, but you know, sort of, there is. There is
us who wants to spend our money, and there is they
who say no you can't. Well, you know, we are frieendly on an individual basis, and I know a lot of
the people, and joke and kid around and everything. But when it comes down to a purchase order
or something that isn't quite right, than it's
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sort of you have a different face on •••• It's
their job to try, and it' a my job to say "wait."
You know, I think that's pretty well understood.
It's a learning process. You know. You have to.
The first few times, it was very hard. I thought
"are they going to hate me?" I will never be able
to ask them for anything again ...• You know, there
are certain ways of approaching people. Basically,
everybody does what they should do, you know it
depends on the situation. If there is somethinq
that is very closely approachinq an emerqency, I
am qoinq to try and help them find a way to qet
around it. If it's something they decided they
wanted, an IMB PC, and they are going to go out
and buy it, you know, I am going to say, "no, no
you are not."
What the Finance Director does in the capacity of a budget
officer is to use interpretive judgments in expenditure
decisions.

In this capacity she does not abide by the stan-

dards of exactness that are generally associated with the
accounting role.

She remarks that:

What is clear from an accountant's point of view
may appear differently from the budqetary point of
view because, you know, an accountant's point of
view might not be the right one for the particular
situation.
What emerges from the account of the Finance Director is
that, although she is, by training, an accountant and holds
a traditional view of accounting, her functioning in the
capacity of a budget officer brought changes no only in her
approach, but an identification that is closer to the budgetary role.

The budgetary role was one that she did not

seek, but one which she was either thrust into or one she
made for herself.
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The role identification of the County Finance Director
(Agency #2) also shows the dual role performance of the
budgeteer and the chief accounting officer.

For instance

she mentions the gradual transformation of her role in the
following account:
I came up through public accounting background. So
I was talking accounting a lot, and now, I need to
switch from talking accounting to just plain English. That came up as a lot of problem doing Board
reports and things for the board that they will
not understand unless you put it in a language
that they understand.
We have a lot of problems
with things coming in. They are giving it to us in
their language, which isn't detailed enough, of
what we need to know to put it in. So we end up
following up a lot of things we get, to seek what
exactly you are saying here, where exactly do you
want it. I guess the accounting background makes
you logical and organized. Well, I was a little
surprised when I got into the real world. I
thought I liked accounting, cause I didn't like
dealinq with people that much. But reall~r, dealinq
with people is still a lot higher percentage of
what you do in accounting. I guess, I finally
figured out in the last couple of years. I really
do like dealing with people anyway. In this job, I
don't know. Probably in most of the accounting
jobs, I don't think they stress it at all -- any
people skills, and that is the main thinq.
In her capacity as the chief accountant, she also identifies
her role as providing technical expertise, the sources of
which lie in her professional identity and cc>mpetence. This
is an added dimension identified in her role c:ompared to the
one identified by the Finance Director of the Municipality.
For instance, she remarks:
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The government has gotten so specialized that unless there is a governmental process, you have
nothing in common with the other ones [private
sector accounting]. There is a GFOA conference
(Government Finance Officers Association]. A lot
of us meet and call each other on a lot of issues
that come in. So (as for] the particular group
which is limited to governmental finance people,
there is a lot of interaction in there.
She mentions that her job description (Appendix 2A) is
generic, that her actual job performance differs from it,
and that she is not certain as to whether in the job description -- her authority, responsibility and accounability -- is clearly laid down.

The official job description

stipulates the Assistant County Administrator to be her
supervisory official. But, in practice, she directly reports
to the County Administrator, whom she considers the supervisory official.

The job description does not specify her

actual duties.

In very general terms, it identifies all of

the financial operations (computing operations, utility
billing, payroll, audit coordination, report preparation) as
duties associated with the position.

But the description is

clear on the qualifications for the position,

(i.e., one has

to be a Certified Public Accountant and be knowledgeable of
the accounting rules and regulations).

Thus the official

description makes the position that of a specialist, but, in
actuality, the Finance Director considers herself to be a
generalist.

She further remarks that "people have multiple

roles to play in a sinqle position.•• She notes:
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We are putting [in] a new financial system, and we
are going through a consolidation effort which is
switchinq duties from another department over
here, and most of the things that we are heavily
involved in right now, have nothing to do with the
day to day transactions that you would expect to
come through this office .... At the department
head level, there are some I may enjoy working
with more than the others, but I don't. I may
inadvertently do it, but I don't mean to do such
favoritism.
The role identification in the budgeting function,

in con-

trast to the accounting one, is understood to be less clearcut. For instance, she notes:
I am not really sure which one department: is working on budqet or accountinq. You do this for six
months and then you stop, because you have to get
to the other unit, and then when you fi.nish budget, you just get off it as fast as you can and
move to the next thing. By putting it in a separate department you can expand the time frame on
what you are working on. Most of the budqet transfers, they all end up qoinq throuqh here. Sometimes they start in the budqet off ice and end up
over here, dependinq on who[m] they catch. A lot
of times our duties get confused a lot in budgetary matters.
The vantage point of participating in both budgeting and
accounting brings out the distinctive function of the former.

For instance, the Finance Director remarks:
Budqet is, I quess, mostly a package that~ you can
play with, move it around, until it's the way you
want it. Once it goes into the ledger, one entry
puts it in, and you have to actually make other
entries to move it around ...• Budget is a lot more
political than finance.

On a more personal level, she narrates how working in the
budgeteer capacity has affected her role development pro239

cess:
I have chanqed over a couple of years. I have gone
from being almost a totally technical person to a
more managerial person -- where I don't do any of
the technical stuff myself anymore, and I think,
that may have skewed my concept, because, now
other people are doing it and I am just monitoring
what they are doing, and my time is mostly spent
in political judqment calls instead of the technical side.
Another type of dual role performance is narrated by
the Assistant Director of the state field agency (Agency
#3).

The Assistant Director of administration, who is in

charge of budget execution, also assumes the role of the
agency head.

On the specification of his job description,

he remarks that:
I wrote it, so it matches exactly with what I do.
You have to understand how it works. You know
there is a generic job description, it's called
position specification, and I am allowed to write
my own position description, and it's approved by
my director. The generic description is actually
very different from what my description actually
says.
On the question of actual role performance, the Assistant
Director identifies the multiplicity of roles that he plays:
I am the chief financial officer as well as beinq
the chief operatinq officer, and because I am a
licensed nursing home administrator, for a section
of the agency I am the chief health officer as
well. I like it. That's why I am in the job.
That's why I am in health care. Its because I do
many different thinqs. You know, I came up through
the finance ranks, but I always wanted to be a
general manager. I did not want to be a finance
person all my life. I do think that coming through
the financial ranks has helped me though.
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This role orientation is shaped by his formal position as
the "number two person in the organization," and what he
pointed out to be his MBA training. In operational practice
he describes his position and his relationship with the
director in the following terms:
I keep him informed. That's his style c>f management. He will not interfere with me as long as I
don't get him in trouble, as long as there is no
major problem. He is ultimately responsible for
it, but that's been totally deleqated to me, and
so, to give you an example, anything related to
the budget, I can go to any of my colleagues or to
an equal plane in the organization, and I can
speak as thouqh I was the director. So if this
division is giving me problems, I will go in there
and say I am going to cut this or you can't do
this, and these people know that they can't go
back to him, [that] he won't override me, unless I
am way off-base. He always has the ultimate authority .•• [For example] I authorize the travel
as well as the director, but from the budqet
standpoint, I siqn off on it, but policy from
Richmond dictates that the director must siqn off
on it as well, then he siqns off more for appropriateness .•.• At the agency level, the facility
level, I am the developer, the architect, the
controller, all those thinqs.
This combination of budgeting and general managerial role is
reflected in his remarks on how he manages the execution
process.

The process described utilizes more an informal

than a formal control mechanism.

In fact he mentioned that,

"in our agency, unless I am in trouble, unless I have a
problem, I won't write it down, I will just discuss it with
them."

One instance of this is described in the role play-

ing of the no sayer:
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I get physicians all the time coming to me and
saying, we are not taking care of these patients,
and if you take away money from me these patients
will die. Well, I know what they are doing, because I have dealt with them long enough, and
"die" is an exaggeration. • . . My chief c>f medical
staff talks to me all the time about how she needs
another physician. I look comparatively at other
hospitals like our•s in the state and tell her
that we have a good ratio, so I can't deal with
her request. She will say to me, "these people are
sicker than normal," and I just say what I found
is. I have found that most people are willing to
accept my decisions if I have given them audience.
This blending of roles between agency leadership and
budget management is further captured in the 1nanner in which
the Assistant Director deals with the accounting department.
He notes:
In my mind, the budget and accounting are very
closely interrelated. I hardly ever go to the
budget manuals and don't go much to the accounting
manuals .... The accounting manager reports to me.
So if I have an issue, I would go to him and say,
here we are, let's get together and work this
out •••• The only time that I get into interpretation is when my accounting staff doesn't know what
to do. They will say this is what the policy says,
but this doesn't exactly fit, and then I will make
a judqment.
In this account, the roles of the accountant and budgeteer
are seen as closely interrelated but not necessarily closely
integrated.

For instance, the Assistant Director draws the

difference between the two as follows:
Clearly accountants like to have things concrete.
Accountants aren't managers. Thay are not leaders
either. There is a fundamental difference between
management and leadership. My belief is, if you
can count it you can manage it, if you cannot
count it you lead it. If I am going to get any242

where, I cannot count a person's thoughts or feelings, the risks involved in taking an action. So I
must lead there, and that means where I want to go
and then I take action that lead me to tllat direction.
It is leadership that primarily constitutes t1le role identification of the budgeteer.

A role identific:ation which is

not only reflective of the agency culture but also of the
role occupant's personalities.
The budget officer of the State Agency (Agency #4) does
not seem to manifest the role-duality seen in others.

Here,

the budget department is completely separated. from the aceounting department.

This gives the opportunity to view the

process in more exclusive terms.

For instance, the Budget

Director notes:
My role in budgeting has remained fairly constant,

because, even though we have more duties placed
upon us, that's our primary job. It's budgeting.
Everythinq always qoes well when we have plenty of
money. Your real hard work is when the resources
start to become scarce. When we are in the salad
days, when we got a lot of money, budgeting kind
of takes a back seat, but when things start getting tight, it moves up. Because we are t~he bud.qet
off ice, we qet a lot of the ash trash that rolls
around the aqency.
In narrating the stable elements of his role, he mentions:
We monitor proqrams as well as people, you know,
program managers, directors, that are responsible.
We have the general oversight function to make
sure that all the pieces fit toqether and that
we don't over expend our proqram amounts or total
budqet .••• We monitor them for any aberrations.
We also try to keep forward looking, to see if
anything has happened, or potentially may happen
that may upset the apple cart. We disseminate the
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report and act or react to whatever the reports
tell us .•.. I am in an atmosphere where I feel
that I can have my say. Once my say is done, I
will go along with the program.
The nature of involvement and interaction with accounting is
seen by the Budget Director as less concerned with agency
goals and more concerned with procedural co:mpliance.

For

instance, the role of accounting in the budget transfer
process is described by the director as follows:

They [Dudqet transfers] start with us, and accountants don't even qet involved with that. They
could care less, Decause they qo DY the Dottom
line. Fiscal gets upset when a program goes to
overspend. That's where they get involved with us.

Therefore,

from the perspective of the budget officer, the

role of accountants is considered passive and routine.

On

the other hand, the role of budgeteers is considered active
and creative.
The budget officer at the Federal Agency (Agency #5)
also identifies his role in similar terms (He too operates
as distinct from accounting).
The job description pretty much matches with what
I do. We have revised position descriptions so it
is kept current •••. Philosophically I don't see a

radical shift. There may De a qradual evolution in
some cases, you know, a lot of cases in. reaction

to changes in the total organization structure ••••

You always have to accommodate points of contact,
handle personality differences. I think at the

supervisory level it becomes more pronounced than
it is at the working analyst level, [be]cause you
are going to deal with more controversial subjects.
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Such identification needs to be supplemented with a more
personalized view of the budgeteer role as depicted in the
following narrative of the same budget officer:
This job, you know, I find it satisfying. It's not
everybody's baq. Some people don't like this type
of work. I like it. I got into the controllers
business for 20 years. I used to drive an airplane
so it's been a big switch. I just find it fine.
There is enouqh of a variety here that it isn't
that dry thing. Now I have a problem with being an
accountant to some extent. Being an accountant is
not something very exiting to me, and the budget
poses [a] certain challenge that you don't have in
accounting.. . . I think that what I like about it
is, budqetinq to a large extent is not a straight
jacket like the accounting function is. There are
a lot of things that are different. New things
come along and you have to accommodate 1:.hose, fit
those in a framework in your available resources.
so the constant adjustments you have to make, and
that sort of thing are what I like about it.
Interestingly, this more accommodative and pc>litical aspect
of role performance is captured in the position description
of the budget officer (Appendix 2B). Also, the budget officer sees no real interaction with the accounting function
other than the formal routinized one. He sees the process as
follows:
We have a lot of contact but you are going to find
a difference in practice on both sides. There they
do it one way down there, and we do it another
way. Here you have to deal together and make accommodations, and those are minor technical points.
The accounting function is pretty automatic. It's
a matter of entering the data in the computer,
they don't have any insight of what lies behind
the figures that they process in some cases. In
other cases they know, and then again, accountants
do not know what the requirement is. They deal
with a name and a number and an accounti11g code.
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He goes on to describe the accounting role as having a potential to be dysfunctional for budget execution.

He notes:

My perception is, if you gonna have a real problem, it's always going to be in the budget field.
Accounting runs itself. Let's face it, you are
going to get annoyances such as, his lordship
somewhere didn't get his voucher filled •:>Ut right,
and they didn't pay him for his last trip for
three months. That's knit-picky stuff ••.• I worked
at the state level, and their budget function was
performed by the accounting office, and they introduced a lot of the philosophy of accountinq
into l>udqetinq. As a result of it, it 9ot to the
ridiculous point. They were filling up budget
documents and adding it up at the dollars and
cents level. In a budget of 150 million dollars
they are looking at 29 cents. They spent hours
looking for 29 cents. Who cares? They should have
wiped it off at the thousand dollars and go
[along] with that. That's when you get bean counters involved in the budget process, because they
have a different focus and perspective.

summary of Ol>servations on the Budget Officers' Role

Budget officers involved in budget management tend to
see their role as complex, flexible, discretionary, accommodative, trouble shooting, and situational.

Budget officers

who carry most of the budget execution functicms through the
authority delegated to them see themselves a.s "running the
show." All of them describe their role in terms of their
agency norms and missions.

They tend to see their role per-

formance in terms of the exercise of power, providing program support, and affecting political compromise.
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Budget

officers see their role in the budget adjustment process,
primarily in terms of initiating and managing budget transfers and creating budgetary slack.
There is no uniformity in the role constructions of the
budget officers. First of all, playing dual roles in a single position generates variation in role-cognition and roleperf ormance.

These variations also reflect the administra-

tive sub-culture of the agency as well as the personality of
the officials.

To illustrate one such variation, when the

role is distinct, budget officers consider tht9ir performance
as creative and active, on the other hand, when roles are
merged, they see their performance as passive and compliance
oriented.

Role construction also varies in terms of the

discretion exercised by the budget officers under varying
situations.
Finally, budget officers both admit and deny adversarial relationships with the accounting officers (or the
accounting function when they are merged in a single position).

Therefore, far from being a technical expert and a

control person -- in operational practice, the budget officer's role contains much complexity and ambiguity.

It can

thus be inferred that ambiguity is an unintended structural
outcome of intra- and inter-role dynamics.
How different are the perspective and focus of the accounting officials from those of the budgeting officials?
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The narratives that follow draw out the views; of accounting
officials in four of the five agencies studied. The reason
for not reporting on the County is that the Finance Director
there performs the role of both budget and accounting off icer. Therefore, I did not hold separate interviews with the
same person.

Section 4: Role construction of the Accountinq Officers
The Accounting Supervisor of the Municipality {Agency #1)
describes her role in accounting, saying that:
My role is to review accounts, make sure that
accounts balance, and update it during the month •

... I think most of the inside people know what
everybody's duties are, and they don't expect
you to be much different from that.

How this accounting role, considered as simple and predictable operations, gets developed and nurtured can be seen in
the following response from the accounting officer:

I have never thouqht of myself as an accountant
until I have started this master's deqrea. I have
seen that I have chanqed. For somebody who never

thought that they would even have liked math, to
end up in this field, is a total turn-around. I
think i t has made me more exact in a lot of
things. You know, I didn't used to care whether my
check-book balanced, but now, I will investigate
it down to the penny .••.
But then she goes on to describe the accounting function as
deviating from the premise of exactness.
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She notes:

Because the financial statements to a certain
degree are estimates, you accrue things, like
if you expect revenue in the next thirty days
you go and put it at the end-of-the-month f inancial statement. So, that's not actual revenue that
has come in to that point. So there is a certain
amount of estimation in every financial statement.
So it's not the actual picture.
A similar passive role conception is conveyed by the Accounting Supervisor of the federal agency: He notes that:
We are strictly concerned with quarterly allotment. Our role is rather limited -- legal propriety of transactions. We care less what is the concern, our concern is whether there is money in the
overall budget, budqet is dependent on us.
As previously mentioned, the Accounting Supe.rvisor did not
permit me to record the interview on tape or write it down.
Therefore, the very limited information that I gained is
based upon my recollections immediately following the interview.

One important aspect of his narration concerns the

differentiation
tion.

between the accounting and budgeting func-

He notes that:
Accounting is concerned with whether the money is
there, what's being bought, while budgeting is
concerned over whether there is money in a particular program, what is projected •••• In the budqet
office, there may be more uniformity. Their work
is not as varied.
This view of budgeting as not "varied" is a unique

conception because, in almost all the narratives, everyone
considers the opposite to be the case.

Therefore, either

the accounting officer in this case mis-spoke or his perception is unique.

One reason for such percepticm could lie in
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the functional fixation of the accounting role which is then
projected on the whole process.
The Fiscal Manager of the state Agency (Agency #4)
gives a more detailed description of his role and the interaction between accounting and budgeting. It is noticeable
how the role of accounting remains relatively stable even
when it is viewed from a higher position in the accounting
hierarchy.

The only difference is that more recognition is

given to the informal aspects of role performance. The fiscal manager describes his role in the following terms:
We are kind of reaction oriented. We have set procedures, and what we are doing is proces~;ing information that comes through, and basically,
that's the things that have already happened. We
have purchased the goods, now we have to pay the
invoice •... Everythinq within this division is
pretty much routine. It chanqes, but it's somethinq you should come to expect •••• In the budget
execution process there is not a lot of major
decisions that would be made here ... I think there
are a number of thinqs between the lines that's
implied in the job description that's nowhere
articulated, [but) you qet a sense of them throuqh
observations, discussions with people ••• ~ I wear
hats from actually doinq some detail accountinq to
servinq as a soundinq board for staff, soundinq
board for other staff outside the fiscal division.
Right now, I am facilitating between our agency
and another state agency to resolve a crisis. I
have to put on a planning hat to plan our operations. Sometimes I put on a hat of a touqh quy.
Sometimes I put on a hat of a qood quy.
Asked whether this varied role conception is typical of
accounting officials, he responds by saying:
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That's an interesting question. I started off in a
public accounting firm, and I have been into a
number of different companies as an auditor, from
retail to government, manufacturing to banking.
Then I have been in the controllership of a nonprofit organization and then here, and during that
period of time. I have been exposed to a number of
unique experiences, which I think helped me broaden my horizons. But a lot of time many ac:::countants
are only brought up in only one mode. They go into
one operation and stay there for 20 years. So
their experiences are limited. So they really
don't know how to reach out and learn other
things, to learn operations. They don't see the
importance of understandinq the biq pict11re ..••
In accounting operations, particularly in large
organizations, where you almost have autonomous
units all over the state. You kind of view this
department as they are the quys issuinq us the
requlations to comply with. They don't understand
what we are doinq. They are issuinq quidelines
that don't make sense in relationship to our work.
Why do we have to do this.
Having projected this broader control role, the Fiscal Manager then reverts to a more technical conception.
I am a type of person who diqs. I like dE~tail. So
when I am asking questions, I ask why. I took a
test a few weeks ago, and I was always on the side
of asking why, [i.e.,] getting very detailed .... I
consult with other members in the accounting profess ion for interpreting procedures, to get clarifications ....
The interesting part of the Fiscal Manager's role identification concerns his involvement in the budget transfer process.

For instance, in contrast to the Budget Director's

view of accounting as having no involvement, the fiscal
manager notes that:
[T]here are also times where there needs to be
a change in budget from one project to another,
and I don• t think budqet really qets in.vol ved in
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that chanqe, and that's because the allocation for
construction has been made. So now the program
people want to move the fund from one project to
another because this project is over. Maybe it had
a surplus of funds. I don't think budqet qets
involved in that approval, but I do. There is a
change form that would come from the program and
scheduling department. What happens is (that] once
that's approved by program and scheduling we book
the entry.
But in describing this adjustment process he admits of not
being "aware of what the budget transfer ceilings are," he
suggested that I ask the budget director about that issue.
From his

perspective there is not a lot c•f interaction

between the budget and fiscal division.

Most. of the inter-

actions are very impersonal, formalized, developed through
procedures and forms, and when there is a problem, an informal meeting is scheduled to resolve it.

The interaction is

described as follows:
[T]he budqet division is more concerned with the
overall standpoint. You know, the big pic:ture. I
have a budget for this program. Ok, and as long as
you don't go over the budget for that program I am
all right, but I have to make sure that the things
that are charged into that program are appropriate. So, that's why I have to make sure and ask
those detail questions of why, what's going in
here ...• I think the interaction is vary qood
riqht now. We interact, particularly at the beginning of the year in the budget session. We sit
down and go through the budget. To get an understanding of what's there, what needs to be booked,
what's sensitive ••• , but we don't have a set of
regular meetings. I have a quarterly meeting with
my accountants in the field, and they at.tend that
on a regular basis •••• we disaqree sometimes on
the procedures and who should do what. we resolve
that throuqh compromise, naqotiation •.•• In terms
of trying to project what our cash balance would
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be, we coordinate with them in terms of when to
make those transfers, because, if we don't do it
in the riqht time it throws the budqet module
completely off.
Although the Fiscal Manager identifies the present interaction between accounting and budget division as "very
good," he also describes the process in a way that makes it
sound as though it leaves a great deal to be desired:

I don't think we have refined the process at this
point. What we have is adequate to qet t:be job
done with some meetinqs, but we haven't :refined it
to a point where it sails throuqh ..•. A couple of

years ago I think that there was a wide division
between the two units. A wide gap there, and I

think there is always a tendency, if our expenditures had exceeded the budqet on our books,
there was always a sense to point a f inqer out to
budqet, and I also qet the impression that there
is a tendency on the other hand for budqet to say,
"well, that unit should have told me arld then we
would have corrected it." The fiscal unit would
say, "well, you qet the same report that I do, how
come you didn't see. " So I would have tc> say that
there was a tendency to point fingers, and I think
that there is not a very qood interaction between
the two. I think that they are better now in ·their
communication. I don't think that we have qotten
to the point where we are free of the f inqer pointinq, but I think we are makinq proqress toward
that.
In contrast to the role of the Fiscal Manager of the state
agency (Agency #4), the Accounting Manager of the state
field agency (Agency #3) presents a more involved role
the budget execution process.

In doing so, he supplements

his role with the typical accounting functions.

It is more operational and standardized. We got a
balance sheet to look at the vouchers or the
accounts payable area. There are documents to
253

in

authorize purchase. All of those come together to
meet the (requirement of] accuracy. We also look
at the cash manaqement aspect of budget.
He then goes on to describe his role as follows:
How closely [do] I fit with my job description?
That• s been debated for some time within the department. Those of us who are actually functioning
in the role that I am in don't feel that we fit
that. ours is more skewed to manaqement as opposed
to actual accountinq work •••• one looks at it as
heinq round peqs in the square holes •••• I play
many different roles within the orqanization. I
think it depends on the individual, for soma,
because that's their laaninq or they will strictly
stay with the accountinq practice. [For instance,
he mentioned that] You are educatinq department
heads and staff on utilization. It's an education
process. In the support services area, we have
been in the process of making the department heads
cognizant of what the budget process is, what
money is available to us, what their share is, how
the money is utilized.
He then elaborates on the informal aspect of his role:
I am tryinq always to he one step ahead 1of the
formal process. I like to qat at the qra~y matter
thinkinq [meaning the exercise of judgm•ent rather
than simply relying on the programmed routines],
"O.k. how are we going to go ahead and react to
this? ... Anything that I have seen in my experience that may impact? Problems of broken down
equipment? Overtime? Maybe, we didn't have it last
winter?" so, even our historical data is not representative of what's happeninq here. Well, it's
not the same. All is chanqinq, and it's a challenqe to qo ahead and address that.... I will get
together with the budget analysts and say, "we
have to do this. What do you think?" Well, I have
even got into the detail, because having worked
with a lot of the department heads out here for
some time, havinq that workinq relationship. I
just qat them on the phone and say, 111 Hey, how
about cominq to my off ice?"
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This role identification has also shaped the Accounting
Manager's view of the interaction between accounting and
budgeting.

He describes the interaction in terms of "keep-

inq some balance in the scheme of thinqs."

Fc:>r instance, he

makes the point that:
I don't think you can go and rank these I[ budgeting
and accounting functions] in terms of one being
more necessary than the other. I think both of
these are critical. Because I think, first of all
you got to have information to be able tc> give the
manager, so that they can make decision. Likewise,
you got to go ahead and know that the information
is accurate. I see them on a par with each other.
He describes the interaction with the budget office as more
informal and personal:
We are in constant interaction with each other. I
may in conversation tell him [Assistant Director],
"Hey, have you seen what's happening with our
telephone?" Or "We have a problem here, c:an you go
ahead and take a look at that?" It's almost constant on a day-to-day basis. I will talk over the
phone, or drop in his. office, or he may come up
here .•.. I start callinq around my other colleaques at other institutions within our department,
or any other folks that I feel they may have a
feel for, and they go ahead and contact the budget
analyst at the central office, and here I have got
such a working relationship with these folks. I
may go directly to somebody and see if I can go
ahead and find something from the Department of
Planning and Budget, or whatever. And so I will be
feeding it back to the Assistant Director, or he
may have got a call from other Assistant Directors
about something and say he's hearing this
"What are you hearing?" Or "Have you talked to
anybody on that?"
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The role performance of the accounting officer is one that
is constructed through the interactional process rather than
stipulated by his position description.

The position des-

cription gives a more formal and rigorous picture of the
accountant's role (Appendix 2C).

Summary of Observations on the Accounting Officers• Role
Accounting officials who are tasked with budget accounting vary in their role-construction. Some see their role as
technical and impersonal, while others see their role as
complex and having personal involvement. In general, accounting officers do not see their role as inflexible or mechanical.

The accounting role is also identified to be uniform

and system-wide, with the primary identity going to the
profession rather than to the organization they serve.
The role constructions also differ in terms of the
variations in the roles, although, not to the same extent as
that of the budget officers.
that,

One needs to keep in mind

in three of the five agencies, the accountant and

budgeteer roles are merged in one person.

Given this fact,

variation within the accounting officers' role-cognition and
role-expectation is also observed.

For instance, while some

accounting officers see their role as reactive and mainly
routine, others see it as proactive and situational.
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While

some see it as accurate record keeping, others see it as
interpretive.
Whatever the variations, one common thread that runs
across all the accounts is that, contrary to the stereotypical view of accountants to be indifferent practitioners of
their professional expertise, their actual role constructions are more adaptive to the agency culture, mutual role
expectations, and personalities.

Therefore, on closer exa-

mination, their accounts also indicate the absorption of
some degree of ambiguity in their role construction process.

General Observations on Role Identification
There seems to be no general acknowledgement of either
the congruence or the incongruence between budgeting and
accounting roles.

Rather, the positions are evenly divided

on the issue.
For all three functions in budget execution, the role
identifications are stable but not necessarily consistent
with each other.

This is because role is not a static con-

cept. Its meaning emerges from the dynamics of the personalities,

informal patterns of interaction, and agency sub-

cultural norms.

It is this dynamic which brings ambiguity

into the role-cognition, role-performance, and role-expecta257

Role ambiguity in the accounts of the budget officials
has two sources.

The first is in the dynamic:s that are in-

ternal to each role. In this instance, ambiguity emerges
from the variations in each role.

The second is the dyna-

mics of the different roles. Here variation c>ccurs in terms
of the mutual role-expectations among the budget officials
and the subsequent degrees of congruence and incongruence
experienced by them.

Therefore,

considerE~d

separately,

roles identified in the budget execution process are stable
and functional.

But, when seen in terms of their interac-

tions and mutual expectations, roles tend to become "fuzzy,"
displaying varying degrees of ambiguity that c:ire embedded in
their dynamics.
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CHAPTER IX: ACCOUNTS ON PROCEDURAL ROUTINES IN
THE BUDGET EXECUTION PROCESS

Procedural routines or standard operating procedures
stand as the rock-bottom of rational

org~nizational

action.

They provide stability, continuity, and hence the operational
meaning to the myriad of daily budget actions.

The budget

forms document information on expenditure commitments, actual
disbursements against the anticipated expenditures and appropriations. The forms used for bill payments, purchase orders,
and travel vouc6ers are considered to encompass the bulk of
information processing activity in budget execution. The most
important routines are the monthly report,

the quarterly

review, the general ledger, and the authorization of transfers.

These routines are in place to monitor expenditure

patterns and bring necessary adjustments to the :spending plan.
In the context of personnel techniques, Wallace Sayre
observed the "Triumph of Techniques over Purpose." In the
context of budget execution, his observation can be rephrased
in a the form of a question: During the execution phase, in
what manner do the procedural routines affect the budgetary
process and its outcome? Addressing this question through the
accounts of the budget officials constitutes the central
thrust of this chapter.

In short, the answer depicts the

following picture. Procedures are embedded and formalized in
the budget and accounting forms and reports,
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which render

stability to the execution process. This is obviously nothing
unexpected.

But the stability is mostly syml:•olic, and the

procedural routines help to crystalize it. Behaviorally,
procedural routines are the instruments of role performance.
Therefore, with the variations in role construction and role
interaction, procedural routines also take on :multiple meanings. This in turn helps create managerial flexibility and
agency norms that have the force of rules. This conception of
routines thus constitute another unintended source of ambiguity along with that of the roles.
Routines serve both budgeting and accounting functions,
with varying emphases on each. These emphases are situational
as well as systemic. This view contrasts with the conventional
view, where routines are held to ensure

the: certainty of

outcomes and the translation of rules into rational organizational action. In order to pursue this line of .argument, this
chapter is organized into four sections. The first section

identifies the different routines followed in agency budget
execution. Sections two, three,; and four, present and analyze
the accounts of the agency heads, budget officer·s, and accountants concerning their view and use of the rc>utines. These
three sections are unavoidably long. This is because they
carry not only the analyses of accounts, but also the analyses
of forms and reports. For the sake of convenience, I have put
the original forms and reports in the appendicEas.
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section 1: Identification of Routines in the Budqet
Execution Process
Different procedural routines are found in the five
agencies. Table 2 summarizes these routines af; identified by
the budget officials.
Table

2: Routines Followed by the Budget Officials

Agency
Head

;Budget
Officer

·Accounting
Officer

Budget transfer
!Municipal Weekly meeting
Monthly expen(Agency
Monthly activity Purchase orders
diture sheet
: report
·Form and data
Monthly f inan# 1)
cial report
processing
Quarterly review
County
(Agency
# 2)
State
Field
(Agency
# 3)

lstate
. {Agency
'
# 4

Federal
(Agency
# 5)

Monthly f inancial report

N.A.

~ormal channels
Departmental
;indicators

Obligation
plan
Re programing
meeting

Monthly meeting
Ledger main-;
Quarterly review tenance
Transfer forms
Transfer forms
Purchase order;
Vouchers
Monthly report
Quarterly adjust
-ment. Daily
contact with
accounting
manager
Budget Transfer
:Quarterly review
' Budget Tran sf er
, Monthly report
· Spending pattern

Reprograming
Monthly meeting
Informal
communication
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Historical
data
Computerized
accounting
Procedure
manuals
Informal
i
communication1
· Monthly finanj
-cial reportl
Paying bills, l
vouchers, '
Ledger bal
-ance
;Ledger balance
Voucher payment
Form and data
processing

From table 2, one can see the various routines that are
utilized in the budget execution process.

Generally the

agency heads reported less reliance on routines than did the
budget and accounting officers. While agency h1eads mostly
use routines to get an overall sense of their agency budgets,

the budget officers use routines to gain operational

control and flexibility for their activities. The whole of
the accounting process is considered a routine.

It is only

in the functioning of budget officers that routines are used
as strategic tools. Therefore, the meaning and use of routines emerge as a function of one's role in the execution
process. Also the accounting officers who find themselves
acting as budget officers view procedural routines differently from their more traditional counterparts.

section 2: Procedural Routines Identified by the
Aqency Heads

The agency heads rely more on periodic appraisals from
their budget officer and on presiding over periodic reviews
where adjustments are discussed and formally approved. They
tend to see the budget documents in more summative and interpretative terms. Through the procedural routines,
seek

the coordination and

reconciliatio~

they

of the budget.

Therefore, they rely more on short activity reports than on
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financial reports. For instance, the Town Manager indicated:
There are times every quarter where eve:ry department head individually will sit down with me. They
will close the door and spend about two hours
going over their work programs and their basic

objectives and assessing where we are. Tbat•s what
we call the quarterly appraisal review ..... I make

it very clear to the folks who work with me that
if you can't say (what needs to be said] in one
paqe or on the front or back of a page, then you
haven't distilled the information enough for me to
provide me with the impact of things, and I try to
do the same with the council.

The monthly activity report, on which the Town Manager routinely relies for critical information, has no uniform format.

Different departments use different reporting styles.

Most of the reports are short narrative

stat•~ments

ting the projects undertaken or accomplished,

documen-

with a

few

reporting in quantitative figures. The interesting point
about these reports is that the statements or figures are
not given against any

pla~ned

targets broken down by the

appropriation. Therefore, to what extent policies are being
accomplished through the execution process becomes a discretionary judgement on the part of the agency head.
Different formats are used for the monthly report (Appendix 3A) . For instance, the Economic Development department reports its activities to the agency head in a narrative form. There is no mention of its budgetary activity or
budget accomplishments. In contrast, the Fire department
utilizes a quantitative format in its activity report. The
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report shows the actual expenditure incurred against the
total budgeted amount. There is no breakdown of the amount
by month; yet in the accounting ledger the allotment is
shown by month. Also, the requirement is to furnish explanation for the Fire department's activities on the whole. No
jurisdictional or individual activities are reported. The
Planning department uses a mixed format,

showing narratives

of individual activity and the aggregate monthly activity
against the total budgeted and the total remaining amount.
Again,

the department does not show the expenditures on

individual activity or the amounts stipulated for the month
to assess its monthly budgetary performance.
Therefore, whatever the format,

no clea:C" connections

are shown between the activities reported and the status of
the spending plan, as well as the adjustments brought to it.
Lacking such information, one cannot be univoc::al as to the
nature of control exercised through the monthly activity report. Yet rational control requires that expenditures not
only correlate with spending plans but in doing so attain
policy targets set in the appropriation process.. In the budget formulation process,

forms have been devh;ed to detail

both the spending plans and their linkage with the appropriation targets. Three of the forms that are routinely used to
generate and process information for the spending plans and
the adjustments brought to them are shown in Appendix 3B.
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Form 3 registers a detailed description of expenditures
by their account code,

fund source,

departmental source,

unit cost and total cost. This format provides a unit cost
description of expenditures.

The purpose is to develop an

information base for the measurement of cost-efficiency.
There is, however,

no column showing the purpose of the

expenditure activity, expected amount of accolnplishment, or
any explanation as to why it is required.

OnE~

might assume

that such matters are generally understood by line off icials. But forms are devised in order to render a predictable guide to activities rather than rely upon general
understanding. Therefore, what is documented through the
form furnishes more information on cost reductions than on
policy accomplishments. Therefore, while the manifest
purpose of these forms is to assist expendi t:ure planning,
their latent function is to control budget decisions.

In

other words, forms simultaneously reveal and hide information. If we compare Form 3 with Forms 7 and
that the

a.,

one can see

appropriation requests prioritized for addition or

deletion do not carry any information as to their contribution to policy goals. For instance, the item descriptions
do not tell how they allow or have led to the achievement of
goals mentioned in the "Impact on the Level of Service"
statement. Both kinds of information -- one quantitative and
the other narrative-- remain separate when the purpose is to
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link them so as to convey a unified meaning.

~rherefore,

the

two forms are an overlay of a planning format on a control
format. As a result, whether budget execution is to operate
in a planning mode or a control mode does not become clear
from the information maintained in the forms.
Another procedural routine -- the quarterly review
process -- is based upon the quarterly report. The format of
the report is shown in Appendix JC. The quarterly review
form

documents two essential types of information --one

serving the operational control purpose, the other serving
the planning of future expenditures. For instance,

the

"Remaining Balance" category serves the latter purpose,
while the "Percent Current Year and Variance" category
serves the former. In the quarterly review fonn, no variance
estimates are given on the

"Quarterly Expenditure Targets"

against the actual spending. Also no explanations are given
for the variance.

This makes the report incomplete as an

instrument of rational control. Without the explanation of
total variance and variance between planned and actual
expenditures, the controlling effect of such review is
focused on the budget ceiling rather than on program targets. Thus no clear connection can be established between
specific appropriation and actual expenditure.
The County Administrator describes his review routine
as a selective process. He notes, that:
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With my own top management I have periodic updates
on various projects during the year, and in some
cases with major projects we have written quarterly reports •.•. I have monthly reports that show me
whether or not there is an over-expenditure.
Thus the agency head reports that periodic: updates are
conducted on "various"-- but not on all -- projects and that
written quarterly reports are maintained on "major projects." The purpose of such review is to control "overexpenditure," and thus by default,

not necessarily the

facilitation of program operation. The written quarterly
report shows for different activities the tota.l cash expenditures,

total encumbrances,

and the total

balance for the quarter (Appendix JD).

unencumbered

From such inf orma-

tion, which is routinely processed, one can get a picture of
the expenditure status of the line-items against the budget
appropriations,

but no program level information can be

discerned from the format.

Yet,

the County Administrator

mentions during the interview that he looks at the program
and not the at line-items. If control over program expenditure is the focus, then it is exercised

throu4~h

means other

than or in addition to the quarterly report.
The Comptroller of the Federal Agency utilizes a
different type of routines for budget direction. This
involves the daily review of a programming report called the
"system 2000" report (Appendix JE)

and convening "Resource

Advisory Board" meetings to deal with major reprograming
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decisions as well as to resolve issues not settled at the
more regular "Budget Review Group" meetings.
The information in this report is broken down into
line-items, cost centers, and fund sites in order to identify the availability of money for proposed changes in a
particular account. The Comptroller notes that:
We keep this internally. For the headquarters, we
summarize it maybe to the three digit level, like
instead of giving all these details, just let them
know what the total program was, but the detail we
don't give them. Each budget analyst keeps this
program current. Just the numbers are changing.
They put in what the shortfall is, and then the
accounting report of course shows you thE~ corresponding number and what has been spent against
that.
The rationality of this routine stems from it.s capacity to
relate the expenditures to the obligation plan. But again,
no such connections are maintained in practice.
not mean that such connections do not exist.

This does

such connec-

tions are established not necessarily through the procedural
routines,

but in the ability of the budgeteers to justify

the actual expenditures. The system 2000 report serves as
the routine base to arrive at such justification.
In the review of the system 2000 report, the Comptroller depends on the budget analysts to look or inquire into
any particular item. A more direct invol veme:nt and supervision of the Comptroller occur with contractual activity,
which by itself involves another procedural routine.
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The

process is described as follows:
A lot of our contractual activity unfortu:nately
is done later in the fiscal year. Because it is
such a long process, we call it a pipeline, because, by the time you have defined your requirements, get the specifications, and ·get it to the
headquarters, and they have to advertise it in the
"Commerce and Business Daily" for 12 o days •... By
the time you go through the whole process, you are
pretty late in the fiscal year already. And what
happens is, when we receive some of this money
late in the year, the headquarters comes up with
new requirements, and that wipes out the whole
pipeline, and we [have] qot to start all over. So
when everything occurs late in the fiscal year,
that puts a burden on me, on our acquisition
people and.our contracting people. Because, everythinq has to be done then, and we are ner·vous that
we are not qoinq to qet all the money spe:nt and in
the riqht places, and it's sort of a vicious
cycle, and then you start the next year all over
aqain. Sometimes the headquarters comes back and
says: "Why are you deviatinq from your obliqation
plan?" Well, we don't have all of our money yet.
One can read in this account that managing the process is a
routine activity that has emerged not from any conscious
deliberation, nor is it fully documented. Rather it emerges
in response to situations. Thus a major part o:f the Comptroller's function is devoted to managing the process instead
of going all out to meet the policy goals.
Therefore, it can be argued that, although agency heads
claim that their focus to lies on the big picture or attaining policy targets, the routines that they follow

show them

to be more involved in managing the process than sustaining
policy direction. What is interesting to note is that none
mentioned giving directives or writing memos as part of the
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routines followed.

This is in contrast to th.e highly docu-

mented and directed routines that are followed in the budget
formulation process.

The pattern of communication in the

execution process appears to be more informal and consultative.

Finally, procedural routines are followed to create

and justify interpretive judgements as to where the agency
stands

in terms of its spending priority and operational

continuity.

summary of Observations on the Agency Heads' Accounts
[1]

The usefulness of procedures for the agency heads' lies
in creating policy direction and achieving program
goals. In actual practice, in order to

rE~main

within

the appropriation ceilings, their use of procedures
tends to focus more on the reconciliation of
expenditures. For instance, in the monthly and quarterly reports that the agency heads rely upon, expenditure information is arrayed to show the status of the
year-to-date spending and the remaining balance -- both
in the aggregate amounts.

On the other hand,

accounting ledgers {weekly, monthly,

in the

and quarterly)

such information is kept to show the status of expenditures within each fund group and account code. Given
these two formats, one cannot easily and clearly arrive
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at a single meaning of the status of expEmditures. This
is because the meaning of "status" varies by the format
chosen or emphasized, as well as on the c::ombined use of
the two formats, in making judgements.

From this pers-

pective, monitoring the status of spending tends to
take over the function of providing policy direction.
[2]

The logic of the budget cycle makes appropriations the
spending plan for agency budget execution.

Yet the dy-

namics of the budget request process are not based on
any formal feedback from the operation of the spending
plans. Therefore, for the agency heads, treating appropriation as a spending plan is more a matter of a formal statement than an operational reality.
[3]

Different procedural routines are in plac::e in order to
exercise rational control and provide information sup..
port for policy direction. In practice, the different
procedural routines serve multiple organizational
goals.

For instance,

rather than focusing on relating

program expenditures to program

accompli~;hments,

expen-

diture information maintained in the forms generate
cost control and ceiling control functions.
also do

The forms

not capture any information on the reason for

variances. Obligation plans are used to document compliance, even when agency heads' know that the allotments would undergo internal changes.
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Therefore, while procedural routines are installed to
establish and show, on a regular basis, the connection
between the spending plan, program activities, and
adjustments affected in the budget, no such connections
can be equivocally derived from their use.

section

3: Procedural Routines Identified by the
Budqet Officers

At the budget officers' level, the procedural routines
followed are somewhat different from the ones at the agency
heads'

level. The general focus here is on budget manage-

ment, which involves the expenditure adjustment and expenditure monitoring activities.

Budget transfers appear to be

the most critical routine in budget management. In this
process the routine procedures observed are bc)th formal and
informal: formal in the sense of documenting all changes
after they are made, and informal, in the se:nse of either
initiating the request for transfers or negotiating acceptable explanations for the transfer requests.

This informal

process is also routinized and is based upon the agency
norms. The Municipal Finance Director in charc.;re of both the
budgeting and accounting function sees the routines to be
fairly automatic. She states that:
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Budget transfer is something that is fairly
routine. There is nothinq complicated about
it. I mean the amount changes and the acc<:>unts
change. The transaction is very simple.
The format of the budget transfer form that documents
the budget adjustment routine is shown in Appendix 4A. Two
important types of information are called for ln the form.
The first is the accounting information, that f;eek to
control administrative operations; the second is the explanation of the need for transfers. The explanation is not
sought against each account but kept in a separate information category. Thus two different types of
established through the form.

e~planation

One is accounting,

are

and the

other which is managerial, with no explicit and detailed
connection established between the two.

Furthermore,

no

provision is made to register the reason for approval or
denial of the transfer.

Such information is important in

order to register the reasons for the transfer as agreed by
both the initiating unit and the authorizing unit.
fore,

There-

budget forms not only carry different interpretive

formats, but their very design is selective of the information gathered and processed. Because forms constitute the
information base of agency operation, routines themselves
function as interpretive devices in framing the meaning of
the process.

Here, the transfer form carries a dual mean-

ing, but with emphasis on the accounting side of budget
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execution over the management side.
The other routines that the Finance Director mentions
involve the authorization and monitoring of
orders,

travel vouchers,

purchase

and checking the validity of the

account numbers against which expenditures are made.

She

notes:
Well, it's entered into the computer system, and
then I get the printout, and if it is an invalid
account number, then a little message will come
out that says, "check, account does not exist" or
whatever. Then I go through this, and I look at
what the account numbers are. If they are buying
office supplies and charging it to salary account,
that's not correct. It gets rejected and goes
back to purchasing. Purchasing sends it back to
the initiating department and says, "you have an
invalid account number, please change" -- or
"advise" or whatever.
Although she mentions the transfer process as a

fairly

automatic and simple process, at the same time, she mentions
the very frequency of its occurrence and the lack of clear
procedures for controlling it. In her words:
There is one thing that I am going to institute,
which is quarterly budget transfers and only
quarterly budget transfers. Riqht now, it's sort
of a transfer whenever you want, and sometimes
we get reams of them and sometimes we get none.
The monthly financial report titled -- the "monthly
expenditure transaction list" -- that registers all changes
and transactions is shown in Appendix 4B. The: report shows
actual expenditures,

encumbrances,

budget adjustments,

and

the unencumbered balance against their dates c>f occurrence,
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account numbers, and the destination of the expenditures.
Two important types of information are absent from it. One
is the portion of original appropriation allc•tted for that
month, and the second is the department or pr<>gram in which
the expenditure has originated.
pieces of information,

In the absence of these two

there is no documentary basis to

establish linkage between the spending plan, actual expenditure, and goal accomplishment.
The report thus routinizes a particular interpretive
format to ascertain the status of expenditures.
the idea of a monthly financial report is to

Although

f;upplement the

monthly activity report and facilitate program accomplishment, in reality they are two separate information processing functions -- each geared more toward compliance and control. In fact,
the

that is what the Finance Director does with

report; she points out the aberrations in expenditure

pattern to the Town Manager. The purpose is to bring the
total budget into compliance with the appropriation. Therefore,

running a successful budget operation in itself

becomes the operational goal of budget officers,

which in

turn affects the agency heads. This is because for most of
the time the agency heads are dependent on the expertise and
judgement of their budget officer.
The budget execution routine identified :by the County
Finance Director is based upon the generation and interpre27 5

tation of the monthly financial report,

which is also the

general accounting ledger. She states that the reports show:
The unobligated funds, and the general funds in
revenues and expenditure, and through this one can
also see the transfers of the general fund to the
other funds, and so you can catch any deviations.
The format of the report shown in Appendix 4C depicts the
budgeted amount, the
the encumbrance,

expenditure incurred up to that time,

and the remaining balance against each

line-item account. What is not depicted are the proposed
spending plans against which expenditure for that month are
recorded. Also,

in the budget column, no addition or dele-

tion to appropriation is included. This is important to
clearly know the source and timing of the bud9et transfers.
In contrast with the municipal monthly report, there is no
category showing the adjustments brought to the budget.
Therefore, the focus of the report is on
against the initial appropriation. The

aggre~gate

spending

interprE~tive

scope of

the report thus serves both management and accounting
compliance functions. The remaining balance category facilitates management operation, with the rest facilitating
compliance to affect the year-end balance.
The Finance Director also identifies the reviewing and
authorizing of purchase orders as another of her routine
activities. She also views the process as a fairly automatic
one. For instance, she mentions that:
276

We will go through an overall monitoring of the
whole ledger. We have an edit that prints out in
the front the percentages of the budget, breakdown of the personnel, operating, and capital in
each department so that we can go through each
and see if somebody is way over their percentage,
what's going on there, maybe catch something
before it goes too far out of hand. For example,
if one tries to input a purchase order that one
doesn't have funds for, it will kick that out and
not lat you put it. so you cannot make an expenditure if you don't have the money appropriated for
it. When anythinq kicks
out, we contact the
department and see where they want to transfer the
money from so that they can make that expenditure.
The information contained in the report is not considered to
be self explanatory.

There is room for interpretation,

as

the Finance Director remarks:
Well, the departments will call in a lot of times.
They don't always understand how to read their
printouts or how to move thinqs around. Sc) they
will call in with their queries and probl~~ms, and
then we help them with that.
Given that procedural routines are not self executing
and require interpretive judgements, such judgements are
expected to become more pronounced when decision on transfers are activated. This is because transfers are made when
department budgets are faced with programmatic difficulty or
budget uncertainty. Therefore, the nature of information
processed in the transfer forms give some indications as to
the controlling effects of the transfer

routinE~,

which

follows certain institutionalized rules. The F'inance Director cites such rules in the following account:
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A department can transfer money within their own
budqet up to any amount. Between departments requires hiqher level of approval. The County Administrator can transfer upto $10,000 out of the

unappropriated balance. If it's over $10,000, then
the board has to approve it •.•. They (departments]
start out and end up here. Whenever they are in
need of money, they always qi ve cues. :cnformally

they call you up, run you in the hall and tell
you, "we are runninq out of money. What do we do."
We try to qet them funded within what they already
have in their department.

Transfers are made through a budget tranf;f er form shown
in Appendix 40. The form shows the nature of a transfer
(increase or decrease)

for individual account and in the

aggregate. Here too, as in the previous form (Appendix 4A),
the reason for the transfer is given as a gemeral explanation separate from the explanation of the accounts that are
actually involved in the transfer.

In this form,

there is

one entry that captures the recommendation of the budget
officer, but with no requirements to provide E!Xplanation for
the recommendation made.

In the County budget process, the

nature of the information sought and processed in the forms
reflects a managerial emphasis rather than an accounting
one. A managerial emphasis that focuses more on operational
rather than policy control. Therefore,
goals do get accomplished,

in the event policy

then this success cannot be

necessarily attributed to the effectiveness of the routines.
But the purpose of procedural routines lies exactly in
supplying the necessary conditions for such an outcome.
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The transfer forms only document the requests made to
the County Administrator. But the Board may grant a transfer
for any contingency or shift in the priority (Since this
takes us beyond the scope of agency budget execution,

it

will not be elaborated upon.)
The Assistant Director of the State Field Agency
(Agency #3)

identifies the monthly,

quarterly and annual

report and the filing of Form 27 as

the procedural rou-

tines. The annual report follows a progrant format,
quarterly follows a cost center format,
follows a

line-item format.

the

and the monthly

The Assistant Director notes

that, among these, he mostly relies on the monthly report to
monitor the execution process. In his words:
Every department head on a monthly basis ~Jets a
report. It will show them the object of expenditure, where the budget stands month-to-date and
year-to-date, the encumbrance showing how much
they have outstanding, and add these together. I
expect and the department heads know it, that I
will go through the details with them •••. They
know this meeting is going to be once a month.
They know exactly what I am going to talk about.
They have access to this information pric1r to the
meeting, and over time they have learned what
questions I will ask. so they are in th.ere prepared.
The monthly report shown in Appendix 4E is formatted to show
the cumulative effect of expenditures and the available
balance remaining. What remains absent is a category showing
budget transfers.

This is because such transfers are

reviewed and captured in the quarterly reports. Appendix 4F
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shows the format of the quarterly report.
In the quarterly report, which is different from the
monthly one, transfers are shown to be justifi1ed in terms of
the spending plan. The spending plan is -the l./12 th allotments aggregated for individual accounts.

Here,

more de-

tailed information regarding transfers is docwnented, but no
explanation as to the approval or denial of the transfers is
shown. The only explanation carried in the form is the
compliance with the spending plan.

It needs to be pointed

out that expenditures are reported in percenta9es and not in
their dollar amounts. This makes this report serve management control purposes more than accounting control.
The transfers that are reviewed in this report are
documented in their dollar amount in Form 27, shown in
Appendix 4G.

The form details the reason for the transfer

(Item #4), the amount of adjustment, and the balance remaining-- in terms of the fund type, program, sub-program, and
sub-object expenditure.

Form 27 does not seek any narrative

explanation for the transfer. Such narrative is generally
provided in an accompanying memo.

This allows the Central

Budget Off ice to exercise uniform control in the execution
of the budget and facilitates the budget balaLncing process
in the aggregate amount.
The Assistant Director holds the following view on the
budget transfer process, using Form 27.
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Richmond doesn't care as long as I stay within
sub-program amount. But if I take some money out
of one cost center subprogram and transfer to
another subprogram of another cost center, I must
fill out the Form-27, because I have croe;sed subprograms. But if I take money and put it into
another cost center within my sub-program, I just
do it on my budget ledger here ... When I do an
operational change on Form 27, I have a standard
paragraph that I write down. When I do the budqet,
we have a thinq called the six year comprehensive
plan. Here is our mission statement. It says what
are we going to do, what are our objectives for
the year. Then you go beyond these things and go
into how much staff I need and how much money I
need. Now that's all I write.
In this account, the interesting point is the nature of the
information provided in the explanation. The budget officer
reports that requests for transfers are made by citing departmental targets set in the six-year plan; yet,

in his

earlier accounts of the execution process, the plan is not
mentioned as an operational guide for expenditure decisionmaking.

Thus the comprehensive plan appears to serve as a

legitimizing symbol for requesting the transjcers, which is
prompted by the operational needs of the execution process
itself rather than the logic of the comprehensive plan.
The Budget Director of the State Agency (Agency #4),
identifies the quarterly review and Form 27 as the basic
routines involved in the budget transfer process.

He men-

tions the general rules of the transfer process,

stating

that:

"as lonq as they don't qo above the ii:· bottom line,

then we will qo alonq with them." He elaborates on the
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execution routine in the following terms:
The budget is given to the fiscal division. The
fiscal division enters it on our internal system,
which has a cross-walk to the CAR (Commonwealth
of Virginia Accounting Report) system. So that's
how we get the reports. We essentially look at two
or three reports that show where we are at the
level we are operating, both state-wide as well as
organization-wide. They also go out to the organizations on a monthly basis, and then we have them
on a quarterly basis.
The intra-agency transfers are recorded in the Quarterly
Budget Report shown in Appendix 4H. The form shows the expenditure in dollar and percentage figures against the budgeted amount. It then shows the requested amount for adjustment,

its source,

its destination, and the explanation for

the transfer. Then it is followed by a recommendation with
no category documenting the reason for it. The interesting
thing to note here is the category showing "any previous
quarterly adjustments" and the amount.
With this document the Budget Director ensures the
rule of consistency in the execution process.

He narrates

saying:

In execution you look for patterns, patterns of
Well qenerally, X have an
idea of what to expect, and that's why you look at

expenditure, averages.

the average. For example, if after the first month
you have spent 25%, and the average is only 8%,
then you know that either it was a one time expenditure that caused the jump up, or you had a contract payout that took out a large part of your
budget.
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Therefore, the routines identified by the Budget Director
are

based more on the managerial use of information than

the use for accounting. The object is not so much to control
but to document things to affect periodic· adjustments to the
budget.

But officially,

the formal specifications in the

quarterly report are very specific as to the occasion and
reason for transfer decisions. For instance, two such specifications are listed below (Department of Transportation,
VA, 1988, pp. 2-3):
(1)

The process assumes that operating expenses occur
uniformly throughout the year and that 2~>% of the
amount budgeted within each object code will be
expended in each quarter. As such, the monthly
budget reports for September (1st Quarter), December (2nd Quarter), March (3rd Quarter) should
reflect total expenditures per object code equivalent to 25, 50, and 75 percent of the amounts budgeted. Conversely, the "Percent Remainin~J" column
should indicate fund balances of 75% for the 1st
quarter, 50% for the 2nd quarter, and 25% for the
third quarter.

(2)

Each organizational unit must review the appropriate monthly budget report to determine the
quarterly status of expenditures and balances at
the object code level and submit the report form
to the Budget Di vision accordingly.
• Variances
should be defined and explained at the appropriate
major object code level. Requests for budget adjustments or transfers should be included as well.

(3)

All approved adjustments will be implemented
following the 2nd and 3rd quarterly review and
reporting periods. After the 3rd quarter, all
budgets will be considered final and no further
adjustments or transfers will be considerE~d.

The focus on monitoring again is on the "bottom line": the
year-end balancing of the expenditures with the appropria283

tions. In his narrative, the Budget Director did not mention
the procedural routines that were followed to monitor the
achievement of policy goals or targets, against the expenditures made or the adjustments effected.·
The budget officer of the Federal Agency (Agency #5)
considers 75% of the execution process to be routine activity. He identified the system 2000 programmir1g report, the
reprogramming, the monthly budget review group meetings, and
computerized accounting as the procedural routines that were
followed in the execution process. He views the functioning
of the routines as "a matter of trackinq expenditures." But
such a tracking process is not a self-executing activity.
For instance he mentions that, "if you make a small error,

it becomes maqnified."
But despite the occasional mishaps, he considers

the

routine procedures as facilitative for budget execution:

I think most procedures are pretty well balanced.
They lend themselves to the spectrum of thinqs
that we administer here. They don't lead to unnecessary conflicts and are not excessively restrictive. They provide enouqh leeway for judqement
that enter into the process.
Again periodic reports and forms constitute the informational base for the routines. He mentions that:
Forms set for us the basic information. We make up
the forms, we qet baakqround information, and then
departments fill out the forms.
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The forms that are used for reprogrammin.g -- shown in
Appendix 4I - utilize a different format than the one's
considered before.

The allocation/allotment form documents

the previous net amount, the increase/decrease affected, and
the revised net amount, with limitations of its use and the
general remarks for the change. Through this form one can
track expenditures on a continuing basis. But lacking clear
information on the original appropriation amount, one cannot
monitor the expenditures on a comparative basls. The format
of this form thus shows a more particularized documentation
than a cumulative one. Again no provision is made to provide
explanation for the decisions made on the chan9es.
In contrast, the Fund Cite authorization form shown in
Appendix 4J, captures a different sort of information on the
adjustment process.

The form is used to state the purpose

for receiving the authorization in order to obligate expenditures. It documents the commitment, obligaticm, and available balance for individual accounts. If an obligation is
previously recorded as a commitment, then in this form it is
documented as an obligation, which again beco:mes a commitment in the next issuance of the form. The remarks category
captures summary explanation for individual transactions
made, but no information is provided showing the reason for
the authorization. This form thus functions to show the
continuous adjustments made in the expenditures. But in
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doing so, it does not function as a accounting document. For
instance, it does not show the cash or accrual basis of the
obligation, nor does it document the adjustmEmt in terms of
the assets and the liabilities.
Therefore, this form primarily serves to justify control,
which mostly occurs after and not before transfer decisions
are taken.

Neither the comptroller nor the budget officer

mentioned the use of the form in his or her r•::>utine activity
or provided me with any idea of its operational signif icance.

Summary of Observations on the Budget Officers• Accounts
[1]

Budget officers tends to consider procedural routines
as a means to create flexibility in their budget management functions. Ambiguity in procedural routines
emerges from the view that such routines are automatic,
while at the same, they to allow discrE!tion. Furthermore, while routines are viewed as contr<>l instruments,
at the same time, they are acknowledged to be lacking
in bringing such control.

[2]

On another level, while accounting procedures are based
upon discrete information, budget management procedures
are based more upon aggregate information (for example,
information on total transfers rather than transfers
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between or among the individual account codes). This
creates the opportunity where accounting data can be
overridden {when necessary),
data, or vice-versa.

by relying on the budget

Which type of information will be

used depends upon whether flexibility or control is
sought at a particular instance and whetther the roles
of budgeting or accounting is dominant in the administrative sub-culture of the agency.
[3]

In addition to the above, both formal {d()cumentary) and
informal (behavioral) procedures are used by the budget
officers in order to effect budget adjustment. While
formal procedures tend to be used to document the changes that were already made, the informal procedures are
used to initiate such changes.

Seen from the account-

ing standpoint, this seems to weaken the controlling
effect of the procedures, while seen from the budgeting
standpoint,

this allows for the needed flexibility in

the execution process.
[4]

Finally, in theory, accounting and budgeting information is supposed to converge in order to generate a
single source of justification for budget adjustment.
But formally they remain separate.

While accounting

procedures provide information for fina:ncial control,
budgeting procedures provide information to justify
program operation.

The two procedures th.us allow sepa287

rate justifications for budget management,, particularly in transfer decisions.

Although they remain

formally separate, informally they come together
through the interaction

and persuasion between the

budget and accounting officers.
Therefore, in practice, procedural routines fu11ction as
interpretive devices in budget management, while at the
same time fostering uniform control in the proc::ess.

section

4: Procedural Routines Identified by the
Accountinq Officers

The procedural routines in budget accounting are similar in nature. The reason outcomes of routine operations
differ is not because of the routines but for the roles that
accounting officers bring to bear on the routir1es.
The Accounting Supervisor of the Municip·ality (Agency
#1) identifies her routine as the maintenance c>f the general

accounting ledger, processing of the monthly revenue and
expenditure sheets, verification and submission of journal
entries, processing of vouchers, and carrying e>ut the directives of the Finance Director. She considers the infermation processed as adequate. For instance, she notes:
With my limited experience and knowledge I
think I qet all the information I need to have.
For anything that I need to go back and check,
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if the accounts payable clerk or somebody like
that doesn't have it here in this office, usually
the departments have it and they are really
very cooperative to give it to me.
In terms of describing her activity, she says:
The first thinq I look at is the account codes,
because this is what that can mess up the system.
We did have one case where some revenues were
cominq in on a continuous basis and they were
puttinq them into expenditure accounts t.o lessen
the amount of expenditures, instead of putting
them into revenue account. so we had to
correct
that. That's basically what I have been doing so
far, making sure that the accounts balancE~, making
sure that they are not overspent, and revenues are
revenues and expenditures are expenditure~;.
But the monitoring activity is not simply record checking,
it also involves informal interactions. For instance, she
notes:
The Finance Director is on the budget committee,
and she would come back and say, well, the Town
Manaqer says such and such department head is
qoinq to try to pull this request throuqh. we
don't want to do it. You qot to be on the look
out. She would come out and tell me things I
should be looking for.
The document which forms the basis of her monitoring activity is the

monthly financial report (Appendix 4k). This

report is the basis of the accounting officer's processing
of transfer requests. For instance, she notes:
In the transfer request form, they have tc> put
down which budget code they are going to t:ake the
money out (of] , which one they are going to put
into and the reason for doing that, and that comes
to me for preliminary review or to the Finance
Director if I am not here, and then it goes to the
Town Manager for his final review, and then it
comes back to me to actually do it. When I check
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it I check it to make sure that there are funds in
there which they can take from, and also that the
reasoninq is valid (accurate], and that the fund
that they are putting it into is a valid fund.
I

was surprised by her not mentioning the accounting ledger

(Appendix 4L), which shows the debits and

crE~dits

against

every account code. In fact, in her monitoring activity, she
did not mention how the ledger figures into her interpretation of the expenditure status as well as the feedback of
that information to the Finance Director.
The accounting officer of the State Field Agency (Agency #J)

identifies the computerized

accounting system and

the reports that are generated from it as routine activity.
The traditional accounting function constitutes the review
of the expenditure report (Appendix 4M). He re:marks that:
I can come in the terminal and take a loo:k: at what
was there in the last year, by month, by the subobject code of expenditure. Well, the information
is there. You have got historical data that you
can go ahead with, for instance, taking a look
seasonally [at] "what's happening to our electric
bills? if it did vary, [then) why did it vary?"
The maintenance of the accounting ledger (Appendix 4N),

is

subordinated to the accounting staff. The Accounting Manager
also regularly attends to the monthly summary :report (Appendix 40),

and the cash projection report

(Appendix 4P)

to

monitor the execution of the budget. The expenditure report
presents information on the daily balance of allotments from
the appropriation shown for individual accounts.
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This is

more of a compliance report to keep track of the budget
rather than to provide guidance to execution. 'rhe Accounting
Manager relies more on the other two reports (Appendix 40 &
4P) to form judgments on expenditure status. He notes that:
In these two sheets I have got the total agency,
and I can go ahead and kind of look at the trends
or just see what's happening generally. And then,
if I want specific information, well, I can either
go to my terminal here, and depending on what it
is I am trying to deal with, I can either go in
here and do it, or I will get some staff, and tell
them, "Ok, how about taking a look."
The monthly report (Appendix 40) documents aggregate
information and explanation on variances, while the cash
flow report (Appendix 4P) documents the agency·1 s capacity to
disburse

available funds in the aggregate.

This focus on

1

the aggregate rather than the particular makes the routine
functions of the Accounting Manager less of the traditional
kind. In this context, he seems to be functiordng as a budget officer. For instance, he states that "tbe department of
accounts has

dona a good job in the quidanca of things •. He

did not show any passion for the manuals. He nc>tes that:
I have got about 3 to 4 pages long pamphlE~t that I
go ahead and pull out. It really comes frc>m the
DPB manual. Now, if you understand these few pages
here and if you get the concepts down, thEm things
will go smoothly.
The Accounting Manager also sees consultation with the Assistant Director as an informal routine that has emerged
from the agency sub-culture and considers it more signifi291

cant than any formal requirements. He describes it as fo!lows:
we are in constant interaction with each other.
I may in conversation, bring up an issue by saying
-- "Hey, have you seen what's happeninc.;;r with our
telephone?" Or "We have a problem here, can you go
ahead and take a look at that?" It• s almost constant on a day-to-day basis. I will talk over
the phone, or drop in his office, or he may come
up here .... I may be talking with, or have contact
with central off ice personnel that he may not have
contact with, or I may just call up there and
inquire, "Hey, what• s qoinq on?" Not l:1ecause he
has asked me to initiate somethinq, but somethinq
that I feel he needs to be aware of.
The Fiscal Manager of the State Agency

(Agency #4)

identifies the procedural routines as constituting the payment of bills, payroll accounting, booking budget entries,
reviewing the general ledger, trial balance of the general
ledger, and the reconciliation of all accounts in the agency's financial system with the state's accounting system.
The format of the two accounting systems is shown in
Appendix 4Q and Appendix 4R. The state accounting system is
considered the general budget ledger, which is updated weekly showing the quarterly allotments, the unallotted amounts,
and the encumbered and unencumbered appropriations against
current appropriations for agency, programs and fund codes
(Appendix 4Q). In contrast, the agency's accounting system
is considered to be following the conventional accounting
ledger -- showing the

debits, credits, and fund balance of

each individual transaction (Appendix 4R).
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These two reports process and present two different
sorts of information.
compliance through

The budget ledger facilitates budget

fund control, while the general ledger

facilitates financial balance through accounting control.
Although, the Finance Director regularly reconciles these
two ledgers, he did not give me any understanding as to why
it is managerially significant, other than being a legal requirement.

In fact his reconciliation activity amounts to

simply going through the motions rather than utilizing the
action to facilitate the execution of the bud9et and realizing the policy goals. From this it follows that the nature
of interpretation that goes into the reconciliation process
is mostly structured by accounting conventions and directives.
The ritualistic observance of the routines is

manifes-

ted in the Fiscal Manager's view of the budget adjustment
process. He views the involvement of accounting as follows:
Most of the routine one's occur through changes in
the budget .... You know, you may have the budget

approved for the whole program, but you are not
ready to start the project until six mont;hs later.

Well, then they will bring the allocation down at
that point. Those are mostly the changes I do,
well, not a lot of changes. There is a change form
that would come from the program and scheduling
department. What happens (is], once that's approved by program and scheduling we book the entry.

Now, I don't have to change the comptroller's
accounting system, because the comptroller doesn't
budget it by projects, he only budqets by proqram,
whereas we budqet by individual projects within
the programs.
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The change or adjustment process that is described is one
that basically encodes the decisions that have already been
taken in the field or in the budget officeu There is no
decoding involved in making those adjustments. Therefore,
the involvement of the Fiscal Manager is not in operational
management or its monitoring, but in the routine

function

of documenting changes in the accounting format. Therefore,
the Fiscal Manager holds a conception of change that has
significance only in terms of his accounting

a4~tivity,

inde-

pendent of the significance of the changes in budget execution.
The interpretative frame which guides the accounting
function is built from the forms. The Fiscal Manager reports:

Every document that you see here was a result of
a form. So from an accountinq perspective,, that's
my source of docum.entation •••• [Again] the reports
that we have capture all this data into forms that
managers can use. Folks are pretty much accustomed
to the forms, so they know how to read it, and
there is not a lot of interpretations required
from my end •••• Once the data is taken off the
forms it's normally filed away. I don't refer to
them unless there is an audit or some question as
to why this entry was recorded (the way it was].
The Accounting Supervisor of the Federal Agenc:y (Agency #5)
did not give me much information on his routine activities
or elaborate upon those that he did mention (in fact, he
declined to tape record the interview).

The routines iden-

tified are: voucher verification, payment of bills, payroll,
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checking account codes, balancing obligation with commitments, reviewing the general ledger, and verifying the availability of funds in an approved program category. Basically, it is the format of the ledger that dictates the expenditure recording and monitoring activity.

summary of Observations on the Accounting Officers• Accounts

[1]

Accounting officers tend to focus attenti<)n on documenting and affecting fund balance. But their conception
and use of procedural routines vary in terms of their
construction of roles. While a formal control orientation is maintained on the meaning of routines, informal
interactions are also conceived of

[2]

as routines.

Despite their professional expertise most of the
accounting officers did not refer to the 1:ormal accounting concepts in their descriptions of the execution
process,

(e.g., debit, credit, asset, liability). Yet,

skills in their interpretation constitutes the core of
accounting expertise. It appears that accounting officers are co-opted to the agency culture rather than
maintaining a detached professional role.
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[3]

The reconciliation of the accounting ledgers and the
ledgers with budget reports (having different formats
and time frames)

does not lend to a single cumulative

documentation of the execution process. As a result,
reconciliation becomes an interpretive process where
the accounting and budget officers confer to reconcile
the figures and balance the budget.
Therefore,

accounting procedures can and do lend different

interpretations to the execution process. This also contributes in the creation and retention of ambiguity.

General Observations on Procedural Routines
From the accounts of the budget officials some general
observations on the creation and retention of ambiguity in
the operation of procedural routines can be swnmarized.
Routines are not habitual rituals that are unconsciously
followed,

nor are they strategic tools geared to attain

policy objectives. Their functional status lies in rendering
stability and consistency to the meaning of repetitive operations in the budget execution process.
Different procedural routines are in place in the budget execution process.

The information requirements and

their presentations in the reports and transfer forms,
though similar in nature across the agencies,
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al-

nevertheless

vary in certain respect. A few transfer forms require a
general narrative explanation,

but in general they do not

show or require any explanation in terms of the account
codes or fund groups -- which would show the basis of the
transfer in discrete terms. Although there is a category to
register comments/recommendations by the authorizing off icial, there is no requirement to provide the reasons for approval or denial of the transfer requests.

Lacking such

information, the budget forms do not reveal the value premises behind a requested transfer or why it was approved.
Therefore,

in the absence of such information,

transfer

decisions remain open to interpretations. This interpretive
scope thus makes it possible to justify transfer decisions
on different grounds,

long after they have se:rved the need

that triggered them.

There are also variations in the in-

formation structure of the reports. The focuses of the reports are to simultaneously serve a dual purpose. On the one
hand, they provide information on the current and comparative status of expenditures by departments, prc1grams, funds,
and account codes. On the other hand, they provide information for accrued and actual expenditures against the monthly/ quarterly allotments,

and original appropriation and

indicate the remaining fund balance.

The reports highlight

the expenditure decisions and allow tracking c:>f the aggregate expenditure in order to balance it with the original
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appropriation. In bringing about such balance, supplemental
appropriations, transfers, and earnings from cash management
are not accounted for. The focus on the aggregate thus both
serves the need for operational flexibility and satisfies
the requirement of accounting control.
Therefore, budget and accounting reports do not provide
a unified picture of the execution process.

ThE~

monthly or

quarterly activity reports are maintained separately from
the monthly or quarterly and financial accoun.ting reports.
Thus any built-in link between budget transact.ions and work
accomplished is unavailable on a routine basis.
The linkages between the two are established in terms
of interpreting "successful" or "poor" accomplishments,
"over" or "under" spending, or judgments of such kind. The
meaning of such judgments is derived from a mix of technical
knowledge of the budgeteers, the political i:m.peratives of
the situation, and the agency norms that are invoked.
It is important to point out that the dynamics of the
process are such that all interpretations are based upon the
same set of figures that are processed through the forms and
reports. Thus procedural routines which remain clear in
themselves tend to become equivocal when they become interactive. The retention of equivocality is a matter of degree
and depends on the number of iterations through which discretionary judgments of the budget officials enter into
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expenditure decisions.
Considering these observations one can

infer that

procedural routines simultaneously aid and stabilize expenditure decisions, ratify and legitimize the decisions made,
and accommodate and control discretionary

jud~Jements.

These

simultanieties introduce equivocality in the routines of
budget execution.
Therefore,

from the consideration of procedural rou-

tines as rational instruments of organizational action, this
chapter has shoWn how in their very rationality procedural
routines also opens the possibility of ambiguity entering
into the budget execution process.
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CHAPTER

X: ACCOUNTS ON THE MEANING AND APPLICATION
OP AMBIGUITY IN BUDGET EXECUTIC1H

In this study, "ambiguity" is considered an attribute of
the administrative process. Despite the rationa.l expectation
of administration to be a rule-fallowing and highly routinized
set of predictable activities, this study indicates that the
reality is far more complex, with ambiguity being one attribute of such complexity.
The search for ambiguity proceeded to the theoretical
understanding of administrative processes, and then went to
the micro-levels of the budget execution procesE;, in order to
provide some empirical anchors to such an understanding. In
the four preceding chapters, I have discussed these processes
by gradually moving from a general to a more concrete exposition. Using the accounts of the budget officials, I have shown
that control processes, roles, and routines all create and

retain equivocality and variation in their meanings and
applications.
The objective of the present chapter is to reveal the
interactive or combined effects of all three constructs in the
creation and retention of ambiguity in the budget execution
process. Therefore, I shall discuss the accounts that directly
deal with the concept of ambiguity as understood by the actors
themselves.
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This chapter is organized into five secticms. The first
section introduces the definitional problem of the term. The
second, third, and fourth sections offer the account analyses
of the agency heads, the budget officers, and the accountants.
The fifth section brings together the accounts that illustrate
the types of ambiguity in the budget execution process.
section 1: The General Difficulty of Identifyinq
the Concept
The agency officials interviewed found it difficult to
explain what they meant by ambiguity. One reason for this
difficulty no doubt lies in their relative unfamiliarity with
the term. It is simply not found with frequency in the
administrative vocabulary. The reason is clear -- ambiguity
carries negative connotations in administratic>n and management, where certainty and predictability are viewed as premier
values and ambiguity as something to be avoided or eradicated.
Still within this generally negative outlook on ambiguity,
there is variation, which the present chapter reveals.
In this section, I shall discuss the five basic findings
of my interviews with the budget officials. These are:
(1)

The term ambiguity evokes different cc)nnotations.

(2)

The term has no pattern to its usage for the three
categories of agency budget officials~
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(3) Everyone expressed a general difficulty in trying
to cognize the concept, articulate their conceptions, and draw illustrations for the~m.
(4) Given the difficulty, the conceptions that are
identified address two aspects of the process:
role performance and procedural routines.
(5) Accounting officials (except one), tended to see
ambiguity as dysfunctional, while agemcy heads
and budget officials (except one) tended to be
ambivalent towards it. on the one hand, they
showed aversion to the term while, on the other
hand, acknowledging many of its functional outcomes.
The following discussion is an elaboration of the findings.
In reference to ambiguity, the budget officials used the
following terms (shown in the right hand column of Table 3) to
convey their meaning of it. In effect, such terms stand for
the different connotations of ambiguity. In table 3, I have
listed them by their frequency of utterance.
Table 3: The Meaning of Ambiguity to the Budget
Officials
Connotation

Frequency

Unclear
Seen from two sides
Conflicting
Confusing
Not well defined
Inconsistency
Vagueness
Disagreement
Farf etched

(7)
(4)
(3)
(3)
(2)

(1)
(1)
{l)
(1)

The multiplicity of connotations shown in table 3
definitely enriches the concept but, on the other hand, makes
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it difficult to interpret their use in the illustrations
given. Although "unclear" is the most cited connotation, for
the purpose of this study, I shall utilize the connotation of
"seen from two sides" or multiple interpretations in my discussion. The reason for this choice is based upon the theoretical status of the concept discussed in

Chapter IV.

The connotation of being unclear carries the assumption
that clarity is either suppressed or partial, or is essentially

available but currently not in place. Therefore, the term

only evokes the interpretive scheme of a single person and
denies the interpretive schemes of interacting persons. In
other words, what is unclear to one person may be clear to
another. This denial of multiple interpretation is what makes
"unclear" an inappropriate connotation of amblguity.
The general difficulty encountered in responding to the
question, "what do you mean by the term ambiiguity?" was an
initial silence, followed by hesitancy in stating the answer.
For instance, a typical response was:
I can't think of the word that I want to say
[pause]. Ambiguity usually means to me that it can
be seen from two sides, or there are two faces to
it, or i t ' s not clear which face should be the
right one. I can't think specifically of something
that is ambiguous [pause]. No [pause]. I have used
the term, but now I can't define what I would mean
by it [long pause]. I can't think of anything. I
am sure there are situations that are ambiguous
with accounting, because of the estimations that
are involved in it to a certain degree.
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In contrast, the following account shows a more unique response which is closer to the term "dilemma" than ambiguity:
[Long pause.] Well, to me it means a conflict in
that, when you are going to do something that you
know you really shouldn't do, but you are going to
do anyway, or, you really shouldn't do it [big
laugh] , or, you don't know (if] you should. do it
or not.
The operational meaning that officials gave to ambiguity took
different expressions. One such expression is narrated by an
accounting officer as follows:
I think the ambiguity in the budgeting process is
that we don't know what's qoinq to happen, and yet
historically we have some trends of what llas occurred .••• I guess there is a lot of ambiguity in
policy statements, and that's the trouble. I guess,
you don't want to be too precise. You miqllt hamper
effectiveness.
From the various accounts, the picture that I have drawn
is that ambiguity does occur as an unintended outcome of
behavior. For instance, computational errors include the
failure to remember, filling out wrong forms, and punching
wrong codes. But these are rarely mentioned as affecting the
execution process to any significant degree. Rather, in every
such instance, care is taken to correct the mistakes and lend
clarity to the action. On the other hand, the institutional
nature of unintended outcome is what this study has sought to
reveal.

One budget officer puts it nicely saying that, "the

beauty of it lies in that we all are workinq from the same set
of numbers," but that the format of presenting and interpre304

ting them in the different reports and forms varies. Such
variations are a function of different institutional roles
played by the agency heads, budget officers, aLnd accounting
officers in the process. In general terms,· another accounting
officer sums up this institutional ambiguity in the following
terms:
The intent is for it to be a rational process, but
when we actually do it, it doesn't happen that
way •••• Somewhere along the line there is an assumption that, "Hey, you got all the resources that
you need to run things." And when someone .is making
that assumption, and most of the time that's not
fact, there is a spread there, and you are trying
constantly to deal with that •.•• I just think the
order is reversed. You know, hey, I don't care what
your needs are, what you think it's going to take
to run this operation, even based upon historical
data that you have at hand, certain fixed costs
that you have got, but we don't build from that to
go ahead and build the budget. Yet that information
is utilized when we start to plug these things ••••
Then again, you can't go ahead with the historical
data, because we are not dealing with something
static.
Section 2: Agency Heads' Identification of Ambiguity
in the Budget Execution Process
Agency heads generally reported that their involvement is
minimal in the budget execution process compared to the budget
formulation process. Given that budget formulation drives the
execution process, it is not unreasonable to assume that one
needs to have a clear understanding of the goals to be
implemented through the execution process. However, in
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reality, the understanding of such goals and their translation
into the execution process turn out to be far from clear.
Rather it is considered a process that requires constant
interpretation and adjustment. For instance, the County
Administrator notes that goals may conflict but eventually
they are straightened out. He states:
They [council members] may say that they want tiqhter requlation of new development, but then they
also say that they want more development ••.. We
settle this at the annual retreat. Then we let the
departments figure out how to achieve those goals,
and I work.in the middle and facilitate it.
Also consider how the Commissioner of the: State Agency
(Agency #4) uses measures/indicators to ascertain goal
attainment.
I look for convergence of a variety of measures. I
think they are rather general. I don't think they
are precise, they are precise in the sense that you
end up with precise numbers, but you are not able
to determine whether the accomplishment. of that
number is the best that could be accomplished given
that expenditure •••• Ky qoal is to continuously
reduce the amount of resources required to adm.inist er the budqeted dollars, because it indicates
efficiency and productivity.
Here again we find two subtle approaches in interpreting goal
accomplishments. one constitutes the convergence of a variety
of measures -- one of which is the expenditures incurred, and
the other being the aggregate efficiency measured in terms of
general cost reductions.
Agency heads see in the formulation proces:s the opportunity for planning, leadership, and seeing the "big picture."
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They did not mention that in order for planning to be ef f ective, it requires more effort in managing the actual spending
process and that the reality of the big picture resides in the
integration of many small pictures. For instance the Town
Manager maintains that, "I am. more interested :in the results,
and what we are doing, than in what we are spending." Thus, he
sees no connection between what is being spent and what is
meant to be achieved. He mentioned that he did not allow
himself to "get overcome by the detail" that he acts as a
"visionary," but that he takes a consummate interest in the
details of accounting and audit reports. He feels the necessity for risk taking, but at the same time identifies the
process to be conservative (i.e., risk inhibiting). For
instance, he notes:
We can sit in here and be vary safe and not take
any risks, and have a very clean audit, but that
is not what this organization is about. What you
strive for is both. You strive for audit so that
you can tell people that we have financial integrity .... [yet he emphasizes that] I would say this
organization is more conservative than risk taking. If you do not have financial integrity, then
citizens are not going to be comfortable with you
seeking to do different things. They have to have
that trust •... I get very involved in the auditing
process. I want that thing to be clean and be
upheld in the community with praise.
In this narrative, it is interesting to note that the process
is conceived of as conservative, yet at that same time it is
also considered to involve risk taking. The

a~rency

head also

ties conservatism with the maintenance of financial integrity,
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which in turn allows him to strengthen the

lec~itimacy

of the

organization. Now legitimacy here is strictly enforced through
an institutional means, i.e., the external audit. Therefore,
the focus on legitimacy lies more on compliance with institutional rules than on policy success

although the latter

is maintained to be the principal aim of the process.
In the County Administrator's narrative, a dual view
emerges on the transfer process. From his perspective, budget
transfers are seen to go through the budget department, while
the Finance Director views it as occurring through her office.
Furthermore, the County Administrator

considers~

the budget and

accounting procedures to be compatible. Yet when asked whether
the two procedures conflict, he remarks, "No, not really, only

when there is not enouqh money to qo around." In a qualified
sense, what this remark conveys is both the compatibility and
conflict of procedures. Yet, no such qualifications were
introduced when the control process was defined in terms of
the legal and institutional rules.

Now in budget execution it

is a rare occasion when there is enough money to go around.
Therefore it is a real possibility that the two procedures can
often be in conflict.

Yet, the County Administrator, in

describing the execution process, held that
ent.

thE~Y

were congru-

For instance, it was said that the budget proceeds

strictly according to the broad goals set in a plan: both
long-term, which occurs at the annual retreat, and short308

term through the appropriation process. Yet,

whe~n

asked how he

knew that the plan was being implemented, he responded:
I do not have the feedback mechanism that I would
like to have formally. Informally I do have it. I
would like to have much more of a formal feedback
mechanism -- for instance, monthly progress report
by departments, certain operational statistics,
invoices paid, buildinq permits issued by month as
part of the budqet. [I ask them] "what did you
identify as major projects? where do you stand on
that?" (So I look for] (m]ore detailed information.
The Commissioner of the State agency {Agency #4) also
maintains that execution entails both the realization of a
spending plan and discretionary spending. He notes:
My goal is to make sure that all of the various
units planned their expenditures and were held
to those plans, with the opportunity for •:hanqes
in extraordinary circumstances with adequate
justification, except at the end of the year. At
the end of the year I lock up those balances, and
make the decisions on my own (as to] where the
balances are supposed to be spent. Last year even
thouqh the policy was in effect, some major spendinq decisions had been made without my knowledqe
based on those balances, and put into effect before
I was informed of it. And (so] I had to make corrections at that time with the budget division.
Here again, we see the controlling aspect of the process,
described in terms of the legal and institutional rules that
are set aside at the year's end. Thus

multiple interpreta-

tions of the budget control process coexist. Consider another account of the execution process, where the institutionalized controls were negotiated with agency specific norms:
The field makes their tradeoff between various
budget accounts, trying to preserve the rE~sources
at the local level rather than returning them to
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the organization for redistribution to others.
There is a tremendous amount of politics that qoes
on in terms of the major divisions as to the allocation of resources between those activities. For
example, our maintenance division is constantly
looking for more dollars to carry out their maintenance expenditures, and the people ~n the construction side are looking to keep those maintenance
expenditures the least amount possible.
In this narrative we see that the formal control process
neither describes nor necessitates such politics as an effective mechanism in budget execution. Nevertheless, in practice
both remain very much a part of the process.
A similar view is narrated by the Comptroller of the
Federal agency (Agency #5). He describes the execution process
in terms of the institutional rules of developing,

following,

and monitoring the obligation plan authorized by the headquarters. Yet he also mentions the process as one of affecting
compromise and exercising discretion. For instance, he
mentions that:
There is supposed to be a minimal amount e>f money
to spend on the maintenance and upkeep of the
buildings. This year the number reflects zero,
because we didn't have any money, but technically
we should have 2 million each year. And the reason
behind that is to assure that we don't let the
buildinqs detoriate at the expense of production.
Well, our FY90 figures were so bad that the senior
management decided that we are not going to budget
up-front, but we are going to hope that at the end
of the year, when somebody's money in freed up, we
will be able to do some of that work. The hard part
comes when you have to delay something else, and
then it becomes very parochial. Because, one of the
department chiefs say, "Wait, why do I have to take
this hit to do this?" So, that's where our Technical Director sort of plays referee, and that meet310

inq will come up with a consensus opinion that we
will send to our Technical Director, and then he
normally will aqree to what the Resource Advisory
Board recommends.
Section 3: Budqet Officers• Identification of
Aml:>iquity in the Budqet Execution Process
The budget officers who have more experience with
execution admit to account switching, whether intentional or
unintentional -- despite their characterization of the process
as rational. Consider the statement of the Finance Director of
the Municipality (Agency #1).
There are some people on the lower level who may
have a command or edict from the department heads
that say, "I want such and such by this time: You
know. Get it now and I don't care how yo\l do it."
And then they walk away. And these little people
know little, but they don't know the whole picture.
Maybe they don't realize that you can't do that,
and yes, there are some who know exactly what they
are doinq, and they try.
Also interesting to note is how the Finance Director "cleans
up" the accounts in order to make budget transactions pass the
scrutiny of the auditors, something that the agency head puts
a high value on. In responding to the question whether the
auditors accept the explanations given on the transactions,
the Finance Director responded by saying:
What the Accounting Supervisor and I do is try to
head it off even before it happens by making sure
that there isn't anything out there that is questionable.
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Consider the view of the Finance Director of the County
(Agency #2) , who narrates how the interpretations of different
units lead to problems, despite her initial view that the
process runs smoothly.
This last week we are putting in this new financial
system, and we are meeting with the budget department and the analysts. Talking about how we wanted
to structure this, we got in a huge fight. Everybody wanted something else, and we all are under a
lot of pressure of doinq five thinqs at one time,
and really we are workinq on the same project but
we couldn't even get to what we were looking at the
project •••• [She then admits,] I think it's mostly
because of. the different ways of experien,cing what
you are thinking. Where I may say somethi:ng to you
and you can take offense, and I didn't mean it that
way and you will be at my throat, and then we can't
even talk about what you are supposed to be doing .••. (Asked what the nature of the disputes are,
she answered] Well, I guess, it [has] qot to be
precise for those who want it precise, and not
precise for the other ones.
The Assistant Director of the State Field .Agency (Agency
#3) also describes dualism in the budget process. He comments
that, "I have a decentralized budget process. I do, but I also
retain ultimate authority." He further notes:
In the second year you operate differently than you
do the first year, and none of this is written,
it's just from experience that you know, first year
you can play with it, second year you can't. [He
further mentions that] ••• there is a department
head who will come in here and say he needs this,
and I will say he is full of bull, because I know
who he is, and I know what has happened in the
past. I know how important his pet projects are to
the agency. Another person will come in and say "I
need $50, ooo," and I will not question it,, because
I know they are consistent with the direction of
the agency.
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In this account, the budget officer is indicating that there
is a tacit dimension in budget execution that is not spelled
out in the formal conception of the budget or in the budget
manuals. Yet such a dimension become practically effective in
managing and controlling the execution process. This tacit
dimension includes norms that exist in the agency sub-culture
and the discretionary judgments made on the ba:sis of behavioral patterns. Even the idea of "the direction of the agency"
against which interpretations are justified lies not in any
documentary source but in the judgement of the budget officer.
on the question of whether disagreements occur when he is
interacting with the Accounting Manager, his response was:
All the time. [Then he immediately qualified this
by adding] but we work the numbers together. We
have a mutual respect for each other. We know that
we understand the process, and if we are within the
ballpark. In budqetinq it's a quessinq qame any way
you look at it. If we are within $100,000 of each
other, I don't argue. He doesn't argue either.
This is another instance where the interaction is based on
settled agency norms regarding mutual expectation of role
performance more than on position descriptions.
Now consider how multiple interpretations coexist in the
process. The Budget Director of the State agency (Agency #4),
who at the beginning describes the process as following the
spending plans with negligible variance, gives a different
view when describing the transfer process.
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They write it up and submit that through the quarterly review process. You know how people read
that stuff. A lot of times the initiation of the
thing generally starts with a phone call, or using
the process to show that. But if it's something
that's outside the norm, it depends on the order of
maqnitude and qenerally a memo will be written. And
of course, everythinq that we do depends [on] who
is asking what. But that• s not the overriding
thinq. We do not let personal biases ente:C' into the
process.
What is interesting to note in the above narrative is the
interpretation of the transfer process as both formal and informal. On the one hand, the Budget Director is stating that
to guard against personal biases, the transfer process follows
the formal rule of quarterly review and written memos. At the
same time, he maintains that people do not have any clear
understanding of this process, and that the actual process is
handled through phone calls, agency norms, the order of magnitude; and who is making the request. In the absence of a response on whether the formal process simply legitimizes the informal one, the only observation that can be made is that one
supplements the other, thus rendering the process a complex
interplay of multiple interpretations.

Section 4: Accountinq Officers• Identification of
Aml>iquity in the Budqet Execution Process
The accounting officers generally denied the use of
behavioral interpretations in their monitoring function. Yet
the Accounting Supervisor of the Municipality (Agency #1)
depicts the process involving such judgements as follows:
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The Finance Director would come back and say,
"Well, the Town Manager says, such and suc:h department head is going to try to pull this request
through. We don't want to do it, you (have] got to
be on the look out." She would come out and tell me
things I should be looking for .••• [She also notes]
you have to make some kind of interpretat.:i.on as you
qet to know different people. It may be that some
person is a chronic complainer, and you could get a
memo complaining, and you have to take it with a
grain of salt, because he complains about everything. There is somethinq I could take at face value.
You know forms, vouchers, and stuff like that, but
some of the memos and stuff like that, yo·u have to
sometimes look for thinqs behind.
The Accounting Manager of the State Field Agency (Agency
#3), gives a different view on ambiguity in the process when
he notes that:
We got an annual appropriation of $268,000 from
federal programs, but actually we are dealing with
about $134,000. Its a reimbursable program, and we
identified at the beginning of the year that the
projection was totally off, but we could not get it
changed. We were told by Planning and Budget that
we could not change that. Well, you know its false
to go ahead with. I got $268,000 to work with. I
want to reflect it in my annual appropriation
column, but, folks, its not really my cash balance,
but its more reflective of what I really have to go
ahead and work with.
The Accounting Manager admits that his agency does not have
any mechanism in place to translate expenditures in terms of
the starting appropriation. He comments that, "riqht now it's

more intuitive." Thus the budget execution process is formally
based upon the appropriation structure, which if; considered to
drive the process; yet, the actual appropriations can itself
be at variance from what is expended. In this sense, two
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messages are being communicated -- one that is formally
documented but not adhered to and one which remains undocumented but forms the actual basis of budget decisions.
Consider the following narratives on the tension that
runs between the budget and accounting divisions. The tension
is admitted by the accounting officer but denied by the budget
officer. First, consider the view of the accounting officer,
who says:
At the beginning of the fiscal year, when we are in
the process of closing out the previous fiscal
year, say, June 30, it takes us longer to qet that
closed, maybe in Auqust. In the meantime, we cannot
process the July financial data or the August
financial data until the June data is completely
closed. Then folks are saying that we cannot manage
our operations. We blew the budget because we did
not have the monthly report for July and August on
time to manage our operations. But at the same time
they are also keeping internal records that pretty
much shows where we are financially on major components, so I am not sure that is a reason, but it is

used as a reason to document any overreach in the
budqet. My challenge is to be able to take away
that crutch.

Now consider the view of the budget officer, who was
asked: "whether disagreement over procedures occur between the
budget and accounting department?" He sighed

replying "Yeah"

but then immediately went on to say that:

we sit down face to face. The biq thi:nq is, we
agree. We don't qo on to finqer pointinq or anythinq of that sort. We try to understand why we are
different, and generally they see. The beauty of it
is, we are all operatinq on the same soi::·t of numbers. It's just how some of the numbers qet down to
the point where they disaqree.
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In these two narratives, while the Fiscal Manai;er is interested in rooting out the source of disagreements, the Budget
Director is more keen on arriving at a mutually agreeable
consensus.
What is interesting to note here is not who is providing
a clear view of the relationship but that the two off ices hold
different views on their relationship. It is such differences
that lead to accommodation, which allows ambiquity to emerge
as an unintended outcome of interactions. This is because the
intended outcome is the absence of friction between the two
off ices as long as each clearly follows his/her formally
established procedures.
Another view of why procedures do not realize their
intended function is expressed by the Accounting Supervisor of
the Federal agency {Agency #5), who states that, "the codes of
accounts are not workinq the way it is stated." He did not
elaborate on his comments, but when asked to comment on the
organizational politics, his response was, at first, admission, then denial:
Very little. I don't think so, not in budqet execution. Probably. I quess there could always be.
Well, no. I don't know. Well, there could always be
some politics. [When asked whether he follows the
rules of the game he replied saying] Well, I guess.
Well, I will probably say no. We work strictly by
the requlations, but we have to use judgment.
Budget execution is fraught with changing circumstances, which confront the routine procedures. Therefore, proce317

dures are often adjusted, not in terms of their formats but in
their interpretations to face the changing

nE~eds.

Budget Director of the federal agency (Agency

#Si)

Thus the

acknowledges

that "most situations are covered in requ1ation.s, directives,
but you are qoinq to find those that aren't." He goes on to
comment:
You know, every transaction represents in most
cases some difference. There is a slightly different requirement that gives rise to the figures
that you see. While the actions that get recorded
is exactly as the last one, the requirement in a
lot of cases is radically different.
The Accounting Supervisor of the same agency expresses
his attitude in more explicit terms, saying:
different units follow different procedures. Although government has attempted to standardize
that, but they haven't done a good job at it ..••
The code of accounts are not working the way it is
stated in the procedural manual.
This reflects the fact that procedures often conflict, which
in operational term means that different units interpret the
procedures differently.
A more detailed narrative on procedural adjustments is
illustrated by the Accounting Supervisor of the Municipality
(Agency #1):
When you put out a purchase order but you haven't
actually bought the material, but waiting for it to
come in, you encumber an expenditure account.
That's just telling the expenditure account that
it's going to have an expenditure in the near
future when the materials come in. But we have one
department who doesn't understand that. They s a y
that they have got money in their revenue accounts
318

and they want to buy out of their revenue accounts.
So they are trying to encumber revenue account and
the computer doesn't accept that and spits it out
as a bad account, and then I go and do the corrections. Another example would be, departments would
call and say, "I didn't spend this, this, and this,
and I didn't mean it to come out of that account."
or, in another case we had revenues coming in, and
they were putting that into the expenditure account, instead of establishing a separate revenue
account, because that would make their expenditures
look smaller, because as the revenues come in, then
obviously your expenditure accounts would go down,
and it wouldn't look like you have spent as much as
you have.
The Fiscal Manager of the State agency (.A.gency #4)

also

admits that their account codes do not exactly match with the
state Comptroller's codes. He mentioned that forms often do
not capture the right kind of information, because "the forms
are not desiqned efficiently." The Fiscal Manager agrees that
he has to frequently interpret the information contained in
the forms. Yet he holds that, "folks are pretty much accustomed to the forms, so they know bow to read it, and there is
not a lot of interpretation required from my 1and".
What we see in both accounts is not a confused or
inarticulate understanding of the accounting officer, but a
general acceptance of interpretive judgments as integral to
the process. Yet the account ends with the minimization of the
importance of interpretation and emphasizing the functionality
of the system.
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section

s: Ambiquity as an Attribute of the Budqet
Execution Process

Agency heads do not see their roles to be derivative of
their positions descriptions. In fact, all agency officials
mentioned that they frequently update their po!;ition descriptions, and one accounting officer mentioned that he simply
ignores his.

What came out of their accounts is that no

significant importance was attached to the formal position
descriptions. In fact, in Chapter VIII, we saw the variations
between position descriptions and actual role identifications.
The nature of ambiguity in role performance partly stems from
such variance. But in a more important sense, it emerges from
the different roles that one perceives to bear on job accomplishment.

For instance, the Town Manager narrates, saying:

The town charter says that the manager shall do
certain things, but I hope each manager brings a
little different twist to the job ..•• [This] comes
from one's mentor, people with whom you have worked
with and observed, and admire.
Similarly, the County Administrator says:
I think of myself as a catalyst and a facilitator.
They probably think of me as a dictator, someone
to avoid.
Consider the more personalized role of the Comptroller of
the Federal Agency (Agency #5) when he narrates his interaction with the Accounting Supervisor. In this account, he is
describing a process when the Budget department has identified
some funds for transfer and stipulated certain other funds to
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cover this up. Then the decision is sent to the Accounting department for endorsement and inclusion in the general ledger.
It's a little bit of qaml:>linq, and that's where
sometimes the accountants are very reluctant to do
somethinq like that, and in fact, sometimes I would
go to my accountant and they would just not want to
sign it. I would just more or less qive them a look
[laugh], because they are very conservative by
nature, and I think that's only natural, and to a
certain deqree it's qood. You need checks and
balances, and that's their job, and sometimes you
have to stretch with that type.You are not qoinq to
do somethinq illeqal, but it's a matter of interpretation.
In this account, it is noticeable that the Comptroller on the
one hand sees the accounting function as necessary, yet at the
same time feels that the formal requirements sometimes need to
be stretched. Such a decision

depends on his exercise of

discretion, and not on the logic of the procedural dictates.
The Comptroller also provides multiple interpretation of
the accountants' role. On the one hand, he holds them to be
necessarily cautious, while at the same time he considers them
to be unduly restrictive. On the other hand, he appreciates
the division of formal roles, while at the same time he
transforms his formal role into an informal

on«~

in order to

persuade the accountant to comply with him.
Role variation takes different forms. Often it occurs in
what is perceived to be the incompatible purposes that one is
called upon to achieve. For instance, the Finance Director of
the Municipality (Agency #1) remarks:
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You don't really want to he cash short and also be
responsible for bank deposits. [Or] If somebody
knows that they don't have enouqh money on certain
line-item, they want us to help them out. If you
really had two separate functions you wouldn't be
discussing this.
This account implies that the Finance Director exercises her
discretion in helping departments with their spending, despite
the conventional image of her being a nay-sayer. One reason
why such variance between the expected and actual occurs is
narrated by the Accounting Supervisor of the same agency when
she mentioned that:
We don't have a budget person. We never had. The
Finance Director is basically our quote, unquote
11
budqet person." That's not her title. She is the
director of Finance.
Another form of role incompatibility, which is more
institutional by nature, occurs when responsibllity for budget
execution is clearly delineated in the formal organization
chart but remains unclear in practice. For instance, the
Finance Director notes that:
Well, initially budget was done in the Finance
office. So all of the functions were in Finance.
When they pulled it out, we weren't sure which
function is for Finance to play. Of course, budget
preparation was for Budget department, but when you
qet into the area of budqet transfer durinq the
year, we weren't sure whether that was Budqet or
Finance. so we tried it in one way and then tried
it in another way. Right now it is Finance, because
of the lack of people in the budget department •..•
so sometimes we shift the different duties between
us. We really haven't qot them in a firm place yet.
Almost all the agency officials I talked to agreed on
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the functionality of ambiguity after I interpreted the
conceptual meaning of the term to them. The various comments
that followed are provided below. The reason for this elaboration is to construct the meaning of "ambiguity" as a joint
interpretive process, and not something unilaterally attributed. All of the following are responses to the general question: "Do you think that ambiguity occurs in administration?"
Reply of the Town Manger
Yes, all the time, and I think the manager is
trying to be aware and skillful in distilling what
is the real meaning of a particular issu«a,what is
really driving a particular issue, because everythinq is political, oftentimes issues raise their
head, and the subject of the issue is really not
the issue if that makes sense to you. It's fiqurinq
out where the pulse is.
Reply of the County Administrator
Ambiquity actually works if there is room for creativity in leadership, if it doesn't stifle creativity. That also depends on the nature of the
personality. If there is an authoritarian personality, you need room for creativity and you need
ambiquity without conflicting with the pr4::>Cedures.
Reply of the Commissioner of the State Agency
sure, well, there is ambiquity in terms of interpreting the qoals and objectives that we a.re tryinq
to achieve. There is a certain amount of ambiquity
in the kinds of controls that are established,
where one unit will sea it as a riqid control
element, the other unit sees that as an opportunity
to make adjustments. One views it neqatively. The
other views it positively. I see that occur[ing] in
life as in budgeting •••• It becomes destructive
only when it is carried to an extreme. In this
organization, we are encouraging people to take
risks, to be innovative, to be creative. We are
also- instructing them however, that while they are
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doing that they also are members of a team and need
to work together in accomplishing goals. Here,
amhiquity serves to set up the limits of the discuss ion. Where one person sees an iss11e here,
another sees it there, which describes the range of
the issue that they have to resolve, and they qet
toqether and work toqether. They may move their
limits or may move more to one side. I think that's
healthy. We have a work plan that is carriE~d out at
the local field level, and they want to carry it
out in one way, and the control unit here in the
central office sees the issue somewhat differently,
and they get together, and they can perhaps both
learn from the different perspecti- ves, and a
healthy decision comes out of that process, that
meets the operative goal, yet preserves certain
amount of inteqrity of the control process.
Reply of the Comptroller of the Federal Agency
A new requirement comes up and you don't know where
the money is coming from - cost overrun. Then
sometimes you have a crisis on your hands, and
someone calls you up from contracting, and they say
-- "We have so many days to award a contract, and
it expires tomorrow and we don't have the money."
Or some contractors need it today, so what do you
do? How, technically we shouldn't approve i t
without havinq the money. Well, what we ai:·e forced
to do sometimes, is qamble a little bit, and we
will say "fine," and we might borrow some money out
of our salary account or out of an area that we
think could be delayed till next year. And just
because of the pressures of the situation, we go
ahead and do it, and then at the next BRG meeting,
you try to identify the funds to cover it. How
there is a risk involved in that, because you are
never sure that the money is qoinq to materialize,
or the decision made is correct. It's a matter of
interpretation, and sometimes you don't get the
right interpretation, (yet] sometimes you have to
make a decision, and you [have] just qot to roll
with the dice if you are qoinq to qet anywhere.
sometimes you will be criticized later by an auditor, so be it. It's a matter of a judqement call,
seeinq whether a job qets done or not.
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Reply of the Finance Director of the Municipality
Yeah, especially towards the end of the y4~ar,
because there are some departments that run real
close on their budget and I know that there are
ways that I: could qet around, so that the~{ don't
qo over and it can be justified. I: -don't do anythinq that's illeqal. I don't do anything that's
fraudulent, but I don't go and ask the auditors
"can I do this," I just go ahead and do it.
You always run into situations that just don't fall
into place, and sometimes from the accounting point
of view you might say such and such, but you can
really interpret it another way. You really can.
So, of course that happens here quite frequently.
Reply of the Finance Director of the County
Well, even though there is an Assistant County
Administrator level, the Budget and Financ::e office
work with the County Administrator most of the
time, and I think it's part of his managemE:mt style
that he is not clear about what he tells you. He
will give three or four people the same thing to
work on and different pieces of what they are
doing, and we are just aware of that now. When we
go in we say --"Is this what you really wc:mt?" No,
he wants something completely different. HE~ changes
his mind •••• Now since we have qotten used to him
not beinq precise, that qives us a little more
leeway when we are tryinq to interpret it [budqet],
and put it into operation. So that worked out a lot

better.

The County Administrator will tell them [Departments] to qo ahead and do a transfer, even when
they don't have the money in there. That gives us
problems. We usually try to run around and find it
somewhere. But some of them are told directly -"You have to do this, I don't care if you have it
in your budget or not." It's less personal but
institutional in nature ••.• A lot of time the County Administrator is tied up in what he and the
Board are doing, and as long as you are doing
projects that involve them, they know what you are
doing. But when you get to where you are doing
other things, which is actually running everything
in the county, they have no interaction with that
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part, and may not even realize what you are doing.
so you may have 80% of your work qo unnoticed that
nobody even knows what's qoinq on.
We appropriate money to the schools but we have no
control as to how they spend that money, and they
don't even report to us very clearly~ For three or
four years we have asked for more clear dc::>cumentation of their budget process [spending] and have
not got it since. We get from the school board a
packet maybe 15 pages long for what makes up 50% of
our budget, and the rest of us provide them with
100 pages of what is going on in other areas. We
can't see in their documents exactly where their
money is going. They may have one figure for salaries of all teachers. You don't know what that
includes -- an actual raise or what proqrams are
out in there. sure, they do it deliberately. They
don't want us qettinq in there and disaqreeinq with
them on certain policies. It's something alonq the
lines of what we have done in the last five years.
Before, the Board got the whole detailed copy of
what the departmental budgets were. And we didn't
want them to see that anymore. We just wanted them
to see one thing [the total] so they [departments]
wouldn't go in there and complain.
Reply of the Assistant Director of the State Field Agency
I am not sure that's a fair question. Every time I
make a decision, there is a qrey area, it's never
concrete, and there is always a potential for some
risk and interpretation. I have taken actions that
were highly supported by everyone down here, b u t
when that action was reviewed by an outsider, it
was the worst thing that I could have ever done.
Risk-taking is part of doing the job, and I am paid
to make those decisions.
Operationally Richmond don't care. If I spend the
money to buy food or wheelchairs, they don't give a
damn. So I have total discretion. However what you
are describing is something that does occur. At the
beginning of every fiscal year, the department
[headquarters] treats me like I treat the cost
centers, so they will move money around. :For example, this fiscal year, I was ordered to transfer
$500,000 to another agency. What I did is, I showed
them how that $500,000 would hurt me. Now, I get
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creative in my explanations. As an example, I
pulled that $500,000 out of an administrative area
rather than out of a patient care area. However,
when I go to Richmond and say, "you can't take that
amount from me," and I explain that would be detrimental to the patient, because, the patient is
politically smarter to talk about.

I say, I need to buy a new van. And they look at me
[and say] "Why do you need a van? You already have
a van. " They don't see [that] it is conm~c- ted to
patient care. What I say is, if I don't get this
van, I can't transfer this patient to dialysis and
this patient will die. I will always transfer that
patient to dialysis whether I have the van or not.
I will find a way. What may actually happen is
this: I may buy a van, but not give it to transport
that patient for dialysis. I will give another van
and keep this van for transporting cargo. But in my
mind I freed up a vehicle, but it's always connected to patient care. They have a tough time arguing
with me. They just have to bite the bullet and say
we are bad guys and this is the way it is~ It's the
same thing that happens at my level. The department
heads come to me and they will say it's for the
patient, and I will say, "tough."
Reply of the Budget Director of the State Agerl£Y
The Budget Director describes ambiguity as a problem and
emphasizes the need for procedural solution.
There is enouqh ambiquity -- period. But if you do
have an area where there is a rub, that has either
caused a disagreement, or is pending to cause a
disagreement. Then you define it and try to document it so that, even if you are gone there is a
procedure set in place, and that's the way I operate, because there is enough ambiguity in what we
do.

When I use the term discretion, it's not a discretion of say, we got x number of dollars and we really don't know what we want to spend it for, and
whatever rolls down the road we will spend it for.
That's not what I mean by discretion. What I mean
by discretion is the ability to, one way or another, maybe, shave a little bit off and use those
327

dollars by makinq a determination of proqrammatic
priorities of field requests.
Reply of the Budget Officer of the Federal Agen.QY
How ambiguity gets created and retained in the process and get
partially or temporarily resolved through "fine tuning" is
described as follows:
We qet a lot of imprecise explanation. Okay, let me
put it in a broad perspective. If you rely on other
people for information, there always is going to be
a disconnect between your requirements and the other person's requirement, always, always. Then you
got two choices. Either fine tune it, or you let it
pass, in which case you are most likely to get in
trouble with the next level of review and up. So I
would say, "unless unavoidable you better go to
fine tuning," which however carries some penalties.
so you have to weiqh, how precise the information
that you need vs. who qonna "tee" off next (meaninq, who is qoinq to look at it next]. It's a
question of takinq risk with imprecise information.
It's a balancinq act. That's what I am tell.inq you.
Reply of the Fiscal Manager of the State Agency:
The Fiscal Manager depicts how the ambiguity in information is
retained in the routine procedures.
I think we have some areas where I think there is
certain amount of that. For example, I have been
working on one issue of capital acquisition, fixed
assets chargeable to projects, and if so what is
the level and can they be charged to federal
projects. Generally, we operate on the standpoint
that, no, it should not be charged to federally
funded projects. Well, the question is what is a
fixed asset. That varies from company to company.
One will say anything over $500, another will say
anything over $5000, and I am not sure that we have
clearly defined the definition of that so that it
can be followed in the field. So, I had occasions
where there were problems and it's unclear because
some don't think what they are charging is a fixed
asset. I probably could think about other examples,
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and I think it's because of a lack of clear definition. The lack of clear definition doesn't help me.
I think it could help those in the field who are
trying to find out a creative way to get something
financed. Then the lack of clear definition could
very well be beneficial.
The above narratives of the budget officials at all
levels of budget execution provides

general support to the

conceptual argument made on ambiguity. Even when role players
show a general aversion to the term, they

nev~~rtheless

to its existence and even to its functionality.

admit

Apart from

directly addressing the retention of ambiguity in the budget
execution process (as shown in this Chapter), the analysis of
accounts on role

performance (Chapter VIII) and procedural

routines (Chapter IX) also depicted ambiguity as an unintended
outcome of the process.
Roles and routines are not simply acted out, but are
transformed, taking on new meanings under different situations.

In fact, in two of the agencies, budget accounting and

budget management are merged into one role perf•ormance, although the official position descriptions and the procedural routines remain separate.

In another agency, the accounting

officer plays the role of the budget officer, and the budget
officer that of the agency head.
Similarly, through the procedural routines, budget transfers are regularized without the necessary accounting documentation to reflect them. Instead, the accounting procedures
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continuously depict the execution process to be in compliance
with the original appropriation and intent.
Ambiguity in the Dispositions of the Budget Officials
In order to conclude this chapter as well as Part c of
this study, I

shall lay down the summary observations derived

from the account analyses. Table 4, summarizes the general
dispositions of the agency officials on selected questions.
Table

4: General Dispositions of Agency Officials

Item

Agency
Heads

Budget
Officers

Accounting)
Officers I

Interpret
Procedures

Yes (4)

Yes (3)
No (2)

Yes (1)
No (4)

Distinguish
Policy & Budget
Success

Yes ( 1)
No (3)

Yes (3)
No (2)

Yes (4)
No (1)

Distinguish
i Yes (2)
Policy & Operation ! No (2)
Success

Yes (5)

-----

Yes (5)

Yes ( 4)

Yes (3)
No (2)

Yes (4)
No (1)

Role Shift

Yes (4)

Yes (4)
No (1)

Yes (3)
No (2)

Tolerate Error

Yes (4)

Yes (2)
No (3)

Yes (2)
No (3)

1

View of
:Accounting

Rigid (3)
Flexible ( 1) ,

Rigid (5)

Rigid (4)
Flexible (1)

Pref er Clear
.standard or
Creative Solution

Creative (4)

Creative(2)
Clear (3)

Creative (2)
Clear (3)

:Disagreement on
:Procedures
I

i
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I

i

-----

From this table we can observe certain genera.I tendencies.
Agency heads prefer to see the execution process as
flexible and integrated with the policy goals and to evaluate
its operation against such goals. On the.other hand, budget
and accounting officers maintain a separation between policy
and operational issues and evaluate their performance on that
basis. All officials agree that they experience role variations, although the accounting officers are less prone to such
variation.
There is also a general agreement on viewing accounting
as inflexible. This view is further reinforced by the accounting officers• preference for clear standards over creative
solutions as well as their intolerance for imprecise explanation. But with respect to both, the preferences. of the budget
officers are also the same. One reason why there is not a
clear division among the budget and accounting officials on
the two items may lie in the fact that in two of the five
agencies the budget official is also the accounting official.
Thus the table shows that budget officials experience role
variation as well as equivocality in interpreting procedures.
Other general observations that can be discerned from the
accounts are listed below.
(1)

Budget execution follows but does not strictly follow
the budget as formulated.

(2) Budgets are executed on the basis of line-items as well
as programmatic expenditures.
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(3)

Records are maintained on a cash basis even though
obligations are carried forward through the accrual
method.

(4) There are differences between the stated policies and
their actual operation.
(5) Spending is planned and execution is evaluated against
such a plan even though there are frequent adjustments
made within and between expenditure categories and funds.
(6) Interpretation of Fund Balance and reconciliation of
different accounting ledgers do not follow the logic
of appropriation but of the institutionalized rules of
accounting and/or the agency norms.
(7) Budget review meetings can be both routine and strategic, depending on their timing in the fiscal year.
(8)

There are no clear cut positions for budgeting and
accounting, although they remain separate in terms of
their role requirements, information contents, and the
way information is displayed and used.
The retention of ambiguity in budget execution can be

summed up as the general practice of ensuring c::onformity with
the budget totals through the legal and procedural guidelines,
while internally shifting the expenditures among different
account codes and priorities. Despite the practicality of this
semi-structured process, budget execution is vi1=wed primarily,
both in the theory and in the budgeteers' cognition, as a
control function serving the needs of rational management. In
fact, the legitimacy of control is sustained by adhering to
the institutional symbols of efficiency, economy, and accountability even when the interaction of the roles and routines
do not actualize them in practice.
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CONCLUSION

In this study my goal was to present the research in such
a way that its relation to the larger body of administrative
theory can be maintained.

I have attempted to do this in

terms of elaborating on and relating three central concepts of
the administrative process -- control, role, and routine in
the creation and retention of ambiguity in

the~

budget execu-

tion process.
It is a commonplace statement in the field that the
administrative process is both an art and a science.

What is

not stressed is that the art is not one of novelty but is an
institutionalized craft and that the science is not one of
certitude but of symbolism.

While rationality and its atten-

dant concepts have shaped our espoused theory <)f the administrative process and deepened our understandin9 of its scientific status, such depth in terms of understanding the importance of ambiguity in the craft of administrati•on is relatively lacking.

The discussion of ambiguity is

thE~ref

ore offered

as one key concept in our understanding of thEt institutionalized craft.
Ambiguity emerges and is retained in the administrative
process not necessarily because of the love of politics and
intrigue or the desire to display one's skills in gaining
organizational status, but because of the very nature of the
administrative craft itself.

Competence in this craft invol-

ves the management of incongruence that emanate:; from conflic333

ting institutional rules and sub-cultural norms.

These rules

and norms involve both roles and routines in the execution
process.

Consequently, the pressure for their accommodation

leads to the unintended creation and retention of ambiguity in
the process.
The retention of ambiguity, although unintended, need not
be considered an error of the system, an aberration, or a dysfunction of purposive rationality.

Rather, ambiguity often

turns out to perform a facilitative function in the administrative process.

It nurtures a range of possible meanings and

responses for task accomplishment, and by relaxing the formalities, it enhances informal system adjustments. For instance,
ambiguity may lead to the avoidance of conflicts -- where, by
being clear and adhering strictly to the procedures one may
force conflicts that otherwise remain dormant.

Therefore, by

allowing different interpretations to continue and be negotiated, potential conflicts are avoided, while at the same time
keeping the system's formal properties intact ..
Similar conclusions have been reached by other students
of the subject.

Lerner and Wanat (1983) maintain that, "if

the notion of fuzzy sets as underlying much c>f bureaucratic
cate-gorization is adopted, a more realistic and humane public
service can result"(p. 500).

Cameron (1986) observes that

"the most effective organizations are also those characterized
by paradoxes, -- i.e. , contradictions, simultaneous opposites,
and incompatibilities" (p. 539). Dunsire (1978), in construct334

ing a control model of bureaucracy, argues that "the situation
of multiple dilemma is not an aberration, but the very warp
and woof of all positive control processes in bureaucracy, the
basic dynamic structure or fabric with which other control
circuits are integrated" (p. 224).

In this study, I have also

attempted to show that ambiguity is very much woven into the
fabric of controls in the budget execution process.
The search for ambiguity involves not simply the linguistic

expressions

practices.

but

institutionalized

organizational

I have chosen budget execution as an exemplar of

such institutional practice.

Therefore, attention is given to

the various roles and routines in the budget execution process.
One source of ambiguity lies in the multiple interpretations that emerge due to the very nature of the budgetary
institution.

For instance, from a rational cc>ntrol orienta-

tion budget execution is conceived of as a singular and sequential process, operating through the hierarchical command
structure that actualizes the formulated budget and the attendant policy goals efficiently and economically.

Yet, from

the accounts of the practitioners of the craft, there seem to
be not one but many budget processes at work. As one budget
officer puts it -- "We [have] got various budgets, and budgets
within each one, we [have] got processes within each one, and
it's a juggling act, it's interesting."

335

What is essentially summarized in this description is a
conception entertained from the vantage point e>f budget management.

The budget officer sees not a singular budget as the

legislative body or agency head sees it, but one that is fragmented along departmental and programmatic lines.

In such a

fragmented environment, how can managerial control be exercised, when such control necessitates not only the knowledge of
the original budget, but also the continuous knowledge of its
implementation status? In practice,· such controls are found to
be exercised through the procedural routines; that include
various forms,

reports,

informal contacts,

and behavioral

patterns in the execution process. But as these uniform procedures record the departmental and program budgets they
become subjected to the nature and amount of information that
the departments and program people provide.

such information

not only accommodates the various contingencies of the ongoing
situation, but also incorporates the interpretation· of program
needs and accomplishments that are entertained by the departmental and program personnel.

In such acm:nnmodation and

incorporation, the institutional roles and procedural routines
lose their uniformity and get slightly deflected at each suecessive levels across the different departments.

One budget

officer termed this as "fine tuning" the process.

This view

can be typified by reciting one of the accounts;, which states
that:
In the budget execution process, there are constantly changing requirement. Nothing stays the same.
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If we would have a stable program, it would make
our life a lot easier. But there are c:::onstantly
changing priorities. It comes from everywhere. So
that was probably never in the original programs.
So what does that mean? Some things have to shift.
Something else is not going to get done .. And then
[what] that means from the budgeting and accounting
standpoint [is that] we [have] got to switch money
around to cover this down, and that's ju:st a small
example ..•. So a lot of our time is spent in trying
to remassage this [in order] to get the money in
the riqht pockets.
Apart from the levels, departmental variations in spending have to be reassembled in terms of the program categories.
This introduces a second round of interpretation in the execution process.

The operative rules for these interpretations

lie in showing the coincidence of the actual spending with the
quarterly allotment and the appropriation amount.

Therefore,

budget execution indeed is very much a conservative act, but
its conservativeness lies in staying flexible within an aggregate ceiling and by nurturing a general contr•)l environment,
where budget adjustments, both formal and informal, are effected by interpreting the rules of procedural compliance.
is what the budget officer symbolized as the

111

This

juggling act."

This same process is depicted when another budget officer
remarked: "This is all that we have got, now what adjustments
do we need to go ahead and make in order to keep this thing
still operational?"
Let me recite two illustrations where such juggling acts
are integral to the structure and dynamics of the process.
First, the function and importance of accounting is generally
conceived of as a technical activity that maintains the accu337

racy and impartiality in record keeping.

Yet, parallel prac-

tices are in place, where the recording of accrued expenditures that are carried forward from one accounting period to
another makes the cash record technically inaccurate. Second,
the logic and meaning of fund balance -- the basis on which
accounting records are maintained and executic)n monitored -do not correspond to the logic and meaning of appropriation.
In this instance, the technical meaning and practical use of
"funds" (an accounting category specified by the accounting
principles) and "appropriation" (a budget category specified
by legislative politics) are not the same.
ries

Yet, both catego-

simultaneously define the budget execution process.

Therefore, the coexistence of different categories in defining
the process -- establishing the standards of performance and
measuring their success -- creates variation in the performance of roles and application of routines in the budget execution process, despite the formally

delineat~~d

functions.

Ambiguity thus becomes operative in the different ways
that each role occupant in the process uses and interprets
information, as well as the successive reconciliations (with
the stated objectives and amounts) that are brought about in
order to sustain the rationality of the enterprise.

The minor

but continuous deflections, interpretations, and reconciliations thus are not necessarily an intended but an unintended
outcome of the institutionalized process.
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The ambiguity of the process, therefore.,

lies in the

various interpretations and behaviors that are constantly
managed through the stipulated roles and routines, and then in
assembling them into a single process that crecates the appearance of being in compliance with all institutlonal rules and
regulations.

This appearance of compliance legitimizes the

process on an ongoing basis -- a legitimation that is constantly effected by the explicit and tacit dimensions of the
craft of budget execution.

Thus, while the conventional know-

ledge of budget execution conveys the image of a singular,
systematic, and procedure-dominated process,

in reality it

turns out to retain much complexity and ambiguity.
The contribution of this study is identified in the
following terms.
[1] Administrative scholars make passing reference to the
existence of ambiguity. The present research shows why
and how ambiguity is an attribute of administrative
processes. Rather than speaking in the abstract, the
research demonstrated the why and how que~;tions through
specific illustrations from the budget execution processes in specific agencies.

(2) The depiction of the management of ambiguity extends
beyond the budget execution process. It touches one of
the basic questions on administrative proCE!sses. That is,
explaining why and how the stability of inistitutional
order and administrative performance are achieved amidst
the complexity and continuity of the political system.
The contibution to this end lies in explaining how ambiguity gets created and retained as an unintended outcome
of the interactive rules, roles, and routines. In particular the contribution involves the translation of the
institutional dynamics into three micro-level constructs:
rules, roles, and routines. These three c::onstructs thus
advance the modeling of the bottom-up conception of administrative processes.
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(3] The study depicts the importance of ambiguity in under
standing the institutionalized craft of administration.
In particular, the study advances the understanding of the
craft of budget execution, where ambiguity is argued to be
woven in the very fabric of its control processes. The
contribution lies in depicting the craft to be rooted in
the simultaneous construction and reproduction of the
institutional dynamics and actors' meanings of the
process. The description of the formal mechanics as an
interpretive outcome brings into attention an interpretive scope, which differs from the predominantly functional foci of research.
The research introduces an interpretive strategy (i.e., account analysis) to explain the
actors• meanings of the process -- a strategy that is yet
to be incorporated in the mainstream research on the budgetary process.
[4] Finally, on a methodological level, by using a middlerange approach, the study advances the rol•~-routine construct as a theoretically interesting and empirically
viable strategy with which to study the administrative
processes of institutional organizations.
Like the contributions, the implications of this study
for future research can be delineated as follows:
(l}

By shifting the problematic identified by v.o. Key,
future research on budget execution can probe into
the question of how the retention of ambiguity leads to
long-term flexibility in institutional practices, while
sacrificing the short-run efficiency of the process.

(2} By using the concept of ambiguity our undE!rstanding can
be broadened on the nature of intelligence in administration. This is in contrast to the limitations imposed
on our understanding when we rely exclusively on the rational calculation model in administrative research.
(3} Having introduced the topic, a clearing is made to carry
forward a more detailed study of ambiguity in its linguistic, intentional, and decisional manifestations in
the budget execution process as well as other administrative processes.
Philosophy informs the limits of what is knowable and
therefore viable for systematic study.

The study began by

noting the neglect accorded to ambiguity by the philosophers
themselves.

Therefore, it is fitting that I E!nd by noting a
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philosophical implication of ambiguity.
question

of

how

human

increasing complexity,

behavior

can

Churchman

writings to construe the answer.

While addressing the
best

( 1977)

continue

under

refers to Hegel's

He writes that:

(T)he mature individual is the individual who can
hold conflicting world views together at the same
time, and act, and live, and that his or her life
is enriched by that capacity -- not weakened by it
(p.

90).

Similarly, ambiguity at the institutional level also increases
the capacity of the administrative process tc> continue with
increased complexity.

It is the need to explain such a capa-

city which was posed as a theoretical question at the beginning of chapter II.

And it is with the hope that in the pre-

ceding pages such an explanation has been offered that this
study then draws to its conclusion.
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APPENDIX 1

Questions asked to all officials:
[l] How do you conceive the budget execution process?
(a) What are the procedures followed?
(b) What are the non-routine aspects. of the
operation? Do you keep any documentation of
this aspect?
(c) What does flexibility mean to yc1u in budget
execution ?
[2] What is the accounting function in the budget execution
process?
(a) What are routine aspects of the process?
(b) What are the non-routine aspects?
(c) Which aspect has more significance for budget
execution?
(d) What kind of information is more important?
(e) Which forms are more important?
(f) How often are forms retrieved tc> explain or
justify decisions?
[3] What are the types of information used in the accounting
process?
(a) In the accounting forms?
(b) Which one's are regularly utilized?
(c) Do you get those that you want? If not, then
how do you form your judgmentsi?
(d) on what basis do you formulate ~rour interpretation of procedures? (Manuals,, Contacts,
Past records)
[4] Would you entertain any distinction between policy and
operational information?
[5] What kind of politics are played out in the budget
execution process?
[6] How do you identify your role in the budget process?
(a) Are there different expectations of your role
by different people that you w1::>rk with?
(b) What kind of decisions do you make in your
role?
[7] Do you experience any dualism in the messages you get?
Why do you think this happens? What do y1ou do then?
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(a) What do you prefer more? clear standards or
creative solutions?
(b) Do you receive clear explanation of what is to
be done?
(c) Do you have clear understanding of the policy
intent?
(d) Do you tolerate imprecise explanations?
[8]

What does ambiguity mean to you?
(a) Do you see any ambiguity in the execution
process?
Can
you give me some illustrations?
(b)

Questions asked to the

Agena~

heads:

[9] Can you describe to me the interaction between yourself and (a) The budget official;
(b) The accounting official.
(c) How frequently do you inte:ract with whom?
[10] For your Agency, can you describe to me how budgeting
and accounting functions are coordinated?
(a) What role do you play?
(b) What problems do you encounter?
(c} Are there occasions when the budgeting and
accounting procedures conflict?
(d) How are such conflicts managed?
[11] How do you become certain that policy goctls are met?
(a) Do you consider the present system adequate?
{b) What are your suggestions?
[ 12 J Do you differentiate between policy succE:?ss and
successful budget execution?
Questions asked to the Budget officers:

[13] Can you describe to me the interactions you have with-(a) The accounting official;
(b) The agency head.
(c) Do you experience any shift in your role in
those interactions?
(d) Do you experience any disagreement over facts,
figures, timing, terms, procedures, or their
interpretation?
(e) If yes, even if infrequent, then what do you
do?
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[ 14] What are some of the advantages and diff i.cul ties of
budget adjustment?
(a) What are the types of adjustments made?
(b) What procedures are followed for what type?
(c) Do you consult with the accountant in making
those adjustments?
(d) How relevant is accounting information in your
decision-making?
[15]

Would you consider the present system to be optimal?
(a) What changes would you like to see in the
procedures?
(b) Would you make a distinction between successful budget execution and policy success?

Questions asked to the Accounting officers:
(16] Can you describe to ma the interactions between youand (a) The budget officer;
(b) The agency head.
(c) How frequently and on what matters do you
interact with both?
(d) Do you inform the budget officer about
what the accounting requirement are?
[17] In such interactions, do you experience any shift in
your role from the formal ones?
[18] Do you experience any disagreement over facts, figures,
timing, terms, and procedures or their interpretations?
[19] How is budget accounting accomplished?
(a) What purposes does it serve?
(b) What is the basis of accounting that is used?
(c) What forms are used to generate the accounting
reports?
(d) Does the accounting system prov.ide information
on programs and their performance?
(e) What forms are used?
(20] Do you consider the present system of accounting
adequate? or under-utilized?
(a) For the accurate monitoring of transactions?
(b) For the accurate monitoring of :performance?
(c) What changes would you like to see in them?
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DIRECTOR OF FINANCE - 231

GENERA.L STATEMENT OF DUTIES:
Performs difficult professional and administrativ·e work supervising
all financial operations of the county; does related work as required.
DISllNGtJ!SBlJIG P'EATUgS OP' THE CL.A.SS:
An employee in this class is responsible for all financial operations

of the county. including central accounting operations, utility
billing and payroll. The Director of Finance coordinates the annual
fiscal audit of the county preparing for and worki~g with the outside
auditors.
'W'ork is performed under the general supervision of the
Assistant County Administrator for Management Services.
<Illustrative Only>

EX.AKPLES OF WRX:

Supervises personnel assigned to central accountil1g, utility billing
and payroll.
Develops policies and procedures covering the financial operations of
the County.
Prepares various complex financial statements, inC?luding cost reports,
and reports required for the annual audit.
Coordinates the annual audit of the County's financ:ial operations.
Reviews water and sewer rates on an annual basis.
Coordinates with the Department of Management IrLform.ation Systems
regarding the design and maintenance of the financial reporting
system.
Assists other departments with questions concera.inE' fiscal operations.
Oversees the County• s transportation system for the elderly and the
handicapped (CORTRAN).
IEOUUED llfOVLEDGE

I

§!TI I

s

AND ABILITIES:

Thorough knowledge of the theory, principles and p1:actices involved in
governmental accounting; thorough knowledge of local government
regulations and codes relating to accounting procedures; good
knowledge of Management Information Systems applications to an
accounting system; ability to plan and direct the activities of
subordinates; ability to prepare complex financial statements and
reports; ability to conduct special projects req11iring knowledge of
accounting systems'; ability to work well with other employees. County
officials and external auditors; ability to communicate complex ideas
effectively orally and in writing.
ACCEPTABLE EDUC4TION

AND

EXPEB.IENCE:

A four year (Bachelors) degree from an accredited co~lege or
university with major coursework in accounting or a related field. and
. considerable experience in professional accoun~ing • preferably in
government, and including some supervisory experience.
ADDITIORAL llEOtmlEMERTS:
Must be a Certified Public Accountant.
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Position Summary
.
Se1 ves as CQmptroller of the OMA Hydrographic/Topo~Jraphic Center and is
the principal authority in supporting the Director ancl all Center elements
for staff services involving the functional areas of financial .. martagement,
program/budget, manpower and management analysis, finance and accounting,
and data automation. THIS POSITION IS COVERED UNDER THE OMA CIVILIAN MOBIL!~
PROGRAM.
Major Out i es
Di rec ts, controls, supervises and coordinates activities in assigned functional areas through four subordinate divisions staffed by approximately
seventy technical and administrative personnel. Major management responsibilities include develo1X11ent, justification and execution of budgets and long-range
financial plans, distribution and control of manpower resources, review and
analysis of program perfonnance, and develo1X11ent of economic analyses to insure
acquisition of mission-related products and services at lowest cost. Also
directs activities performing accounting functions for financial resources
and exercises control of appropriated funds in accordance with administrative
and 1ega1 requirements, supervises staff management and pol icy guidance of
ADP matters and coordinates audits by external auditors. Provides Comptroller
services to OMA Headquarters, the Defense Mapping School., the Office of Distribution Services, the Special Program Office for Expl·:>itation Modernization
and the Office of Telecommunication Services.
Oeve1 ops and controls an f ntegrated financia 1 management system providing
timely and reliable data pertaining to financial affairs of the Center.
Manages financial operations to assure adequate financing of assigned programs
and interrelates financial data with production requirements.
Coordinates
financial and manpower matters with technical •anagernent officials.
Reviews and analyzes statutory and administrative p<>licy guidance, regulations and directives to detennine their effect on the Center• s operations.
Develops plans for implementation of revised or new operating procedures and
insures adherence to changes of policy. Maintains currency in new develoi:xnents
related to financial management and adapts advanced techniques to the Center's
requirements.
Initia.tes and participates in the conduct of managE!lllent studies to insure
efficient mission accomplishment.
Participates in fonnulation and review
of OMA directives, pol icy and procedures governing mancigement of joint opera·
tions under Headquarters OMA direction.
Conducts and/or partiCipates in briefings and conferences for discussion
of management pol icy, operational problems or proposed changes 'in procedures
or responsibilities.
Moriitors actions or develops data requested by the
Director during program review and analysis or financial briefings. Obtains
approval for recommended changes in financial policies and realignment or
curtailment of activities.
Is the Center's authority regarding comptro11er
matters and expresses the comptroller viewpoint during meetings and confer·
ences.
Promotes understanding and appreciation by top level management and
operating officials of their responsibilities to develiJp and maintain economy
and efficiency in the accomplishmen't of assigned programs.
·----

--------·------·----

Factor 1.

Knowledge Required by the Position

Comprehensive knowledge of OMB, OoO and Agency Progranvning, Planning and
Budgeting Systems to develop, direct, and control •ln integrated resources
management system for the Center.
Knowledge of current and potential budgetary, MP and manpower issues
at the Congressional, OMB, OoO and OMA levels to readily adapt current and
emerging concepts and constraints into meaningful Center policies and programs.
Skill in interpreting complex legislative and re~1ulatory policy guidance
to detennine effects on Center's programs and provide timely staff advice
and guidance to Director and operating elements.
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Professional knowledge of the theories. principl·es, practices and techniques of accounting and financial management to deal e~f~ectively wi~h managing
the Center's resources and providing top management w1th professional staff
advke.
Knowledge of the policies. goals, objectives and production ~equirements
of OMA and HTC and interrelationship between the Center's operating elements
to attain maximum utilization of assigned resources.
Serves as a key member of the Ofrector•s top advisory team on financial
and manpower matters and is a member of the Configuraition Control Board, the
Executive Manpower Resources Board, the Resource "dvisory Board, Federal
Women's Program Advisory Council, Resource Protection Board, Position Review
Group, Steering Group Committee and the HQs Budget Review Group.
Provides staff and technical guidance and centralized comptroller support
for all HTC elements and field activities.
Insure~; proper application of
statutory and regulatory requirements and the conduct of a sound financial
management program.
Negotiates and finalizes support agreements with other
agencies (approximately 85). Evaluates audits and coordinates responses.
Represents the Center in contacts with non-OoD government agencies. foreign
governments. commercial concerns and other organizations regarding comptroller
matters.
Conducts required tests of systems and prcicedures to verify their
acceptability prior to operational implementation. 'ii sits commercial enterprises to become acquainted with new concepts and techniques of business administration and financial management.
Exercises personnel management responsibility directly or through subordinate supervisors. Takes action to keep employees advised of policies, objectives, regulations and procedures, sets perfonnance standards and evaluates
subordinates. Hakes selection of new employees, initiates or approves personnel
actions, manages periodic review of positions, assures an organizational structure responsive to requirements, reconrnends incentivf! awards and promotions.
Resolves complaints and- grievances and investigates and corrects disciplinary
problems*
Insures compliance with standards for equal employment opportunity, supports the objectives of this program and maintains an itffinnative action plan.
Takes action to insure employees are afforded the •lpportunity for training,
consistent with the needs of the organization.
Administers the Center's Effectiveness/ Productivity Program. Establishes
annual goals for major HTC elements. Audits and certifies accuracy of reported
savings in accordance with HQ OMA criteria.
Manages the Hodel Installation Program which cr1~ates an environment and
opportunity for element's to implement innovative ways to manage more effectively.
·
Implements provisions of the Financial Manager's Integrity Act, including
preparation of vulnerability assessments and conduct of Internal Management
Control Reviews.
Manages the Center's Commercial Activities (CA) Program with a view toward
conversion of selected in-house activities to contractual efforts.
As a member of the HQ OMA Budget Review Group, participates in develoi:xnent
of recommendations for reprogramming actions and revision of OMA-wide budgets
and financial plans.
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. Knowledge of ADP systems applications, interfaces and capabil 1t1es to
direct development of new systems that wil 1 eliminate manual procedures and
paperwork and provide more meaningful data for management of the Agency
resources.
Knowledge of the policies and practices of supervision and personnel manProfessional knowledge of the theories. principles, practices and techniques of accounting and financial R'lanagement to deal ef~ectivel.)' wi~h managing
the Center• s resources and providing top management w1 th profess1onal staff
advice.
Knowledge of the policies, goals, objectives and production requirements
of OMA and HTC and interrelationship between the Center's operating elements
to attain maximllll utilization of assigned resources.
Serves as a key member of the Director's top advisory team on financial
and manpower matters and fs a member of the Configuration Contt·ol Board, the
Executive Manpower Resources Board, the Resource Advf sory Board. Federal
Women• s Program Advisory Council , Resource Protection Board. Pc>s it ion Review
Group, Steering Group Committee and the HQs Budget Review Group.
Provides staff and technical guidance and centralized comptiroller support
for all HTC ele11ents and field activities.
Insures proper application of
statutory and regulatory requirements and the conduct of a s<1und ffnanc1a1
Negotiates and finalizes support agreements with other
management program.
agencies (approximately 85). Evaluates audits and coordinates responses.
Represents the Center in contacts with non-OoO government agencies, foreign
goverrnents. coanercial concerns and other organizations regarding comptroller
matters.
Conducts required tests of systems and procedures tc· verify their
acceptabil 1ty prior to operational implementation. Visits comercial enterprises to become acquainted with new concepts and techniques of business administration and financial management.
Factor 5.

Scope and Effect

The purpose of the work is to develop. administer. control and lllafntain
an integrated resources •anagement system and provide staff adv'ice cencerning
the acquisition and util izatfon of Agency resources.
Resources decisions
made by the incmbent have a significant impact on the Center's .tccompl ishment
of its MC&G mission.
The work of ·the incumbent fac11 itates the timely. effective and efffcient
accompl ishlllent of the Center's mission within established resourc~: constraints.
Factor 6.

Personal Contacts

Personal contacts are with Center's Director and key staff advisors,
Headquarters OMA key staff. and Directors of other OMA activities supported
by OHAHTC. Contacts are maintained outside OKA in higher echelons of Government
(Congressional COlllD1ttees, OHB, OSO, GAO, GSA, the 11111 itary services. etc.)
and with Comptrollers in the private sector who conduct business with the._
Center.
Factor 7.

Purpose of Contacts

Contacts involve policy. regulatory and procedural issues and defense
of Center• s resource requirements to higher authorites. Contact are for the
purpose of resolving problems, developing and implementing new policies and
procedures, reprogramming resources, and providing staff and technical guidance
related to Comptroller support.
Factor 8.

Physical Demand

The work is mostly sedentary. Travel is also required to other activities,
both in and outside the Washington Metropolitan Area.
Factor 9.

Work Environment

Work is perfonaed in an offfce environment, either locally or in visits
to other activities.
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COMMONWEALTii OF VIRGINIA
POSmON DESCRIPTION
INSTRUCTIONS: 11Ws po!dttoa dacripttoa is u important document for dcterm!ning die appropriate
~ for a pa.IUoa. Pana I and U are ~ completed by
the anp&o,ee la the po9ldoa wtth ~ review. The lhHed .....,.. of Pan I. h<iwewr. should be completed by the supentsor or agency penoancl olk:er. Part W k to be filled out: by dM! Immediate supervtsoc.
Plcae be Mn dMlt the labmadoa oa th.ts form Is ac:ante and cocaplete. You 111-S' refer to the Potltioft
Descripdoa brochure. °'l'Mn'• How To Wrtu a Poattoa Dacrlpdonf'" for IUklaace In the complcdoa of this

daai8c:adon. pay rante and pcrformuce

form.

PART I: ORGANIZATIONAL INFORMATION

2.0..:

3. O..Tidc
A.ccouati.og Manager B
5. Woddng Tide

~

Different:

PART D: POSITION INFORMATION

11. Stae the ddef obfec:tlw of VoUI' po111c1ra In a brief ltldllment:
Under tbe genenl guidance of tbe Facility Admioisti:adve C, but~ ,!Ii.th coadderable latitude allowed for esercbiq judge•nt,diacredoa and i.ndef!a.dent
ac~ incU1161at-plau, coordliiite..-;-Glrecfi~--udev• tbe ru.aacul11
legioaal ~tel' Senicea, Procuraieilt-.Ud.. Materiab ~~1:1c, COGlllJ'flicatioa
and-H&lrs.n1CH for Southaide Virginia Trainiug Center, C:entnl State Hoapita
and Bir• W. Davb Medical Center ..

Percent ol Total
Working Time

SS

20

Under the general superviaion of tbe MH/Mll Eacility Adaia.istracive C
and through tbe aupervuioa of aubolllf.inate departaeot beada, plana,
directs, coordi.oatea and controb the adainbtn.tive functiooa of
Fi.oancial Services, Procurement and Materials Ka~agement,Computer
Services, COG111W1ication1 and Mail Services.
Serve• as advi1or, liai1on and consultant to the Soutb1ide Caapua
conceroing adainiatrative operations under tbe Jt0aition. Interpret•
and provides guidance u to the procedures and a;uideliaea received
frOll tbe Departaent of Accounts, Department of Planning aod Budget,
Department of Purchase and Supply, additional bi.gher authorities
and atatutory regulationa. ,Directs the preparacioa of all app1:opr:iation• and allotment requeat• and coordi.oate1 a\l.61iliHi.on to aeni.ot"
leill of authQstl_ty ror::-approva1--.na-proceanng t.hrougb DMB/MI
C~atral Office, Department· O"f'Pfaiiiiirig--ancrauage·t and Department

--A'Ccounti:-··
--

of

--------~-----
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lteview1, approve• and aign1 all purcha1in1 action1/espenditure1
uadertti• po11t:&.on •• duect.10Q lJ1
accordance with e1t..ablilbed agency/State policie• and procedure•.

5

. for tbo~iitrau.ve ueu

Auiat• HB/Mi facility

s

Admini1trat~ith...dn.d~~f

sboit

range-iii.Diedbte-~ana"Long-range. operat.ional goah and ob~
1o-t?nac:-sufficient 'ju1tift~a~roo~ailcr-Ieg11Iat1ve support caa be
generated to a11ure continued adequate fuadina.

Serve• aa the primary approving authority for Petty c&1h di1bt1x•ement1 on behalf--at-tlieS<MfthiiGi Camplrqllle"iia. ID addition,
serve• •• a aignatory for draft• (check.I drawn. on local funds) fot

s

Central State Bo1pital and Hiram

w.

Davi• Medical Center.

Participatea in the formulation of adminiurative poUciu and
U:a1truction for fiilancial Senicea. Procuremec.t and Materiala Mgt.,
Computer Senice1 • Co1111111:aication1 and Mail SeivicH to U:asure tbat

s

through proper cootr:ols compliance with accept.ed practicH and p'toceduru ii accoaplhbed and maint.ained.
5

100"

vou

13. What work lldkMU and/or dcd:sioM do you make without prior approval? To whM aunt do
NC:ew
advice and gutdancc &om your supavisor? State canipMs ol the type ol supt!l'\ltlory adva w gWdancC that
•
you ~ as well as flCtk>nt or decisions you make without prior approval.

Wodc. actioo1/deciaiona iavolviag the day to day functicrna of the vadou1
depart.eats are peifor11ed vitbout p'tior approval.

Guidaoce ia t:eceind froa auper•uioa. in thoH situadc.u vbicb aay be
uaique or icequire bi&ber level approval.

.......
Ori ' • -

DKB/IOl
CeQtral Office
Southside

IDPI

APA/IHIIG

c..,..

-~--

DUMl'OU.

.....,

it... relatin to our qenc1 ( - u

Central Off ice

coocact la uaual17 vitb tbe director ..
&HUCUt or &HOCiau cU.rectft adain. :
or other upper lnel . .t. penoanel
bud.pt coaeera1 relatbe to complex

How
Olm

---..,...,

,_____/
..

aeecle4

qeaciaa

u
oeed.ecl

U.J fiscal aatter irwoldn.1 tbe ca.pl.a:
qeaciu elMi 00.

ueded

dudq *Mlle revi.eva of the ca.pl.x

quciaa
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PART HI: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE SUPERVISOR

15. Please review the empb,.iee's s1aternents and comments fOf this position to ensure d'leir completeness.
State any additions. and.a revisions.

16. What iS the most important service or product you expect of the position described :n this quesbonnaire?
Explain.

Plans, coordinates directs and conttols the Financial, Ptocutement and
Mater iah mgt., Computer Services, COlllllUa.icationa and Mail Se1:vices provided
the complex so that stated ai11ions are accomplished.
17. Ust the class tides. postuon numbers. and names of other employees under your direct supervtsion that have
the same duties and responsibilities as this position:

Pottdon Number

C1aa T1de

Name

18. list what you consider to be the quallftcations kw enuy Into this position:

A. What knowledge, skill. and llbillla shouJd a

MW

cmplos.iec bring to this posHlon ~

Coaaiderable knowledge of aenerall7 accepted accouncina principle• aa.d
puctic•~~e

kiiov·ledae ol fiscal iii4' accouncia.1 function.a

aa.d

operatiOGs. Demonstrated ability to sup.rTite a profe11i0Gal staff enaaaed
in all ••pecCI of the agea.c7 fitcal,accountin.a and bu4pt.u7 operacions.
Demonstrated ability to 1upervi1e profe11ional accOUDtl involved in one or
more complex accouacina function•. Demoutrated abilit7 to •·PPlJ, adapt,
d e = and implement accounting policie1 and procedures. All•ility to assemble,
B.
licensa. regberadon ot caUflcatloft:
analyze and prepare report• and financial statement• coverin& complex
financial data.

C. Education or tralNng (dM major .... ol study}:

graduatioa lrom a coll•&• or uaiver1it1 with.major atudiea in ac:couatina 01
related curriculua.
o. Level and typl ol aplltmcl:
Experience in 1uparTidq a 1talf of profeHiooal account.a. ProfeHional
level traiaiq ancl experience.
-

PART IV: SIGNATURE UNES

Page 4
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Monthly report format

TOWN OF

BLACKSBUl!(j

lbl Secrist, Town Manager

'10:

~Econani.c Develc:pteit Coordinator
~ l~, 1989
Econani.c Developtent Coordinator's Report for Ck:tober.

I~

on the

foll~

specific activities during the DDnth of Q::tober:

1. Business Contact arrl Retention
A. Existing Business Contact P.rogtara - (kl a visit to the Faxne::s' Ma:rket
at Gables last DDnth, I fourd out that the fa:cnecs' association is
considering m:w.ing to the Market Place. After discussing the situation
with lQ1 arrl others en Town staff, I ex:terxied an offer to 'ltm Phelp:;, the
marlc:et ccx:m::linatar I to DDVe the market to the Gates Parld.ng ][Dt dJwntown
on fridays arrl satuo:iays. He was very ~ited a1x:nt the offer, b.tt I
balieve JDaD¥ of the facmers feel very st:roogly atxut m:w.ing to the higher
traffic lccation. I am still waiti.IvJ tQ h!a.r their decision.
I vi.sited with the ~ Faxis manager after hearing that ~ we:r:e
closing in 1t1Ye1i:er. I.awes is ha:virg saoa ccopany-wide :fina:rr-ial
difficulties and is clcsinq aboo.t 20 out of 70 sto:ces throughcut the
sa.rt:heast. While this stare was atl.y marginally profitable, ·t:te manager
l::elieved it was still holding its own. I have been cxntacted by the owner
of~ Village, '1'D. Qli.lfoy, who lives in Seattle. He and his leasing
agents (Lawsoo Associates frcm aJanoke) will DEet with ne next week to
review the retail leasing situation in Blacksburg. I included data en
LJ:Jwes Village in the paclcet l e recently sent out to prospective ?Btai.lers.

I have been meeting with the new mar.keting and leasirq g:coup for
University Mall, 'Rubin & Co., which has tal<en over these functions frail
Nat..iooal P:tq:e:cty Analysts. Rubin has hi:ced a new mar.keting manager,
Sharon !tmJan, ~will be resp:>nsible for atl.y University Mall and will
be housed ai-site. 'l'his is ext:J:enely gcxxl news, given NPA' s ilxx>nsistency
over the past 3 yeaz:s. 'lhis will make it a lot easier to WJI:k with
businesses in the Mall.
OJr meeting with 8:b Fraraccio of M:llltgarm.y Regiooal lbspital i:esulted in
a project to develop a ptalDtianal video tape containing infatmation ai
the Town for his use in i:ecruitirq new nedical staff. Sardra and I had a
follow-up meeting with a::b, and she has ah:eady started en the project. I
feel this tape will be useful for many pecple, including lcx::al real estate
representatives, University adninistrators, etc.
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B. Business Relations Mvi..sory Ccmnit~ - '!be camli.ttee d..iscussed three
different tcpi.cs at their ~ meeting. we reviewed the~ materials I
have put together far p:>tent.ial :retail prospects, and discussed. my d.iI:ect
mail contact pr.ogi:am for recruiting rew retailers to the 'n::Mn. we also
discussed the strategy I am pw:sui.ng to market the NeW' Ri~!r Valley region
to travellers and t.ou:rists, 'WOrld..ng with the Chambers to p:oQix:e a
reqional. directocy of attract.ions and events. All efforts :i:ece.ived the
g:r:oup's ~·

c. tbwntown Develcpent - '!!le biggest news here is the p:>ss:ible relocatial
of the Fazmers' MaJ:ket discussed ab::Jve. I have been keepm;;i the DJwntown
Me:cchants up-to-date on the plans to hlild an outd:xlr perfc::mnance
space/park in the Amm:y Parkinq I.at.
2. Business Recruitment and Develognent
'!his -week we ai:e sen:::linq 1::Jllt a carplete
package of :cetail leasing' infm:matial on BlacksbuI:q to over. 130 selected
retailers interested in expa:ndinq in Virginia or the Sootheast. we will
follow up with pnie contacts over the next two nDnths.

A. Retail/ServU;e Recruitment -

student resea:r:ch group which is
surveyinq DJwntown BlacksbuI:q slq;t:er characteristics has finished their
int:erviews and will be Daplrt.ing an their findings satetinJe later this
Dalth. we will use the resea:r:ch to develq> a marJcetinq plan far a SID?
B. Small Business D:Neloptent - '!be

~~ign.

we

had 8 participants in our •H::M to

seminar on Octdler 17.

~te

a Profitable Restaurant•

c.

Reti:r:ee Rec:r.:uitpmt - we have finished the pilot portion of the
aeti:cement Ma:cketi.nq P.r:og:cao.. we received over 200 ~.es frm our
advertis.ing', ard will be su:cveying the investors in the pt:cgram to
det:emine what steps should be taJcen l1CW' to o:ntinue marketing the area.
D. Industrial Recru.f.prpn: - o:tober was a very bJ.sy m:m.h for industrial
pi:ospects. I w:lrlced with Dln M:xn:e ai a mjar e1ectrarlcs pt'Cl6peC't
inte:r::ested in a Blacksb1rg lccation. Public Wxlcs helped us with detailed
cost estimates far developing a site in the Blacksb1rg IB:hlstrial Site •
. '!!le camty .ts still developing the c:x:mstructian pr;ogocam f<:1r the shell

building.

3. '!burl smlf?t?f!sial Events
Oir Ad-bee gz:cup,. con.taininq repi:esentatives frcm all of the Ne!lw' River
Valley Chambers I discussed nmewinq regialal travel prc:m:>t.iooal efforts,
Ux:Jrding a Travel New' River Dll:ecta:cy for the 1990 travel seasoo.. I am
~ an RFP to develcp these mated al s. '!!le Di:cectaJ::y 'WOUld be
supported. by advertising :revenue.
I am l«ldd.nq with John Husser of the Vi:rgin.ia Tech H.Jsic JDepartDent to
fo:cm a design pcogramning cxmni.ttee to discuss aspects of the facility we
am planning for the Amm:y Parking I.at. I think th.is group will get
together in Januaey.

4. General Meetings
I attsD:d the followinq maetings in O:tOOer: the ~ M:m::hants
Asscx:iatial., the Joint &x.n:JD.ic Developu:mt Ccmnittee of the Chambers, and
the heari:nq of the State Cor:p:lrati.on Ccmnissian cm BlacksbuI:q Gr:eyh:Jurxi
se:i:vice. I_ attended with Adele SchiJ:mer the meeting of the blsinesses
a1ooq South Main, and the Transit JVivisocy Ccmnittee ueetil¥j to discuss
bJs se:i:vice to ChristiansbJ.rg.
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Blacksburg Fire Department
2700

Priiccs

FORK nQJ\O

(703) 96l·1175

BLACt<SBURG. VIRGINIA 2'1060

EMERGENCY DIAL 911

Fire Department calls for the Month of __Octo--"-'--........be~r_ _ _ _ _ , 19_..ei_.
Fire Department calls totalled :_---'7'-'7_ _ _ _~rgency '---=s,__ _ _Standby and

Service Calls.
Location:

Typ3 and Darrage Estimate

To...rn of

Structure
Velncle Fire
Trailer
Vehicle Accident

<No.

Structure

(No. 3 ) $
(No.-1)
(No.-1-) $
(No.~) $

Blacksburg

Other

Vi0ntgarery

County

Vehicle Fire
Trailer
Vehicle .n.ccident
Other

VPI & SU

Structure
Vehicle Fire

Ti:ailer

Vehicle Accident

Other

Structure
Vehicle Fire
Trailer
Vehicle Accident

Other

Jurisdiction Totals

5 ) s
(No.--Z-) $
) s
(No.

(No • .....1.s.)

(No. -l.3-)

550

900

s
s

(No.-3.5-)

s

l -~50

(No. _.!§_ )

s

12,700

(No .. ~ )

$

--

$

4,500

s 2,200

(No.-2_)

s

--)

$
$

(No.

--

)
(No.
)
(No.
(No.- -)
{No. 26 )

(No.

--

6,000

$

$
$

) $

---

(No.

(No.
(No.
(No.

)

$

) $
) $

-- )
--

(No • ..:z:z__)

$

(No.

)

$14,150

SPECIAL EXPIANA.TIONS/<D+1BITS:
REX::AP OF V. P. I.: C1\LIS:

21 - False IX>.cn Calls
- Pritchard, Malicioos False, Trash Can Fire
- Major Williams, Malicioos False, Trash Can F4"e
1 - Faroyer - False

- Corporate Research Center - False
- Jameson - False
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SPECIAL EXPLANATIONS/COMMENTS:

REX:AP OF MAJOR FIRES:
Structure Fire - Pineview Trailer Park - Estimated Loss, $6,000
(Lot #30)

Fire Department Manhours Totalled:

122.28

K. Daniels

Da. te:

11-15-89

Blacksburg Fire Department
2700 PRICE'S FORK ROAD

(703) 961-1175

BLACKSBURG. VIRGINIA 240.SO

EMERGENCY DIAL 911

The Blacksbur9 Volunteer Fire Department answered a total of

82

calls in the 100nth of

October

1989

Breakdown of Calls:

Location:
Town •••• •• • • • •

STA~OBY OR SERVICE .CALLS .•.•. _s__

77

FIRE •••••••••• •

Locat;ion:

35
----Yb'
26

Town •••••••••••••••••••••••

County •••••••••
VPI & SU ••••••
Outside County • _ __
Manhours:

Fire Calls

5

County ••••••••••.•.•••••.•.•
VPI & SU ··~·······•••·•····
outside County ••••••••••••••

111. 28

Standby or Service Calls

Total miles driven ••••••••••• __4_,6_3_2_._4~~--~Total Manhours •••••••••••••••
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BLACKSBURG PLANNING DEPARTMENT
OCTOBER 1989 - MONTHLY REPORT
I. MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND PROJECTS UNDERWAY OR COMPLETED
Bikewav/Sidewalk Committee - The committee met twice during October
to discuss maintenance issues and issues pertinent to bicycling. A
Bicycle Forum is scheduled for November 9, 7-9 p.m., Community
Center.
Hethwood II PDR Submittal - Staff worked with Town Council on a work
session in October. Final action (approval) ~ras taken at October 24
Town Council meeting.
Comprehensive Plan - Long-Range Planning Committee finished
reviewing draft goals and objectives. Staff c:ompiled results into a
report which was distributed to the Commission.
Zoning Ordinance Task Force - This committee met four times in
October and continued review of landscaping and location of parking
issues. Target date for recommendation to Planning Commission has
been scheduled for December.
Planner I Position - Interviews were scheduled in October. Roger
Hunt was hired for this position and will sta;rt on November 6.

II. ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES
1. Presentation to students fro• Appalachian State Univ. - 1 staff

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Planning Commission Training Session - 4 staff
Rural Planning Caucus Executive Board Meeting - 1 staff
American Society Civil Engineers, Student Chapter - 1 staff
VDOT Bicycle Advisory Committee - 1 staff
McDonald's Special Use Permit Neighborhood Meeting - 1 staff
Otey Street Neighborhood Meeting - 1 staff
460/114 Corridor Landowners Meeting - l staff
9. New River Valley Planners Dinner Meeting - 4 staff
10. Presentation to VA Citizens Planning Assoc. - 1 staff
11. VDOT Bicycle Safety Confere~ii.ff
III. REVIEW OF BUDGET

Month Endins

Total Budget

Amount Expended

Percent Expended

September

1988

$189,023

$47,634

25.2

September

1989

$237 ,021

$46,622

21.0
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IV. ORDINANCE SUMMARY
Code Enforcement

Number of Investigations
Oct 1988
Oct 1989

Zoning
Signs
Sight Obstruction
Mobile Homes

8
9
0
l

Appeals Acted On
Variances Acted On
Text Amendments Acted On
Special Use Permits Acted On
Rezonings Acted On

0

0
3
1
0

0
17
0
0

Request of the Zoning Ordinance

*

Number Resolved
Oct 1988
Oct 1989
14
0
0

Oct l98E[

Oct 1989

0
4
0

0
0
0

0

2

0

Development Analysis

Oct 198l!

Site Plans Acted On
Subdivisions Acted On

2
l

2

Os;;t 1989
4*

O**

Site Plans acted on in October.
l.

2.
3.
4.

College Park Site Plan - 180 apartments on Patrick Henry Drive in
Shenandoah PDR,.
Taco Bell Site Plan - Conversion of Arby's on North Hain Street.
Clover Valley Parking Addition - Five parking spaces.
Tech Terrace Apartaents - Webb Street.

** Subdivision Plats acted on in October.
None
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APPENDIX 3B: Forms for spending plan

8
Priority 1lelete• Programs/Services

SAMPLE

DEPARI'MliNT
Airport

Priority

ALLOCATION UNIT

PUHD

&umber

A1rport

20-99999

Account Humber

Description

2

3

1

Desertntton
Adm1n1stration

Amount :Expenditure ··
Reduced bf _ ..
Deleting Item
4

El 1!l!1 nate vacant Cl erkTyp1st pos1t1on

1

20-99999-1006
2001

2009
2011

2014

Salary
FICA
Unemployment
Workmen's Comp.
G1ft Cert1ff cote
TOTAL - - Pr1or1ty 1

Impact on

SAMPLE

FORM

Le~ 'el

of Services

$ 5,713

429

12
12

15

$ 6, 181

.

The eHminat on of this posiUon w 11 have e moderate to s1gn1 leant 1mpact on the obilit~
of the depart ment to process com spondence and to prepare ti melu monthly reports of
operct1ons. ' ~lso, 1t wm make 1th m:ier to ·cover'" the office ( phone answer1ng, serving
welk-f n cust omers, etc.) et Umes ~hen other personnel must >e working outside of the
off fee.
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!SAMPLE

I

I SAMPLE

FORM 7

PRIORITY •ADn· PROGRAMS/SD.VICES

ALLOCATION UNIT

DEPARTMENT

PUHD

Bumber

Planning

General

02-08101

DE~scrtntton

Long Range Planning

Priority

Account Number

Description

Appropriation
Re<iuest FY-91

1

2

3

4

1

Create new Sen1or Planner
posit1on to perform lon9
renge phmning

02-08101-1000
2001
2002
2005
2006
2009
20 t 1
2014

5816ry
FICA
VSRS
Heelth Insurance
Group Life Insurance
Unemployment Comp.
Workmens' Comp.
G1ft Cert1f1cete
Sub Totel - Selery
end Benef 1ts

5203
5500
5801
7002
7007

$

7

t,281
25
$

2,200

Sub Total - Non
Personnel Items;

Impact on

Le~ 1 81

of Services

32,2 t 1
724
500
115
1, 100

Te 1ecommun1cat1 ons
Treve1/Tre1nf ng
Dues/ Assoc1 et f on MembersM ps
Office Equ1pment
Persom!l Computer/Software
Accessories

TOT AL - Priority 1

24,912
1,888
2,369
1,520
189

4,639
$

36,650

Creetf on of t his position wm eneb e the Phmning Department t1l estab 1sh a 1ong range
plann1ng ·d1Y ston· w1th emphasis ~pon comprehensive plem updat1ng, t i-ansportet ion
pJannf ng, zon ~ng and subdfvisfon or ~1nance revisions, etc.
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FORM3
DETAILED EXPEBDITUR.E DESCRIPTION
DEPARTMERT

Account
Number

1

B'umber
Item
Desert ntton
3

Account Name
2

378

I

_j

ALLOCATION UNIT
:~
Description
Unit

..

Cost
4

Number Toto I
of Units Cost
c·
---6
"I

APPENDIX 3C

REVIEW Of ORAL FUtU> £1P£NDiruRfS

- 8ud9tt

OEPARTKOO

Appropriation

ParHnq Keters I lots
Tratfic En9inttrin9
Street I Road Cleaning
Refuse Collection
6enerd Properties
Cuetery
Tohl

Percnt
Expended/
ReHining Current
Encu1bered
YHr
thru 03/31/89 Sihnce

m

550
163,438
10,282
230,000
627,276
12,024

119,884
7,755
145,303
451,029
5,947

2,155,850

1,499,784

273,615

53,567

16,206

202,964
39,lll
8,506

343,388

250,783

---

Recreation:
Ad1inistnti1>11
,,. Rec Ctnttrs/PlayqrOU1ds
S11i11ing Pool

Total

Percent
Previous
Yur

Variance

201
43,554
2,527
84,697
176,247
6,077

63.51
73.41
75.41
63.21
71.'ll
49.Sl

14.21
75.21
73.'1
57.51
74.41
55.'ll

656,066

69.61

69.n

-Ml

70,651
14,254
7,700

74.21
73.41
52.51

73.11
72.21
63.21

1.11
1.21
-10.n

92,605

73.0I

72.51

O.Sl

54,578
20,121

71.11

68.21

71.ll
53.21

-0.21
15.0'I

74,699

70.41

65.41

5.01

22,627
10,000

69.21

0.01
tmt 104.n
10,063
6.41

86.01
0.01
82.41
13.81

-16.81

----

49.ll

-1.81

1.51

5.71

-Mt
-6.4%

;>«

Planning, loninq and
Econoeic lltvtlopat11t:
Adtinistntion
Ecoa0tic ltvelapnnt

189,023
63,361

Tot.al

252,384

Unallocated Funds:
lnsuraact
Stnenl Fund CoatingtnCy
hfety Progru Collittn
Gtn Fund Perlor111ct Pay

73,400
10,000

a,m

10,m

Taul

Dtbt Stnim

-

&RMI TOTAL

so,m

0
8,730
690

0.01

22.ll
-7.41

42,m

ss.n

31.21

27.51

663,705

119,276

544,42'

18.01

19.21

-1.21

m,m

445,092

189,63:1

70.11

22.n

47.4%

S2,5'9,729

65.01

59.0t

6.01

•7,433,402

379

'"·"'
60,193

102,~

&ea Fund Capital 11provt:

134,445
43,240

--- ---t4,834,674

----

..

-=====- _ ,

APPENDIX 3C: Quarterly Review report

REYIEll OF GENERAL FUND EXPf:NDITURES

-· Bud9et
Appropr ia ti an

DEPARTMENT
Legislitim
Town Council
Clerk of Council
Executive:
T11t111 tlinigtr
Ass' t Town "an19er
Cust08er Rehtions
Le91li
Town Attorney
Financt:
Adtinistration
lndeptndtnt Audit
. Accounting
DI h Processing
Purcbisi119

St"ices

Operations
Toti!

Variance

14,608
11,609

79.91
67.61

53.Sl
69.81

26.11
-2.21

117 ,621
96,917
91,512

72,662
52,454
75,423

44,959
44, 463
16,089

54.11
82.41

61.81

74.61
75.1%
77.71

-12.81
-21.01

96,280

68,591

27,689

71.21

73.41

-2.21

64,743
10,800
168,313
100,715
64,511

43,479
10,500
108,168
46,400
45,971

21,264
300
60,145
54,315
18,540

67.21
97.21
64.31
46.1%
71.31

72.31
100.01
6M1
66.11
73.61

-5.11
-2.81
-5.21
-20.01
-2.31

154,564

62.21

70.81

-9.61

---254,518

----·

-----·

··~

4,398

l,188

1,210

72.51

65.61

.6.91

110,211
505,846
1,469,648

81,939
349,583
1,070,639

28,342
156,263
39',009

74.31
69.11
72.91

75.71
64.51
72.11

-1.41
2.61
0.81

2,085,775

1,502.161

583,614

72.01

70.91

1.11

108,987
47,206

m,~1

62,775
78,121
29,568

51,692
30,860
17,6~1

54.81
71.71
62.61

66.51
65.41
62.31

·11.71
6.31
0.31

270,660

170,464

100,196

63.01

65.21

·2.21

328,489

229,715
37,132
418,417
11,194

98,nt

69.91
73.91
69.91
69.61
51.81
70.81

75.51
72.01
70.91
73.71
53.91
95.71

-5.61
1.91
·1.01
-4.11
-2.11
-24.91

6enen1 District Cwrt

Police:
Chief

Yur

58,142
24,258

-----

~udicid:

Percent
Previous

72,750
35,867

409,082

Told

Expended/
Percent
Rt1ttining C:Urrent
Encuabend
thru 03/31/89 Bahnce
Ytar

Fin:
Voluntur Firt hpt
Yohmtttr Rnc11 Dtpt
Fin/Reseat lld9 Calblnt
Tohl
Public lorts:
6entnl Entinnring

50,221
598,841
16,090
57,741

laspectians
HcJlllys-Sts-Brd91-5d11 l ts
Stora DniHIJt
Strttt Lithts
Sn11t1 I Ice Ruovil

60,898

29,934

43,125

----

--·-13,08'9
180,424
4,896
27,807
17,773

(Con tinutd)
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EIHIBIT II

REVIEll OF 6Ell£RAL FUND REVENUE
Nine "°'1ths
Endin9
03/3118'
Loci! hxes, licensH,
.ind penits:
Rul Est1te Tues
Utility Tues
Silts Tu
"Hls Tu
Tr.insient Occup•ncy
Bink Fnncbist
BPOL.
Buildinq Penits
"otor Vehicles

t568,814
410,838
361,181
322,607
44,884
613,420
60,631
31,116

--2,413,491 2,328,447
----

lnter;overnatnhf Revtflue:
Hiqhw1y ltiinten•nu
Police Rei1bursftftlt
ABt Profits
Mine Tu
Litter control
Fire Pr09ra
Seltcti ve Enforcettnt
Told
Curges for Services:
Rtntd Gtft.llec. Properties
Yi Ttcll Eltctric 51
Pirtinq lleter
Fire Proltction Services
Fdse Fire A11r11

Toti!
TOTAL 6EJl£AAL FlllCI

-1.111

25.821

8.721

75,181
276,061
105,9'6
0

::s:s:&s:a

(908)

(9,459)

(11,764)

100.00%

o.ooz

-o.m

-33.691

(8,1") -32.151

21.461

24,189
31,625

13,483
3,94,

12.491

17,432

31.231

_....==-=-_.
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859

-6.261

-o.m

90,910

-------382,057
394,047
----t4f48',614 14,264,505
0

(32)

423,571

212,m
128,241
15,000
38,052

78,800

-

0

.$-

'18 1 000 fl /,Ct~,600 .

612,400 .-.{,~OO14,000 LLt.A,100
m,ooo rf 2,000

1,182,800~

-(l.041
54.291

--83,553

s20,000·~1

1,174,100
409,800
112,000

19,005

55,813

(12,300)
tl,146,800
638 f 70«' "!, ... '16' 100
552,500(1~~-'(12 1 900)'

7.401
9.181

98.04%
49.051

73,245

U,149,100
622,600
565,400
540,000
78,800
86,400
607,700
71,300
150,000

40,72'
25,833
(4,937)

ll,705
58,269
(68)

l7,671

J.)V

-------

34,378
118,804
16,442

35,m

.\'ti'

3,871,300

5.321

----

---

-----

52,085

25,42'
158,593
35,009

----

Revised
Budget
Projection Difference

3.651

979,074

34,920

Original
Budget
Projection

85,044

---

514,481

Other:
Jnterfund Tr1nsf1r1
Other "isc1ll111eou1 Rnenut
Sdt of L111d/luildinq1
Fire/Court ~pit1l Contribu

3.6'1

0.401
14.371
3.9'1
-5.m

1,031,159

Total

Interest E1111inqs

$20,228
1,645
4S,3n
12,365
(2,6361
0
16,87')
12,444
2,496

550,675
281,52'
78,882
28,568
0
29,961
9,459

Rtcrutiaa Fen/Swiuin9 Po

Tot1J

Atount

591,404
307,362
73,945
28,536
8'9
2',053
0

68,0Sl
117 ,073
16,l74
23,156
17,250
158,531
54,014

Fines ind Forfeits:
Court Fines
Ptrkinq/Tnffic Fiftts

- -------Percent

ma,586
409,193
315,804
310,242
47,520
0
620,2'5
48,187
28,620

0

Tohl

Refuse

03/31/89

Inc ruse
(Dec ruse I

(62)

ss.m

(8,l72) -10.021
63,307
2'.76%
t22,245) -17.351
m,0001 -100.001
(38,0521 -100.001
Ul,9'01
S225,109

=·==·==·

-3.041
5.281

:===::

39,600

0
30,000
0

-----1,765,500
--85,90(1
250,00<1
34,30(1
57,BO<I

50,40(1
246,BOC)
92,70!S

----·

---817, 90'5

57,800
49,400

---107 ,.leiO

---160,0(IO

3,883,200

8,700
0
409,800
94,ooo
ua,ooot
:s9,600L----v

859

29,053
7,650

--1,763,762
92,900
250,000
24,000
47,000
39,000
232,000
14,705

859

(947)

7,650 ~

U,738)
7,000

0

(10,300)
(10,8001

(11,400)

[14,800)
(8,000)

769,605

(48,3001

57,800
52,400

0
3,000

------

--3,000
-----(20,000)
140,000
110,200

368,081
122,8'11
50,000

368,oSl"
135,971
0

540,952

504,052

----

11,900

0
13,100
(50,000)
0

---(36,900)
----------($92,038)
17,170,819
S7,262,857
0

•s:t:ms::

0

:::ssmsa =•:::::.:::

GENERAL LEOwER DETAIL

~9co"'1. OF" - ·It RE\l'Et:UE

~:r•v•------·-+----
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"OTOR
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HOTOR
rtOTOR

O'JIOl/89
09/15/tl9 _____ .
10/13/89

CES_

VEHICLES
VEHICLES
VEHlCLESVEHICLES

· n/o.i""/89-- ··--- ··-

o. oo ·

07PC02

N

08PC02
09PC01
09PC02
10PC01

SE"J-MONTHLY LI
8E11J-MONTULY LI
SEl'll;·tloNTHLY··cc··-·.
SErll-"ONTHLY LI

43.00
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4ii::. 31

41. 71
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I 0113/89 136?64

11i/J1(8'9
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·-
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oouooo
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SERV/JU!.Y
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SERVlCES-REPTE"~E~

·~7.00

_RE\IE!t~J.! .. ~~.!=l.LPA"._ABLE_._..6/J0/61

..... _

TOTAL CASH EXrENPITURES
. TOTA~ ENCtiMBRANCE~
TOTAL VNENCUHEER'D BALANCE
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TOTAL CASH EXPENDJTUREG
TOTAL ENCUMBRANCES
···-- ·····---------fui.i\Cu"NliNCUMBE.RCD-BALANCC

-----·--·--------

r-1

..µ

0.00
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APPENDIX 4A: Budget Transfer form
TOWN OF BLACKSBURG
Finance Department

Intra-Departmental Budget Transfers
(For Expenditure Accounts Only)

Account Number

Increased
. {Debit}

Account
DescriEtionlTitle

Decreased
~Credit)

"

..
,

TOTALS

\

Explanation of need for transfer:

For Finance
_Dept. Use Only

Prepared by ~~----~--------------~--~--~~·
Approved by --------~--~----~--~--------~~
Dept. Head
Date

Preliminary Review - Finance Dept.

Final Approval
Town Manaaer

Date

384

No·--~--~~

Date
Processed by

Date

·Name

Adjustment

~~--~---

APPENDIX 4B: Monthly financial report

385

FlN040S

~ENERAl.

8UDC:ET

t..EDC:ER SUr!.,ARY.

DATE: 11/J0/89

EXPENDED

ENCUt'IB

PA(;E:

BALANCE

----------~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~
03601300 ELECTIONS
SALARIES
66,&St .0026,8t2.J8
40:<:
.00
39,838.62- OJ-6-01300-1101
_:_0.VERTlt1E _____________________ __3,.000.00~------l•.443 •.30 __ t..IS% _ --·---~°'--- ----.4'4J.30 _03-6~01300!'!U.OC
.
PART-Tl"E tiEt..P
T,soo.oo2,567.00
3"1Y.
.oo
4,933.00- 03-6-01300-110(
FICA - Et'IPLOYERS CONTRIBUTION
S,903.002,439.26
41X
.00
3,'463.7'4- Ol-6-01300-120<
.;____V$RS _.,._.ErtPt..OYERS-CONTRlBUt I ON - - - - - 2 ,.685 _0 Q..., - - - - - - l ,_189-68 -42X __
~O O.
--'4 •OS. 32--03..,.6-01300-~0 C
.
HI - Et'IPLOYERS CONTRIBUTION
1,s1z.oo~SO.GO
307.
.o~
1 062.0o-· 03-6-01300-120<
LI - Et'IPl.OYERS CONTRIBUTION
680.00260.20
38~
.00
41'.80- 03-6-01J00-120C
TE"P.ORAl\Y._HELP ________________________ ~OO_ - - - - oo _____ x
-·--··-----00... ____________ oo __ oJ~6~0tJOO.~l300
REPAIRS - OFFICE EQUIP"ENT
t,000.003T1.45
llX
.00
628.SS- 03-6-01300-1300
REPAIRS-EQUIPMENT
• 00
. 00
X
• 00
•
. 00
03-6-01300-1300
!D' _PRlNTED ...F.ORHS
2,000._oo,..
2S_00.--6X
B2Z-S1t.ose.49-.-0J,.,,,.,,otJOO"'-l.300
~
AOVERTISIMG
e,200.00.t,OT0.12
..
.oo
1,1e,.ee- 03-6-01J00-130C
.
PUBLIC JNFORt'IATION
700.00.oo
X
.00
700.'00- O'l-6-01300-1300
:~. ___ DATA_PROCESSINCO_.SERV.ICES _________________ , ,.JSL OO-:_ _ _ _ _ e.•. 6416 ~25 ___42X
·-___oo ______ 3, T04.l5":'_.J-6~ tlOO~HOC
.
POOL CAR EXPENSE
.00
.00
X
.00
.OO
03-6-01JOO-t<40G
POSTAGE
3,285.001,236.62
38X
.00
2,048.38- 03-6-01300-1520
~ELEPHONE
_ __z,400_00~-----1.,.oez_49a___4115x _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .oo_
... 31.:r_se--.03'"!6.,,81.300"'-'Sl!O
t•
OFFICE SUPPLIES
1,500.00403.80
27X
223.80
872.40- 03-6-01300-1540
.:
PHOTO COl"IES
94.00.OO
X
.00
94.00- 03-6-01300-154(
:; ____GAS,OIL,GREASE,ETC _ _ ·----··--- --· --· _______ •. oo
oo _ _
oo __________~OO ._OJ-6~01JOO-::-JS4<
•
SUBSCIUPTlONS
e1s.oo1'4.8'4
91X
.oo
eo.16- 03-6-01300-1541
::
800KS
180.00T0.60
3!X
103.00
6.40- OJ-6-01300-tS41
_TRAVELINCO .. EXf!ENSES
_______ --2..,.600_oo~------"•0 • .39 _ _.16X. _ _ _ _ _ _ _~OO _ _ _ _____z, t89.6t,,,.__01~6'!!..(11.J00.,,..15SG
.
TRAUUNG
1,41100.00207.T<ll
1SX
.00
1 1 1'Z.Z6- 03-6-01300-IS!SO
..
OUES
ZTS.00150.00
SS~
.oo
IZS.00- 03-6-01300-1580
'---·"ARR~MJ:S .• l.fEES ____ .___ .__:_." ____ ·-·------so..00::_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ oo ____ x ·------- -----~.00 ··-------·so~00-__03-:6::.0U00-::.1580
.
S"ALL EQUIP"ENT AND SUPPLIES
42'. 00• 00
X
• 00
"IU. 00- 03-6-01300-t 580
..
HACHINERY 'EQUIPt'IENT - NEU
.00
392.00x
.00
:n2.oo- 03-6-01300-1700
~·._ _OF:E.lCE_EQUIP..ttENl~EW_____
20.00-:
92-00-11'8%._
00 _______ u2.oo_OJ~QUQQ~'IQO
1:.
OFFICE EQUIP11ENT - USED
.00
.00
X
.00
.00
03-6-0t300-1700
':
DATA PROCESSlNC: EQUIPl1ENT
2,650.00.00
X
.00
2,650.00- 03-6-0l300-170C
_;___jtENLOF_EQ.U.lf'ftENl
- - --·- _ _ _ _e,uo ,_00'.""
__•UO~OO __ J~JX _______ _l415~0.0 _ _ _ _ _t...•..us_oo.~.n:-6::.0.t..J00::.18H
•
PART-TI"E HELP
28,357.00eo.eea.le
73X
.oo
T,see.ee- 03-6-01300-2100
.
FICA - t:t'IPLOYERS CONTRIBUTION
.oo
T.:SO
x
.oo
T.JO
03-6-osno-zzoo
1o_P..ROF:ESSIONAL-8ERV.lCES
_ _ _ _4.4SOO-.OO"'.".
3,,._0lS-43___67X ___
oo.
l.._464.Sl.~~6.~0.1300!!2300
•.
REPAIRS - EQUIPt'IENT
. 00
. 00
X
. 00
• 00
03-6-01300-2300
.!·
PRINTED FORttS
1,800.00t2l.SO
sn
.oo
876.SO- OJ-6-01300-2300
:.;__1!_0$_T~4:E
______1.,520,00-: _ _ _ _ _::S!il.1..lS ____ 23X. ____ . _ _ _ oo..______ _ _ t .... t72.2S-_03=6:=.Cltl00::".2520
•
TELEPHONE
300.00.oo
x
.00
100.00- 03-6-otJoo-eseo
TRAVELIN; EXPENSES
1.200.00tl.60
ex
.00
1,106.40- Ol-6-01300-2550
:_:___yRAlNIN,.
---~--___ __:rso.oo-_ _ _ _ _ _ ]70....JIT __49% ____________ oo _ _ _ _ _ 379-lJ-___§3=.6.~1.JQO.~C!SSO
DUES
25.00.00
X
.00
25.00- 03-6-01300-2580
.
UARRANTS & FEES
. 00
• 00
:::
• 00
• 00
Ol-6-01300-2580

,x

+:>

a
1-.1
Q)

1-.1

>.

:c1
+:>
c:

~

C.)

~

><

~
~

~

.x ________

.
fU

H

i;

~-'"l\LL ..EOUlfMEN'L~ND.JlUf!e..LIES. -------· _____ soo ... oo-

•:
"ACHJNERY & EQUIP"ENT - NEU
.00
::
DATA PROCESSING EQUlPHENT
.00
lV_-1tEN.T_OF......YEHICLES
· · - - - ·______ J,.400-00~
l!'
RENT STORA.COE SPACE
UO. 00••
RENT OF BUJLDINCO - VOTINCO
.00

•
2,650.00

________

.x. -- --- ___ _. oo _________ __500~00::'.-_tl.--:.6::UJ00::258.li
X

X

.00
.OO

X
. X

• 00
.00

oo _____ x___ -- . _ __._00

• 00
.00

.00
03-6-01300-2100
2,650.00
03-6-01J00-270t
..._400_00~__11~4.130.G.=.1!801)
180. 00-

,00

03-6-01300-280C
03-6-0IJ00-280C

\0

co

M

APPENDIX 4D: Budget Transfer form
OXJNI'Y OF ROANOKE, VIRGINIA
B~

TRl!NSFERS

Cepa.rt:::Ient of Finance
Department _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

'IO:

EP.CM:

Please transfer the following line-item acccunts: •
.

.

AO:lXJNr

a:DE

AO:Xmrr DESCRIPrION

INCREASE ( nEX:RFASE)

s

·.

-

-o-

$

rorAL

.Reason for T r a n s f e r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Recuested Bv:

Direc+-..or of Firlance Rea::m:nendation

Depar:t:Ire..'lt Head - - - - - - - - - - -

Recaimendation:

Asst. County
h:'::ni.oistrator

Signed:
Acoroval

Date:

Yes

Signed:
Title:
Date:

~1ised

U/86

387

D

N:J

D

6&F 82B

COMHONUEALTH OF VIR~JNIA
OEPART.1'1ENT OF. MENTAL HEALTH AND HENTAL RETARDATION
EXP.BY--COSTCENTER/SUBOBJ·.-·UITH ENCUl1BR. - .... ---- - - - - -

..el".!BOD _O~--YEAR

90

726 SOUTH$IOE VA

PA~E

RUN DATE
TIHE - --

M-T-D

_ADHINlSTRATJVE SERVICES_

1111 EMPLOYER RETIREMENT CONTRIB
. _____ t..!J_g_ .9~~PJ.:'::'J'~l.,,~8_ll;D. EMPLQY_E~~----1113 OASDI-UAGE EMPLOYEES
1114 'ROUP INSURANCE
_J t 1S .J1EOlC.ALLHOSf l.HL .. INSURANCE

,.,

1110 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

:~

ri
'' 9

Y-T-D

EHCUMB.
AMOUNT

Y-T-D

1128 SALARIES, SICK LEAVE BALANCES
ARIES

~.'J_ _ _ 1120 SA!

~:u;

lul
1'"';
iui

0

271

J:x:t

"""
><

~a..

~

_.-1!>.i.§~-~-

2,502

__ _

-4,069
.e1.J3&_

!Q9,0!4

E:~

!

~
3
'1
~:i

17-4

~0..4....ll.1

3,602.6~

EXPENDITURES

PERSONAL SERVICES

S<C6,069

t,035
36,120

212 MEDIA SERVICES
1214 POSTAL SERVICES
JS PRINTING SERVICES
1216 TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES
1210 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

'· ~00
4"f2, 12T
480,282

1221 ORIOANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS
t~22 PU&LICATJON SUE!SCRIPTlONS
3
~1 _ _ 12.23-t.QM.VENTION ' ..ED!.LCAIIQN~l.._SYJ;_S.__
)371
1e20 EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
,3!!

'26..of.13

66.21

293.68

50
690
t' 100
1,8-40

1"';!

1251 CUSTODIAL SERVICES
j•·, ______ t.253 .. EGUlP.HENT.REPAlR ..A .HAINT.SYCS
~·1
1256 MECHANICAL REPAIR & MAINT SVCS
:·".
1257 PLANT REPAlR & MAINT. SVCS

I_.

l-r.,

1250 REPAIR I

t,s80.12
-~.176 ,70__
39,896.75

0.00
0.00
28...Jt§_._u _ _ _tH....§.!iLL._1.8_____

36,,86.9 ...
66.25

t 1l65.80
28,2-49.54

2',481.59

198, 071 .56
12,699.25

----1.d!>.J..:1.L. ___
118,688.29

132,6'4.90

0.00

u

___

0.00
t7<C.OO
J5<C,,57_,_1f,_______2_~Q._:n'l.2~

Q..J)JL

J,S17.03
J,517. 03

.SVCS..._

l'IAINTENANCE SVCS

t~~-----1261 .. ARCHIJECTURAL/£NGINEERINCO
I"'
1265 LAUNDRY & LINEN SERVIf:ES
1260 SUPPORT SERVICES
:-,...

SVCS

127 ... ADP HAROUARE MAINlENANCE SVCS

1275 ADP SOFTUARE "AINTENANCE SVCS

\!!,';._ ---- .1276 ...ADP.. .DflERATIN(; __ svcs . ( DCSL
1277 ADP OPERATIN' SVCS <NON-STATE>

0.00/
0.99
A

0. 00

___ .,0.. 00
0.00

_____ Q,JU!_

0.00

500

- ·--- 0 ._00
0.00
0.00

700

- - o."oo

.

0.00
---- o. 00
s ... ,. 72-

1'8,071 .56
0.00

t,035.00
23,419.76

1 , 307. 36 · · - - - ---~~7, 3~-=~-118, 688. 29
323,438.71
tJ2,695.89
347,586.11

¥. ...

0.00
0.99

::::

._!_L_

3-47 ,997 .......

260.00
345.56
'. 30. o~.
1,95"4.65

210.00....

-- - -

::::

34-4.. "4..4
~.., ,,09.:1"4.65-

0, !>Q________JL.9.t ____ ._ _9_.J!0. _______6,_$09 .Jt9

:~:~

0.00

:.::

28,560 .97
~J_su

12,700.24

Aft

260.00
0.00
2.82.. 36
63.20
_ _t!]_,_J_!____ __L_l~-' :...O_________
o .J~L
107.H
1,891.45
63.20

eoo

7,500
00
400
00

0.00

·---

0.00
0 00

00

23,915
52,500
88,855
_ _ _ _9Q
165,270

2,-488.28.

12,559.30
69, t 11. es
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APPENDIX 4F: Quarterly report

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA TRAINING CENTER
QUARTERLY BUDGET REPORT

(1) Date
(2) Quarter Ending

12131/89

(4) Cost Center _ _ _ _ __

Straight Line 50%
Budget

{3) Prepared By

(5) Phone#

-------

-------

Expended % of Budget
YTD

Variance

,1113/41
1125

1200
1300

/

1400

-

1500

2200
Total

(7) Explanation of Variance:

(8) Request the f9llowing budget changes:

Sub-Object

_,,,

Present Budget

Requested Budget

(9) Explanation of requested budget changes:

(10) Projected funding problems:
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APPENDIX 4G: Form 27
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APPENDIX 4H:Intra-agency transfer forn1

FY 89 - - - QUARTER BUDGET REPORT
DIVISION/DISTRICT/RESIDENCY
BUDGET
CHECK IF NO VARIANCES/ADJUSTMENTS THIS QUARTER - -

NUMBER OF ATTACHMENTS
SUBMITTED BY

(Name, Title)

DATE

/////////l//l//////////////l///l/ll//////////////ll//////l/llll/ll////l//////I.
(OBJECT CODE 1100)

BUDGETED

PERCEN'l'

EXPENDED

EXPENDED

----'

$ _ _ _ _$ _ _ __

(REQUESTED ADJUSTMENT)
AMOUNT

EXPLANATION - - - - - - - - - - - - -

RECOMMENDATION: CHIEF ENGINEER/DIRECTOR
APPROVE
DI SA!>PROVE

$ ----

:~;')ROM SUBOBJECT CODE :

(~te

DEPUTY COMMl'SSIONER/l~INANCE DIRECTOR
DIS AI>PROVE
APPROVE

•. , /

TO SUBOBJECT CODE :
INDICATE ANY PREVIOUS ADJUSTMENT

BUDGl~

AMOUNT $ _ _ __

QTR

--

/

ADJUSTED

/////l//l//l/////////////ll//l///////////ll////////////////l/////ll/////ll//ll.
(OBJECT CODE 1200)
BUDGETED

EXPENDED

$ _ _ _ _ $ _ _ __

(REQUESTED
AMOUNT

ADJUS~)

PERCENT

EXPENDED

EXPLANATION - - - - - - - - - - - - -

----'
RECOMMENDATION : CHIEF ENGINEER/DIRECTO:

.

APPROVE

$ ----

FROM SUBOBJEC'].!/COOE

DISAPPROVE

--

(Date

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER/'.FINANCE DIRECTOR

APPROVE

TO SUBOBJECT CODE :
INDICATE ANY PREVIOUS ADJUSTMENT
QTR
AMOUNT $ _ _ __

391

OISA:l?PROVE

BUDGET ADJUSTED

APPENDIX 4I: Reprogramming form

tSSUEO_ev (OR_GANIZATIONI

;i.. ,-~ :.>:.; "'1..i..

r ~5:':1""G~N:-:A-:T,,;;U,-::R:::El"!O~F=-=APP-=R=-o~v.,.,1N""G""""'o"'F"'F.,..,1c""E""'R,.....---------~----------+::5:r=A::-T:;:-l~<?::O::NT"N:;;:-:U~M:'::8:::E:::R:--------1
~::~:-."= ~-~i.; -.~:. ~.

';:

s

.'Ill~ ~~~

,•.

··~·

AU..OTMEN:T SYMBOL .

TYP£0 N~ME ANO TITLE Of". APPROVING OFFICER

..
~

APPROPRIATION SYMBOL ·

~.--.::------~~~---~~~~~~~~-----~~~~~~_,_~~~·---~--~~
ti-----------------~------F_u_N_o_s_ _ _ _ _ _-r-------~·-------..;.i
INCREASE (DECREASE)

·a

;a.i

...A

"'

. ; .... ·..';'"'t-: .. :r·

....,.·-.'

..

.:
REMARKS·
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. REVISED NE;T AMOUNT ..

. .c

....

APPENDIX 4,J: Budget adjustment form

ADVICE NUMBER

I

FUND CITE AUTHORIZATION (FCA)
oATE 1ssueo

CHANGE NUMBER

I

l\!XPll'IATION DATE

INOIVIOUAL ADMINISTERING FCA (N•mt1, oddrtta, •nd ldt1pho1ttt No,/

'REQUESTED IYllSSUEO TO (At:flrUy'1Mmt1 andtMldtt111/

INSTRUCTIONS TO REQUESTING/RECEIVING OFFICE

This form may be used by an activity 10 req1H!St aulhority to cite funds or by the AFO to issue fund cite authority under the provisions of AFR 177-101.
Before !he bepnninJ of a period. 111 activity may 111bmil this form to the AFO as a requa:( for fund requiremenu for a specif'ic period and specific
purpo1e. Tiie AFR 177-16 1tatement mll$1 be signed before 1111horizint or incurring commitments or obligations. The ar..10unt approved by the AFO
Is aa eslilnate of the amount which may be obllpted. YOla must advise the
AFO when it beoomes appuent that obligations may exceed the
amowit made anillble on this form. fallwe to do so may overoblipte the tunds administered by the AFO and rault in a violation of AFR 177-16.
The NCipjeat or penon ad~ lhls document could be beld responsible (or the vioJ.atJon and subject to admiril.stratm ditcipline. Show W
-nliftc dassifteatioft and advice numbes on all obligation docun.ents. Return a duplicate copy of this form to the issui,,. AFO as IOOn as Ill obtiplio111 ha\'e been lncumid or on the expiration date, Whlcheftr coma first. Abo return any ou11tanding commitment documents that 111thorize obllplions wtlidl hawe not beat lncumd. The total dollar amount of these documents should equal die total
the Comll'litlllcnt Amount columa Send to
lbe i:auilll AFO any obliptio11 documents recelved after CJ<pintion of the period of this authority. DO NOT u.., this form aftctt expiration even if an
IY&ibble baLlacc ftillWns. Keep the OfiCIAal fonn for )'Oltl Illa. lnstructlom for maintainiaa this form ue on the rcversc•

•i,,.

or

. . _.... _, F...,_Officlr.
Requesi authority to eke funds and 1-r oblis*lions for the purposes stated below, In 1m01ant of S
t.o
etdmated fuftcl iequircmen11 for Ute period
AFR J 77-16 Stlltnnmr: I~ read AFR 177-16 and undentand that funds must be 00111.roUed to eNUre that anovcrobtiption does not occur.
TO:

• to COffl

rs111111n1u of 1na1v111u.i Admfmstm.., FCA.}

(Rttq.,ttlltr/Rt'clpk11t $11,..twl'f'J
l'IJRPOSE:

I

REQUESTER-S NAME ANO GRAOI\!

REQUESTER'S SIGNATURE

ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION

THIS APPROPRIATION
EXPIRES 30 SEP - - -

I

AMOUNT

·

Tltir •11tl1orit.• to ritt' funds •nd ino.r oblitlftio111 in /ht' •mou111 .,,..,. 11/>off ill •PP""•~. This ii not on t1dmiltis1ro1i•t' subdivision of funds per A FR J 77.J 6.
TYPED NAME, AOORl\!SS. ANO Tl!LEPHONE NUMBER OF ISSUING ACCOUNTING ANO
fl'tNANCE OFF ICE R (°" Olfkilll tkfli«nttJ

AF Form 616, Jun 85

PfltEV10US EOITtON IS O•SOLCTC.

393

SIGNATURE

I

APPENDIX 4J

INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAINTAINING THIS FORM

List 11/l commitmftltr •1111 obliptlolu yo11 ttUthorize or i11CUT. Compuu 1111ew 11llfdlllble btt1'111ce by iubtnzcfin8 the c;;immltmmt or ob/i#ltio1111moul'll
from the P'nioru n.Ollblt! bahztu:e. lf 1111 obliptitm wa1 pr~iously recon:lt!d 111 a commitment, revuu the commitmmt, and record the obligation.
Uw the Renvrb column u necets41')' to help 11111/ntain the form. Send a copy of ttzch obligating document to the k:suing AFO 111 won 111 practical
(dllily, -ekly, 1'1;')nthly). Send fll1 obliltltinf documenn in time to rf!tlCh the w111"6 AFO by the end of t11ch montJ1.
OBLIGATION RECORD
DOCUMENT
REFERENCE
NUMBER

DOCUMENT
CATE

COMMITMENT
AMOUNT

OBl.IGATION
AMOUNT

AVAILABl.E
BAl.ANCE

REMARKS

I

·--

-qt'VerN of AF Form 616. Jun 85)

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTil!IG OP'!!'ICE

394

1986 0 - 158-529

APPENDIX 4K: Monthly financial report

TOWHCF~

INTERIM STATEIEO' IF EXPEHDITtm, ~ NIB ~IATIOHS
--~-----------~-~----~---<lllllffil..a&~t...-1.~'-----~----~-~--~----~~---TOTAL
- Af'f1<0'RIATIOHS

tOi1H
~
EXPEM>Ill.f£S
lff10NET£D
aH:£H1'
l'Rlal
-EXPalllllU".£S ---WTSTAHDIICl ---n'.M :ro MTE --------llH..Ala ---- 'ttAA IC-- ~ S

---------------------.oo
1,!S00.00

H1101-1006 aucIL Sl'UR1ES
1e,ooo.oo
1,soo.00
2-01101-2001 FICA
t,352.00
112.65
- -2-01101·2009- tlEH'l.DYl£)(f IISIWa38.00- -1•~
2--01101-J002 PRa"ESS IOHH.. SERVICES - OT1£f<
J,000, 00
, 00
HUOl-:3007 ADIOTISOO
230.00
.oo
~--2-01101-&03-'IE..ECOltUU'.CATIOllS-----------JJS,OO- -------25.41
2-01101-5401 tff!ct Slffl.IES
120.00
S.69
.
HllOl-5413 ano ~TDG am..n:s
soo.oo
75.00
'---HUOt-5437-fUJIElS - - - - - - - - - - - - --- -- ...:J00,00----·002-01101~ TRIWEl.
6,300.00
.oo
-i
2-01101~ ELECTlat EXPEHSE
2,500.00
,oo

,oo

U.2.65

H1101-'560B tomUllUTiat TD NM'1X:
HUOt-5609 OJmUllUTUll TO N£lCf qj AGll«I

-.00-----, 00

.oo

.oo

00

%!i #1

.oo
.oo

5.69
?:;.oo
-...00.oo
.oo

-------00-

.oo

.oo

2,412,00

.oo

.oo
.oo

709,33

.oo

1l1l91.00

,OO

~ttOl-SOU~-i0~~~~·00----025.00-

~

2-01101-5615 CDmtalTllW TO LIWW!Y

e,soo.oo

;;j

::!!:.:!!-=:1at TII rnnG PRO.ET

2,:::

~

2-01101-5620 alfTIU8l.lmll

ro HR11 NJ.INCE

2,soo.00

·:

.oo

00

·:

.oo

a,3

s.3

no.oo

.o

.o

1,239,JS
8.l
8.3
- -1.SO ------34,SO ----- . ..l.9-------12•4
•00
3, 000, 00
•0
.o

----2-01101-560~11Ul"UJN-f0~---------6,065.00--- --6,0.S.00-----00---6,~

:;;
'::-:'

16,soo.oo

-

.oo

.oo

J09 59___J_.5-.--J,t_____
114.31
4. 7
.o

.us.oo
15,0
1.6
J00.00----0-----0-6,l00.00
.o
.o
2,S00,00
.O
.o
00---100.0--100..0-----

13,391.00

2,412.00

.o
.o

.o
,O

625 00 ~---708.33
7,791.67
a.1
.o

·:

.oo

2,:::

2,soo.00

.o

.o

.o

.o
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~

900,00
47.06
.oo
47,cw.
952,94
s.2
s.1
20 1 473.00
1,505,95
,oo
1,:;os,95
18,9'7.0S
7.J
7.2
-1,714.00
-107.03
.OO-----t07-.03--.t,606.V7-- --'>•2-- .. -6• 2---------- R£T1m£K1' - l/SRS
2.092.00
173.84
.oo
173.&I
1,908.16
8.3
8.J .
,.
tOSPmw.. / 1£DICAL f'lNiS
1,620.oo
197.14
.oo
1n.1<1
1,422.116
12.1
12.2
;_--Hlt~-Uf'E~---67+00- ----?.<18
00
f,48
tS7...s:2..---S."---8.3----2--01102-2009 IJEFLO'l"IEIT INSllWCE
7.oo
.oo
•00
.oo
7.oo
.o
.o
;:
2-01102-2011 IDIOO'S QJf'EHSAJiqj
39.00
4.00.OO
4,0(>·
43.00
10.2
12.2
---Hll02-2014--Df'l..DY'ER'S~~-flWllE-IEJEFTIS--- ----..zi,00 ---- +00 ---- ---....0 0 - - - - - 0 0
25,00---.0--....0 - - - - , ,.
2-01102-3005 ""1lfTOWU SERI/Ia: llll1TW:TS
.oo
lO .so
.oo
30. 50
30,50.o
•0
2--01102-3006 l'tWITUG ,.. llllW«l
5,000.<io
.oo
.oo
.oo
s,000.00
.o
io.5
;-.-~1102-3007~IIG
--t-.'450.00------00-------24••2
00
1,425,59
t 4
5.2----;;
HU~ TEl..EIXJtUIIt:TI<Mi
JIM,00
31.54
.oo
3.1.,54
3'52.46
a.2
9.J
2'-01102-5401 CfftCE SU'f\.It:S
5SQ,OO
,OO
12S.20
.OO·
424.90
22.7
7,4
--2--01102-'5500 nw.e.1,?00.00·
· .oo
~OO--- --OO--t,700.00----·0--- ---•0------- 2-01102-5lSO& TMDmG
s1.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
s1.oo ' .o
21.2
2-01102-sol !US NCI l'IS'SOCIATICJI IEtiEl'l'SHIPS
too.oo
100.00
,oq,_ .
100.00
.oo
100.0
711,9
- ---·H1102-7007- 0 P-£llS1Pt£1fi ·· ---J,825.00 - - - - - -.00 ·--.00------.40--+t8Z».OO---O.-----O-----

H1102-1002
2-01102-1007
--- HU02-200t
2-01102-2002
2-01102-2005

1M:RT11£

CUJlK OF QUCU.

-flCA

f.:

s.e

40,087.00

H1201-1002 c:r.oru£
2-01201-1003 PMT-TU£

tJS.00-

4,500,00

395

--.00

140.70

- --·00

.oo

- -....OC1-I_ _ _,,_.135~.00----0---0-----

140,711

4,J59.JO

3.1

4,2

APPENDIX 4L: Accounting ledger

DATE

TOWN

7/11189

CF~

~-~~
DDIT

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
100
110
111

114
115

116
117
118
119
120
123
124
125
126
129

199

201
202
203
205

206
207
209

209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225

22&

s,2-40.os

nrn.rrY

FMB tD£Y tw\'l<ET
tD£Y HARt\ET-&WIMlS
RI) tD£Y HNH:T-a£CKOO
IOtIHIClf 8A!t: 9W\E!HUatOI> ESCROW
IOtINIClf BA!t: - lUCICSlU<6 ESCROW
IOtIHIClf 8A!t: - t£W RIIJER WSI#
IXIU'HIClf JN« - f\EllAR .
FMB MYRCll
NB8 fO£Y HARt\ET-&'WDIJS
NATUIW. 8A!t: - A£6 t\CtT
H8B - MYRCll itanJlT
H8B - mM I IJIH.T ESCRIJI
UEIL OOllERMEMT INUEST• PIXI.
aJITTFICAlE CF llEPOS?TS
ESt1D1 - a, mt ma LD£ CROSSM»a"

299,51

1,167, 794.22

.oo
.oo

RI)

SUDtmG Pm: --· - - .. .
owa: FUlt 6FECIIC. £IJEHTS
PETTY CASH
aw&: RJI) m.r CClR£ QWll£ f'l.11) -

CllSH OUER NIJ S1GT
ICCO.lfTABn.ITY TO RHlS

.oo
.oo
.oo
;oo
.oo
3'S5,472.00.
.oo
.oo
.oo
··.oo···

1,209,92

1ST VA BA!t: CF swntEST
FMB SPECIIC. itanJlT

camw..

CJSIT

100,100.00
10.00
129,811.77

3,7Q;-4.o4

.oo
.oo

6,307.37795.23-

.oo

8,563.37

-

.oo
.oo

113,'50.53-

.oo
.oo

952,198.46
1,900,000.00
10,ost.18
· - 20~00 - - ·
75.00

300.'oo'" ···,

.oo
.oo
- ·.oo ·

230.'00. -· -123,74

.oo

.oo
.oo
.oo .
.oo

. . ~ .:.-.-.~-~~~~-=-=~-----1*:-:
3,811,929.11,-

CllSH IJIEMTOO. ·-· -- ·--.. -------------·----···oo--·-·--111,63'2.D'-.
DflJES11£HTS
300,000.00
.oo
L.6IP IHVESTl£HTS
soo,000.00
.oo
RESEJM: Rlt M Sf£C1lt. ICaUfT
.oo
5,246.0SVA TEDf 5X FIWOl'ISE FEE
.oo
.oo
SILES TAX REtEIVAlll£
.oo
.oo
urn.ITY TAX R'£alVAlllE
.oo
.oo
DPJEJmRT .. WARDDJSE
129,194.40
.oo
S,-4-47.43
.oo
llCCTS IE - TR#JEL
llCCTS IE - R£FUSE
28,187.'9
.oo
llCCTS IE - HISC
15,450.17
.oo
4,724.42
llCCTS IE - BUS & PfO'"
.oo
768.75
.oo
IH1tN£ST IE - IHVESTl£HTS
l£ALS TAX RECEIVAILE
3,187.21
.oo
5,450.8?
.oo
FED. R£DllJlS£ Rlt RE. EXCISE TAX
5,922,49
tma-f«JTEl. TAX R£IEIVAllC.E
.oo
IJllOT 4lM QTR, HIGllAY l1AIH1BWa REC.
.oo
.oo
PRCl1ISS(RY llJTES RmlVAl!l.E
.oo
_,.oo
Jl£ TO I FRQll VASI#
.oo
- .oo
.oo
.oo
RECEI\Wl£ flRt VA IE'T• CF P£RSOlfEl.
.oo .
634.14
SUilttDG PIXI. DMHltR\'
Jl£ TO I FRQll PE.Y SIWUHG
.oo
.oo
.oo
Jl£ TO I FRQll CD.F CClRlE F1JfD
.oo
1l£ TO I FRQll BUS SY'STE1'
.oo
.oo
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.oo
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COMMONWEALTH ACCOUNTING ANO REPORTING SYSTEM I CARS
ACTR 0402 OPTIONS: C1
VEE I< LY
SOUTHSIDE VA TRAINING CTR fOR MENTALLY RETARDED
( 00-CYCLf Y'
TRIAL BALANCE OF GENERAL LEDGER ACCOUNTS IY AGENCY/FUNO DETAIL/PROJECT
RUN DATE 10/21/11 09:14 A.M.
As or 10121111

FUND

NO

PROJT

0100 14137

.µ

1-4456

a
~

OJ

~

gi

.µ

§
0

u

~
z

><:
H

~
~

~

NO

ACCOUNT TITLe

BEGINNING BALANCE

101
102
703
801
900

CASH WITH THE TREASURER Of VA
ALLOTMENTS
RESERVE FOR ALLOTMENTS
SURPLUS APPROPRIATED
APPROPRIATIONS

101
102
703
801
900

CASH WITH THE TREASURER OF VA
ALLOTMENTS
RESERVE FOR >LLOTMENTS
SURPLUS APPROPRIATED
APPROPRIATIONS

101
102
703
800
801
900
901
902
961
982
983

CASH WITH THE TREASURER Of VA'
ALLOTMENTS
RESERVE FOR ALLOTMENTS
FUND BALANCE
SURPLUS APPROPRIATED
APPROPRIATIONS
EXPENOITURES
EXPENDITURE REFUNDS
REVENUE
CASH TRANSFER JN·NON·GENERAL F
CASH TRANSFER OUT·NON·GENERAL

....

.oo
1.606.662.81
36.099,425.00CR
36,099 ,425 .oo
29,746.51CR
36.099,425.00
36.099.425.00CR
9,876.349.43
10,466.0ICR
8.418,699.72CR
3,053.100.00CR
29.000.00

101 CASH WITH THE TREASURER OF VA
800 FUND BALANCE
961 REVENUE

TOTAL
0290 00000

101 CASH WITH THE TREASURER Of VA
800 FUND BALANCE

TOTAL
1000 00000

.•,,,
.oo

TOTAL
0288 00000

116,020. 75
1HS,020.75CR
1us.020.15
2.535,000.00
2,651,Q20.75CR
85.350.00
85,350.00CR
85,350.00
1,469.000.00
1, 554. 350.00CR

TOTAL
0200 00000

·r-l

'1'

OLA

.

11. 720.60
11, 720.60CR

CASH WITH THE TREASURER OF VA
ALLOTMENTS
RESERVE FOR ALLOTMENT~
SURPLUS APPROPRIATED
APPROPR I AT JONS
REVENUE

315.00
268.000.00CR
268.000.00
268.000.00

268,000.00CR
3US.OOCR

TRANSA.CT (ONS

.oo

.oo

2. 535.000.00
.00

.

.00

729
2
HIS
01

ENDING BALANCE

GLA
NO

CREDITS

.oo
.oo
.oo

116,020.75
2,651,020.75CR
2 .65 l .020. 75
2. 535,000.00
2.651,020.75CR

101
102
703
801
900

.oo

85.350.00
· 1.554. 350.00CR
1.554,350.00
I, 469,000.00
1.554.350.00CR

101
102
703
801
900

2. 535 .000.0QCR
.00

.oo
.oo
1.469.000.00
.oo

I ,4139.000.00CR
.00

7.624.549.71

7 .GH.549. 71CR

2.672,925.84

2.776.710.14CR

.00

.oo
.oo
.oo

.oo
.oo

2 .067 ,627. 14

.oo
.oo

709,083.00

.oo

5,4"19,635.'118

.oo
.00

.oo

.oo

.00
101
102
703
801
900
961

DEBITS

AGENCY NO
AGENCY PAGE:
REPORT PAGE:
REQUEST NO. ACTR0402 A

~

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.00

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo

.00

.oo
.oo

.00

.oo

.00

.oo

2. 568 .050. 91CR
4,616.98CR
100. 257. 95CR
.00

.oo
5,•U9,635. 98CR

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.00
.oo
.00

.oo
1.502.878.51
36.099.425.00CR
36.099,425.00
29.746.51CR
36.099.425.00
36.099.425.00CR
9,375,925.66
15,082 99CR
7.809.874.67CR
3.053.100.00CR
29,000.00

IOI

102
703
800
801
900
901
902
961
982
983

.oo
12.636.03
IOI
12.590. 73CR 800
45.30CR 961

.oo
l I, 720.60
101
ll,720.60CR 800
.00
315.00
268.000.00CR
268.000.00
2911.000.00
268.000.00CR
3 l!L OOCR

101
102
703
801
900
991

I

ro

°'M

APPENDIX 40: Budget Surmiary report
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APPENDIX 4P: cash projection report
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Montha A• . . •,..ang

<;uJT..,;10£ VA. TRAIH0.0 CEHTER

•on

C••h Flo .. Pro1•el
.... of NOUEneER :u , 1989

···--------·----·····-----------·-----------------

Cult On H.end -

ll">o..-.9
-di Tr.,.afer To Generel Fund•

•1,'J8' · ' ' '
tl,'JOJ,))0

Currant Appropri•taon
E•p•ndatvr•• To Del• - ll/,0/99
Tr•n•f•r• to General Fund•

U6,099,42t

<14,129~9?6>

12 ,6,'J, 098 FYilO iw.re9e Month

u,11,,,,a
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ACTR 1408 OPTIONS: A1
WEEKLY
(CM)-CYCU U
RUN DATE 11/t8/811 03:30 A.M.

AQY

+>
~

a

PCM/

FUND BOD
USE

COE PROJ

CDE

sot 503

0400

I

0<110

COMMONWEALTH ACCOUNTINQ ANO REPORTINQ SYSTEM I CARS
DEPT Of TRAHSPORTATIOt-1
STATEMENT Of APPROPRIATIONS ALLOTMENTS ANO EXPENOITURES OPERATING
AS Of 11/17/H

',,r>PH/ ·•

lEQlS
. QJRRENT: APPN

I

19,800.00

.oo

.

~ST

I

ariit Alli.fr i

2ND. QTR ALLDt

.oo
.oo

3R'o4Tl:C
:•trc.QTR
A~Lot) ;.r• . ·.
ALLOT . •

I

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo

/I -

I

•. : .·

EXP

tHIS MO ..

.00

.oo

.oo

.00

1,319,375.59

.oo

4,Sl9,64'.41
4,519,644,41

.oo

1,319, 37S.59

4.519,644,41
4,519,644.<ll

s. 839 .020.00

5,839,020.00
s. 839. 0:20. 00

5,839,020.00

0400

838. 946. 00

.oo

~

0401

1,072.154.00

.oo

.00

.oo

.oo
.oo
.oo

0

0410

101.300.00
2 .012. 400. 00

2 .012. 400.00

.oo

.00

2.012.400.00
2.012,400.00

2,012,400.00

.oo

.oo

201 .!526.H

187.639,932.00
.00

.oo
.oo

51'7.01

333.<119,998.00
333,419,'ll9B.OO

333,·Cl9,998.00

.oo
.oo
.oo

PROGRAM TOTAL

...;

SOI 601

~

SOI 602

'°

+>
c:
o:::r

><
H

~

'14

~

PROGRAM TOTAL

501 602

501 603

o.eoo
0401
0408

.oo

66, 179.011.00
.00

0410

.oo

0472

I 110.883.359.00

.00

4 17. 209. 402. 00

.oo
.00

.oo

.oo
.oo
.00

.oo
.oo
.. 17 • 209. 402. 00

.oo

'

Hl,541.46

IS, S41, 46

179,260. 19
179,260.19

.oo

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo

201, SM. 66

.oo

.oo

.oo

.oo
.oo

.oo

736, 120.00
s. 839,020.00

~

I

.oo
.oo
.oo

0410

0

u

.oo

361, 516. 22
361.516.22

.oo
.oo

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo

.00

UNENCUN APPN

.oo

.oo

501 601

I

UNEXF' . AL~OT I

119, 283. 78

s. t02. 900.00

§

. ENCUMBRANCES

.oo

0400

+>

.oo

,

361,516.22
361.516.:12

480,800.00

501 503

.oo

REQUEST NO. ACTR1408 D

1 Hl,283. 78

480,800.00
480,800.00

tn

c:
·r-1

PROGRAM TOTAL

!101
1
181
02

.oo

480,800.00

~

'1

llNAt.lQ1rE:o/i ·.,; .··~iP····rH11 n.AR1 .

481,000.00
480,800.00

(])

7-~

AGENCY NO
AGENCY PAGE:
REPORT PAGE:

.oo

.oo

.00

18,!111. 102.91

.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo
.oo

.oo

.00

.oo
.00
.00

22, 782, 1102. 11

.oo

.oo

10, 158.68C

.00

.oo

10, 1S8.68
10. 158. 68

.00

.oo

.oo
.oo

853,450. 78

I. 158. 949. 22

843,292.10

1, 169, 107 .90
1, 16'll, 107. 90

.oo

.oo

335.15C

.oo

1, 158,949.22

335. 15
335. 15

94, 102,372.31

.oo

23'll.317 ,62S.69
239,317,625.69

.oo

.oo

.oo

13,!115.0C

.oo

2.cB.81'll.014.as

.oo

.00

13,!515.49
13,515.49
167.390.387.15
167,390,387.15

I

0
0

~

- ciHftuftiwefL TH -oi=viRfi INIA --

Ai 4-09 zi=of- RUN DATE 09/19189
RUN TIME 9:58 AM

·- -----· ·- --

- --

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
- ··
FISCAL oiv1s10N ·

GENERAL LEDGER SHEET
DATE .. BATetf" LEDGEifoiFsff

.,µ
~

~
~

8'

•M

.,µ

~

m
>i

~

8 04

o

8 04 89
e 04 &9
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a 01 89
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8 08 89
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·1r osff9-

e
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8 ll 89
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8 11 89
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zo36 ·
Z036

zdj6

--

785

807
808

2036

zo36

Z036

Z036
2036
""i036 .... --

VOUCHERS
VOUCHERS.
VOUCHERS
VOUCHERS
VOUCHERS

39003-39023
1i614-li685

8 14 89
8 15 8i"

831

Z036

8 12 89

850

861

865

Z036
ZOl6
2036

.
VOUCHERS 39442-39541
FORMS 1 39843FORMS 1 39847-
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2036

A56

2036

CV L&O 7Zl-7Z7

"\t'

><

~

0..

~

808

sf" - "8B

8 15 89

8 12 89
ii 1s·· h ·
8 15 89

845

Z0,6

·---·

12674-12685

v"oi.it"HE RS i Z6iff,;;.i H4i VOUCHERS 1Zl49-1Z803
~outHE~S 39368-

·aa-a-··-21rn--- ----· - ·niiif HTHLY

8 16 89- . --899
8 31 89 __ -~-'-~
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·-

·--
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35.11
91;60
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~

8 h
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8 11

..

33.68

···u~H1.39··---

~~Ot~l~i ~)~~6-

~

89

·1oz.09

1n ·· -20H·--ro1n --c"RoI9 --- · -· ·--- · ··793

- ---·- ·iuiNce -·--
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7.30

·· ·
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·-·vaucHERsTHsa:..12459· ·VOUCHERS 36649-36650
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··- -·oesiis____ --- -· ··-cifeons

r-1

0
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·-

~

23, 018.ao

101.13

6·s·,;s1-;oo·-·-----··-- ····--···-·-·----- ---·-- --· --·
126· 00
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--- ---- ·---- ··-·-··--------
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